
REGULAR MEETING
OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Maxfield Education Center
32789 W. Ten Mile Rd.
Farmington, MI 48336

Tuesday, February 7, 2023
6:00 PM

AGENDA

I. CALL TO ORDER
A. Roll Call
B. Pledge of Allegiance

II. ITEMS FROM THE PRESIDENT
A. Approval of the Agenda
B. Announcements

III. RECOGNITIONS
A. Hackbytes Robotics Team
B. Administrative Introduction - Special Education Supervisor

IV. ITEMS FROM THE SECRETARY
A. Correspondence

V. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
VI. DISTRICT UPDATES

A. Superintendent's District Update
B. F/FH Education Foundation Update
C. Farmington Area PTA Council Update
D. Strategic Planning Update

1. Teaching and Learning Committee
E. Deep Thinking Classrooms

VII. REPORTS FROM BOARD COMMITTEES
A. Onboarding Committee
B. Communications and Community Engagement Committee

VIII. DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. Technology Purchases - Recommendations for Review

1. Structured Cabling
2. Wireless Upgrade
3. Video Surveillance

Dr. Christopher J. Delgado
Superintendent

Cheryl B. Blau
President

Claudia T. Heinrich
Vice President

Donald Walker, Jr.
Secretary 

Terri A. Weems
Treasurer

Mable S. Fox
Trustee

Zach T. Rich
Trustee

Angie F. Smith
Trustee



B. OCSBA Resolutions & Bylaws District Vote for Review
1. 2023 Ballot - Proposed Amendments to the OCSBA Bylaws
2. 2023 Ballot - Proposed New and Amended OCSBA Resolutions

IX. PUBLIC COMMENTS
X. ACTION ITEMS

A. Foundational Skills Program Recommendation for Adoption Approval
B. OCSBA Resolutions & Bylaws District Vote for Approval

1. 2023 Ballot - Proposed Amendments to the OCSBA Bylaws
2. 2023 Ballot - Proposed New and Amended OCSBA Resolutions

XI. ITEMS FROM THE TREASURER
A. Expenditures

XII. CONSENT AGENDA
A. Approval of Minutes

1. January 24, 2023, Regular Meeting
2. January 26, 2023, Board and Community Dialogue

B. Head Start Director's Monthly Report
C. Personnel Items

XIII. REPORTS FROM BOARD REPRESENTATIVES
XIV. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
XV. GOOD AND WELFARE
XVI. ADJOURNMENT

*PUBLIC COMMENTS are intended to provide individuals an opportunity to address the Board of Education.  In the 
interest of fairness, the Board requests each speaker to limit his or her comments to three (3) minutes. 

ANY PERSON with a disability who needs accommodation for participation in this meeting should contact the 
Superintendent’s office at 248-489-3338 at least three (3) business days in advance of the meeting to request assistance.

ALL MEETINGS, with the exception of closed sessions, are open to the public.  Regular Board of Education meetings 
and most pre-meetings of the Board of Education are cablecast live on TV10.

The official minutes of the Board of Education are stored and available for inspection
in the Lewis Schulman Administration Building of the Farmington Public School District.
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III. RECOGNITIONS

A. HACKBYTES ROBOTICS TEAM 14815 - POWER MIDDLE SCHOOL.
Presenters: Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic
Projects; Steven Trachsel, Coach & Tech/STEM Teacher, Farmington Steam
Academy; Kari Shea, Parent

Student Names
Shipra Valli Putrevu, Benjamin Raleigh, Logan Hayes, Sai Sri Ram Karnati, David
Blocker, Kyle Riley, Aravind Ganesh, Garrett Shea, Braxton Chang, Elijah
Butcher, Harshit Kurupati, Evan McLaughlin, and Jacob Shepherd

B. ADMINISTRATIVE INTRODUCTION - SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPERVISOR -
BRIDGET COLEMAN
Presenters: Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic
Projects; Brad Paddock, Assistant Superintendent, Talent Development



Power Middle School
Hackbytes 14815 Robotics Team

The Power Middle School Robotics Team 14815, the Hackbytes, began
this year’s First Tech Challenge- season weeks after kick-off. The team of new
and returning members was not deterred and jumped in enthusiastically. They
divided into sub-teams, including design, coding, and mechanical, and got to
work tackling the game Power Play. The challenge included an autonomous and
human drive portion navigating the field to move cones from bases to nodes of
various heights. The team finished the robot and coding in about six weeks, with
their first driving practices just days before their qualifying competition. At the
qualifying competition, they started off slow, losing their first match. However,
they rallied to win their next five matches, finishing in 6th place out of 35 teams,
and were alliance captains for the finals. Their strong performance earned them
an invitation to the FTC State Championship! They fought hard and learned a lot
at the State Championship and hope to carry over all they learned into next
season!

Student Names

Shipra Valli Putrevu
Benjamin Raleigh
Logan Hayes
Sai Sri Ram Karnati
David Blocker
Kyle Riley
Aravind Ganesh
Garrett Shea
Braxton Chang
Elijah Butcher
Harshit Kurupati
Evan McLaughlin
Jacob Shepherd



Bridget Coleman selected as new Farmington Public
Schools’ Supervisor of Special Education

Farmington, MI -- Bridget Coleman, who currently serves as a Farmington Public Schools’ (FPS)
District Teacher Consultant, has been selected to be a Supervisor of Special Education for the
District. Coleman has been with Farmington Public Schools since 2009. Prior to becoming a
Teacher Consultant, she was an ASD Teacher in Clarkston Community Schools and Chicago
Public Schools.

Coleman holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Special Education from Miami University, and a
Master’s degree in Special Education, Autism Endorsement from Oakland University. She will
receive her Special Education Supervisor and Director Approval K-12 Administration
Certification from Grand Valley State University in April 2023.

In her role as a District Teacher Consultant, among other duties, she collaborated with special
education teams to problem solve for students with disabilities to develop, monitor, and evaluate
student achievement.

“I am thrilled to welcome Mrs. Bridget Coleman to the Special Education Administration team,”
stated Lydia Moore, Farmington Public Schools’ Executive Director of Special Education. “Her
commitment to the students, staff, and families of Farmington Public Schools has been evident
for many years. I am excited to work with her in this new capacity.”

“I am honored to have the opportunity to continue my leadership journey as a Special Education
Supervisor in Farmington Public Schools,” stated Coleman. “I am confident we will continue to
provide high quality instruction and opportunities for all students.”

Bridget was introduced to the Board of Education on Tuesday, February 7 and will begin her
new role on Wednesday, February 8, 2023

To learn more about Farmington Public Schools, visit www.farmington.k12.mi.us.

-30-

http://www.farmington.k12.mi.us
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IV. ITEMS FROM THE SECRETARY.

The Board has received communications regarding the Pretty Brown Girls, LGBTQ+
Advocate Sharing Information, and reading intervention. Communications are
acknowledged, and when appropriate, a response is provided. A list of correspondents
can be found in the Board packet, which is available on the FPS website.
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IV. ITEMS FROM THE SECRETARY

A. Correspondence.

Date From Topic

01-26-23 -
1-30-23 Michael Matela Pretty Brown Girls Class is Racist

01-30-23 Hallie Bee Bard LGBTQ+ Advocate Sharing Information

02-03-23 -
02-04-23

Eugene
Greenstein Re: Reading intervention proposal per your request
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VI. DISTRICT UPDATES

A. SUPERINTENDENT’S DISTRICT UPDATE.
Presenter: On behalf of Dr. Delgado, Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of
Innovation and Strategic Projects

B. FARMINGTON/FARMINGTON HILLS EDUCATION FOUNDATION UPDATE.
Presenters: Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic
Projects; Foundation Trustee David Roggenkamp, Treasurer

C. FARMINGTON AREA PTA COUNCIL UPDATE.
Presenters: Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic
Projects; Tiffany Morris-Street, Farmington Area PTA Council President

D. STRATEGIC PLANNING UPDATE: TEACHING AND LEARNING
COMMITTEE.
Presenters: Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic
Projects; Co-Leaders: Marlee Belanger, Forest Elementary Teacher; Rosheen
Hunter, Wood Creek Elementary Teacher, and Kristina Pittman, North Farmington
High School Teacher; Co-Chairs: Joe Greene, North Farmington High School
Principal, and Shawndra Hernton, Beechview Elementary Principal

E. DEEP THINKING CLASSROOMS.
Presenters: Kelly Coffin, Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic
Projects; Margaret Hendrickson, Director of Curriculum, Instruction &
Assessment; Carrie Heaney, East Middle School Math Coach; Debbie Calanchi,
East Middle School Teacher; Jennifer Franklin, East Middle School Math Coach



SLIDESMANIA.COM

Teaching and Learning 

Strategic Planning Team 
Presentation

Co- Leaders
Kristina Pittman
Rosheen Hunter
Marlee Belanger

Co-Chairs
Shawndra Hernton
Joe Greene

Tuesday February 7, 2023
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Change From the Inside Out 2021-2023
Objective 3:  Improve Students’ Literacy Skills 

Post-pandemic we are seeing a need to improve students' literacy skills. 
Students need strong literacy skills, subject-area knowledge, self-direction, 
and curiosity to succeed. We want to open opportunities for all students, 
giving them new ways of reading, writing, thinking, talking, and reasoning 
in supportive classroom environments, which will increase student 
engagement.

Expand reading instructional strategies that help students develop 
the knowledge, skills, and dispositions they need to become more 
powerful readers. Expand our partnership of expertise, drawing on 
what teachers know and do as discipline-based readers, and on 
adolescents’ and young adults’ unique and often underestimated 
strengths as learners.



SLIDESMANIA.COM

Objective 1:  Connect the concepts of Authentic Tasks 

Identifying Authentic Tasks/Positioning

Authentic tasks provide each and every learner the 
opportunity to learn higher level thinking and 
problem solving skills as well as knowledge of the 
world and people.

Build learning environments that position each and every 
learner to be engaged - - in a way that they know they are 
invited into the learning, their thoughts are valued, and they 
know they are competent to do the learning.



SLIDESMANIA.COM

Proof of Concept
● Reflecting on the district profile of a learner to establish 

concrete, specifically aligned classroom practices.
● Establishing consistent framework for cognitively complex, 

authentic learning supported by effective technology
● Working collaboratively with peer group to analyze 

current student learning tasks with respect to the 
learning framework

● Redesigning  student learning experiences to show fidelity 
to the real world and the creation of a polished product 
aligned with an authentic audience

Currently involving 5 
buildings with 5 

building principals and 
20 educators including 
instructional coaches 

and classroom teachers.

Urban Learning Lab- 
Leah McConaughey Ed.D



ON “BOARD” WITH 
BUILDING THINKING 
CLASSROOMS (BTC)

Debbie Calanchi Jennifer Franklin Carrie Heaney



Why build a thinking classroom?

Why BTC?

2



Debbie Calanchi

● The perfect time for change 

● June 2021 I ordered a book called 

Building Thinking Classrooms by 

Peter Liljedahl.

● The book had me at “mimicking.”

Why BTC?

Jennifer Franklin

3

● Debbie asked me

● Always trying to improve my 

teaching

● Because I wanted to increase 

engagement in my 8th grade 

math classes.



What is a Thinking Classroom?
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What is a Thinking Classroom?

Random 
Seating

Student 
Centered

Collaborative 
Thinking

Making 
Student Thinking 

Visible

Vertical 
Non-Permanent 

Surfaces
(VNPS)

Mobility 
of 

Knowledge

5

Standards for Mathematical Practice
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Pictures



“
Student Reflections

“It gives me a chance to be with and learn with new people every day.”

“We got meet new people, and we 

got to understand other people’s 

solving styles and how they are 

thinking about the problems.”

“You get to work with a new group of 

people everyday so you don't get bored 

of your group. If you like working with 

someone it’s a good situation. And if you 

don't like your group, you move the next 

day so it's okay.”

 Nora’s Video

Hayden’s Video

“During the launch, there is just enough information 

given about the task to help me understand the task 

but not too much information to make the task too 

easy.”

Students get to discuss with the teacher the task 

for the day, and it helps them get more involved 

and understand better.

Dylan’s Video

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1WAqXY-q2qhaskTszGcp4Aj0gwJVhmfy6/view?usp=share_link


Impact on FPS Classrooms

8



Debbie Calanchi
● A wider range of solutions and 

approaches are demonstrated
● A huge increase in participation 

from ALL learners
● Allows for a variety of 

assessments to be used

Impact

Jennifer Franklin
● More students are actively 

involved in the math
● Students are exposed to a wider 

variety of ways to think about a 
question

● The whiteboards are less 
intimidating to students 

● Flexibility in assessments has led 
to less test anxiety

9

Instructional Coaching/Collaboration on Classroom Practices

● Summer Book Clubs
● Asynchronous PD
● Coaching Cycles

● 4 Middle Schools
● 1 High School
● 1 Elementary School



Special Thanks to

● Sandro Randazzo- Consulting on Mounting and 
Installing Boards

● Margaret Hendrickson - Purchase of Book and 
Boards, Encouraging Innovation, Supporting Book 
Clubs

● Drew LaCroix- Encouraging Innovation, Support,  and 
Cheerleading



Questions?
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VIII. DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. TECHNOLOGY PURCHASES -  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVIEW.
Presenter: Wesley Prescott, Oakland Schools

1.  STRUCTURED CABLING
2.  WIRELESS UPGRADE
3.  VIDEO SURVEILLANCE

B. OCSBA RESOLUTIONS & BYLAWS DISTRICT VOTE FOR REVIEW.
Presenter: Claudia T. Heinrich,  Vice President, and OCSBA Representative

1. 2023 BALLOT - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE OCSBA BYLAWS
2. 2023 BALLOT - PROPOSED NEW AND AMENDED OCSBA RESOLUTIONS



 

 
 

          
January 31, 2023 

 
 
Dr. Kelly Coffin 
Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic Initiatives  
Farmington Public Schools 
32500 Shiawassee St. 
Farmington, MI 48336 
 
Dear Kelly, 
 
This letter outlines the work completed on the Farmington Public Schools Wireless and Cabling Request for Proposal 
(RFP) as well as the resulting recommendation. 
 
SCOPE 
Farmington Public Schools undertook a process to procure wireless networking equipment and services throughout 
the district, as well as cabling services for Visions Unlimited and select locations throughout the district.  As part of 
this project, wireless access points will be replaced districtwide (and augmented in some locations).   Additionally, 
Visions Unlimited will be entirely re-cabled bringing it up to the current standard.      
 
BACKGROUND 
Plante Moran assisted the district in developing an RFP to replace wireless access points districtwide, and to install 
cabling at Visions Unlimited and select locations where access points are being added.  The RFP was released to 
vendors in November 2022 and proposals were due January 10, 2023.  The RFP was also advertised in the newspaper and 
on the State SIGMA Vendor Self Service website.  The District received three (3) proposals for wireless and five (5) 
proposals for cabling.  Clarifying questions were sent to vendors for additional due diligence.  Plante Moran, along 
with your Instructional Technology Department and IT staff, conducted a detailed proposal analysis.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Based on the analysis of the proposals, clarifications and discussions with the Oakland Schools IT staff supporting 
Farmington Public Schools, the district is recommending the following: 
 

• The wireless project be awarded to Inacomp Technical Services Group (Inacomp) in the amount of 
$1,046,787.86, pending successful contract negotiations.   Plante Moran supports this recommendation.  
ITSG’s proposed solution represents the lowest qualified bid that meets all the requirements of the RFP.  The 
district has worked with Inacomp before and has been pleased with their work. This project was within the 
budgeted amount. 

 

• The cabling project be awarded to Complete Interactive Technologies, Inc. (CIT) in the amount of $66,458.65, 
pending successful contract negotiations.   Plante Moran supports this recommendation.  Complete 
Interactive Technologies, Inc.’s proposed solution represents the lowest qualified bid and meets all the 
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requirements of the RFP.  The district has worked with CIT before and has been pleased with their work. This 
project was above the budgeted amount due to Visions moving to a new building.

 
 
Plante Moran appreciates the opportunity to be of assistance to Farmington Public Schools.  Please call Amy Sasina at 
248.223.3681 if you have any questions. 
 
       Sincerely, 
       PLANTE MORAN, PLLC 
 
  
       Judy Wright 
 
cc: Amy Sasina, Alan McCarrick, Shae Sultes 
Attachments: FPS – Wireless & Cabling Proposal Summary



FPS – Wireless Cabling Proposal Summary

Amcomm CIT Datacom Moss Vector Inacomp

Technologies Bid Cabling Cabling Cabling

Cabling

Wireless

Cabling

Wireless Wireless

Wireless Solution: Aruba Ruckus Meraki

Vendor Background

Location: Brighton Clinton Township Holt Grand Rapids Holland Southfield

# of years in business: 32 34 25 46 8 40

Total workforce: 223 40 27 105 66 55

Schoolcraft College Birmingham Public Schools Mason Public Schools Wayne Westland Schools Jenison Public Schools Walled Lake Schools

Portland Public Schools IES Communications / Amazon RSDC Grosse Pointe Public Schools Muskegon Area ISD Oxford Schools

Trenton Public Schools Roseville Community Schools The Alan Group United Electrical Midland Public Schools Berkley Schools

Subcontractor: No No No No No No

Costs

Wireless

Base Bid Total $1,122,704.63 $993,536.50 $994,836.34

Normalizations

Correct math errors NA NA ($2,990.00)

Remove performance bond from 

base bid cost
Not included Not included ($14,700.00)

Correct count at Facilities NA NA ($18,379.02)

Normalized Wireless Total $1,122,704.63 $993,536.50 $958,767.32

Finalist Normaliztions

Adjust for 7-year licenses $163,393.40 $86,610.60 $88,020.54

Final Wireless Total $1,286,098.03 $1,080,147.10 $1,046,787.86

Cabling

Base Bid Total $75,500.00 $65,458.65 $109,465.00 $67,235.48 $109,230.00

Normalizations 

Wireless drops through district Included Included $31,955.00 $26,975.00 $23,655.00

Remove unneeded drops from bid NA NA NA ($16,844.13) NA

Performance Bond $1,100.00 $1,000.00 $2,895.00 $480.63 included above Not provided

Performance Bond Normalization NA NA $843.61 $72.94 $59.14

Normalized Cabling Total $76,600.00 $66,458.65 $145,158.61 $77,439.29 $132,944.14

Recommended Award

Wireless - Inacomp $1,046,787.86

Cabling - CIT $66,458.65

References:

01.31.23 Prepared by Plante Moran



Farmington Board of Education
February 7th, 2023

REPORT NAME: Technology Purchases - Structured Cabling
REPORT OF: Technology FOR: Discussion

FISCAL FUND IMPACT: 2020 Bond

IMPACT AMOUNT: $66,485.65

MEETING TYPE: Regular

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/BACKGROUND:
The Farmington Community School/Visions building is being renovated as part of the 2020 bond.  This project
will provide cabling for Internet access as well as security cameras.

We are utilizing the Erate program for this project that will allow us to receive up to a 50% discount.  We
released an RFP and opened bids on January 10th, 2023. We received 3 bids with the lowest bid being CIT.

RECOMMENDATION:
Administration recommends that the Board of Education authorize the award of the structured cabling bid  in
the amount of $66,485.65 using CIT with funds to come from the Capital Projects (Building and Site - 2020)
Fund.

IMPACT IF NOT APPROVED:
The new building will not have the necessary infrastructure for Internet access

NEXT STEPS IF APPROVED:
Farmington Public Schools will move forward with the install of cabling over the summer of 2023.



 

 
 

          
January 31, 2023 

 
 
Dr. Kelly Coffin 
Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic Initiatives  
Farmington Public Schools 
32500 Shiawassee St. 
Farmington, MI 48336 
 
Dear Kelly, 
 
This letter outlines the work completed on the Farmington Public Schools Wireless and Cabling Request for Proposal 
(RFP) as well as the resulting recommendation. 
 
SCOPE 
Farmington Public Schools undertook a process to procure wireless networking equipment and services throughout 
the district, as well as cabling services for Visions Unlimited and select locations throughout the district.  As part of 
this project, wireless access points will be replaced districtwide (and augmented in some locations).   Additionally, 
Visions Unlimited will be entirely re-cabled bringing it up to the current standard.      
 
BACKGROUND 
Plante Moran assisted the district in developing an RFP to replace wireless access points districtwide, and to install 
cabling at Visions Unlimited and select locations where access points are being added.  The RFP was released to 
vendors in November 2022 and proposals were due January 10, 2023.  The RFP was also advertised in the newspaper and 
on the State SIGMA Vendor Self Service website.  The District received three (3) proposals for wireless and five (5) 
proposals for cabling.  Clarifying questions were sent to vendors for additional due diligence.  Plante Moran, along 
with your Instructional Technology Department and IT staff, conducted a detailed proposal analysis.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Based on the analysis of the proposals, clarifications and discussions with the Oakland Schools IT staff supporting 
Farmington Public Schools, the district is recommending the following: 
 

• The wireless project be awarded to Inacomp Technical Services Group (Inacomp) in the amount of 
$1,046,787.86, pending successful contract negotiations.   Plante Moran supports this recommendation.  
ITSG’s proposed solution represents the lowest qualified bid that meets all the requirements of the RFP.  The 
district has worked with Inacomp before and has been pleased with their work. This project was within the 
budgeted amount. 

 

• The cabling project be awarded to Complete Interactive Technologies, Inc. (CIT) in the amount of $66,458.65, 
pending successful contract negotiations.   Plante Moran supports this recommendation.  Complete 
Interactive Technologies, Inc.’s proposed solution represents the lowest qualified bid and meets all the 
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requirements of the RFP.  The district has worked with CIT before and has been pleased with their work. This 
project was above the budgeted amount due to Visions moving to a new building.

 
 
Plante Moran appreciates the opportunity to be of assistance to Farmington Public Schools.  Please call Amy Sasina at 
248.223.3681 if you have any questions. 
 
       Sincerely, 
       PLANTE MORAN, PLLC 
 
  
       Judy Wright 
 
cc: Amy Sasina, Alan McCarrick, Shae Sultes 
Attachments: FPS – Wireless & Cabling Proposal Summary



FPS – Wireless Cabling Proposal Summary

Amcomm CIT Datacom Moss Vector Inacomp

Technologies Bid Cabling Cabling Cabling

Cabling

Wireless

Cabling

Wireless Wireless

Wireless Solution: Aruba Ruckus Meraki

Vendor Background

Location: Brighton Clinton Township Holt Grand Rapids Holland Southfield

# of years in business: 32 34 25 46 8 40

Total workforce: 223 40 27 105 66 55

Schoolcraft College Birmingham Public Schools Mason Public Schools Wayne Westland Schools Jenison Public Schools Walled Lake Schools

Portland Public Schools IES Communications / Amazon RSDC Grosse Pointe Public Schools Muskegon Area ISD Oxford Schools

Trenton Public Schools Roseville Community Schools The Alan Group United Electrical Midland Public Schools Berkley Schools

Subcontractor: No No No No No No

Costs

Wireless

Base Bid Total $1,122,704.63 $993,536.50 $994,836.34

Normalizations

Correct math errors NA NA ($2,990.00)

Remove performance bond from 

base bid cost
Not included Not included ($14,700.00)

Correct count at Facilities NA NA ($18,379.02)

Normalized Wireless Total $1,122,704.63 $993,536.50 $958,767.32

Finalist Normaliztions

Adjust for 7-year licenses $163,393.40 $86,610.60 $88,020.54

Final Wireless Total $1,286,098.03 $1,080,147.10 $1,046,787.86

Cabling

Base Bid Total $75,500.00 $65,458.65 $109,465.00 $67,235.48 $109,230.00

Normalizations 

Wireless drops through district Included Included $31,955.00 $26,975.00 $23,655.00

Remove unneeded drops from bid NA NA NA ($16,844.13) NA

Performance Bond $1,100.00 $1,000.00 $2,895.00 $480.63 included above Not provided

Performance Bond Normalization NA NA $843.61 $72.94 $59.14

Normalized Cabling Total $76,600.00 $66,458.65 $145,158.61 $77,439.29 $132,944.14

Recommended Award

Wireless - Inacomp $1,046,787.86

Cabling - CIT $66,458.65

References:

01.31.23 Prepared by Plante Moran



Farmington Board of Education
February 7th, 2023

REPORT NAME: Technology Purchases - Wireless Upgrade
REPORT OF: Technology FOR: Discussion

FISCAL FUND IMPACT: 2020 Bond

IMPACT AMOUNT: $1,046,787.86

MEETING TYPE: Regular

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/BACKGROUND:
The current wireless system has been in place for a number of years and doesn’t have the latest capabilities to
deliver the speed and connectivity needed.  This project will upgrade the wireless system throughout the
district to provide better coverage and speeds.

We are utilizing the Erate program for this project that will allow us to receive up to a 50% discount.  We
released an RFP and opened bids on January 10th, 2023. We received 3 bids with the lowest bid being
Inacomp TSG.  The system proposed is used in many of our districts currently and provides the coverage and
speed necessary to effectively deliver instruction.

RECOMMENDATION:
Administration recommends that the Board of Education authorize the award of the structured cabling bid  in
the amount of $$1,046,787.86 using Inacomp TSG with funds to come from the Capital Projects (Building and
Site - 2020) Fund.

IMPACT IF NOT APPROVED:
The identified locations will continue to utilize a wireless connection for network access.

NEXT STEPS IF APPROVED:
Farmington Public Schools will move forward with the install of wireless over the summer of 2023.



 

 
 

          
January 30, 2023 

 
 
Dr. Kelly Coffin 
Assistant Superintendent of Innovation and Strategic Initiatives  
Farmington Public Schools 
32500 Shiawassee St. 
Farmington, MI 48336 
 
Dear Kelly, 
 
This letter outlines the work completed on the Farmington Public Schools Video Surveillance Request for Proposal 
(RFP) as well as the resulting recommendation. 
 
Background  
 
Farmington Public Schools (the “District”) undertook a process to select new security cameras for twelve (12) facilities 
(including 8 elementaries, ECC, Visions Unlimited, STEAM Academy and MEC), a new video management system (VMS) 
that can also integrate to existing cameras and intercoms, and associated cabling and services. Plante Moran worked 
with members of Oakland Schools Field Services (the Project Team) to identify technical requirements, review key 
criteria, and evaluate the solutions. This process included the following key activities:  
 

• Met with Oakland Schools IT staff supporting Farmington Public Schools to discuss and review technical 
requirements  

• Developed a detailed request for proposal (RFP)   

• Advertised the RFP  on the State SIGMA Vendor Self Service website   

• Analyzed proposals and issued clarifications to vendors  

• Interviewed finalist vendors  

• References check performed by Oakland Schools IT staff 
 
Eleven (11) vendors submitted proposals in response to the RFP and were reviewed to determine the completeness, cost 
and compliance with the RFP specifications. The vendor with the lowest cost proposal was not considered as a finalist 
as it did not meet all requirements of the RFP (it cannot support MacOS administrative clients and does not have 
adequate storage sizing for video footage retention for 30 days). Post-bid interviews were conducted with three 
finalists, and clarifications were issued to validate compliance with RFP requirements and normalize the bid prices. 
Through the due diligence process, and after validating its references, it was determined that the finalist with the 
lowest qualified bid met the RFP requirements.  
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Recommendation  
 
Based on review of the responses, discussions, interviews and clarifications with the finalist vendors, the Project Team 
is recommending the project be awarded to Securatech in an amount not to exceed $469,687.32, contingent upon 
successful contract negotiations. Plante Moran supports this recommendation. Securatech’s proposed solution 
represents the lowest qualified bid that meets all the requirements of the RFP. This project is within the budgeted 
amount.  
 
Plante Moran appreciates the opportunity to be of assistance to Farmington Public Schools. Please contact Jacinto 
Cordero at 248.223.3358 or Jacinto.Cordero@plantemoran.com, or me at 248.223.3304, judy.wright@plantemoran.com if 
you have any questions. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
       PLANTE MORAN, PLLC 
 
  
       Judy Wright 
 
cc: Amy Sasina, Alan McCarrick, Shae Sultes, Drew Youngstrom 
Attachments: FPS – Video Surveillance Proposals Summary



Farmington Public Schools
Video Surveillance Proposals Summary

Proposals
Global Solutions 

Group, Inc.
Securatech

PCS 
Proposal 1

Telecom 
Technicians, Inc

MOSS
Interstate Security 

Inc.
SecurAlarm

PCS 
Proposal 2

Redguard*
Sentinel 

Technologies, Inc.

AOB Security LLC, 
dba Security 

Designs
Compliant with RFP 
requirements?

Did not meet all RFP 
requirements Yes

Did not meet all RFP 
requirements Yes Not a finalist Not a finalist Not a finalist Not a finalist Not a finalist Not a finalist Not a finalist

Camera brand LTS Security Digital Watchdog Hanwha Axis/Comply Hanwha Axis Hanwha Hanwha Verkada Systems Avigilon

VMS brand LTS, VSVMS-2000
Digital Watchdog- 

Spectrum
Milestone XProtect 

Expert 2022 R3

Exacqvision 
Enterprise Genetec 5.11 Exacqvision Genetec 5.11

Milestone 
Professional Plus 

2022 R3
Verkada Command Avigilon

Vendor background

Location Oak Park, MI Farmington Hills, MI Cincinnati, OH Sterling Heights, MI Grand Rapids, MI
Shelby Township, 

MI
Grand Rapids, MI Cincinnati, OH Livonia, MI Farmington Hills, MI

# of years in business 19 13 19 38 45 60 30 19 40 25
Total workforce 75+ 130 65 123 130 13 52 65 650 47

Reference 1
Sigma Academy for 
Leadership & Early 

Middle College

Ford Motor 
Company

Oak Park Schools
Cranbrook 

Educational 
Community

Grosse Point Public 
Schools System

Lake Orion & 
Clarkston Schools

Kentwood Public 
Schools

Oak Park Schools
Alcona Public 

Schools
Livonia Public 

Schools

Reference 2
Oakland County 

Academy of Media 
and Technology

Singh Development 
LLC

Lapeer Community 
Schools

Woodhaven 
Brownstown School 

District

Ludington Area 
School

Avondale Schools
Gerald R. Ford 
International 

Airport

Lapeer Community 
Schools

Traverse City 
Parking Department

Hartland 
Consolidated 

Schools

Reference 3
 (SMART) Lake Erie 

Transit (LETC)
United Hospitality 

Group
Novi Public Schools

Algonac Community 
Schools

Wayne-Westland 
Schools

Berkley School 
District

Michigan Senate Novi Public Schools
Coloma Community 

Schools
Rochester 

Community Schools

Price summary
Base Bid VSS $250,739.50 $319,058.59 $315,845.33 $334,341.75 $404,113.83 $330,880.81 $319,973.00 $315,845.33 $496,384.61
Base Bid VMS $46,500.00 $127,204.83 $292,035.24 $306,790.85 $244,124.71 $321,688.00 $362,976.00 $389,849.68 $369,407.65
Total Base Bid $297,239.50 $446,263.42 $607,880.57 $641,132.60 $648,238.54 $652,568.81 $682,949.00 $705,695.01 $758,035.00 $829,532.00 $865,792.26
Normalizations

Upgrade to 96 TB 
failover server $10,408.74
Performance bond 
adjustment $13,015.16

Award total $469,687.32

* Vendor did not submit electronic copy of documents; due to the higher cost and not meeting requirements, this proposal was not evaluated.

1.30.23 Prepared by Plante Moran



Farmington Board of Education
February 7th, 2023

REPORT NAME: Technology Purchases - Video Surveillance
REPORT OF: Technology FOR: Discussion

FISCAL FUND IMPACT: 2020 Bond

IMPACT AMOUNT: $469,687.32

MEETING TYPE: Regular

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/BACKGROUND:
Farmington Public Schools currently utilizes the Avigilon Video Management System (VMS) with existing
cameras in the secondary buildings.  There are some limitations of the existing VMS that we have been able to
address with this project.  We released a RFP with the bid opening on 11/22/2022.  There were 11 vendors that
responded.  We interviewed the three vendors and are recommending the lowest bid we received, which was
from Securatech, a vendor local to Farmington Hills.  This project will provide camera coverage to the
elementary buildings and migrate the existing cameras to the new VMS, which will be Digital Watchdog.

RECOMMENDATION:
Administration recommends that the Board of Education authorize the award of the Video Surveillance  bid  in
the amount of $496,687.32 using Securatech with funds to come from the Capital Projects (Building and Site -
2020) Fund.

IMPACT IF NOT APPROVED:
The elementary buildings will not have security cameras installed and the secondary buildings will continue to
utilize the current system.

NEXT STEPS IF APPROVED:
Farmington Public Schools will move forward with the install of this system to be completed during the summer
of 2023.



 

* Article III, Section 2:  Voting Rights. Exceptions.  

  Article IX Committees Section 5:  Resolutions and Bylaws Committee. Submission to Vote.     

 
January 23, 2023 
 
Dear Members,  
 
Proposed resolutions and changes to our Association Bylaws require a vote of our Member 
Districts. The Oakland County School Boards Association (OCSBA) is submitting proposed 
amendments to the Association Bylaws as well as two new resolutions and one amended 
resolution for your consideration.  
 
OCSBA Bylaws* require at least forty (40) calendar days for Member Districts to vote. 
Therefore, the window for your Board of Education to vote will close on Friday March 3, 2023.  

Included in this email are the following documents: 
 

• Cover Letter 

• The current OCSBA Bylaws 

• The proposed amendments to the OCSBA Bylaws 

• The current OCSBA Legislative Priorities 

• The proposed OCSBA Resolutions 

• Two (2) ballots: 
o A ballot for the proposed amendments to the Association Bylaws 
o A ballot for the proposed new and amended resolutions. 

 
If your Board would like a member of the Bylaws and Resolutions Committee to attend your 
Board Meeting and speak to your Board about these proposals prior to voting, please feel free 
to contact me:  Marc Katz at marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us .  Thank you to the committee 
members for their work on this:  Barb Anness (Rochester), Mary Hanser (Oxford), Amy 
Hochkammer (Birmingham), Ron Justice (Berkley), Ad Hoc member Carol Finkelstein (West 
Bloomfield).   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marc Katz 
Chair, Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
Oakland County School Boards Association 

 

mailto:marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us


Member District Ballot  2023 

Proposal to Amend the Bylaws             
 

INTRODUCTION.  The Oakland County School Boards Association Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
reviews and recommends amendments to the Association’s bylaws annually. The OCSBA Board of 
Directors has reviewed the proposed changes and recommends approval of all bylaws amendments as 
presented. Every Member District Board of Education has been provided with the proposed 
amendments and a summary of proposed changes with a rationale for each change.  

VOTING PERIOD AND ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.  OCSBA Bylaws Article XVI Section 1.  These Bylaws may be 
altered or amended by the vote of the Member School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide 
written ballot with the proposed amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty 
(40) day period in which to vote. Each Member School District will have one vote.  

The proposed amendments and written ballot were transmitted to Member School Districts on 
Monday, January 23, 2023.  Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023. 
Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to 
the deadline or your District’s vote cannot be counted! 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE ALL PROPOSED 

AMENDMENTS TO THE OCSBA BYLAWS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the ________________________________________________________ School District  
Insert District Name  

Board of Education on __________________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date  

   [   ] YES.  The Board approves all bylaws amendments as presented.               

 [   ] NO.  The Board does not approve all bylaws amendments as presented.                         

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of a vote of the Board of Education.  

  
___________________________________________________________________________________  

Printed Name                                                                                                             Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)         Board Secretary         Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

  

Email the completed & signed ballot to OCSBABoard@gmail.com 

Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3,  2023   

Questions?  Contact Marc Katz at marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us  (248) 219-5949 

 

C
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Member District Ballot  2023  

New & Amended Resolutions   
  

Introduction.  Annually, the Oakland County School Boards Association (OCSBA) Government Relations Committee 
(GRC) establishes Legislative Priorities for the current legislative session. The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
then reviews the adopted legislative priorities and drafts resolutions based on those legislative priorities. When 
there is alignment with MASB and/or NSBA resolutions, the MASB/NSBA resolution information is referenced.   

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, the proposed resolutions are presented to our member districts for 
consideration. Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member School Districts shall be the official 
position of the Association as interpreted and pursued by its Board of Directors. 

Eligibility to Vote.  Each Member District receives one (1) vote on the proposed Resolutions. 

Voting Period.  The proposed resolutions, legislative priorities and a written ballot were transmitted to Member 
School Districts on Monday, January 23, 2023. Completed ballots must be received no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, 
March 3, 2023. 

Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to the deadline 
or your District’s vote cannot be counted! OCSBA bylaws Article III, Section 2: Member School District votes shall be 
recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot indicating the vote of the Member School District’s 
Trustees. Member School District votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE THE PROPOSED                                      

NEW AND AMENDED RESOLUTIONS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the __________________________________________________ School District 
Insert District Name 

Board of Education on _______________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date 

[   ] YES. The Board approves all proposed new and amended resolutions as presented.              

[   ] NO. The Board does not approve all proposed new & amended resolutions as presented. 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of the vote by the Board of Education. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Printed Name                                  Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)           Board Secretary            Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

Email your completed & signed ballot to OCSBAboard@gmail.com  

no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023  

Questions? Contact Marc Katz:   marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us   (248) 219-5949 
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2023 PROPOSED NEW RESOLUTION 

SCHOOL NUTRITION: OCSBA supports the expansion of the Free and Reduced Meals program 
to include all children, as was done during the pandemic. 
 
SCHOOL SAFETY:  OCSBA supports that there be adequate state resources to allow schools to 
both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
 

 

2023 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO  
PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS 

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE (SFRC):  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; Amended 9/11/2021]                                                     
OCSBA supports review and implementation of the recommendations of the SFRC, including                    
the recommended additional studies on capital costs, infrastructure, and transportation. While 
implementing the SFRC recommendations, higher funded districts must be held harmless.  
[MASB resolution G 11.01 and A-10.25 – 2021 amendment] 

 

CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS 

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTIONS WERE PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED BY  
OUR MEMBER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.  

THE ADOPTION AND/OR AMENDMENT DATE(S) ARE NOTED FOR EACH RESOLUTION.  

MENTAL HEALTH:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports Increased mental health services and professionals in schools and provide 
adequate state resources to allow schools to both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
[MASB Resolutions G 9.01; G 9.05;  G 9.50] 

● Help staff identify potential mental health issues for students.  
● Encourage MDE to develop a model policy for staff regarding identifying mental health 

issues and appropriate staff response. 

LOCAL CONTROL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

Support local control of community-governed public schools with elected school boards.         
[ MASB Resolution A 10.10; A 10.55; A 12.70] 

EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING: [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 
OCSBA supports evidence-based education policy that will maximize opportunities for the 
highest achievement of each student.  [MASB Resolution G 11.01] 
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UNFUNDED MANDATES:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA Opposes any state or federal legislation that results in increased costs for school 
districts without full funding.  OCSBA also encourages the Michigan Legislature to oppose any 
federal laws or programs that are not fully funded thus costing the state valuable resources.  

[MASB Resolution A 10.20]  

SCHOOL AID:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

A. Oppose using School Aid Fund dollars for any other purpose than K-12 education.  
[MASB Resolution A 10.25]  

B. Support additional funding for Special Education, At-Risk and ELL students.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (g) and (j); A 10.55]   

C. Protect the School Aid Fund and local revenues from state tax policy changes.         
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (c); A 10.55]   

D. Specify that the School Aid Fund is only for Pre-K to 12th grade public education in 
Michigan’s 
Constitution and oppose any attempts to create private school voucher or tax credit 
programs.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (a) and A 10.05]  

E.  OCSBA supports enacting the annual School Aid Budget no later than June 1, so that school 
districts have factual information to meet their  constitutional/statutory requirement to  
approve a budget by June 30.   [MASB Resolution A 10.25 (h)]       

 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports transparency and accountability for ALL school aid funds (i.e., community 
governed public school districts, charter schools, cyber schools, community colleges, public 
universities)  [MASB Resolution A 6.65 (c), (d), (f)] 

LAME DUCK:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports lame duck parameters that will address introduction and accelerated passage 
of legislation after the November election.    

UNIVERSAL PRESCHOOL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports additional new dollars to fund universal preschool for all four year old children.  
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; MASB Resolution A 6.15 (c)]  

SPECIAL EDUCATION:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports full funding of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
Although federal legislation initially promised to provide 40 percent of the excess cost to 
educate students with disabilities, the appropriations have fallen short, leaving states and local 
school districts to make up the difference.  [MASB Resolution A 5.01; NSBA Advocacy: IDEA]  
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BROADBAND ACCESS AND DEVICES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
Broadband should be included in any federal or state infrastructure plan.  We support additional 
federal and state funding opportunities to expand affordable and reliable broadband access. We 
support federal and state programs for the purchase   of internet capable devices and software.   
[MASB Resolution A-10.30 – 2021 amendment]  

TEACHER SHORTAGES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
We support statewide initiatives to address teacher shortages and retain teachers, while 
maintaining quality teacher preparation programs. Initiatives might include, but should not be 
limited to, incentives to enter and complete a teaching college program, incentives for teachers 
to remain in the classroom, and easing the process to obtain Michigan certification for teachers 
that are certified in other states.  [MASB 2021-2022 Legislative Priority] 

WHEN ALIGNED WITH OCSBA LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES, OCSBA ALSO SUPPORTS:                                       
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

➢ The National School Boards Association (NSBA) Legislative Agenda   
➢ The Michigan Association of School Boards (MASB) Legislative Agenda  
➢ The Oakland County Superintendents Association (OCSA) Legislative Agenda   

LINKS:     MASB Resolutions:  https://www.masb.org/resolutions.aspx  
                 NSBA Advocacy:  IDEA  https://www.nsba.org/Advocacy  
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2023 OCSBA BYLAW AMENDMENTS 
 
 

Currently Reads  
 

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board 

of Directors shall consist of an odd number 

of Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more 

than 9 members. The Board of Directors 

shall have the discretion to determine the 

number of Directors to best meet the needs 

of the Association. The Board shall consider 

such a change whenever an election 

produces less candidates than open seats, 

and prior to seeking candidates to fill a 

vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the 

number of Directors to all Members. Any 

decrease in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by attrition, which may result 

in an eight member Board for up to one year, 

until the next election. An increase in the 

number of Directors shall be accomplished 

by election, as outlined in Section 4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Would Read 
 

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board 

of Directors shall consist of an odd number 

of Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more 

than 9 members. The Board of Directors 

shall have the discretion to determine the 

number of Directors to best meet the needs 

of the Association. The Board shall consider 

such a change whenever an election 

produces less candidates than open seats, 

and prior to seeking candidates to fill a 

vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the 

number of Directors to all Members. Any 

decrease in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by attrition, which may result 

in an eight member Board for up to one year, 

until the next election. An increase in the 

number of Directors shall be accomplished 

by election, as outlined in Section 4. In 

addition, the Board may call for a mid-year 

special election to increase the number of 

Directors.   

 

Proposed change:  Add 1 sentence at the end 

of this section (shown in blue). 

Rationale:  This allows the Board to restore 

seats twice per year if necessary, rather than 

only once per year as in Section 4. 
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Currently Reads 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Legislative Priorities.  The 

Government Relations Committee 

will review/revise their Legislative 

Priorities annually. Revised 

Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors 

for approval by June 15th. Once 

approved by the Board, Legislative 

Priorities will be provided to the 

Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 

and Member School Districts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Would Read 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Legislative Priorities.  The 

Government Relations Committee 

will review/revise their Legislative 

Priorities annually. Revised 

Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors 

for approval. Once approved by the 

Board, Legislative Priorities will be 

provided to the Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and Member 

School Districts. 

 

Proposed change: Remove “by June 

15th”.   

Rationale: This process needs to be 

moved up so that legislative priorities 

are adopted by the GRC in the fall 

(Sept/Oct), sent to BOD in October 

and then to Member Districts for 

voting (consider having the voting 

period end by the start of common 

calendar’s school break).   

 

 

 

 

 

 



 3 

Currently Reads 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Committee 

Membership/Leadership.  

Committee members will be 

appointed by the Board of Directors 

annually.  Committee members may 

be reappointed for additional terms. 

The appointed Committee members 

will elect a Committee Chairperson 

at the first committee meeting after 

appointment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Would Read 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Committee 

Membership/Leadership.  

Committee members will be 

appointed by the Board of Directors 

annually.  Committee members may 

be reappointed for additional terms. 

The appointed Committee members 

will elect a Committee Chairperson 

at the first committee meeting after 

appointment. The Government 

Relations Committee Chairperson 

shall be a member of the Resolutions 

and Bylaws Committee.  

 

Proposed change:  Add 1 sentence at 

the end of the paragraph (shown in 

blue). 

Rationale: The Government Relations 

Committee (GRC) chair is not 

necessarily a member of the Board of 

Directors. GRC Chair involvement is 

important to be sure that the GRC’s 

intent is reflected in resolutions.  
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Currently Reads 

 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer 

shall maintain all financial statements, 

reports, and budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a 

timely basis and distributed to all 

Board members on a quarterly basis 

or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for 

approval by the Board of Directors an 

annual budget (July 1 to June 30) by 

June 30th along with an annual actual 

income and expense report by 

August 30th following the end of the 

fiscal year.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       Would Read 

 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer 

shall maintain all financial statements, 

reports, and budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a 

timely basis and distributed to all 

Board members on a quarterly basis 

or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for 

approval by the Board of Directors: 

1. No later than the June Board of 

Directors meeting, a budget for 

the upcoming fiscal year (July 1 to 

June 30).  

2. No later than August 30th, the 

end of year revenue & expense 

reports for the immediately 

preceding fiscal year. 

 

Proposed change: Separate and 

clarify item (b). 

Rationale:  This is confusing as 

written, the budget and end of year 

reports are 2 separate documents.  
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2023 PROPOSED NEW RESOLUTION 

SCHOOL NUTRITION: OCSBA supports the expansion of the Free and Reduced Meals program 
to include all children as was done during the pandemic. 
 
SCHOOL SAFETY:  OCSBA supports that there be adequate state resources to allow schools to 
both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
 

2023 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO  
PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS 

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE (SFRC):  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; Amended 9/11/2021]                                                     
OCSBA supports review and implementation of the recommendations of the SFRC, including                    
the recommended additional studies on capital costs, infrastructure, and transportation. While 
implementing the SFRC recommendations, higher funded districts must be held harmless.  
[MASB resolution G 11.01 and A-10.25 – 2021 amendment] 

 

CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS 

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTIONS WERE PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED BY OUR MEMBER SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS.  

THE ADOPTION AND/OR AMENDMENT DATE(S) ARE NOTED FOR EACH RESOLUTION.  

MENTAL HEALTH:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports Increased mental health services and professionals in schools and provide 
adequate state resources to allow schools to both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
[MASB Resolutions G 9.01; G 9.05;  G 9.50] 

● Help staff identify potential mental health issues for students.  
● Encourage MDE to develop a model policy for staff regarding identifying mental health 

issues and appropriate staff response. 

LOCAL CONTROL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

Support local control of community-governed public schools with elected school boards.         
[ MASB Resolution A 10.10; A 10.55; A 12.70] 

EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING: [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 
OCSBA supports evidence-based education policy that will maximize opportunities for the 
highest achievement of each student.  [MASB Resolution G 11.01] 

UNFUNDED MANDATES:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA Opposes any state or federal legislation that results in increased costs for school 
districts without full funding.  OCSBA also encourages the Michigan Legislature to oppose any 
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federal laws or programs that are not fully funded thus costing the state valuable resources.  

[MASB Resolution A 10.20]  

SCHOOL AID:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

A. Oppose using School Aid Fund dollars for any other purpose than K-12 education.  
[MASB Resolution A 10.25]  

B. Support additional funding for Special Education, At-Risk and ELL students.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (g) and (j); A 10.55]   

C. Protect the School Aid Fund and local revenues from state tax policy changes.         
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (c); A 10.55]   

D. Specify that the School Aid Fund is only for Pre-K to 12th grade public education in 
Michigan’s 
Constitution and oppose any attempts to create private school voucher or tax credit 
programs.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (a) and A 10.05]  

E.  OCSBA supports enacting the annual School Aid Budget no later than June 1, so that school 
districts have factual information to meet their  constitutional/statutory requirement to 

approve  
a budget by June 30.   [MASB Resolution A 10.25 (h)]       

ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports transparency and accountability for ALL school aid funds (i.e., community 
governed public school districts, charter schools, cyber schools, community colleges, public 
universities)                                [MASB Resolution A 6.65 (c), (d), (f)] 

LAME DUCK:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports lame duck parameters that will address introduction and accelerated passage 
of legislation after the November election.    

UNIVERSAL PRESCHOOL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports additional new dollars to fund universal preschool for all four year old children.  
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; MASB Resolution A 6.15 (c)]  

SPECIAL EDUCATION:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports full funding of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
Although federal legislation initially promised to provide 40 percent of the excess cost to 
educate students with disabilities, the appropriations have fallen short, leaving states and local 
school districts to make up the difference.  [MASB Resolution A 5.01; NSBA Advocacy: IDEA]  

BROADBAND ACCESS AND DEVICES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
Broadband should be included in any federal or state infrastructure plan.  We support additional 
federal and state funding opportunities to expand affordable and reliable broadband access. We 
support federal and state programs for the purchase   of internet capable devices and software.   
[MASB Resolution A-10.30 – 2021 amendment]  
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TEACHER SHORTAGES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
We support statewide initiatives to address teacher shortages and retain teachers, while 
maintaining quality teacher preparation programs. Initiatives might include, but should not be 
limited to, incentives to enter and complete a teaching college program, incentives for teachers 
to remain in the classroom, and easing the process to obtain Michigan certification for teachers 
that are certified in other states.  [MASB 2021-2022 Legislative Priority] 

WHEN ALIGNED WITH OCSBA LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES, OCSBA ALSO SUPPORTS:                                       
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

➢ The National School Boards Association (NSBA) Legislative Agenda   
➢ The Michigan Association of School Boards (MASB) Legislative Agenda  
➢ The Oakland County Superintendents Association (OCSA) Legislative Agenda   

LINKS:     MASB Resolutions:  https://www.masb.org/resolutions.aspx  
                 NSBA Advocacy:  IDEA  https://www.nsba.org/Advocacy  
 

 



Adopted by Board of Directors:  11/15/2017 
Adopted by General Membership:  1/24/2018; 10/18/2018 
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BYLAWS  

OF THE  

OAKLAND COUNTY SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION 

ARTICLE I 

OFFICES 

Section 1:  Principal Office.  The principal office of the Oakland County School Boards Association 

(the “Association”) in the State of Michigan will be located at 2111 Pontiac Lake Road, Waterford 

Township, County of Oakland. The Association may have such other offices, either within or 

without the State of Michigan, as the Board of Directors of the Association may determine or as 

the affairs of the Association may require from time to time. 

Section 2:  Registered Office.  The Association will have and continuously maintain a registered 

office and a registered agent whose office is identical with the registered office. The registered 

office may be, but need not be, identical with the principal office, and the address of the 

registered office may be changed from time to time by the Board of Directors of the Association. 

ARTICLE II 

PURPOSE 

Section 1:  Purpose.  The purpose of the Association shall be: 

(a) To advance the quality of public education in Oakland County through the cooperative 

efforts of locally-elected boards of education. 

(b) To promote high standards in providing educational programs and services to meet the 

needs of all students. 

(c) To make available to school board members information concerning educational issues. 

(d) To conduct and sponsor meetings and programs about various aspects of education in 

partnership with Oakland Schools. 

(e) To promote public understanding about the role of school boards in our education system 

and the need for citizen involvement in maintaining and improving our schools. 

(f) To enhance cooperation and communication among boards of education in Oakland 

County. 

(g) To present a strong force representing the views of school boards in Oakland County to 

the political representatives serving the area.  

(h) To advocate for county, state and national legislation and governance that promotes and 

supports public education services by locally elected boards of education. 
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ARTICLE III 

MEMBERSHIP 

Section 1:  Members.  The Association shall be organized upon a membership basis. Any publicly 

elected Board of Education member of a school district located in Oakland County or any elected 

Oakland ISD Board of Education member (referred to herein as “Member School Districts”), that 

is also a member in good standing in the Michigan Association of School Boards (“MASB”), is an 

eligible general member of this Association (referred to herein as a “Member” or collectively the 

“Members”). 

Section 2:  Voting Rights.  Each Member is entitled to one vote on each matter submitted to a 

vote of the Members, with specific exceptions as outlined in this section. All rights to vote on 

business or election before the Members will be done in person. 

Exceptions: Each Member School District shall have one (1) vote on resolutions (as 

outlined in Article IX) or to amend these Bylaws (as outlined in Article XVI). Member 

School District votes shall be recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot 

indicating the vote of the Member School District’s Trustees. Member School District 

votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. Results 

of such Member School District voting shall be provided to all Member Districts not later 

than the next general membership meeting. 

Section 3:  Electronic Voting.  Electronic voting rights are granted to the Board of Directors only 

to conduct emergency business. All electronic vote(s) will be reaffirmed at the next meeting of 

the Board of Directors. 

Section 4: Transfer of Membership.  Membership in this Association is not transferable or 

assignable. 

ARTICLE IV 

DUES 

The Association shall be financed by an annual MASB grant to its County Area School Boards 

Association (CASBA) members, Intermediate School District membership dues in an amount not 

to exceed the MASB CASBA grant, and by contributions and gifts accepted by the Association. 

ARTICLE V 

MEETING OF MEMBERS 

Section 1:  Annual and Regular Meetings.  There shall be an annual meeting of the Members and 

not less than three additional, regular membership meetings each year for the purpose of 

appointing the Board of Directors and for the transaction of such other business as may come 
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before the meeting. The annual meeting shall be the first regular meeting after July 1. The date, 

time, and place of all meetings shall be determined by the Board of Directors. 

Section 2:  Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Members may be called by voice or email 

by the President or by two or more members of the Board of Directors with 30 days’ notice. 

Section 3:  Place of Meeting. The Board of Directors may designate the place of meeting for any 

annual or regular meeting or for any special meeting. If no designation is made, or if a special 

meeting is otherwise called, the place of the meeting will be the registered off of the Association; 

but if all of the Members meet at any time and place and consent to holding of a meeting, such 

meeting will be valid without call or notice, and at such meeting any corporate action may be 

taken. 

Section 4:  Notice of meetings.  Written notice stating the place, day, and hour of any meeting 

of Members will be delivered, either personally or by email, to each Member entitled to vote as 

such meeting, not less than ten nor more than fifty days before the date of the meeting by the 

Secretary. In case of a special meeting, or when required by statute or these Bylaws, the purpose 

or purposes for which the meeting is called will be stated in the notice. If mailed, the notice of a 

meeting will be deemed to be delivered when deposited in the United States mail addressed to 

the Member at his or her address as it appears on the records of the Association, with postage 

thereon prepaid.  

Section 5:  Informal Action by Members.  Any action required by law to be taken at a meeting of 

the Members, or any action which may be taken at a meeting of the Members, may be taken 

without a meeting if a consent in writing, setting forth the action so taken, will be signed by all 

of the Members entitled to vote with respect to the subject matter thereof. 

Section 6:  Quorum.  The presence of at least one Member from twenty-five (25%) percent of 

the Member School Districts will constitute a quorum at such meeting. If a quorum is not present 

at any meeting of Members, a majority of the Members present may adjourn the meeting 

without further notice. 

Section 7: Involvement of Member School District Administrators.  Superintendents and 

Administrators of Member School Districts are encouraged to participate in the Member 

meetings and other Association activities.  

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board of Directors shall consist of an odd number of 

Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more than 9 members. The Board of Directors shall have the 

discretion to determine the number of Directors to best meet the needs of the Association. The 
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Board shall consider such a change whenever an election produces less candidates than open 

seats, and prior to seeking candidates to fill a vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the number of Directors to all Members. Any decrease in 

the number of Directors shall be accomplished by attrition, which may result in an eight member 

Board for up to one year, until the next election. An increase in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by election, as outlined in Section 4.  In addition, the Board may call for a mid-year 

special election to increase the number of Directors.  Rationale:  This allows the Board to restore 

seats twice per year, rather than only once per year as in Section 4. 

Section 2:  Eligibility.  Any Member is eligible to be elected to the Association’s Board of 

Directors. Only one Member from each Member School District is allowed to serve on the Board 

at any given time. 

Section 3:  Term.  The term of office for each Director shall be for three (3) years and shall 

continue until his or her successor has been elected and qualified. 

Section 4:  Board Election:  By May 1st yearly, the Board shall convene an Election Committee 

comprised of the three most recently elected Members of the Board of Directors. The Election 

Committee shall seek candidates who will create a Board with a geographical balance from 

throughout Oakland County. Board Candidate Application Forms will also be sent to all Member 

School Districts to be delivered to their board members. Candidates must submit a completed 

application to the Election Committee prior to the deadline specified on the form. Nominations 

cannot be made from the floor during the meeting at which the election occurs. Election of 

Candidates from Member School Districts shall take place at the June meeting. If there are more 

candidates than vacancies to be filled, the Member vote shall be by written ballot. If there are 

less candidates than vacancies to be filled, the Board of Directors shall follow the procedure to 

fill a vacancy as outlined in Section 6. 

Section 5:   Resignation/Removal.  Any Director may resign by written notice to the Association. 

Any Director may be removed by the Members or the Board at any meeting of the Members or 

the Board, with cause as defined in Appendix I, by the affirmative vote of a majority of the 

Members or the Directors then in office (excluding the Director who is the subject of such action).  

Section 6:  Vacancy.  If a vacancy shall occur among the Board of Directors as a result of death, 

resignation, removal or otherwise, the Board will first consider whether it is appropriate to 

decrease the number of Directors as outlined in Section 1.  If the Board determines that the needs 

of the Association are best met by retaining the current number of Directors, the President will 

notify the Members of the vacancy, each Member School District shall be sent a Board Candidate 

Application Form and the Board shall appoint a member to fill the vacancy at its next meeting. 

The appointee shall serve until the next scheduled election. 
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Section 7:   Attendance.  Failure to attend three (3) consecutive Board meetings shall constitute 

a resignation; however, a Director may be granted an excused absence by action of the Board. 

Such a request shall be made in writing to the Board President within thirty (30) days of the 

missed meeting. 

ARTICLE VII 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  General Powers.   It shall be the responsibility of the Board of Directors to carry out 

the purposes of the Association as specified in Article II of the Articles of Incorporation. 

Section 2:  Regular Meetings.  A regular annual meeting of the Board of Directors will be held 

without other notice than these Bylaws. The date and time of the annual meeting shall be 

determined by the Board of Directors. The Board of Directors may provide by resolution the time 

and place for holding of additional regular meetings of the Board without other notice than such 

resolution. 

Section 3:  Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Board of Directors may be called by or at 

the request of the President or any two Directors. The person or persons authorized to call special 

meetings of the Board may fix any place as the place for holding any special meeting of the Board 

called by them. 

Section 4:  Notice.   Notice of any special meeting of the Board of Directors will be given at least 

two days by written notice delivered personally, phone, fax, or email to each Director’s contact 

information as shown by the records of the Association or five days’ notice by mail.  If mailed, 

such notice will be deemed to be delivered when deposited in the United States mail in a sealed 

envelope so addressed, with postage thereon prepaid. Any Director may waive notice of any 

meeting.  The attendance of a Director at any meeting will constitute a waiver of notice of such 

meeting, except where a Director attends a meeting for the express purpose of objecting to the 

transaction of any business because the meeting is not lawfully called or convened. Neither the 

business to be transacted at, nor the purpose of, any regular or special meeting of the Board 

need be specified in the notice or waiver of notice of such meeting, unless specifically required 

by law or by these Bylaws. 

Section 5:  Quorum.  A majority of the Board of Directors will constitute a quorum for the 

transaction of business at any meeting of the Board; if less than a majority of the Directors are 

present at said meeting, a majority of the Directors present may adjourn the meeting without 

further notice. 

Section 6:  Manner of Acting. The act of a majority of the Directors serving (whether elected or 

appointed), at a meeting at which a quorum is present will be the act of the Board of Directors, 

unless the act of a greater number is required by law or by these Bylaws.  
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Section 7:   Compensation.  Directors as such will not receive any stated salaries for their services, 

but by resolution of the Board of Directors a fixed sum and expenses of attendance, if any, may 

be allowed for attendance at each regular or special meeting of the Board; but nothing herein 

contained will be construed to preclude any Director from serving the Association in any other 

capacity and receiving compensation therefor. 

Section 8:  Informal Action by Directors.  Any action required by law to be taken at a meeting of 

Directors, or any action which may be taken at a meeting of Directors, may be taken without a 

meeting if a consent in writing, setting forth the action so taken, is signed by all the Directors. 

Section 9:  Confidentiality.  The records and business of all Board of Directors proceedings shall 

be confidential and shall not be subject to disclosure without the Board of Directors’ 

authorization in advance of disclosure.  

ARTICLE VIII 

OFFICERS 

Section 1:  Election or Appointment.   The Board of Directors, as soon as may be practical after 

the annual appointment of Directors in each year, shall elect from the current Board of Directors, 

a President, a Vice-President, a Secretary, and a Treasurer of the Association. 

Section 2:   Term of Office.   Ther term of office for all officers shall commence upon their election 

or appointment and shall continue until the next annual meeting of the Association and 

thereafter until their respective successors are chosen or until their resignation or removal.  Any 

officer may be removed from office at any meeting of the Directors, with cause, by the affirmative 

vote of a majority of the Directors, whenever in their judgment the best interests of the 

Association will be served thereby.  An officer may resign by written notice to the Association. 

The resignation shall be effective upon its receipt by the Association or at a subsequent time 

specified in the notice of resignation. The Directors shall have the power to fill any vacancies in 

any offices occurring for whatever reason.  

Section 3:  Compensation.   Officers as such will not receive any stated salaries for their services, 

but by resolution of the Board of Directors a fixed sum and expenses of attendance, if any, may 

be allowed for attendance at each regular or special meeting of the Board; but nothing herein 

contained will be construed to preclude any Officer from serving the Association in any other 

capacity and receiving compensation therefore.  

Section 4:  The President.  The President shall be the Chief Executive Officer of the Association 

and shall have general and active management of the activities of the Association and shall see 

that all orders and resolutions of the Board of Directors are carried into effect.  He or she shall 

execute all authorized conveyances, contracts, or other obligations in the name of the 

Association, except where required by law to be otherwise signed and executed, and except 
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where the signing and execution thereof shall be expressly delegated by the Directors to some 

other officer or agent of the Association.  He or she shall preside at all meetings of the Directors. 

Section 5:   Vice-President.  The Vice-President in the order designated by the Board of Directors, 

or, lacking such designation, by the President shall, in the absence or disability of the President, 

perform the duties and exercise the powers of the President and shall perform such other duties 

as the Board of Directors shall prescribe.   

In the absence of both the President and Vice-President, the Directors present thereat shall 

designate another presiding officer. 

Section 6:  The Secretary.    The Secretary shall attend all meetings of the Board of Directors and 

record all votes and the minutes of all proceedings in a book to be kept for that purpose.  He or 

she shall give, or cause to be given, notice of all meetings of the Directors for which notice may 

be required, and shall perform other duties as may be prescribed by the Directors.  He or she 

shall have the authority to execute with the President all authorized conveyances, contracts or 

other obligations in the name of the Association, except as otherwise directed by the Directors. 

Section 7:  The Treasurer.  The Treasurer shall have custody of the funds and securities of the 

Association and shall keep full and accurate accounts of receipts and disbursements in books 

belonging to the Association and shall deposit all monies and other valuable effects in the name 

and to the credit of the Association in such depositories as may be designated by the Directors. 

He or she shall disburse the funds of the Association as may be ordered by the Directors, taking 

proper vouchers for such disbursements, and shall render to the President and Directors, at the 

regular meetings of the Directors, or whenever they may require it, an account of all his or her 

transactions as Treasurer and of the financial condition of the Association. If required by the 

Directors, he or she shall give the Association a bond in such sum and with such surety or sureties 

as shall be satisfactory to the Directors for the faithful performance of the duties of his or her 

office and for the restoration to the Association (in case of his or her death, resignation or 

removal from office) of all books papers, vouchers, money and other property of whatever kind 

in his or her possession or under his or her control belonging to the Association.  

Section 8:  Bonding of Officers.  All officers of the Association, if required to do so by the Board 

of Directors, shall furnish bonds to the Association for the faithful performance of their duties, in 

such amounts and with such conditions and security as the Board shall require. The Association 

shall assume the cost of providing any bond required hereunder. 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 
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Section 1:   General.  The Board of Directors may designate standing and ad hoc committees with 

such duties and powers as it may provide in order to carry out the program and purposes of the 

Association.  

Section 2:  Quorum and Voting Rights.  Unless otherwise stated within this Article, the presence 

of twenty-five (25%) percent of the appointed representatives to a Committee will constitute a 

quorum and each appointed representative present in the meeting shall have one vote.  Member 

School Districts may designate an alternate representative to any committee comprised of 

representatives of Member School Districts; however, any appointed alternate shall only be 

counted for quorum and/or vote when the primary appointed representative for their District is 

absent.  

Section 3:  Committee Chairs.  Each standing and ad hoc committee shall elect a Chairperson 

annually from the appointed representatives. The election shall be the first order of business at 

the Committee’s first meeting after January 31st.  Written notice of the election date, time and 

place shall be provided to all appointed representatives not less than seven (7) calendar days 

prior to the meeting at which the vote will occur.  

Each Committee Chair is responsible for establishing and distributing the meeting schedule and 

agendas and providing such to the appointed representatives. The Chair shall maintain 

committee attendance records, distribute meeting minutes to the appointed representatives 

after each meeting and regularly report to the Board of Directors through the President. 

Any Committee Chair may resign by written notice to the Association President. Any Committee 

Chair may be removed by the Committee Members or the Board at any meeting of the 

Committee Members or the Board, without cause, by the affirmative vote of a majority of the 

appointed representative(s) present or the Board of Directors then in office (excluding the 

Committee Chair who is the subject of such action). 

Section 4:   The Government Relations Committee.  The Government Relations Committee shall 

be a standing committee. The committee’s purpose is to receive information legislative matters 

for the purpose of sharing said information with the Member School Districts to advocate for, 

and increase awareness of, issues facing public education.  The committee will meet at least 6 

times per year. 

Committee Membership/Leadership.  At each Member School District’s annual 

organizational meeting, a Member should be appointed to represent their Member 

School District at the Government Relations Committee. 

A Committee Chairperson will be elected annually from the appointed Members at the 

first committee meeting after January 31st. Each Member School District in attendance 
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shall have one (1) vote, which shall be cast by the Member School District’s appointed 

representative. 

Legislative Priorities.  The Government Relations Committee will review/revise review 

and revise their Legislative Priorities annually. Revised Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors for approval. by June 15th. Rationale: this process 

needs to be moved up so that legislative priorities are adopted  by the GRC in the fall 

(Sept/Oct), sent to BOD in October and then to Member Districts for voting (consider 

having the voting period end by the start of common calendar’s school break).  Once 

approved by the Board, Legislative Priorities will be provided to the Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and Member School Districts. 

Section 5:  Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee shall be 

a standing committee and shall exercise the powers prescribed in this section.  The committee’s 

purpose is to develop and manage the resolutions and bylaws process. The committee shall meet 

at least once per year.   

Committee Membership/Leadership.  Committee members will be appointed by the 

Board of Directors annually.  Committee members may be reappointed for additional 

terms. The appointed Committee members will elect a Committee Chairperson at the first 

committee meeting after appointment. The Government Relations Committee 

Chairperson shall be a member of the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee. Rationale: 

Committee Chair involvement is important to be sure that the GRC’s intent is reflected in 

resolutions. 

Initiation of Resolutions and Bylaws Revisions.  Resolutions or bylaws revisions may be 

initiated by a Member School District Board, the Board of Directors, the Government 

Relations Committee or the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  Once approved by the 

OCSBA Board of Directors, the Legislative Priorities shall be included in the resolutions 

drafted by the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  All proposed resolutions and/or 

bylaws revisions shall be submitted in writing to the Board of Directors or Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and shall be addressed by the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee at 

their next meeting. 

Submission to Vote.   The Board of Directors shall review all proposed resolutions and 

bylaws amendments prior to submission to the Member School Districts. 

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, proposed resolutions and bylaws amendments 

shall be sent to the Member School Districts for voting. Member School Districts will be 

asked to vote at their next meeting. The window for Member School District voting shall 
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be at least forty (40) calendar days and the voting deadline shall be specified on the ballot 

or resolution. 

Resolution Adoption.  Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member 

School Districts shall be the official position of the Association as interpreted and pursued 

by its Board of Directors. 

ARTICLE X 

DISSOLUTION 

Section 1:  General.  In the event of dissolution of the Association, all of the Association’s assets, 

real and personal, shall be distributed as provided in Article VIII of the Association’s Articles of 

Incorporation. 

Section 2:  No Inurement.  No part of the net earnings of the Association shall be distributed to 

or inure to the benefit of any Member, Director or Officer of the Association, as prohibited by 

Section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (or corresponding provisions 

of subsequent federal tax laws), or the Michigan General Sales Tax Act or the Michigan Use Tax 

Act. 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Section 1:  Financial Expenditures.  All financial expenditures of the Association shall not exceed 

those within the parameters of the approved annual budget. No committee has the power to 

create any financial liability for the Association, unless specifically authorized by the majority of 

the Members. The Board of Directors approval and signatory by both the President and Treasurer 

are required for any expenditure exceeding $2,500. Expenditures up to $2,500 must be approved 

by either the Board President or the Treasurer. In the event that the President and/or Treasurer 

are absent or disabled, the Vice-President may approve expenditures. 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer shall maintain all financial statements, reports, and 

budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a timely basis and distributed to all Board members on a 

quarterly basis or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for approval by the Board of Directors an annual budget (July 

1 to June 30) by June 30th along with an annual actual income and expense report by 

August 30th following the end of the fiscal year.  

Rationale:  This is confusing as written, the budget and end of year reports are 2 separate 

documents. Separate and clarify.                                                    

(b) The Treasurer shall present for approval by the Board of Directors: 
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1. Not later than the June Board of Directors meeting, a budget for the upcoming fiscal 

year (July 1 to June 30).  

2. No later than August 30th, the end of year revenue & expense reports for the 

immediately preceding fiscal year. 

(c) The approved budget and annual report of income and expenditures will be presented at 

the first fall Member Meeting. 

(d) Annually the accounting records of the Association will be closed in preparation for any 

necessary IRS filings. 

Section 3:  Review of Financial Records.   

(a) Internal – Board of Directors.  Annually, the Association shall perform certain agreed upon 

procedures related to the financial records of the Association. The year-end report and 

supporting documentation shall be available for review by the Board of Directors prior to 

the annual Board of Directors and Member meetings. 

(b) External. An audit will only be conducted in place of the agreed upon procedures if 

required by law or a third party. 

Section 4:  Fiduciary Agreement.  The Board of Directors may enter into an Administrative and 

Financial Services Agreement with Oakland Schools to support management of the Association. 

The Treasurer shall monitor the work performed by Oakland Schools under this agreement. 

ARTICLE XII 

INDEMNIFICATION OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND AGENTS 

Section 1:  Indemnification of Directors and Officers:  Claims Brought by Third Parties.  The 

Association shall, to the fullest extent authorized or permitted by the Michigan Nonprofit 

Association Act or other applicable law, as the same presently exists or may hereafter be 

amended (the “Act”), indemnify a director or officer (the “Indemnitee”) who was or is a party or 

is threatened to be made a party to a threatened, pending or completed action, suit or 

proceeding, whether civil, criminal, administrative, or investigative and whether formal or 

informal, other than an action by or in the right of the Association, by reason of the fact that he 

or she is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of the Association, or is or was serving at 

the request of the Association as a director, officer, partner, trustee, employee or agent of 

another foreign or domestic Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust 

or other enterprise, whether for profit or not for profit, against expenses, including attorneys’ 

fees, judgments, penalties, fines and amounts paid in settlement actually and reasonably 

incurred by the Indemnitee in connection with the action, suit or proceeding, if the Indemnitee 

acted in good faith and in a manner the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in or not opposed 

to the best interests of the Association, and with respect to any criminal action or proceeding, if 
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the Indemnitee has no reasonable cause to believe the conduct was unlawful. The termination 

of any action, suit or proceeding by judgment, order, settlement, conviction, or upon a please of 

nolo contendere or its equivalent, does not, of itself, create a presumption that the Indemnitee 

did not act in good faith and in a manner which in the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in 

or not opposed to the best interests of the Association, and, with respect to any criminal action 

or proceeding, had reasonable cause to believe that the conduct was unlawful. 

Section 2:  Indemnification of Directors and Officers:  Claims Brought by or in the Right of the 

Association.  The Association shall, to the fullest extent authorized or permitted by the Act or 

other applicable law, as the same presently exists or may hereafter be amended, indemnify a 

director or officer who was or is a party to or is threatened to be made a party to a threatened, 

pending or completed action or suit by or in the right of the Association to procure a judgement 

in its favor by reason of the fact that the Indemnitee is or was a director, officer, employee or 

agent of the Association, or is or was serving at the request of the Association as a director, 

officer, partner, trustee, employee or agent of another foreign or domestic Association, business 

Association, partnership, joint venture, trust or other enterprise, whether for profit or not, 

against expenses, including actual and reasonable attorneys’ fees and amounts paid in 

settlement incurred by the person in connection with the action of suit, if the Indemnitee acted 

in good faith and in a manner the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in or not opposed to the 

best interests of the Association. However, indemnification under this Section shall not be made 

for a claim, issue or matter in which the Indemnitee has been found liable to the Association 

unless and only to the extent that the court in which the action or suit was brought has 

determined upon application that, despite the adjudication of liability but in view of all 

circumstances of the case, the Indemnitee is fairly and reasonably entitled to indemnification for 

the expenses for which the court considers proper. 

Section 3:  Actions Brought by the Indemnitee.  Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 1 

and 2 of this Article, the Association shall not indemnify an Indemnitee in connection with any 

action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof) brought or made by such Indemnitee; unless 

such action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof) (i) was authorized by the Board of 

Directors of the Association, or (ii) was brought or made to enforce this Article and such 

Indemnitee has been successful in such action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof). 

Section 4:  Approval of Indemnification.  An indemnification under Sections 1 or 3 of this Article, 

unless ordered by a  court, shall be made by the Association only as authorized in the specific 

case upon a determination that indemnification of the Indemnitee is proper in the circumstances 

because the Indemnitee has met the applicable standard of conduct set forth in Sections 1 and 3 

of this Article. This determination shall be made promptly in any of the following ways: 
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(a) By a majority vote of a quorum of the Board consisting of Directors who were not parties 

to the action, suit or proceeding. 

(b) If the quorum described in subdivision(a) is not obtainable, then by a majority vote of a 

committee of Directors who are not parties to the action. The committee shall consist of 

not less than two (2) disinterested Directors. 

(c) By independent legal counsel in a written opinion. 

Section 5:  Advancement of Expenses.  Expenses incurred in defending a civil or criminal action, 

suit or proceeding described in Sections 1 or 3 of this Article shall be paid promptly by the 

Association in advance of the final disposition of the action, suit or proceeding upon receipt of 

any undertaking by or on behalf of the Indemnitee to repay the expenses if it is ultimately 

determined that the Indemnitee is not entitled to be indemnified by the  Association. The 

undertaking shall be by unlimited general obligation of the person on whose behalf advances are 

made but need not be secured. 

Section 6:  Partial Indemnification.  If an Indemnitee is entitled to indemnification under Sections 

1 or 3 of this Article for a portion of expenses including attorneys’ fees, judgments, penalties, 

fines and amounts paid in settlement, but not for the total amount thereof, the Association shall 

indemnify the Indemnitee for the portion of the expenses, judgments, penalties, fines, or 

amounts paid in settlement for which the Indemnitee is entitled to be indemnified. 

Section 7:  Indemnification of Employees and Agents.  Any person who is not covered by the 

foregoing provisions of this Article and who is or was an employee or agent of the Association, 

or is or was serving at the request of the Association as a director, officer, employee or agent of 

another foreign or domestic Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust 

or other enterprise, whether for profit or not for profit, may be indemnified to the fullest extent 

authorized or permitted by the Act or other applicable law, as the same exist or may hereafter 

be amended, but in the case of any such amendment, only to the extent such amendment 

permits the Association to provide broader indemnification rights than before such amendment, 

but in any event only to the extent authorized at any time or from to time by the Board of 

Directors. 

Section 8:  Other Rights of Indemnification.  The indemnification or advancement of expenses 

provided under Sections 1 to 7 of this Article is not exclusive of other rights to which a person 

seeking indemnification or advancement of expenses may be entitled under the articles of 

incorporation, bylaws or a contractual agreement. However, the total amount of expenses 

advanced or indemnified from all sources combined shall not exceed the amount of actual 

expenses incurred by the person seeking indemnification or advancement or expenses. The 

indemnification provided for in Sections 1 to 5 of this Article continues as to a person who ceases 
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to be a director, officer, employee, or agent and shall inure to the benefit of the heirs, executors, 

and administrators of the person. 

Section 9:  Liability Insurance.  The Association shall have the power to purchase and maintain 

insurance on behalf of any person who is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of the 

Association, or is or was serving a the request of the Association as a director, officer, employee 

or agent of another Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust or other 

enterprise against any liability asserted against the person and incurred by the person in any such 

capacity or arising out of the person’s status as such, whether or not the Association would have 

the power to indemnify the person against such liability under the provisions of the Act. 

Section 10:  Severability.  Each and every paragraph, sentence, term and provision of this Article 

shall be considered severable in that, in the event a court finds any paragraph, sentence, term or 

provision to be invalid or unenforceable, the validity and enforceability, operation, or effect of 

the remaining paragraphs, sentences, terms, or provisions shall not be affected, and this Article 

shall be construed in all respects as if the invalid or unenforceable matter had been omitted. 

Section 11:  Definitions.  “Other enterprises” shall include employee benefit plans; “fines” shall 

include any excise taxes assessed on a person with respect to an employee benefit plan; and 

“serving at the request of the Association” shall include any service as a director, officer, 

employee, or agent of the Association which imposes duties on, or involves services by, the 

director, officer, employee, or agent with respect to an employee benefit plan, its participants or 

beneficiaries; and a person who acted in good faith and in a manner he or she reasonably 

believed to be in the interest of the participants and beneficiaries of an employee benefit plan 

shall be considered to have acted in a manner “not opposed to the best interests of the 

Association as referred to in Sections 1 and 2”. 

ARTICLE XIII 

FISCAL YEAR 

Section 1:  Fiscal Year.  The fiscal year of the Association shall be determined by the Board 

of Directors. 

ARTICLE XIV 

CONFLICTS 

Section 1:  Statement of Policy.  It is the policy of  the Association that all officers, directors, 

committee members and employees of the Association shall avoid any conflict between their 

own respective individual interests and the interests of the Association, in any and all actions 

taken by them on behalf of the Association in their respective capacities. 
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Section 2:  Dealing with the Association.  A contract or other transaction between the 

Association and one or more of its directors or officers, or between the Association and one or 

more of its directors or officers, or between the Association and a domestic or foreign 

corporation, firm or association of any type or kind in which one or more of the Association’s 

directors or officers are trustees or officers, or are otherwise interested, is not voice or voidable 

solely because of such common trusteeship, officership or interest, or solely because such 

directors are present at the meeting of the Board of Directors or committee thereof at which 

such contract or transaction is acted upon, or solely because their votes are counted for such 

purpose, if any of the following conditions is satisfied: 

(a) The contract or other transaction is fair and reasonable to the Association when it is 

authorized, approved or ratified; 

or 

(b) The material facts as to such trustee’s relationship or interest as to the contract or 

transaction are disclosed or known to the Board of Directors or committee thereof 

authorizes, approves or ratifies the contract or transaction by a vote sufficient for the 

purpose without counting the vote of any common or interested director. 

Section 3:  Procedure in Event of Potential Conflict of Interest.  In the event that any officer, 

trustee, committee member or employee of the Association shall have any direct or indirect 

interest in, or relationship with, any individual or organization which proposes to enter into any 

transaction with the Association, such officer, director, committee member or employee shall 

give the Board of Directors notice of such interest or relationship and shall thereafter refrain from 

voting or otherwise attempting to exert any influence on the Association, its Board of Directors, 

or its committees, to affect its decision to participate or not to participate in such transaction. 

Section 4:  Special Voting Rules.  Any member of the Board of Directors who has a conflict of 

interest on any matter involving the Association shall not be counted in determining the quorum 

for the meeting at which the matter is to be acted upon, even when permitted by law. The 

minutes of the meeting shall reflect that a disclosure was made, the abstention from voting, and 

the quorum situation. 

ARTICLE XV 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Section 1:  Contracts, Conveyances, Etc.  All conveyances, contracts and instruments of transfer 

and assignment shall be approved as provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 2:  Execution of Instruments.  Except as otherwise provided for herein, all Association 

instruments and documents, including, but not limited to, checks, drafts, bills or exchange, 
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acceptances, notes or other obligations or orders for the payment of money, shall be signed as 

provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 3:  Borrowing.  Loans and renewals of loans shall be contracted on behalf of the 

Association as provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 4:  Adjourned Meetings.  A majority of the Directors present, whether or not a quorum, 

may adjourn any meeting to another time and place. Notice of such adjourned meeting shall be 

given even though the time and place thereof are announced at the meeting at which the 

adjournment is taken.  

Section 5:  Method of Giving Notices.   Any notice required by statute or by these Bylaws to be 

given to the directors, or to any officers of the Association unless otherwise provided herein or 

in any statute, shall be given by mailing to such director or officer at his or her last address as the 

same appears on the records of the Association, and such notice shall be deemed to have been 

given at the time of such mailing. 

Section 6:  Action by Written Consent.  Action required or permitted to be taken pursuant to 

authorized vote at any meeting of the Board of Directors or a committee thereof, may be taken 

without a meeting if, before or after the action, all Members of the Board of Directors or the 

committee consent thereto in writing. Written consent shall be filed with the minutes of the 

proceedings of the Board or committee.  Such consent shall have the same effect as the vote of 

the Board or committee for all purposes. 

Section 7:  Remote Participation in Meeting.  By oral or written permission of a majority of the 

Board of Directors, a Member of the Board of Directors or of a committee designated by the 

Board may participate in a meeting by means of conference telephone, or similar 

communications equipment by means of which all persons participating in the meeting can hear 

each other (“two-way communication”). Participation in a meeting pursuant to this Section 

constitutes presence in person at the meeting. 

Section 8:   Corporate Seal.  If the Association has a corporate seal, it shall have inscribed thereon 

the name of the Association and the words “Corporate Seal” and “Michigan”. The seal may be 

used by causing it or a facsimile to be affixed, impressed or reproduced in any other manner. 

ARTICLE XVI 

AMENDMENTS, RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Section 1:  Amendments.  These Bylaws may be altered or amended by the vote of the Member 

School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide written ballot with the proposed 

amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty (40) day period in which to 

vote. Each Member School District will have one vote. 
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Section 2:   Rules and Regulations.  The Board of Directors may adopt additional rules and 

regulations, general or specific, for the conduct of their meetings, and additional rules and 

regulations, general or specific, for the conduct of the affairs of the Association; provided, 

however, unless a local, state or national emergency has been declared, no such additional rule 

or regulation shall be inconsistent with or in contravention of any provision of the Articles of 

Incorporation or these Bylaws. 

Section 3:  Rules and Regulations During a Declared Emergency.  In the event of a declared local, 

state or national emergency, the Board of Directors may set aside rules and regulations within 

these bylaws, general or specific, regarding the conduct of their meetings and election and to 

conduct the affairs of the Association. 

 

Appendix 1 

Definition of Cause for Removing a Board Member or Officer 

Adopted by the OCSBA Board of Directors: September 16, 2020 

Preface:    

The Board of Directors of a nonprofit has three primary legal duties known as the “duty of care,” 

“duty of loyalty,” and “duty of obedience.”* 

1. Duty of Care: Take care of the nonprofit by ensuring prudent use of all assets, including 
facility, people, and good will. 

2. Duty of Loyalty: Ensure that the nonprofit's activities and transactions are, first and foremost, 
advancing its mission; Recognize and disclose conflicts of interest; Make decisions that are in 
the best interest of the nonprofit, not in the best interest of the individual board member (or 
any other individual or for-profit entity). 

3. Duty of Obedience: Ensure that the nonprofit obeys applicable laws and regulations; follows 
its own bylaws; and that the nonprofit adheres to its stated corporate purposes/mission. 

The Board of Directors does not exist solely to fulfill legal duties and serve as a fiduciary of the 

organization’s assets. Board members also play very significant roles providing guidance to 

nonprofits by contributing to the organization’s culture, strategic focus, effectiveness, and 

financial sustainability, as well as serving as ambassadors and advocates.  

An OCSBA Officer or Member of the Board of Directors may be removed for cause, defined as 

any of the following: 

❖ Acts of malfeasance, misfeasance, or nonfeasance. 
❖ Willful failure to follow OCSBA bylaws.  
❖ Willful neglect of duties.                     
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❖ Failure to disclose a conflict of interest and/or using the Association for his or her own 
personal gain. 

❖ Using their position on the OCSBA Board of Directors or OCSBA’s logo in a political 
endorsement, as such could reasonably be misconstrued as an endorsement by the 
Association. 

❖ Frequently missed Board meetings or committee meetings. 
❖ Creating an unhealthy or dysfunctional boardroom through inappropriate behavior or 

disrespecting the other members of the Association.  
❖ Ethical concerns such as discrimination, harassment, or criminal behaviors.      

Basically, the removal of a Director or Officer should only be done when absolutely necessary. 

However, the reasons for doing so are up to the Associations other Directors and Members. If a 

Director has failed his or her fiduciary duty in some way, then he or she should be removed from 

the board. 



 

 

 

2023-2024 OCSBA LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES 

SCHOOL AID: 

• Oppose transferring School Aid Fund dollars to balance deficits in the general fund. 

• Support additional funding for Special Education, At-Risk, and ELL students, meeting their needs as 

identified in the SFRC Report and Lt. Governor Calley’s 2017 report. 
• Protect the School Aid Fund and local revenues from state tax policy changes. 

• Specify that the School Aid Fund is only for Pre-K to 12th grade public education in Michigan's 
Constitution and oppose any attempts to create private school voucher or tax credit programs. 

• The annual School Aid Budget should be enacted no later than June 1. 

MENTAL HEALTH: Support and fund increased mental health services, emotional wellness initiatives, and 
professionals in schools. These are critical supports for safe school environments that nurture student and 

staff learning and growth.  
 
SCHOOL SAFETY:  Provide adequate state resources to allow schools to both educate and keep students and staff 
safe. 

LOCAL CONTROL: Support local control of community-governed public schools with elected school boards.  

EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING: Education policy should be evidence-based. Maximize opportunities for the 
highest achievement of each student through research-based educational legislation.  

UNFUNDED MANDATES: Support legislation to end unfunded mandates and determine actual costs of legislation.  

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE (SFRC): Implement recommendations of the SFRC, including the 

recommended additional studies on capital costs, infrastructure, and transportation.  

ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY: Hold every school that receives public funding to the same accountability 
and transparency standards, including FOIA requests and the Open Meetings Act. This includes local districts, ISD’s, 
Public School Academies (aka Charter Schools), their authorizers and management companies, as well as all 
Colleges and Universities that receive public funds. 
 

LAME DUCK: Advocate for lame duck parameters to address introduction and accelerated passage of legislation 

after the November election.  

EARLY CHILDHOOD: Support universal access to high quality pre-school for four-year old children.  

SPECIAL EDUCATION: Support full Federal funding of IDEA . 

BROADBAND ACCESS AND DEVICES:  Expand access to quality internet and proper devices for all students and 
staff. 



 

 

TEACHER SHORTAGES:  Implement state-based programs to address teacher shortages and to retain teachers. 

SCHOOL NUTRITION: Expand the Free and Reduced meal program to include all children as was done during the 
pandemic. 

OCSBA ALSO SUPPORTS: 

• NSBA Legislative Agenda - when aligned with OCSBA legislative priorities 

• MASB Legislative Agenda - when aligned with OCSBA legislative priorities 

• OCSA Legislative Agenda - when aligned with OCSBA legislative priorities  
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Executive Summary 
 

Introduction 

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), in partnership with Picus, Odden, and Associates (POA), was 
hired by the School Finance Research Collaborative (Collaborative) to examine the resources needed for 
students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet Michigan’s academic standards. APA and POA are 
nationally recognized experts in school finance issues with experience examining school finance 
formulas; estimating the resources needed for students, schools, and districts to meet state educational 
standards; and working with state policy makers to implement needed changes. The study team also 
includes national school finance experts Michael Griffith, Chris Stoddard, and Jennifer Imazeki. The study 
team has well over 100 years of combined experience studying school finance issues. This report details 
the approaches used by the study team to estimate the resources needed in Michigan to meet state 
standards. 

The study team’s implementation of adequacy approaches focused on engaging educators from around 
Michigan, ensuring the study included the complete state context in its findings. The data collection 
brought together over 250 educators from school districts, public school academies (charters), and 
intermediate school districts to examine the resources needed for students to meet state standards. 
These teachers, principals, special education educators, district administrators and other education 
professionals came from all over the state and from districts of various sizes to examine and provide 
input on Michigan’s resource needs.  

Approaches to Adequacy 

The concept of adequacy as it relates to education funding grew out of the standards-based reform 
movement (Hamilton, Stecher, & Yuan, 2009). As states implemented specific learning standards and 
performance expectations for what students should know — along with consequences for districts and 
schools failing to meet these expectations (and, eventually, federal expectations imposed through No 
Child Left Behind and continued by the Every Student Succeeds Act) — the focus of school finance shifted 
to an examination of the resources necessary to provide districts, schools, and students with reasonable 
opportunities to achieve state standards. Over the past two decades, researchers have developed four 
approaches to creating estimates for the level of funding necessary to provide all students with the 
opportunity to receive an adequate education. The approaches include: 

1. The Evidence-Based (EB) approach. The EB approach was developed by POA and uses 
information from research can be used to define the resource needs of a prototypical school or 
district to ensure that the school or district can meet state standards. The approach not only 
estimates resource levels but also specifies the programs and strategies through which such 
resources could be used efficiently. The approach is used to identify a base cost figure and  
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adjustments for special needs students (Special needs students include special education, 
poverty, and English language learner (ELL) students).  

2. The Professional Judgment (PJ) approach. The PJ approach was first used in Wyoming in the 
mid-1990s and has been one of the most widely used adequacy approaches since. The PJ 
approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the state to identify the 
resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state standards 
and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. The approach identifies both a 
base cost and adjustments for special needs students. 

3. The Successful Schools/School District (SSD) approach. The SSD approach was developed by 
APA. It determines an adequate per student base cost amount by using the actual expenditure 
levels of schools or school districts that are currently meeting or exceeding state performance 
objectives. This approach assumes that every school and school district, in order to be successful, 
needs the same level of base funding that is available to the most successful schools and districts. 
The approach does not identify adjustments for special needs students. 

4. The fourth approach, the cost function or statistical (CF) approach, is an econometric method 
that estimates the level of funding needed to achieve a given level of student achievement as 
measured on assessments while controlling for student and district characteristics. Due to its 
complexity and reliance on econometric modeling techniques, the approach has proven 
difficult to explain in situations other than academic forums.  

Michigan Study 
This report describes the study team’s implementation of both the PJ and EB approaches to examine 
the cost of adequacy in Michigan. Utilizing these two approaches allowed the study team to estimate 
both the cost of meeting the full state standards for all students at a base level, and the additional 
costs associated with differences in district and student characteristics. The study does not examine 
virtual education (online) or adult education.  

APA previously implemented the SSD approach in Michigan as part of a prior study. The report, 
“Michigan Education Finance Study1,” was the result of that study and was provided to the state in 
June of 2016. As part of that effort, APA conducted an examination of the expenditures of those 
Michigan districts that outperformed other districts in the state on Michigan’s assessment system. The 
study team updates the results of this study as part of this work.  

Table 1 describes the differences in the three adequacy approaches, including the benchmarks for 
success, data sources, and school finance parameters that can be identified by each approach. 

  

                                                           
1 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/budget/Michigan_Education_Finance_Study_527806_7.pdf 
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Table 1 
Summary of Three Approaches to Adequacy Used in Michigan 

 

Evidence-Based 

Professional 
Judgment 

Successful 
Schools/Districts 

Benchmark of 
Success 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Currently 
outperforming other 

Michigan schools 
Data Source Best practice 

research, reviewed by 
Michigan educators; 
when conflict arises 

in resource 
recommendations, 

the EB approach 
defers to the research 

Expertise of Michigan 
educators serving on 

PJ panels; uses 
research as a starting 

point but defers to 
educators when 
conflict arises in 

resource 
recommendations 

2013-14 expenditure 
data from selected 
successful schools 

updated to 2015-16 
figures 

Available Data Points 

Base Cost Yes Yes Yes 

Adjustments for 
Students with 
Special Needs 
(Weights) 

Yes Yes No 

 
In addition to implementing the two adequacy approaches and updating the SSD figures, this report 
addresses a number of additional components: 

 District location and teacher pay. Drs. Chris Stoddard and Jennifer Imazeki examine the costs 
districts face due to differences in location and the competitiveness of teaching salaries in 
Michigan,  

 District isolation. Michael Griffith examines the research on the impact of geographic isolation 
on the costs districts face in meeting state standards. This includes a literature review of how 
other states address district isolation and the results of additional PJ work focused on district 
isolation, 

 Transportation. The study team examines transportation costs by 1) looking at how other 
states fund transportation and 2) examining current expenditures on transportation for 
Michigan districts and possible impacts on transportation costs due to the results of this 
adequacy study, and 

 Capital review. The study team discusses resources identified through the EB and PJ studies 
that could have impacts on the capital needs of districts and a brief summary of these potential 
impacts is included.  
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Implementing the Adequacy Approaches 

Professional Judgment 
The professional judgment (PJ) approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the 
state to identify the resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state 
standards and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. These resources are first identified for 
students with no identified special needs (which allows for the calculation of a base cost) and then 
separately for special needs students, presented as weights that are additional to the base cost.  

Creating Representative Schools and a Representative District 

The study team designed multiple representative schools used as the basis of discussion with the PJ 
panels: one preschool program; two elementary schools (of 270 and 390 students); three middle schools 
(of 180, 420 and 735 students); and four high schools (of 220, 500, 800 and 1,200 students). The team 
also designed four representative districts: a very small (670 students); small (1,700 students); moderate 
(5,000 students); and large sized (13,590 students) district. The study team created these representative 
schools and districts so they would closely resemble schools and districts, on average, in Michigan. This 
allowed PJ panelists to comfortably estimate what resources are needed, since the representative 
school and district sizes generally looked familiar. At the same time, the approach developed per 
student figures that can be applied in each unique district and school in Michigan based on real 
enrollment figures and demographics.  

For the purposes of this study in Michigan, the study team also examined the relationship between 
resources and student need concentration levels for poverty and ELL populations. For the ELL 
population, two concentration levels (five percent and 50 percent) were considered. For the poverty 
population, three concentration levels (25 percent, 50 percent, and 75 percent) were examined for both 
poverty and high need poverty students, where high poverty students have significantly higher needs 
than poverty students. The average special education percentage for the state is 13 percent, the study 
team disaggregated this statewide average into three categories of need: (a) mild (9 percent), (b) 
moderate (2.5 percent), and (c) severe (1.5 percent). The three categories are not based the disability, 
but on time spent in the general education classroom. 

Professional Judgment Panel Design 

 
Based on the study team’s experience using the PJ approach in other states, multiple levels of PJ panels 
were utilized because: 1) multiple panels allow for the separation of school-level resources (which 
include teachers, supplies, materials, and professional development) from district-level resources (which 
include facility maintenance and operation, insurance, and school board activities); and 2) there is 
significant value in having each panel’s work reviewed by another panel, and such review  enhances the 
effectiveness of using a consensus approach.  
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PJ Panels were held from September 2017 to November 2017. All panels were held in Lansing, Michigan, 
except the Isolated District Panel, which was held online via webinar. Table 2 provides the dates of these 
meetings. 

Table 2 
PJ Panel Dates 

Date Panel 

September 19-20, 2017 Elementary School Panel; Middle School Panel 

September 21, 2017 Preschool Panel 

September 21-22, 2017 High School Panel 

October 3-4, 2017 Special Education Panel; Students in Poverty Panel 

October 5, 2017 Career and Technical Education Panel 

October 5-6, 2017 English Language Learners Panel 

October 17-18, 2017 Very Small Sized District Panel; Small Sized District Panel 

October 19-20, 2017 Moderate Sized District Panel; Large Sized District Panel 

November 7, 2017 Charter Schools Panel 

November 8, 2017 CFO Panel; Isolated District Panel (via webinar) 

November 9, 2017 Statewide Review Panel 

 

Each panel had between nine and twelve participants, who were a combination of classroom teachers, 
principals, personnel who provide services to students with special needs, superintendents, technology 
specialists, and school business officials. Panels included representatives from districts, charters, and 
ISDs. The Collaborative used a multistep process to select panel members. This included: 

 Identifying potential participants by: 
o Seeking volunteers from the Network of Michigan Educators,2 Michigan’s most 

prestigious education network. The Network of Michigan Educators is a one-of-a-kind 
professional organization connecting educators recognized for excellence through 
programs including: 

 Michigan Teacher of the Year; 
 Milken National Educator Award; 
 Presidential Award for Excellence in Math and Science Teaching; 
 National Board Certification; 
 Michigan Secondary Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan Middle Level Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan National Distinguished Principal; and 
 Michigan Superintendent of the Year. 

o Seeking nominees from the Superintendents of the Michigan Association of School 
Administrators and the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators. 

                                                           
2 http://www.michiganeducators.org/ 
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 The Project Steering and Technical Committee then finalized panelist selections, being careful 
to: 

o Follow the researchers’ guidelines regarding the types of educators and the composition 
for each panel; 

o Include educators from all Regions of the state in proportion to the number of students 
served in each region; and  

o Select a group of panelists who represent the student population as a whole by race and 
gender. 

 
 A list of panel members is provided in Appendix A to this report. 
 

Summarizing Michigan State Standards and Requirements 

Prior to the commencement of any PJ panel discussions, all panelists reviewed a specific set of 
background materials and instructions prepared by the study team. Panelists were instructed that their 
task was to identify the resources needed to meet all Michigan standards and requirements, which 
included the Michigan Merit Curriculum and graduation requirements, as well as additional 
requirements for schools and districts around assessment, accountability, and educator evaluation. The 
study team prepared a brief summary document of these standards and requirements, which was 
reviewed by the School Finance Research Collaborative. This document was then shared with panelists 
(Appendix B). 

Using Best Practice Research and Professional Association Recommendations as a Starting Point for 

PJ Panels 

The study team provided the PJ panels with some starting point figures from a review of best practice 
research and with any available staffing recommendations from educator professional associations. 
These figures were used to prompt discussion and panelists were in no way constrained by these 
recommended figures. Instead, panelists could adjust the figures as they saw fit to best suit Michigan 
and add in additional necessary staffing positions that were not addressed in the starting point figures. 

Professional Judgment Panel Procedures 

Once panelists were provided with instructions and background information to guide their efforts, as 
described previously, PJ panels convened and followed a specific procedure. At least two study team 
members attended each panel meeting to facilitate the discussion and to take notes about the level of 
resources needed and the rationales behind participant decisions. Panelists were frequently reminded 
that they should identify the resources needed to meet state standards in the most efficient way 
possible, without sacrificing quality.  

Each panel discussed the following school-level resource needs: 

1. Personnel, including classroom teachers, other teachers, psychologists, counselors, librarians, 
teacher aides, administrators, nurses, etc. 
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2. Other personnel costs, including the use of substitute teachers and time for professional 
development. 

 
3. Non-personnel costs, such as supplies, materials and equipment costs (including textbook 

replacement and consumables), plus the costs of offering extracurricular activities. 
 

4. Non-traditional programs and services, including before- and after-school programs, preschool, 
and summer school programs. 

 
5. Technology, including hardware, software, and licensing fees. 

District-level panels also addressed the following district-level resource needs:  

1. Personnel, including central office administrators, special program directors and coordinators, 
and support staff. 
 

2. Non-personnel costs, such as maintenance and operations, insurance, safety and security, 
adoption of textbooks, assessment, contract services, and out-of-district placements.  

PJ panels first identified the above resources for students with no special needs, then addressed the 
additional resources needed to serve special needs students (students in poverty, special education, ELL 
and Career and Technical Education (CTE)). Keeping these costs separate allowed for the creation of a 
base cost and additional special needs weights (discussed in greater detail later in this report).  

Professional Judgment Resources Identified 

While panels varied in the resources they identified as necessary for an adequate education, several key 
recommendations were common across most panels: 

 Small class sizes, with student-to-teacher ratios of 20:1 in kindergarten through grade three and 
25:1 in grades four and five; 

 Significant time for teacher planning, collaboration, and imbedded professional development 
with instructional coaches. At each level this was identified essentially as teachers teaching 
about 75 percent of the day with the remaining time available for the listed activities; 
instructional coaches were seen as instrumental to helping teachers improve practice; 

 A high level of student support (staffed as counselors, social workers, psychologists, and 
behavior interventionist) available for all students; 

 Sufficient administrative support in the form of assistant principals to allow for required staff 
evaluations to be done well; 

 Before- and after-school programs and summer learning opportunities, particularly for students 
in poverty; 

 Technology-rich learning environments, including 1.1:1 student devices, and associated IT 
support; 

 Sufficient staff to serve special education and ELL students; 
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 Sufficient nursing support to ensure students receive necessary medical care and monitoring 
from nurses and/or health aides to allow teachers and administrators to focus on classroom 
instructional needs; 

 Sufficient counselor and career exploration staff to ensure students can achieve post-secondary 
goals; and 

 Preschool for all three-year-olds and four-year-olds. 
 

It should be noted that the resources PJ panels identified here are examples of how funds might be used 
to organize programs and services in representative schools. Further, there were separate panels for 
each school level, so approaches could vary by grade span. However, subsequent review panels agreed 
that the differences in approach were appropriate. The study team cannot emphasize strongly enough 
that the resources identified are not the only ways to organize programs and services to meet state 
standards. Instead, the focus should remain on providing an estimate of the overall level of resources 
needed to meet adequacy requirements, not to determine the best way to organize schools and 
districts. 

Professional Judgment Total Base Costs and Weights  

Combining the school and district level costs by district size allowed the study team to calculate a single, 
school-level base cost figure for each district. To do this, the study team used school-level cost figures 
for each grade configuration, along with the distribution of students at each grade level. The study team 
then added district-level costs to develop total base costs and weights for each identified student 
population. These figures are shown in Table 3. Weights represent the additional resources needed 
above the base for student and district characteristics. For example, if the base cost for a student is 
$10,000 and the additional needs related to poverty are $3,000, then the weight is 0.30. The district 
serving this student in poverty would therefore receive a total of $13,000 to provide an adequate 
education for that student.  

Table 3 
Professional Judgment Total Base Cost and Additional Weights  

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

Base $11,482 $10,307 $9,954 $9,590 

Weights     

   Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29 

     50% Concentration 0.37 0.40 0.41 0.42 
     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.43 0.44 

High Need Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.45 0.50 0.51 0.51 

     50% Concentration 0.53 0.57 0.59 0.60 

     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.42 0.43 
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District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
  ELL – 5% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.62 0.52 0.51 0.46 

     WIDA 3&4 0.54 0.44 0.43 0.35 

     WIDA 5&6 0.30 0.34 0.31 0.28 

  ELL – 50% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.56 0.48 0.43 0.40 

     WIDA 3&4 0.45 0.36 0.33 0.29 

     WIDA 5&6 0.38 0.28 0.22 0.18 

 Special Education     

      Mild 1.03 1.08 1.09 1.06 

      Moderate 1.71 1.85 1.92 1.94 

      Severe 2.79 3.03 3.14 3.21 

     Average (Weighted) 1.37 1.45 1.48 1.48 
CTE Weight 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 

 

As table 3 shows, the per-student base cost rises from a low of $9,590 at the largest district to $11,482 
at the very small district. There are small increases for the moderate and small districts.  

Poverty weights are the lowest at the 25 percent concentration, ranging from 0.27 to 0.29. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.37 to 0.42 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.44. All the weights are lowest in the very small district and rise in the larger districts. The 
50 percent and 75 percent weights are very similar to one another. 

The weights for high poverty students range from 0.45 to 0.51 for the 25 percent concentration. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.53 to 0.60 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.43. Again, the weights are lowest in the very small district. Interestingly, the 75 percent 
concentration weights for the high poverty students are similar for the 75 percent poverty students.  

For both the five percent and 50 percent ELL populations, the WIDA 1&2 students have the highest 
weights, the five percent population needing a weight slightly higher than the 50 percent population. In 
nearly all the cases, the ELL weights increase as the size of the district decreases, showing some need for 
a slight increase in ELL funding in smaller settings. 

The special education weights are relatively similar across the district sizes, with the smallest districts 
actually having slightly lower weights for all three categories of need. The moderate weight is over twice 
as high as the mild weight for all districts, with only a slight increase in weight from moderate to severe. 
Combined, the average weights range from 1.37 to 1.48. 

The CTE weight is applied to students who attend a CTE center. The CTE center would be staffed to have 
similar resources as a traditional school, for example there is a principal and a nurse in every building. 
The center would be staffed to fill 1,000 students and would most likely be operated by the district. 
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Evidence-Based Approach 
Using the Evidence-Based (EB) Model, a set of recommendations can be generated that can be used to 
determine how Michigan could provide adequate funding to all school districts to help them offer every 
Michigan student an equal opportunity to achieve the state’s college and career ready standards.  

The Evidence-Based School Improvement Model 

The intent of the Evidence-Based Model is threefold:  

1. To identify the array of educational goods that would provide each student an equal 
opportunity to meet the state’s student performance standards, 

2. To identify the cost of that basket of education goods, and 
3. To provide each school district with adequate funds so that it could purchase and provide that 

basket of goods appropriately to all its students.  
 
Although a direct linkage between funding and student performance does not exist, the Evidence-Based 
model is designed to identify a level of resources that would enable all districts and schools to provide 
every student with robust opportunities to meet college and career ready standards.  

No matter what course of studies a high school student completes – college prep or career tech – all of 
Michigan’s students are expected to achieve to college and career-ready standards in order to be 
competitive – after high school or college – in today’s global, knowledge-based economy. This includes 
children from low-income homes, students of color, English language learners and students with 
disabilities. The basket of educational goods and services and a cost-based funding model to support 
that basket must be sufficiently robust to allow students in all school districts in the state to have 
sufficient opportunities to attain these rigorous standards.  

The High-Performance School Model Embedded in the Evidence-Based Approach to School Finance 

Adequacy 

The EB Model is used to estimate a cost-based spending level for schools has been designed to allow 
districts and schools to provide every child with an equal opportunity to learn to state performance 
standards. The EB Model is derived from research and best practices that identify programs and 
strategies that boost student learning. Further, the formulas and ratios for school resources developed 
from that research have been reviewed by dozens of educator panels in multiple states over the past 
decade. The EB Model relies on two major types of research: 

1. Reviews of research on the student achievement effects of each of the EB Model’s individual 
major elements, with a focus on randomized controlled trials, which are considered the “gold 
standard” of evidence on “what works.” 
 

2. Studies of schools and districts that have dramatically improved student performance over a 
four- to six-year period – what is sometimes labeled “a doubling of student performance” on 
state assessments. 
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The EB approach has been modified over time as a result of research and work in other states. Today the 
EB Model explicitly identifies the components of a school improvement model, and articulates how all of 
the model’s elements are linked to strategies that, when fully implemented, produce notable 
improvements in student achievement (see Odden & Picus, 2014; Chapter 5).  

High performing and improving schools have clear and specific student achievement goals, including 
goals to reduce achievement gaps linked to poverty and minority status. The goals are typically specified 
in terms of performance on state assessments.  

Compared to traditional schools where teachers work in isolated classrooms, improving schools organize 
instruction differently. Regardless of the context – urban, suburban, or rural, rich or poor, large or small 
– improving and high performing schools organize teachers into collaborative teams: grade level teams 
in elementary schools and subject or course teams in secondary schools. With the guidance and support 
of instructional coaches, the teacher teams work with student data – usually short-cycle or formative 
assessment data – to:  

 Plan standards-based curriculum units; 
 Teach those units simultaneously; 
 Debrief on how successful the units were; and  
 Make changes when student performance does not meet expectations.  

This collaborative teamwork makes instruction “public” over time by identifying a set of instructional 
strategies that work in the teachers’ school. Over time all teachers are expected to use the instructional 
strategies that have been demonstrated to improve student learning and achievement.  

High performing and improving schools also provide an array of “extra help” programs for students 
struggling to achieve to standards. This is critical because the number of struggling students is likely to 
increase as more rigorous programs are implemented to prepare all students for college and careers. 
Individual tutoring, small group tutoring, after-school academic help and summer school focused on 
reading and mathematics for younger students, and courses needed for high school graduation for older 
students, represent the array of “extra help” strategies these improving schools typically deploy. Their 
approach is to “hold standards” constant and vary instructional time.  

These schools exhibit multiple forms of leadership. Teachers lead by coordinating collaborative teams 
and through instructional coaching. Principals lead by structuring the school to foster instructional 
improvement. The district leads by ensuring that schools have the resources to deploy the strategies 
outlined above with a focus on aggressive student performance goals, improving instructional practice 
and taking responsibility for student achievement results.  

High performing and improving schools seek out top talent. They know that the challenge to prepare 
students for the competitive and knowledge-based global economy is difficult and requires smart and 
capable teachers and administrators to effectively get the educational job done.  

The most recent summary of the research undergirding the EB model can be found in the Odden and 
Picus (2014) school finance textbook, and in several books that profile schools and districts that have 
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moved the student achievement needle (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, 2009; Odden, 2012). The 
study team recently studied dramatically improving schools in Maryland, Vermont, and Maine as part of 
school finance studies in those states and found the theory of improvement embodied in the EB Model 
is reflected in nearly all the successful schools studied (Picus, Odden, et al., 2011; Picus, Odden, et al., 
2013; Odden & Picus, 2015b). In addition, other researchers and analysts have found similar features of 
schools that significantly improve student performance and reduce achievement gaps (e.g., Blankstein, 
2010, 2011; Chenoweth, 2007, 2009, 2017). 

Although the details of studies of improving and high performing schools vary, and different authors 
highlight somewhat different elements of the process, the overall findings are more similar than 
different. This suggests all schools can improve if they have adequate resources and deploy those 
adequate resources in the most effective ways. 

The EB Model offers a framework for the use of resources by districts and schools to help them focus 
those resources on programs and strategies that would allow them to produce substantial gains in 
student academic performance. The study team organized the key elements of the EB school 
improvement model into ten areas as follows: 

1. Analyze student data to become deeply knowledgeable about performance issues and to 
understand the nature of the achievement gap.  

2. Set high goals such as aiming to educate at least 95 percent of the students in the school to 
proficiency or higher on state reading and math tests.  

3. Review evidence on good instruction and effective curriculum.  

4. Invest heavily in teacher training that includes intensive summer institutes and longer teacher 
work years, provide resources for trainers, and, most importantly, fund instructional coaches in 
all schools.  

5. Provide extra help for struggling students.  

6. Restructure the school day to provide more effective ways to deliver instruction.  

7. Provide strong leadership and support for data-based decision making and improving the 
instructional program. 

8. Create professional school cultures characterized by ongoing discussion of good instruction, 
with teachers and administrators taking responsibility for the student performance results. 

9. Bring external professional knowledge into the school.  

10. Recruit and retain the best talent.  
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Such successful schools also create a learning atmosphere inside the schools, have a school-wide 
approach to discipline and classroom management, and require that every student be accountable to 
any adult for his/her behavior and that all adults take interest in all students and hold them accountable 
for the behavioral practices in the school. In addition, these effective schools reach out to parents, 
insure that parents know the expectations of the school and welcome all parents into the school. 

In sum, the schools studied that have boosted student performance deployed strategies strongly aligned 
with those embedded in the EB Model. These practices bolster the claim that if funds are provided and 
used to implement these effective, research based, strategies, significant student performance gains 
should follow.  

Three Tier Approach 

It is important to note that the design of the EB Model reflects the Response to Intervention (RTI) 
model. RTI is a three-tier approach to meeting student needs. Tier 1 refers to core instruction for all 
students. The EB Model seeks to make core instruction as effective as possible with its modest class 
sizes, provisions for teacher collaboration time, and professional development resources. Effective core 
instruction is the foundation on which all other educational strategies depend. Tier 2 services are 
provided to students struggling to achieve to standards before being given an individualized education 
program (IEP) and labeled as a student with a disability. The EB Model’s current Tier 2 resources include 
one core tutor for every prototypical school and additional resources triggered by at-risk and ELL 
student counts providing funding for tutoring, extended day, summer school, additional pupil support 
and ELL services. The robust levels of Tier 2 resources allow schools to provide a range of extra help 
services. These servicees often are funded only by special education programs, but can get many 
modestly struggling students back “on track,” and thus reduce the overall number of special education 
students. Tier 3 includes all special education services.  

The Evidence-based Model’s Prototypical School Sizes  

The EB model begins with a prototypical district size of 3,900, which comprises four 450-student 
elementary schools, two 450-student middle schools, and two 600-student high schools. It uses this 
approach and these prototypes to indicate the relative level of resources in schools, as well as to 
calculate a base per student cost. These prototypical school sizes reflect research on the most effective 
school sizes, although few schools are exactly the size of the prototypes. Although many schools in 
Michigan and other states are larger than these prototypical school sizes, the prototypical sizes can still 
be used to determine a new base cost per student, as the new base cost per student would be provided 
for all students in a school or district, regardless of actual size. In other states with larger schools, this 
approach has been used with the suggestion that larger school buildings could organize their students 
into smaller “schools within school” units inside the larger building.  

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panels  

In addition to identifying the evidence-based resources needed to establish an adequate funding level 
for Michigan schools, four Evidence-Based Professional Judgment (EBPJ) panels were held to seek 
professional educator input to the model. The panels were held in Gaylord on October 23, Ann Arbor 
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and Southfield on October 24, and in Grand Rapids on October 25. Approximately 20-25 panel members 
attended each EBPJ panel meeting. Education community stakeholders and school officials nominated 
panelists, who were invited to attend a panel meeting. The study team specifically sought to include a 
range of school staff at each EBPJ session.  

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panel Recommendations  

Six overall themes emerged from the panel conversations: 

1. Panelists largely supported the overall structure and intent of the EB approach to instructional 
improvement, student achievement, the embedded school improvement model, and school finance 
adequacy. Suggested changes were at the margin but not the core of the EB approach. 
 

2. Panelists expressed strong and universal support for the overall instructional elements of the EB 
model. Those elements – small class sizes, core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, 
intensive and ongoing professional development, extra resources to provide more instructional time 
for struggling students, teachers organized into collaborative work teams, etc. – were viewed as on 
target and reinforcing the delivery of best practices in schools.  
 

3. Panelists universally noted that the staff and resources in the EB model exceeded existing resources 
in nearly all schools, and that many of the instructionally focused staff were those that were very 
much needed (e.g., instructional coaches) but had been cut over the past few years as budgets 
declined. 

 
4. There was initial concern that the EB approach to serving students with disabilities was problematic 

and provided less than current resources for those students, but following detailed discussion, 
panelists agreed that the EB approach provided an effective approach for serving students with 
disabilities. The major area of concern was the state’s birth to age 26 requirement for serving 
students with disabilities, while the EB model covered only preschool (age three and four) to grade 
12 students (though at higher ages if still attending high school). 

 
5. There was virtually no concern over the substantially fewer paraprofessionals provided for in the EB 

model than are typically employed in most Michigan schools. Most panelists agreed that skilled 
teachers provide more effective services than paraprofessionals – even trained paraprofessionals – 
but cautioned on the need for time to shift from paraprofessionals to skilled teachers for many extra 
help services.  

 
6. Panelists noted that Michigan typically provides more school administration than the EB model but 

less instructional leadership staff. 
 
There was only one major area where EBPJ panel recommendations suggested a strong reason to 
modify the EB model as presented to the panels: central office administration where staffing levels were 
reduced to more closely reflect Michigan school district practice. In two other areas, the panels 
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suggested modest changes that were adopted: field trips for preschool students were added to the 
model, and additional resources were included to cover curriculum costs for programs for struggling 
students. 
 

Final EB Michigan Recommendations 

Table 4 provides a detailed summary of the resulting EB Michigan model resources. The resources 
described in Table 4 led to a base cost estimate and a set of associated weights for poverty, ELL and 
special education students with mild and moderate disabilities.3   

 
Table 4 

Summary of 2017 Michigan Adjusted Evidence-Based Model Recommendations 
Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Staffing for Core Programs 

1a. Preschool 
Full day preschool for children aged 3 and 4. One teacher and one aide in classes of 
15 

1b. Full-Day Kindergarten Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the funding 
system 

2. Elementary Core 
Teachers/Class Size  

Grades K-3: 15 (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6: 25 

3. Secondary Core 
Teachers/Class Size 

Grades 6-12: 25 
Average class size of 25 

4. Elective/Specialist 
Teachers 

Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:           33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

5. Instructional 
Facilitators/Coaches 

1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through poverty and ELL pupil counts in Elements 22 
and 26) 

7. Substitute Teachers 
5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and teacher 
positions in additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, ELL, and special 
education) 

8. Core Pupil Support 
Staff, Core Guidance 
Counselors, and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students, which supports a half time nurse in each 
prototypical elementary and middle school and a full-time nurse in each 
prototypical high school 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of poverty and ELL 
students in Element 23) 

9. Supervisory and 
Instructional Aides 

2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

10. Library Media 
Specialist  

1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

11. Principals and 
Assistant Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high school 

                                                           
3 Services for children with profound and severe disabilities are funded directly by the state in the EB Model.  
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
12. School Site 
Secretarial and Clerical 
Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school  

Dollar Per Student Resources 
13. Gifted and Talented 
Students  

$40 per student  

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into teacher contract year, by adding 
five days to the average teacher salary 
$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and time for 
collaborative work [Element 4]) 

15. Instructional 
Materials  

$190 per student for instructional and library materials 
$50 per student for each extra help program of poverty, ELL, summer and extended 
day 

16. Short Cycle/Interim 
Assessments  

$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

17. Technology and 
Equipment $250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

18. CTE 
Equipment/Materials  

$10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 

19. Extra Duty 
Funds/Student Activities  

$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs for grades K-
12  
$50 per preschool student 

Central Office Functions 
20. Operations and 
Maintenance 

Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and groundskeepers 
and $305 per student for utilities 

21. Central Office 
Personnel/Non-
Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number of FTE 
positions generated, as depicted in Table 3.7, and the salary and benefit levels for 
those positions. It also includes $300 per student for miscellaneous items such as 
Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 

Resources for Struggling Students 

22. Tutors  1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for every 100 
non-ELL poverty students 

23. Additional Pupil 
Support Staff 

1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one tutor position for 
every 125 non-ELL poverty students 

24. Extended Day  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 
25. Summer School  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 

26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner (ELL) 
Students  

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students; In addition, 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students. 

27. Alternative Schools 
One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students 
in an ALE program 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students 

28. Special Education  

8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes: 
7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students for services for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities and the related services of speech/hearing pathologies and/or 
OT PT. This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Plus 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing 
review. 
In addition, 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, 
minus the cost of the basic education program and Federal Title VIB, with a cap on 
the number covered at 2% of all students. 

Staff Compensation Resources 

29. Staff Compensation  

For salaries, average of previous year  
For benefits: 
Retirement or pension costs: 4.6% per employee 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security 6.2% (up to annual earnings of $127,200)  
Medicare: 1.45% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0.6 % 
Unemployment Insurance: 0% as the state cost fully reimburses costs 

 
The base cost estimate using the EB model for Michigan is $10,136 per pupil. The weights computed 
through the model for poverty, ELL and SPED students are detailed in Table 5 below.  

Table 5 
EB Total Base Cost and Additional Weights 

Base $10,136 

Weights   

   Prekindergarten 0.40 

   Poverty 0.32 

   ELL 0.41 

   Special Education (For mild and moderate special 
education students; Census approach applied to all 
students in a district, not only the special education 
count) 

0.07 
(see 
explanation 
below) 

Alternative Schools 0.64 

 
The special education cost estimate and derived weight require further explanation. It is important to 
first note that the EB model assumes the state funds 100 percent of the excess costs of programs for 
students with severe and profound disabilities.  
 
To estimate costs for students with mild and moderate disabilities, the EB model uses a “census” 
approach and computes an additional amount based on the count of all students in a district, not on the 
special education student count in each district. The EB estimate for the cost of special education is 
$673 per student for all students.  
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Successful Schools 2016 Study 
The study team performed a modified successful schools study in the 2016 Michigan Education Finance 
Study. It was considered a modified approach due to the specific requests of the 2016 RFP, which 
identified a specific standard for selecting successful districts: “successful districts have proficiency 
levels above the state average for all of the standards under the Michigan Merit Standards.” In addition 
to the state’s definition of a successful district, APA selected three additional district performance 
standards for the 2016 study: (1) performing at least one standard deviation above average on all tests 
(High Absolute Performance); (2) showing above average growth over time (Growth); and (3) showing 
success serving subpopulations (student special populations such as poverty, ELL, and special 
education). To meet any of these three additional performance measures, districts had to first meet the 
RFP standard of having proficiency levels above the state average. Districts that met the state’s RFP 
standard and one of the additional study team standards were considered “Notably Successful” districts, 
a fifth success designation in the study.  

As dictated by the state’s RFP for the study, the 2016 study only examined the performance and 
expenditures of school districts and did not include charter schools. All data used was for the 2013-14 
school year, which was the school year for which both performance and expenditure data were available 
at the time of the study. Table 5 outlines the criteria for each performance standard. 

Table 5 
Successful Schools Standards 

Standard Criteria 

Above Average  Set by state; the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is above the 
statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to as 
Above Average districts. 

High Absolute 
Performance 

The percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is at least one standard 
deviation above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this 
standard are referred to as High Absolute Performance districts. 

Growth The change in the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above between 
2009-10 and 2013-14 was above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts 
meeting this standard are referred to as Growth districts. 

Special 
Populations 

The percentage of students in each demographic subgroup present in the district is above 
the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to 
as Special Populations districts. 

Notably 
Successful  

Districts that met the Above Average Performance standard and one additional 
performance standard (High Absolute Performance, Growth or Special Populations), are 
referred to as Notably Successful districts. 

 
The list of districts that met each performance standard is included as Appendix G. 

Notably Successful Districts  

A total of 58 districts met at least one of the three standards and the state’s baseline standard, creating 
the Notably Successful standard group. Of these 58 districts, 47 met only one of the three additional 
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standards, 10 districts met two of the additional standards, and one district met all three additional 
standards. The 58 districts that are Notably Successful are made up of districts showing various types of 
higher performance including absolute performance, growth, and success with special populations. A list 
of the 58 Notably Successful districts can be found in Appendix G. Table 6 compares the demographics 
of the Notably Successful districts to the remaining districts.  

Table 6 
Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard 
 

All Districts Excluding Outliers 
 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 

Average Size             4,360           2,324            4,728           2,379  

Average Percent Special Education 9.89% 12.67% 10.42% 12.66% 

Average Percent Economically Disadvantaged 29.12% 52.95% 27.46% 52.95% 

Average Percent ELL 1.76% 2.50% 1.89% 2.53% 

Average Need Factor             1.224           1.351             1.223            1.351  

On average, the Notably Successful districts were larger than the remaining districts. The Notably 
Successful districts tended to have much lower need factors than districts that did not meet the 
standard. The average need factor for the 58 Notably Successful districts of 1.224 is far lower than the 
average need factor of 1.351 the remaining districts. When examining the need factor, it is most 
meaningful to consider only the figures on the right side of the decimal. In this case, the factor shows 
that the non-Notably Successful districts had need that was over 50 percent greater than the Notably 
Successful districts. 

After the high-spending outliers were excluded, there was very little change in the demographics of 
districts meeting the Notably Successful standard and remaining districts. Four districts were removed 
from the Notably Successful group and nine districts not meeting the Notably Successful standard were 
removed.  

Next, the study team examined the expenditures of the Notably Successful districts, both all districts and 
excluding outliers.  

Expenditures 

Table 7 looks at base costs for the Notably Successful districts. 
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Table 7 
Expenditures of Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard 

 
All Districts Excluding Outliers 

 
Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 

Average Size of Districts 4,360  2,324 4,728  2,379  

Average Need Factor 1.224  1.351  1.223     1.351  

Base Expenditures     

   Instruction $5,883 $4,944 $5,143 $4,794 

   Administration  $1,137 $1,133 $900 $1,061 

   Support $837 $652 $875 $646 

   Other $2,531 $2,153 $1,975 $2,061 

   Total Base Expenditures $10,388 $8,881 $8,893 $8,562 

   Total Base Expenditures Less Food Service     
and Transportation 

$9,301 $7,967 $8,188 $7,683 

 
The study team recommended the $8,188 figure of base costs without Food Service and Transportation 
costs as the figure that best represents the resources needed in 2013-14 for districts to perform much 
better than other districts in Michigan.  

Adjusting for Inflation 

In order to use the $8,188 figure for this study, the figure has to be adjusted for inflation to 2015-16 
dollars. To do this, the study team used the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index (CPI-U)   for 
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint.4 Two years of inflation were applied to the figure to adjust for changes from 
2013-14 to 2015-16. The CPI in August 2013, the beginning of the 2013-14 school year, was 220.000 and 
it was 220.249 in August 2015, the beginning of the 2015-16 year. This small increase indicates that 
there was almost no inflation over this time for the area. With this data, the study team recommends 
not adjusting the $8,188 figure and continuing to use that figure as the 2015-16 figure for this study. 
This decision is clearly a very conservative decision from a cost perspective, as it is likely that district 
costs have increased as the cost of wages, benefits, and other operational costs have increased during 
this time.  

                                                           
4  https://www.bls.gov/regions/midwest/data/consumerpriceindexhistorical_detroit_table.pdf 
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Other Studies 

Transportation 
The study team examined how other states approach funding transportation and also examined current 
transportation expenditures in Michigan. The team also examined how the recommendations found in 
the PJ and EB studies could impact transportation needs in Michigan.  

National Transportation Spending 

During the 2014-15 school year, Michigan expended $502 per student on transportation costs, which is 
almost identical to the national average of $498 per student. Between the 2011 and 2015 school years, 
Michigan’s per student transportation expenditures hewed closely to the national average (see Chart 1), 
never varying by more than nine dollars per student above or below the average. 

Chart 1 
Transportation Spending Per student 

 

 

State Transportation Funding Systems in the U.S. 

The study team’s review found that 49 of the 50 states provide some form of transportation funding to 
their public schools. Indiana does not currently provide public school transportation funding but will 
begin doing so through the state’s primary funding formula beginning in the 2018-19 school year.5 There 
are five general ways that states provide transportation funding to schools: 

 Reimbursement Model (22 States): states reimburse districts for a portion of their allowable 
transportation costs.  
 

                                                           
5Indiana House Bill 1009 of 2017. 
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 Included in the State’s Primary Funding Formula (11 States): transportation funding is a 
component of the state’s primary school funding formula. In some of these states additional 
funding is targeted to transportation. In other states, there is no specific amount of funding for 
transportation, but districts can use state funding for the cost of transporting students. 

 Geographic Distance (10 States): funding is based on geographic considerations such as bus 
route miles, total square miles or the density of students in a school district.  

 Per student Allocation (5 States): states provide districts with a flat per student rate regardless 
of their actual transportation costs. 

 Full State Funding (3 States): states fully fund the cost of transportation. 
 

State Transportation Funding in Comparative States 

Between the 2011 and 2015 fiscal years, Michigan per student transportation expenditures consistently 
trailed that of the comparable states6 average, as shown in Chart 2. 

Chart 2 
Historical Transportation Spending in Comparable States 

 

 

Michigan Transportation Expenditures 

The study team examined the expenditures for districts and charter schools separately. Five hundred 
districts had full transportation expenditures and rider information in 2016 and 41 charters had 
information. Transportation expenditures per student or per rider were closely correlated with the 
distance riders were transported. Overall, districts spent $973 per rider and charters spent $1,460 per 
rider.  

                                                           
6 Illinois, Indiana, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. 
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Impacts on Transportation of Adequacy Results 

The results of both the PJ and EB panel work identified various programs and interventions that need to 
be available for students to be able to meet state standards. These programs and interventions include 
services for all students and services directly aimed at special need students such as poverty and ELL 
students. Though a number of or even most of these services may exist today, the scale and scope of the 
programs might need to be expanded over what is currently in place. Panelists made it clear that 
without the proper transportation to support programs, the programs would not be available to 
students. The programs identified as having transportation impacts include extended day programs and 
preschool.  

Impacts of Adequacy Results on the Possible Capital Needs of Districts/Schools 
The study does not look specifically at capital needs; however, it is clear that some of the programs, 
interventions, and resources identified by both the PJ and EB approaches would or could lead to 
additional capital needs for districts and charters across Michigan. The study team identified several 
areas that might lead to increased capital needs:  

 Class Size Ratios 
 Support Staff 
 Extended Day/Year 
 Preschool. 

These capital implications would need to be addressed for districts and Charters to be able to fully 
implement the adequacy recommendations allowing students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet 
state standards. The programs and resources described above were found to be necessary by educators 
from around Michigan and the capital implications need to be considered beyond the operating revenue 
recommendations made in this report. 

Geographic Cost Differences 
It is well-established that the cost of educating students is not the same across all schools and students. 
Costs can vary for many reasons, some of which are under the control of local school officials (such as 
decisions about the size of classes or about curricular offerings) but many costs cannot be controlled by 
local school districts. Costs outside the control of school officials include those associated with: (1) the 
characteristics of the student body (for example, special needs populations like poverty, English 
Language Learners (ELL); (2) district size or special education students); and (3) operating in certain 
geographical locations. When allocating funds through a state finance formula, it is appropriate for 
policy makers to compensate districts for differences in these uncontrollable costs. But ensuring that 
formula adjustments accurately reflect these cost differences can be quite challenging.  

Many states include in their school funding formulas some measure of costs associated with providing a 
comparable education in different locations across the state. This report discusses the advantages and 
disadvantages of various methods to capture these geographical, cross-district cost differences, to 
recommend the best approach for Michigan going forward. 
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Approaches to Measuring Variation in Wage Costs Associated with Geographic Location 

The study team examined three options for district cost adjustments: 

 Housing-Based Cost of Living Adjustment - adjusts for the cost of living by computing the price 
of a basket of goods associated with each location (similar to how the Consumer Price Index is 
calculated across time). Typically, that local basket of goods is dominated by housing costs, 
although other goods’ prices are also usually included (McMahon, 1996). This approach has the 
advantage of being straightforward to calculate and update over time, as long as data on 
housing costs and other items in the basket are available. The major disadvantage of a housing-
based cost of living adjustment is that it does not include any information about area amenities 
which may also impact the wages needed to attract and retain workers.  

 Comparable Wage Index (CWI) - is calculated by measuring the variation in non-teacher wages 
across localities. CWIs therefore account for the impacts of both cost of living and area 
amenities. The assumption is that workers who are similar to teachers in terms of their levels of 
education, their training, and their job responsibilities will have similar preferences as teachers. 
For example, if non-teacher workers in the City of Ann Arbor are paid, on average, 10 percent 
more than non-teacher workers in the City of Flint, then the CWI would suggest Ann Arbor City 
Public Schools should receive 10 percent more revenue for teacher salaries than Flint Public 
Schools.  

 Hedonic wage index - is calculated by breaking down variation in current wages based on a 
number of different identifiable variables, such as weather, crime, or population density. 
Hedonic wage indices can capture variation due to both geographic location characteristics and 
student characteristics. 

The study team examined the use of a CWI in Michigan and finds that wage costs vary significantly 
across regions in Michigan. A CWI is relatively straightforward to create and update on an annual basis; 
it also has the advantage of being clearly beyond the control of local districts, as there are no data used 
that are generated by schools. In contrast, the data requirements and statistical complexity of the 
hedonic approach make calculating and updating even a fairly simple hedonic wage index more difficult 
than either of the alternative approaches. A hedonic model also conflates variation due to geographic 
location with costs associated with student characteristics, such as poverty; this may be particularly 
problematic when those costs are already accounted for elsewhere in the funding system.  

Labor Market Analysis 
Teaching wages are an important factor in attracting and retaining workers in the teaching profession 
over time. A number of studies have found that teaching salaries relative to other occupations influence 
exit rates of existing teachers (Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin 2004, Guarino, Santibanez, and Daley 2006) 
and relative wages of teacher and other occupations influence the quality of individuals entering 
teaching (Corocoran 2004, Stoddard 2003). 

The current study uses a variety of methods to compare teaching occupations to the occupations of 
other workers within Michigan. Because of the inherent differences in the skills, attributes, and benefits 
across occuaptions, this study puts salary comparisons in Michigan within the context of similar salary 
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comparisons in other states. This study also provides information on both broad-based comparison 
occupation groups and more narrow groups, such as other public sector workers.  

The two main methodological challenges in comparing teacher salaries with the salaries of other 
workers include identifying comparison occupations and adjustig for the characteristics of workers and 
occupations. This study uses various methods to account for these challenges and finds teachers in 
Michigan make, on average, less than in most other comparable occupations in the state. The largest 
gap (about 28 percent) is for average teacher salary relative to the salary for all professional and 
technical college educated workers. Gaps relative to the public sector tend to be smaller. Adjusting gaps 
for teacher characteristics reduces the gaps modestly. The gap between teacher salaries and salaries of 
related workers tend to be smaller in Michigan than the parallel gaps in the United States as a whole, 
but this is similar to the pattern in other states in the region. 

Recommendations  
The recommendations contained in this report synthesize information from each of the different 
components described above. Each of the recommendations focus on the development of a student 
based formula that allows all students to meet state standards. It also provides for adjustments related 
to differences in district or charter school characteristics. The study team framed each recommendation 
around the need to fund actual costs faced by districts or charters.  

The recommendations create a system that can provide an estimate of the adequacy needs for each 
district or charter in the state. The base cost figures and weights identify the total resources needed to 
meet state standards, but do not delineate the sources of funding required to provide these resources. 
State, local, and federal dollars can be used to pay for the figures discussed in the recommendations. 
However the next step in implementing the recommendations is to determine how the resources would 
be paid for. While outside of the scope of this current study, the study team feels it is important to 
highlight during the implementation of a new system that student and taxpayer equity will also need to 
be considered. Ensuring that each district and charter has the ability to raise funds needed to meet all 
resource needs is critical to ensuring both an adequate and equitable school funding system.  

Recommendation 1 

Using the results of the study, create an adequacy based funding system using appropriate base cost, 
weights, and adjustments for district characteristics. The results of the three adequacy approaches 
provide the Collaborative with a wealth of information about the resources needed for students to meet 
Michigan’s standards. This includes three base cost figures, two different sets of special needs weights, 
and information on the cost differences districts face due to size.  Table 8 shows the study team’s 
recommendations for a base cost and adjustments for Michigan. The parameters identified would allow 
students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet state standards.  
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Table 8 
Final Recommendation Base and Weights* 

Final Recommendation 
Base $9,590  
Size Adjustment Adjusted by Formula 
Poverty Weight                                                                0.35  
ELL  

 

  WIDA 1-2                                                                0.70  
  WIDA 3-4                                                                0.50  
  WIDA 5-6/FELS                                                                0.35  
Special Education 

 

  Mild                                                                0.70  
  Moderate                                                                1.15  
  Severe State Reimbursement 
Preschool                                                            14,155  
Isolation                                                                0.04  

*Does not include Transportation and Food Service 

Recommendation 2 

The base cost per student and special needs adjustments should be funded at the same levels for 
districts and brick and mortar charter schools. Providing the same funding for districts and charter 
schools produces a more equitable funding model for the state. While there are differences in the costs 
that the two sectors face, such as differences in retirement costs and facilities costs, the study team 
feels that applying the $9,590 base cost figure derived using a 4.6 percent retirement rate and does not 
include funding for transportation, food service, or capital to both sectors is the correct approach. 
Charters school are also eligible for all weights associated with students with special needs. The district 
size adjustment was developed specifically for districts and policy makers would need to decide how or 
if to apply to charter schools. The study team recognizes that applying the adjustment to charters could 
create a perverse incentive for the creation of additional small settings simply for higher funding.  

Differences in the costs for retirement and facilities between the two sectors are discussed in further 
detail in recommendations below.  

Recommendation 3 

Retirement costs above the costs used in the costing out need to be funded for all entities facing the 
expense. The study team costed out the adequacy recommendations using a 4.6 percent retirement 
figure. This figure only represents the costs of a defined benefit program and does not fully account for 
the costs faced by districts and some charter schools. Table F.3 in Appendix F shows the base cost 
figures when applying the 25.56 percent retirement rate. This base figure needs to be used for districts 
or charters paying the higher retirement costs. Weights should be applied to this higher figure when 
determining the needed adequacy amounts.  
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On top of the normal costs of retirement districts and charters face, an unfunded liability also exists. The 
study team recommends that this liability be funded outside the base cost per student amount.  

Recommendation 4 

Transportation funding should be provided outside of the base per student amount and funding 
should be tied to actual transportation costs. In the near term, the study team suggests funding 
transportation at the district per rider figure of $973 until a further transportation study can be 
conducted that designs a more specific transportation cost formula. As additional research is 
conducted on transportation needs for all districts, a specific focus should include the needs of 
isolated districts and whether a separate funding source is needed for these districts.  

The state’s current approach to funding transportation creates large inequities in the funding system. 
Districts that face larger transportation expenditures often need to take more dollars away from 
instructional programs to provide the service. In other cases, some districts and charters report no 
transportation expenses but still receive funding. 

The isolated district panel identified transportation as one of the main expenses for isolated districts. 
Panelists indicated that isolated districts face increased transportation costs for getting students to and 
from school, for before- and after- school programs, and for student activities.  

Recommendation 5 

The state should undertake a full capital study that examines the costs faced by districts and charter 
schools. Michigan’s current funding model creates inequities in capital funding in a number of ways. 
Districts face variation in the availability of funding for capital projects. This impacts both the ability to 
build new buildings and districts’ ability to maintain current buildings. Panelists throughout the PJ 
process mentioned the inequities in both areas for districts. The PJ CFO panel recommended a $400 per 
student figure to allow districts to address ongoing maintenance issues. The study team does not 
recommend including this amount in the base cost figure for districts or charters but thinks any study of 
capital needs should have a specific focus on the ongoing maintenance issues districts face. A 
determination needs to be made if an amount should be included in base funding for all districts. 

Charter schools also face facilities issues. Currently, charter schools do not have the ability to raise funds 
through local property taxes to fund buildings and are required to acquire space using current operating 
dollars. The study team suggests that a future capital study take a specific review of the costs charters 
face for facilities and that an amount of funding for the costs of facilities be included in base funding for 
charters above the base amount discussed in Recommendation 1.  

Recommendation 6 

The study team suggests utilizing a Comparable Wage Index (CWI) to adjust for cost differences due to 
geographic location. The data are easily and publicly available and the statistical method of estimation 
is straightforward. This makes annual updates relatively easy, minimizing the large changes in 
allocations that can result when updates are less frequent. The comparable wage approach does not 
require the analyst to make decisions about which specific variables to include or exclude (in contrast to 
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the hedonic methodology). Moreover, the comparable wage methodology is well-established (see, for 
example, Taylor and Fowler, 2006) and analysts are in agreement about the specification of the model. 
Again, this simplifies estimation, as there is no need to collect data from multiple sources or to worry 
that variables available in one year are not available in another. The data used for estimation is outside 
the control of local districts so there can be no ‘gaming’ of the resulting index. 

Recommendation 7 

The study team suggests utilizing a 0.10 weight for every CTE student. Both the EB and PJ approach 
examined the resources needed to implement CTE classes at the high school level. The EB approach 
recommends $10,000 per every CTE teacher to cover costs such as materials and equipment. The PJ 
panels identified a cost per student for CTE centers, as well as the per student cost to run CTE 
programming within a high school. The panelists identified a cost of $752 per CTE student within a 
center (based on centers having a 1,000 student enrollment). The panelists identified an additional $147 
per student cost at the high school level. The recommendation of a 0.10 weight will cover the materials 
and costs to provide either a program within a high school or at a CTE center. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), in partnership with Picus, Odden, and Associates (POA), was 
hired by the School Finance Research Collaborative (Collaborative) to examine the resources needed for 
students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet Michigan’s academic standards. APA and POA are 
nationally recognized experts in school finance issues with experience examining school finance 
formulas; estimating the resources needed for students, schools, and districts to meet state educational 
standards; and working with state policy makers to implement needed changes. The study team also 
includes national school finance experts Michael Griffith, Chris Stoddard, and Jennifer Imazeki. The study 
team has well over 100 years of combined experience studying school finance issues. This report details 
the approaches used by the study team to estimate the resources needed in Michigan to meet state 
standards, and the findings from those approaches. 

The study team’s implementation of adequacy approaches focused on engaging educators from around 
Michigan, ensuring the study included the complete state context in its findings. The data collection 
brought together over 250 educators from school districts, public school academies (charters), and 
intermediate school districts to examine the resources needed for students to meet state standards. The 
teachers, principals, special education educators, district administrators and other education 
professionals came from all over the state and from various size districts. These educators participated 
directly in examining the resource needs of Michigan’s schools and districts.  

Approaches to Adequacy 

The concept of adequacy as it relates to education funding grew out of the standards-based reform 
movement (Hamilton, Stecher, & Yuan, 2009). As states implemented specific learning standards and 
performance expectations for what students should know — along with consequences for districts and 
schools failing to meet these expectations (and, eventually, federal expectations imposed through No 
Child Left Behind and continued by the Every Student Succeeds Act) — the focus of school finance shifted 
to an examination of the resources necessary to provide districts, schools, and students with reasonable 
opportunities to achieve state standards. Over the past two decades, researchers have developed four 
approaches to creating estimates for the level of funding necessary to provide all students with the 
opportunity to receive an adequate education. The approaches include: 

1. The Evidence-Based (EB) approach. The EB approach was developed by POA and uses 
information from research can be used to define the resource needs of a prototypical school or 
district to ensure that the school or district can meet state standards. The approach not only 
estimates resource levels but also specifies the programs and strategies through which such 
resources could be used efficiently. The approach is used to identify a base cost figure and 
adjustments for special needs students (Special needs students include special education, 
poverty, and English language learner (ELL) students).  
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2. The Professional Judgment (PJ) approach. The PJ approach was first used in Wyoming in the 
mid-1990s and has been one of the most widely used adequacy approaches since. The PJ 
approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the state to identify the 
resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state standards 
and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. The approach identifies both a 
base cost and adjustments for special needs students. 

3. The Successful Schools/School District (SSD) approach. The SSD approach was developed by 
APA. It determines an adequate per student base cost amount by using the actual expenditure 
levels of schools or school districts that are currently meeting or exceeding state performance 
objectives. This approach assumes that every school and school district, in order to be successful, 
needs the same level of base funding that is available to the most successful schools and districts. 
The approach does not identify adjustments for special needs students. 

4. The fourth approach, the cost function or statistical (CF) approach, is an econometric method 
that estimates the level of funding needed to achieve a given level of student achievement as 
measured on assessments while controlling for student and district characteristics. Due to its 
complexity and reliance on econometric modeling techniques, the approach has proven 
difficult to explain in situations other than academic forums.  

Michigan Study 

This report describes the study team’s implementation of both the PJ and EB approaches to examine 
the cost of adequacy in Michigan. Utilizing these two approaches allowed the study team to estimate 
both the cost of meeting the full state standards for all students at a base level, and the additional 
costs associated with differences in district and student characteristics. The study does not examine 
virtual education (online) or adult education.  

APA previously implemented the SSD approach in Michigan as part of a prior study. The report, 
“Michigan Education Finance Study7,” was the result of that study and was provided to the state in 
June of 2016. As part of that effort, APA conducted an examination of the expenditures of those 
Michigan districts that outperformed other districts in the state on Michigan’s assessment system. The 
study team updates the results of this study as part of this work.  

Table 1.1 describes the differences in the three adequacy approaches including the benchmarks for 
success, data sources, and school finance parameters that can be identified by each approach. 

 

 

                                                           
7 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/budget/Michigan_Education_Finance_Study_527806_7.pdf 
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Table 1.1 
Summary of Three Approaches to Adequacy Used in Michigan 

 

Evidence-Based 

Professional 
Judgment 

Successful 
Schools/Districts 

Benchmark of 
Success 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Currently 
outperforming other 

Michigan schools 
Data Source Best practice 

research, reviewed by 
Michigan educators; 
when conflict arises 

in resource 
recommendations, 

the EB approach 
defers to the research 

Expertise of Michigan 
educators serving on 

PJ panels; uses 
research as a starting 

point but defers to 
educators when 
conflict arises in 

resource 
recommendations 

2013-14 expenditure 
data from selected 
successful schools 

updated to 2015-16 
figures 

Available Data Points 

Base Yes Yes Yes 

Student 
Adjustments 
(Weights) 

Yes Yes No 

 
In addition to implementing the two adequacy approaches and updating the SSD figures, APA has 
undertaken a number of study components: 

 Drs. Chris Stoddard and Jennifer Imazeki examined the costs districts face due to differences in 
location and the competitiveness of teaching salaries in Michigan,  

 Michael Griffith led the research on the impact of district isolation on the costs districts face in 
meeting state standards. This includes a literature review of how other states address district 
isolation and the results of additional PJ work focused on district isolation, 

 The study team examined transportation by 1) looking at how other states fund transportation 
and 2) examining current expenditures on transportation for Michigan districts and possible 
figures for funding transportation as part of this adequacy study, and 

 Finally, the study team identified resources through the EB and PJ studies that could have 
impacts on the capital needs of districts and a brief summary of these potential impacts is 
included.  
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Structure of This Report 

The report is divided into three sections. Chapters two, three, and four focus on the three adequacy 
approaches. Chapters five, six, seven, and eight look at the additional studies conducted including 
examinations of transportation, capital, geographic cost differences, and the labor market. Finally, 
chapter nine synthesizes all of the components.  

Adequacy Approaches 
Chapter two details the PJ approach, describing the premise behind the approach then detailing how it 
was implemented in Michigan and the standard used to guide the PJ work. Next the chapter describes 
the resources identified by the panels and finally provides the base cost and adjustments related to 
those resources. 

Chapter three details the EB approach, first describing the EB model and philosophy as well as detailing 
the base model identified through research. The study team then describes the input process used with 
Michigan educators and the state specific changes suggested by the panel. Finally, the chapter examines 
the base cost and adjustments identified by the approach.  

Chapter four of the report details APA’s SSD study. The chapter begins by describing the various ways 
districts were identified as successful and the final set of districts identified as best representing the 
base cost needed for districts to outperform other districts in the state. The study team examines how 
the figure needs to be adjusted from its 2013-14 school figures to bring the figures into 2015-16 dollars, 
the year for the figures used in other parts of the study.  

Additional Studies 
Chapter five details the study team’s work on transportation, beginning with an examination of the 
various approaches used in states to fund transportation. The study team then examines the actual 
current expenditures on transportation for Michigan districts. Additionally, the chapter examines the 
possible impacts to transportation costs related to findings from the PJ and EB studies.  

Chapter six details the possible facilities impacts related to the findings from the PJ and EB approaches. 
Though this report does not undertake a full examination of the capital needs of Michigan districts, it is 
important to understand that changes in programs and services for students can have impacts on 
district facility needs. 

Chapter seven examines the costs districts face due to geographic differences, as well as the different 
approaches to adjusting for these differences. The chapter also recommends an approach for Michigan. 

Chapter eight examines teacher compensation in Michigan both against similar professions in the state 
and nationally.  

Results and Recommendations 
Chapter nine compares the results of all three approaches, examines the differences in resources 
identified between the EB and PJ results, and examines how the various results could be used in a 
statewide funding system.  
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It is important to remember that the study team’s focus for this report is on the resources needed for 
students to meet Michigan’s standards. The study team understands the complexities of the Michigan 
education governance structure, which includes school districts, intermediate school districts (ISDs), and 
charters. Currently districts, and some charter schools, pay 25.56 percent of salaries for costs associated 
with retirement. Many charters do not participate in the state’s retirement system and pay a lower 
amount for retirement costs. With these differences in mind, the study team has applied a 4.6 percent 
retirement rate when costing out the figures seen in the body of this report. This 4.6 percent represents 
the costs associated with a defined benefit program. Adjustments in funding will need to be made for 
districts or charters paying the full 25.56 percent retirement rate associated with the State’s retirement 
system, this is discussed in the recommendations of the study. Other differences, such as facilities costs 
are also addressed in the recommendations section. 
 
The results in the report focus on the resources needed to meet Michigan standards and do not identify 
who will be funding the needed resources. State, local, and federal dollars are available to help pay for 
the needed programs and services. The study team recognizes that the ability of different communities 
to pay for education varies widely across the state. However, this study does not attempt to recommend 
or determine how best to create a new funding system for Michigan which would include discussions of 
system equity and tax policy, but instead is intended to begin the conversation by identifying the 
resources needed for all students to meet Michigan’s standards.  
 
It is also clear different communities receive similar services in different ways. For example, some 
districts might utilize an ISD for a service while another district might provide the service itself. Similarly, 
a small single charter school might provide a service that another charter receives from a management 
organization. Therefore, the study examines the total level of resource needed but is agnostic regarding 
how the service should be provided. 
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Chapter 2: Professional Judgment Approach  
The Professional Judgment (PJ) approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the 
state to identify the resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state 
standards and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. These resources are first identified for 
students with no identified special needs (which allows for the calculation of a base cost) and then 
separately for special needs students, presented as weights.  

The PJ approach is distinct from the successful school district (SSD) approach and similar to the 
evidence-based (EB) approach. Like the EB approach, the PJ approach is able to identify resources for 
special needs students and is also able to address future standards and performance expectations, a 
benchmark for academic success that is higher than the benchmark for the SSD approach. 

Creating Representative Schools and Representative Districts 

The PJ approach estimates the costs of adequacy by creating representative schools and representative 
districts. Representative schools are designed using statewide average characteristics to represent 
schools across the State. This includes identifying averages for school sizes and grade configurations as 
well as identifying average demographics for concentrations of students in poverty, ELL, and special 
education. For the PJ panels, the term “poverty” was used to refer to students that struggle 
academically and was defined using free and reduced-price lunch eligibility as a proxy. The term “high 
need poverty” was used to describe students who are likely to require more resources than poverty 
students to be successful in school, based on the presence of multiple risk factors. Panelists described 
these risk factors as similar to those used to determine eligibility for the Great Start Readiness Program 
(GSRP)8. 

In Michigan, average school and district sizes (in rounded figures) are 382 students for elementary 
schools, 527 for middle schools, and 512 for high schools, with an average district size of 2,466 
students9. Statewide, the average demographics are 50 percent of students qualifying for FRPL, five 
percent ELL students, and 13 percent special education students. For the purposes of this study in 
Michigan, the study team also examined the relationship between resources and student need 
concentration levels for poverty and ELL populations. For the ELL population, two concentration levels 
(five percent and 50 percent) were considered. For the poverty population, three concentration levels 
(25 percent, 50 percent, and 75 percent) were examined for both poverty and high need poverty 

                                                           
8 1. Low Family Income: family income equal to or less than 250% of the FPL 
2. Environmental Risk: Parental loss due to death, divorce, incarceration, military service, or absence; sibling 
issues; teen parent (not age 20 when first child born); family is homeless or without stable housing, residence in a 
high-risk neighborhood (area of high poverty, high crime, with limited access to critical community services); or 
prenatal or postnatal exposure to toxic substances known to cause learning or developmental delays.  
3. Parent(s) with low educational attainment: Parent has not graduated from high school is illiterate.  
4. Abuse/neglect to child or parent: Domestic, sexual of physical abuse of child or parent; child neglect issues; 
Child Protective Services report. 
5. Severe or challenging behavior: Child has been expelled from preschool or child care center 
9 The average school and district size does not include charter school data 
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students. The average special education percentage for the state is 13 percent, the study team 
disaggregated the statewide average into three categories of need: (1) mild (nine percent), (2) moderate 
(2.5 percent), and (3) severe (1.5 percent). The three categories are not based on disability, but on time 
spent in the general education classroom.  

The study team designed multiple hypothetical schools to discuss with the PJ panels: one preschool 
program; two elementary schools (of 270 and 390 students); three middle schools (of 180, 420 and 735 
students); and four high schools (of 220, 500, 800 and 1,200 students). The team also designed four 
representative districts: a very small (670 students); small (1,700 students); moderate (5,000 students); 
and large sized (13,590 students) district. The study team created the representative schools and four 
representative districts so they would closely resemble actual schools and districts, on average, in the 
state. This allowed PJ panelists to comfortably estimate what resources are needed, since the 
representative school and district sizes generally looked familiar. At the same time, the approach 
developed per student figures that can be applied in each unique district and school in Michigan based 
on real enrollment figures and demographics.  

Tables 2.1a-d list the representative schools and representative districts for Michigan, including 
demographics.  

Table 2.1a 
PJ Representative Preschool (1 School Size) and Elementary Schools (2 School Sizes) 

  Preschool 
Program 

Elementary 
School 

Elementary 
School 

Enrollment 64 270 390 
Special Need Populations    
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 16 68 98 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 32 135 195 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 48 203 293 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 18 68 98 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 32 135 195 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 48 203 293 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 3 14 20 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 32 135 195 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 6 24 35 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 2 7 10 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 1 4 6 
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Table 2.1b 
PJ Representative Middle Schools – 3 School Sizes 

  Middle 
School 

Middle 
School 

Middle 
School 

Enrollment 180 420 735 
Special Need Populations    
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 45 105 184 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 90 210 368 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 135 315 551 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 45 105 184 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 90 210 368 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 135 315 551 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 9 21 37 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 90 210 368 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 16 38 66 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 5 11 18 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 3 6 11 

 

Table 2.1c 
PJ Representative High Schools – 4 School Sizes 

  High 
School 

High 
School 

High 
School 

High 
School 

Enrollment 220 500 800 1,200 
Special Need Populations     
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 55 125 200 300 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 110 250 400 600 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 165 375 600 900 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 55 125 200 300 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 110 250 400 600 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 165 375 600 900 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 11 45 40 60 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 110 250 400 600 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 20 45 72 108 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 6 13 20 30 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 3 8 12 18 
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Table 2.1d 
PJ Representative School Districts – 4 District Sizes 

  Very Small 
District 

Small 
District 

Moderate 
District 

Large 
District 

Enrollment 670 1,700 5,020 13,590 
Special Need Populations     
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 168 425 1,255 3,398 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 335 850 2,510 6,795 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 503 1,275 3,765 10,193 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 168 425 1,255 3,398 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 335 850 2,510 6,795 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 503 1,275 3,765 10,193 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 34 85 251 680 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 335 850 2,510 6,795 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 60 153 452 1,223 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 17 43 126 340 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 10 26 75 204 

 

Professional Judgment Panel Design 
Based on its experience using the PJ approach in other states, the study team utilized multiple levels of 
PJ panels because: 1) multiple panels allow for the separation of school-level resources (which include 
teachers, supplies, materials, and professional development) from district-level resources (which include 
facility maintenance and operations, insurance, and school board activities); and 2) the study team 
believes strongly in having each panel’s work reviewed by another panel for a consensus approach to be 
effective.  

The PJ panel structure in Michigan was designed to conduct panels in the following progression: 

1. School-level panels: the study team first held four school-level panels based on grade-level 
(preschool, elementary, middle, and high school). Each of these panels focused first on the 
resources needed to serve students with no special needs; then identified the additional 
resources needed to serve students in poverty at the 50 percent concentration level.  
 

2. Special needs panels: next, the study team held four special needs panels (one each for special 
education, ELL, students in poverty, and CTE) to review the work of the previous panels, then 
identified the additional resources needed to serve special education, ELL and CTE students, 
additional concentration levels of students in poverty, and resources needed for high need 
students in poverty. 
 

3. District-level panels: next, four district panels reviewed the work of the previous school-level 
and special needs panels. The district panel reviewed the schools similar to those associated 
with the district’s size and then identified the needed district-level resources for a very small 
sized district, small sized district, moderate sized district, and large district. A fifth isolated 
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district panel was then held via webinar to review the work of the very small sized district panel 
and identify the additional resources needed as a result of geographic isolation. 
 

4. Charter schools panel: although there was charter representation on all of the previous panels, 
the study team held a charter schools panel specifically with charter school representatives to 
review the resources identified by previous panels within the charter context and to better 
understand the fiscal realities of charter schools in Michigan. The panel reviewed the resources 
associated with school sizes similar to charter schools across the state.  
 

5. Chief Financial Officers (CFO) panel: the study team also held a panel specifically with CFOs to 
review all non-personnel costs, both at the school and district level, identified by previous 
panels. 
 

6. Statewide panel: the study team held a final, statewide panel to review the work of all previous 
panels to attempt to resolve any remaining inconsistencies that arose across panels. 

Each panel had between nine and twelve participants, who were a combination of classroom teachers, 
principals, personnel who provide services to students with special needs, superintendents, technology 
specialists, and school business officials. Panels included representatives from districts, charters, and 
ISDs. The Collaborative used a multistep process to select panel members. This included: 

 Identifying potential participants by: 
o Seeking volunteers from the Network of Michigan Educators,10 Michigan’s most 

prestigious education network. The Network of Michigan Educator is a professional 
organization connecting educators recognized for excellence through programs 
including: 

 Michigan Teacher of the Year; 
 Milken National Educator Award; 
 Presidential Award for Excellence in Math and Science Teaching; 
 National Board Certification; 
 Michigan Secondary Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan Middle Level Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan National Distinguished Principal; and 
 Michigan Superintendent of the Year. 

o Seeking nominees from the Superintendents of the Michigan Association of School 
Administrators and the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators. 

 The Project Steering and Technical Committee then finalized panelist selections, being careful 
to: 

o Follow the researchers’ guidelines regarding the types of educators and the composition 
for each panel; 

                                                           
10 http://www.michiganeducators.org/ 



11 
 

o Include educators from all regions of the state in proportion to the number of students 
served in each region; and  

o Select a group of panelists who represent the student population as a whole by race and 
gender. 

 A list of panel members is provided in Appendix A to this report. 

Panels were held from September 2017 to November 2017. All panels were held in Lansing, Michigan, 
except the Isolated District Panel, which was held online via webinar. Table 2.2 provides the dates of 
these meetings. 

Table 2.2 
PJ Panel Dates 

Date Panel 

September 19-20, 2017 Elementary School Panel; Middle School Panel 

September 21, 2017 Preschool Panel 

September 21-22, 2017 High School Panel 

October 3-4, 2017 Special Education Panel; Students in Poverty Panel 

October 5, 2017 Career and Technical Education Panel 

October 5-6, 2017 English Language Learners Panel 

October 17-18, 2017 Very Small Sized District Panel; Small Sized District Panel 

October 19-20, 2017 Moderate Sized District Panel; Large Sized District Panel 

November 7, 2017 Charter Schools Panel 

November 8, 2017 CFO Panel; Isolated District Panel (via webinar) 

November 9, 2017 Statewide Review Panel 

Panelists were not compensated for their participation, though meals were provided and some 
expenses, like mileage, parking, and hotel fees, were reimbursed.  

Summarizing Michigan State Standards and Requirements 
Prior to the commencement of any PJ panel discussions, all panelists reviewed a specific set of 
background materials and instructions prepared by the study team. Panelists were instructed that their 
task was to identify the resources needed to meet all Michigan standards and requirements, which 
included the Michigan Merit Curriculum and graduation requirements, as well as additional 
requirements for schools and districts around assessment, accountability, and educator evaluation. The 
study team prepared a brief summary document of these standards and requirements, which was 
reviewed by the School Finance Research Collaborative. This document was then shared with panelists 
(Appendix B). The document was not meant to be exhaustive, as all panel participants were experienced 
educators in Michigan; instead, it was meant to highlight key expectations and recently revised 
expectations, such as the implementation of the “Third Grade Reading Law” and the Executive Directive 
to Implement Recommendations of the Career Pathway Alliance. Panelists were instructed to use the 
summary document, in conjunction with their knowledge of other critical education policies and 
practices in Michigan, to guide their allocations of resources needed to increase the number of Michigan 
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students meeting or exceeding standards. The instructions and background information used at the PJ 
panels can be found in Appendix C. 
 

Using Best Practice Research and Professional Association Recommendations 
as a Starting Point for PJ Panels 
The study team provided the PJ panels with some starting point figures from a review of best practice 
research and with any available staffing recommendations from educator professional associations. 
These figures were used to prompt discussion and panelists were in no way constrained by these 
recommended figures. Instead, panelists could adjust the figures as they saw fit to best suit Michigan 
and add in additional necessary staffing positions that were not addressed in the starting point figures. 

Tables 2.3a-c summarize the starting point figures that were shared with the panelists based upon the 
team’s research review and recommendations from professional associations, as available. Note that 
where “Rec.” is indicated, the research or professional associations indicated that such a resource 
should be in place but a specific resource level was not identified. For illustration purposes, the 
following tables show the starting point figures for one school at each grade span. When panelists built 
multiple schools at each level, the starting point figures for additional schools were higher or lower, 
based on the size of the school.  

Table 2.3a 
Research-Based and Professional Association Starting Point Personnel Figures 

Elementary School of 390 Students 
Personnel Position Research-Based 

Recommendations 
Professional Association 

Recommendations 
Instructional Staff   

Classroom Teachers 18.2-23.8 22.5 
Specials Teachers (art, music, PE, 
world language, etc.) 20.-2.6  
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 2.0  
Interventionists 1.0  
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0 
Media Aide  1.0 

Pupil Support Staff   
Counselors 1.6 1.6 
Nurses 1.0 0.5 
Psychologists  0.6 
Social Workers  1.0 
Family Liaisons   

Administrative Staff   
    Principal 1.0 1.0 
    Assistant Principals  1.0 
    Clerical 2.0 1.0 
    Bookkeeper  1.0 
Other Staff   

IT Technicians  1.6 
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The study team’s research review produced a range of class sizes shown to positively impact student 
success, from 15-20 in kindergarten through grade three and from 20-25 in grades four and five. The 
National Education Association recommended class sizes of 15:1 in kindergarten through grade three, 
then small class sizes in higher grades, but not a specific figure. The study team used 25:1 for grade four 
and five to create a comparison starting point figure. Other specials teachers were also recommended, 
but not at a specific resource level. Other key recommendations out of both the research and 
professional association recommendations were related to counselors (both the research and the 
American School Counselor Association recommended staffing at 250:1), librarians (both sources 
recommending one per school), nurses (research recommending one per school and the National 
Association of School Nurses recommending staffing at 750:1 for the general student population), and 
principals (one per school). The research review also recommended instructional coaches, teacher 
tutors/interventionists, clerical staff, and media aides. Additional professional association 
recommendations were 500:1 to 700:1 for psychologists based on school need (National Association of 
School Psychologists), 400:1 for social workers (School Social Work Association), the addition of an 
assistant principal (one per school at the elementary and middle school level, one or more at the high 
school level, as recommended by the National Association of Elementary School Principals and National 
Association of Secondary School Principals), and 250:1 staffing for IT positions (International Society for 
Technology in Education, NETS Standards). 

Table 2.3b 
Research-Based and Professional Association Starting Point Personnel Figures 

Middle School of 735 Students 
Personnel Position Research-Based 

Recommendations 
Professional Association 

Recommendations 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 39.2 39.2 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 3.7  
Interventionists 1.0  
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0 
Media Aides  1.0 

Pupil Support Staff   
Counselors 2.9 2.9 
Nurses 1.0 1.0 
Psychologists  1.1 
Social Workers  1.8 

Administrative Staff   
Principal 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals  1.0 
Clerical 2.0  

Other Staff   
IT Technicians  2.9 
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At the middle school, the research review recommended class sizes of 25:1 on a block schedule, with 
teachers teaching three out of four blocks. All other staffing positions used similar ratios as the 
elementary recommendations.  

Table 2.3c 
Research-Based and Professional Association Starting Point Personnel Figures 

High School of 800 Students 
Personnel Position Research-Based 

Recommendations 
Professional Association 

Recommendations 
Instructional Staff   

Teachers 42.7 42.7 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 8.0  
Interventionists 1.0  
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0 
Media Aides  1.0 

Pupil Support Staff   
Counselors 3.2 3.2 
Nurses 1.0 1.1 
Psychologists  1.1 
Social Workers  2.0 

Administrative Staff   
Principal 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals  1.0 
Clerical 2.0  

Other Staff   
IT Technicians  3.2 

The research review recommended the same class sizes (25:1) and schedule (a four-period block) as the 
middle school level for the high school level. All other staffing positions used similar ratios as the 
elementary recommendations.  

The study team also provided starting point figures from the research review for non-personnel costs, as 
shown in Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4 
Evidence-Based Starting Figures for School-Level Non-Personnel Costs 

Cost Category  Research-Based Starting Figures 
Elementary School Middle School High School 

Professional Development 10 days per teacher; 
$100 per student  

10 days per teacher;  
$100 per student 

10 days per teacher; 
$100 per student 

Supplies and Materials $165 per student $165 per student $200 per student 
Student Activities $250 per student $250 per student $250 per student 

It is important to note that the study team’s research review did not identify resources beyond the 
school-level items listed above (e.g. district-level resources).  
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Professional Judgment Panel Procedures 
Once panelists were provided with instructions and background information to guide their efforts, as 
described previously, PJ panels convened and followed a specific procedure. At least two study team 
members attended each panel meeting to facilitate the discussion and to take notes about the level of 
resources needed and the rationales behind participant decisions. Panelists were frequently reminded 
that they should identify the resources needed to meet state standards in the most efficient way 
possible, without sacrificing quality.  

Each panel discussed the following school-level resource needs: 
1. Personnel, including classroom teachers, other teachers, psychologists, counselors, librarians, 

teacher aides, administrators, nurses, etc. 
 

2. Other personnel costs, including the use of substitute teachers and time for professional 
development. 

 
3. Non-personnel costs, such as supplies, materials and equipment costs (including textbook 

replacement and consumables), plus the costs of offering extracurricular activities. 
 

4. Non-traditional programs and services, including before- and after-school programs, preschool, 
and summer school programs. 

 
5. Technology, including hardware, software, and licensing fees. 

District-level panels also addressed the following district-level resource needs:  
1. Personnel, including central office administrators, special programs directors and coordinators, 

and support staff. 
 

2. Non-personnel costs, such as maintenance and operations, insurance, safety and security, 
adoption of textbooks, assessment, contract services, and out-of-district placements.  

PJ panels first identified the above resources for students with no special needs, then addressed the 
additional resources needed to serve special needs students (students in poverty, special education, ELL 
and CTE). Keeping these costs separate allowed for the creation of a base cost and additional special 
needs weights (discussed in greater detail later in this report).  

As described in the previous section, the study team provided PJ panelists with starting point figures in a 
limited number of personnel categories from both the study team’s research review as well as 
recommendations from professional associations. These figures were used to prompt discussion. 
Panelists were in no way constrained by these recommended figures or limited to these personnel 
categories; instead they could identify resources as their experience and professional judgement 
indicated was required to meet Michigan standards. 
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For each panel, the figures the study team recorded represent general consensus among members. At 
the time of the meetings, no participant (either panel member or study team member) had a precise 
idea of the costs of resources being identified. (The study team’s costing of resources took place at a 
later date.) This is not to say that panel members were unaware that higher levels of resources would 
produce higher base cost figures or weights. However, without specific price information and knowledge 
of how other panels were proceeding, it would have been impossible for any individual or panel to 
suggest resource levels that would lead to specific base cost figures or weights, much less to costs that 
were relatively higher or lower than others.  
 

Professional Judgment Resources Identified 
While panels varied in the resources they identified as necessary for an adequate education, several key 
recommendations were common across most panels: 

 Small class sizes, with student-to-teacher ratios of 20:1 in kindergarten through grade three and 
25:1 in grades four and five; 

 Significant time for teacher planning, collaboration, and imbedded professional development 
with instructional coaches. At each level this was essentially designed so that teachers teach 
about 75 percent of the day with the remaining time available for the listed activities; 
instructional coaches were seen as instrumental to helping teachers improve practice; 

 A high level of student support (staffed as counselors, social workers, psychologists and 
behavior interventionist) available for all students; 

 Sufficient administrative support in the form of assistant principals to allow for required staff 
evaluations to be done thoroughly and effectively; 

 Before- and after-school programs and summer level learning opportunities, particularly for 
students in poverty; 

 Technology-rich learning environments, including 1.1:1 student devices, and associated IT 
support; 

 Sufficient staff to serve special education and ELL students; 
 Sufficient nursing support to ensure students receive necessary medical care and monitoring 

from nurses and/or health aides to allow teachers and administrators to focus on classroom 
instructional needs; 

 Sufficient counselor and career exploration staff to ensure students can achieve post-secondary 
goals; and 

 Preschool for all three-year-olds and four-year-olds. 

It should be noted that the resources PJ panels identified here are examples of how funds might be used 
to organize programs and services in representative schools. Further, there were separate panels for 
each school level, so approaches may vary in how they identified resources, but subsequent review 
panels felt the differences were appropriate. The study team cannot emphasize strongly enough that 
the resources identified are not the only ways to organize programs and services to meet state 
standards. Instead, the purpose of the exercise is to estimate the overall level of resources and 
therefore the cost of adequacy, not to determine the best way to organize schools and districts.  
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School-Level Personnel 
PJ panels discussed and recommended staffing, including staffing levels for:  

 Instructional staff, including teachers, instructional aides, instructional coaches, 
interventionists, librarian/media specialists, and technology specialists; 

 Pupil support staff, including counselors, nurses, social workers, psychologists, and behavior 
specialists; 

 Administrative staff, including principals, assistant principals, bookkeepers, and 
clerical/secretarial staff; and  

 Other staff members, including media aides, duty aides, 504 aides, and security and school 
resource officers. 

Tables 2.5a-e show the school level resources that panels identified for the base education of students 
in Michigan. The tables first provide the school or program size and the panel recommended average 
class size. The tables then identify the personnel needed to serve all students (on a FTE basis), regardless 
of need, at the preschool, elementary, middle, and high school settings (base education). Subsequent 
tables identify the additional personnel needed to serve special needs students. 

As noted previously, separate panels at each level identified these resources and as a result, specific 
resources and approaches may vary from level to level. As these resources are not intended to be 
prescriptive, subsequent review panels allowed for variation as long as they felt the differences were 
reasonable and the resource level was sufficient to serve at each level.  

Table 2.5a 
Elementary School Personnel as Recommended by 

Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 
School Configuration and Size K-5, 270 students K-5, 390 Students 

Recommended Average Class Size Grades K-3: 20 
Grades 4-5: 25 

Grades K-3: 20 
Grades 4-5: 25 

Instructional Staff   
   Teachers 12.6 18.2 
   Specials Teachers 3.0 3.0 
   Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 1.4 2.0 
   Teacher Tutor/Interventionists 0.7 1.0 
   Librarians/Media Specialists 0.5 0.5 
   Technology Specialists 0.5 0.5 

   504 Aides 1.0 1.0 
   Media Aides 0.5 0.5 
Pupil Support Staff   
   Counselors 0.5 0.5 
   Nurses 0.2 0.2 
   Psychologists 0.1 0.1 
   Health Aides 0.8 0.8 
   Social Workers 0.2 0.2 
   Behavior Interventionists 0.2 0.2 
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School Configuration and Size K-5, 270 students K-5, 390 Students 

Administrative Staff   
   Principals 1.0 1.0 
   Clerical/Data Entry Staff 2.0 2.0 
Other Staff   
   IT Technicians 0.4 0.5 
   Substitutes 0.5 1.0 
   Duty Aide 1.5 2.0 

For both elementary schools (of 270 and 390 students), the panelists recommended an average class 
size of 20:1 in kindergarten through grade three and 25:1 for grades four and five, for a total of 12.6 and 
18.2 classroom teachers, respectively. Panelists also identified the need for three specials teachers to 
teach subjects such as art, music, physical education, and world language, and to allow for sufficient 
planning and collaboration time for classroom teachers. The number of specials teachers is the same 
between the two schools because the class size can be higher in some of these elective classes. A full 
time 504 aide (whose primary role is to maintain, monitor, and create 504 plans) was identified at each 
school to support the academic, behavioral or medical 504 plan needs. The panelists felt that the 
librarian/media specialist and technology specialist (whose primary role is to provide coaching to 
teachers on incorporating technology in the classroom) could also provide additional instruction and 
release time. Other key staffing included a high level of pupil support across a variety of positions (the 
local school site would determine the specific pupil support positions that would be the best fit for their 
school), IT staff for the 1.1:1 student devices were recommended, and a substitute teacher (half time at 
the 270-student school and full time at the 390-student school) to provide continuity of instruction 
when teachers are out of the classroom. 

Table 2.5b 
Middle School Personnel as Recommended by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 

School Configuration and Size Grades 6-8, 180 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 420 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 720 
students 

Recommended Average Class Size 25 25 25 

Schedule Eight-period day; 
teachers teaching 

six periods 

Eight-period day; 
teachers teaching 

six periods 

Eight-period day; 
teachers teaching 

six periods 
Instructional Staff    

Teachers 9.6 22.4 39.2 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 0.5 1.1 2.0 
Teacher Tutor/Interventionists 0.5 1.1 2.0 
Librarians/Media Specialists 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Media Aides 0.0 1.0 1.0 
Technology Specialists 0.5 0.5 1.0 
504 Aides 1.0 1.0 2.0 
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School Configuration and Size Grades 6-8, 180 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 420 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 720 
students 

Pupil Support Staff    
Counselors 0.7 1.7 3.0 
Nurses 0.2 0.5 1.0 
Heath Aides 0.5 0.5 0.0 
Psychologists 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Social Workers 0.2 0.3 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.5 0.5 

Administrative Staff    

Principal 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals 0.5 1.0 2.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 1.0 2.0 3.0 

Other Staff    
IT Technicians 0.2 0.5 1.0 

School Resource Officers 0.1 0.25 0.25 
Duty Aides 1.5 1.5 2.6 
Substitutes 0.5 1.0 2.0 
Security Staff 0.1 0.25 0.25 

For each of the middle school size configurations, panelists felt that 25:1 was an appropriate average 
class size. Panelists also based their staffing of middle school grades on an eight-period day, with 
teachers teaching an average of six classes a day to allow an average of 25 percent of the day for 
planning, collaboration, and embedded professional development. This resulted in a total of 22.4 
teachers at the school, regardless of size. At the secondary level, there is no distinction between 
classroom or specials teachers, so both are included in that total teachers figure. As was the case at the 
elementary level, panelists also identified pupil support services for all students and administrators to 
address evaluations. At the middle school level, panelists identified resources for a base level of security 
staffing and school resource officers. Panelists also identified a need for school resource officers (SRO) 
on each campus for the safety of the students. The study team did not include the cost of the SRO in the 
base funding because the funding varied significantly by district, with some paying the full cost for an 
SRO, some districts splitting the cost with the municipality, and some districts receiving the services of 
retired police officers free of charge.  
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Table 2.5c 
High School Personnel, as Recommended by 

Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 
School Configuration and Size Grades 9-12, 

220 students 
Grades 9-12, 
500 students 

Grades 9-12, 
800 students 

Grades 9-12, 
1,600 students 

Recommended Average Class Size 25 25 25 25 
Schedule Eight period 

day; teachers 
teaching six 

periods 

Eight period 
day; teachers 
teaching six 

periods 

Eight period 
day; teachers 
teaching six 

periods 

Eight period day; 
teachers 

teaching six 
periods 

Instructional Staff     

Teachers 11.7 26.70 42.70 85.30 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 1.1 2.5 4 5 
Teacher Tutor/Interventionists 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 
Librarians/Media Specialists 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Media Aides 0.4 1.0 0.5 2.0 
Technology Specialists 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
504 Aides 0.4 1.0 2.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Counselors 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 
Nurses 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Health Aides 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 
Psychologists 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Social Workers 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Postsecondary Planning 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 

Administrative Staff     

Principal 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals 0.5 1.0 2.0 3.0 
Athletic/Activities Director 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Bookkeepers 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 1.0 2.0 2.5 4.0 

Other Staff     
IT Technicians 0.8 1.0 1.0 2.0 

School Resource Officers 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Duty Aides 0.4 1.0 1.6 3.2 
Security Staff 0.4 1.0 2.0 4.0 

 
Table 2.5d 

CTE at High School Personnel, as Recommended by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 
  Very Small Small Moderate Large 

Instructional Aides 1.1 2.5 2.0 4.0 

Work Based Learning Coordinator 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 
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For each of the four high school sizes, panelists kept the same average class size of 25:1 that they used 
for the middle schools and recommended an eight-period day (or a four-block day) to allow for a wide 
range of courses to be offered so that students could meet all graduation requirements. Teachers would 
teach six periods on average, again allowing about 25 percent of their days for meaningful collaboration 
and embedded professional development. The panelists also identified additional pupil support staff, 
administrators to manage evaluations, and other staff. As with the middle schools, panelists included 
staffing for security and school resource officers (SRO), which is not included in the base cost of this 
study as funding for this position varies greatly across districts. Panelists also included a Postsecondary 
Planning position at the high school level to assist students with postsecondary and career exploration 
opportunities. Table 2.5d shows the additional resources that were costed out by the panelists to make 
sure that CTE programs are offered at an adequate level.  
 

Special Needs Personnel at the School Level 
The resources described above detail the resources any student in Michigan should expect to find when 
entering a school. This section focuses on the resources needed for schools and districts to serve 
students with special needs. Special needs include students in poverty, special education students, and 
English language learners. Tables 2.1a-c earlier in this chapter outlined the different ways the study 
examined the special needs populations: 

 For poverty students, the panels looked at three concentration levels for regular poverty 
students and high need poverty students. The panelists defined high need poverty students as 
students that met multiple indicators on the Great Start Readiness Program (GSRP)11,  

 The resources needed for ELL students were identified at two concentration levels, five percent 
concentration and 50 percent concentration, and then also by WIDA level. The three WIDA 
levels examined include WIDA 1&2, WIDA 3&4, and WIDA 5,6&FELS, and 

 Lastly, special education resources were examined by mild, moderate, and severe levels of 
service need. The three levels were defined by time spent in the general education classroom.  

Concentration of Poverty 

Tables 2.6a-c identify the resources needed to serve poverty students at a 25 percent, 50 percent, and 
75 percent concentration level. It is important to note that these tables identify certain positions as 
school-level personnel, even though some school districts may house these positions centrally or at the 
ISD. There are additional personnel not shown that were identified at the district level (Table 2.17a). 
Each table should be considered separately. For example, Table 2.6a identifies one teacher 
tutor/interventionist for the large elementary school for the 25 percent concentration and Table 2.6b 
shows two teacher tutor/interventionists for the 50 percent concentration. These are separate 
identifications and should not be added together.  

                                                           
11 Great Start Readiness Program is Michigan’s state funded program for four-year-old children with factors that 
put them at-risk of educational failure.  
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Table 2.6a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 25% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 

Michigan PJ Panels 
25% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size  
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
68 

students 
98 

 students 
98 

 students 
98 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Social Workers 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
45 

students 
105 

students 
184 

students 
184 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
55 

students 
125 

students 
200 

students 
400 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists  0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

Instructional Aides 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

Resources shown in Table 2.6a identified for poverty students are above and beyond the resources 
identified in the base. To fully serve these students in poverty, panelists identified the need for teacher 
tutor/interventionists to push-in to classrooms and work directly with students. At the high school level, 
the panelists recommended having an instructional aide for every additional teacher 
tutor/interventionist to be able to push-in to additional classrooms. The panelists added further pupil 
supports, including social workers to address the added student need. An additional 0.3 nurse was 
added at the elementary level; however, the health aide decreased by 0.3. The panelists identified the 
need for the health center to be staffed all day at the elementary level and the addition of more of the 
nurse’s time at the 25 percent concentration of poverty level would lead to less need of the health 
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aide’s time. At the middle school level, an additional portion of a behavior interventionist’s time was 
cited as a need for middle school students in the 25 percent concentration poverty level.  

Table 2.6b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 

Michigan PJ Panels 
50% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
136 

students 
195 

 students 
195 

 Students 
195 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

1.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
90 

students 
210 

students 
368 

students 
368 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.8 4.2 7.4 7.4 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.9 2.0 3.5 3.5 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.4 0.8 1.0 1.0 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
110 

students 
250 

students 
400 

students 
800 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Instructional Aides 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 
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High School Cont. 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.8 
Administrative Staff     
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

The resources increased for the 50 percent concentration of poverty, Table 2.6b, from what was needed 
at the 25 percent concentration, especially in terms of pupil support staff. The panelists identified a 
need for family liaisons at the 50 percent concentration level to assist with the needs of both the 
students and their families. The panelists also identified the need for additional clerical/data entry staff 
to assist with paperwork at the high school level. Additionally, the panelists identified the need for 
assistant principal support at the elementary level to assist with the increase of behavioral needs. At the 
middle school level, the panelists identified additional teachers at the 50 percent concentration of 
poverty level to assist in creating smaller class sizes for the core content classes.  

Table 2.6c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 75% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 

Michigan PJ Panels 
75% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
203 

students 
293 

 students 
293 

 students 
293 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

2.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Counselors 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Elementary School Cont.  
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Other Staff     
Duty Aides 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Substitutes 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
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Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
135 

students 
315 

students 
551 

students 
551 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.3 5.3 9.3 9.3 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.0 1.5 1.5 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.4 0.9 1.5 1.5 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.6 1.1 1.5 1.5 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
165 

students 
375 

students 
600 

students 
1,200 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.0 4.4 7.1 14.2 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists  

0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

Although the panelists continued to add resources in pupil support and administrative support at the 75 
percent concentration level, they did not add resources at the same rate as the 50 percent 
concentration level, which is considered the “tipping point” for providing added resources. The panelists 
added teachers to the high school and middle schools to help reduce class sizes, as well as assistant 
principal time to assist with the additional evaluation work affiliated with hiring more instructional staff. 
The panelists also identified additional counselor time at the elementary level to address mental health 
and behavior needs.  
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High-need Poverty  

Tables 2.7a-c identify the resources needed to serve high poverty students at a 25 percent, 50 percent, 
and 75 percent concentration level. Again, resources identified for each concentration level are separate 
and should not be added together. 

 
Table 2.7a 

Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 25% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 
Michigan PJ Panels 

25% Poverty Students  
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
68 

students 
98 

 students 
98 

 students 
98 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

1.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 0.6 .08 0.8 0.8 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
45 

students 
105 

students 
184 

students 
184 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.8 4.2 7.4 7.4 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.9 2.0 3.5 3.5 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.0 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
55 

students 
125 

students 
200 

students 
600 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionist  

0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Instructional Aides 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.8 
Administrative Staff     
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

 
The panelists felt that a school with a concentration of 25 percent high need poverty students had the 
same needs as a school with a 50 percent concentration of poverty students, panelists built the 
resources the same for the two hypothetical schools. In both schools, there are pupil support staff to 
deal to with the social and emotional needs of these students and additional instructional staff to push 
into classrooms and assist with the academic needs of these students.  

 
Table 2.7b 

Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 
Michigan PJ Panels 

50% Poverty Students  
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
136 

students 
195 

 students 
195 

 students 
195 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

2.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Counselors 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
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Elementary School Cont.  
Other Staff     
Duty Aides 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
90 

students 
210 

students 
368 

students 
368 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.3 5.3 9.3 9.3 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.0 1.5 1.5 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.4 0.9 1.5 1.5 
Family Liaisons 0.3 1.1 1.5 1.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
110 

students 
240 

students 
400 

students 
800 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.0 4.4 7.1 14.2 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionist  0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaison 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionist 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planner 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principal  0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Clerical/Data Entry 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

 
Panelists found that the resources needed for the 50 percent concentration high-need poverty students 
are the same as needed to serve a school with a 75 percent concentration of students in poverty. The 
panel indicated there is a similarity of needs between the two concentrations and felt the resources 
provided at the 50 percent concentration level were adequate which includes more instructional 
support (teachers in the middle and high school levels to reduce class size), pupil support (family liaison 
and social work), and administrative support (assistant principals). 
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Table 2.7c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 75% Concentration of Poverty 

 Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
75% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
203 

students 
293 

 students 
293 

 students 
293 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 3.9 5.6 5.6 5.6 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

2.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Counselors 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Other Staff     
Duty Aides 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Substitutes 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
135 

students 
315 

students 
551 

students 
551 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 3.7 8.7 15.2 15.2 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.0 1.5 1.5 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.6 1.4 2.5 2.5 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.6 1.1 1.5 1.5 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Security Staff 0.7 1.6 2.8 2.8 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
165 

students 
375 

students 
600 

students 
1,200 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 3.0 6.8 10.9 21.8 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionist  0.9 2.0 3.3 6.5 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.6 1.3 1.6 2.0 
Family Liaisons 0.6 1.3 1.6 2.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.6 1.3 1.6 2.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.1 0.3 1.0 2.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 
Security Staff 0.8 1.9 3.0 6.0 

 
The 75 percent concentration of high-need poverty students is only slightly higher resourced than the 50 
percent concentration of high-need poverty students, indicating that the 50 percent level is the tipping 
point for adding additional resources for poverty concentrations. At the 75 percent level, panelists 
added additional teachers and support staff, as well as additional security guards.  

ELL Resources by WIDA Level 

Tables 2.8a-c identify the resources needed to serve ELL students. ELL students were identified at five 
percent concentration levels and 50 percent concentration levels by the WIDA group. The study team 
used WIDA levels, which are determined by the WIDA ELP Standards12. The panelists were asked to 
assign the number of students that fall in each of the WIDA levels per school level based on the 
concentration of students in the district (five percent or 50 percent). The percentage of students at the 
three WIDA levels examined varied by grade level.  

The panelists chose to start assigning resources by WIDA level at a 50 percent concentration level. The 
panelists felt they could then adjust the resource level to address a five percent concentration of ELL 
students.  

 

 

 

                                                           
12 https://www.wida.us/standards/Resource_Guide_web.pdf 
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Table 2.8a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
50% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
54 

students 
78 

 students 
78 

 students 
78 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.28 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff     
Language Services  0.28 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 27 

students 
63  

students 
111 

students 
111 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.00 2.00 3.50 3.50 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 0.21 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Language Services Staff 0.21 0.50 0.50 0.50 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 20 
students 

50  
students 

80  
students 

160 
students 

Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.60 1.50 2.40 4.80 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.10 0.30 0.50 0.50 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-Secondary Planners 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.60 
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.50 0.80 1.60 

Language Services Staff 0.22 0.50 0.50 0.50 

 

WIDA 1&2 ELL students are students that have the highest language needs and are focusing on the 
communication aspect of the language. The panelists determined there is a higher number of students 
who are WIDA 1&2 students in earlier grades, because elementary school could be the first time the 
student has had prolonged exposure to the English language. The panelists estimated the WIDA 1&2 
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students in elementary school make up 40 percent of the ELL population. In the later grades, the 
panelists said there would be lower percentages of WIDA 1&2 students, since many of the ELL students 
have typically been in the school system for an extended amount of time. The panelists estimated WIDA 
1&2 students in high school at 20 percent of the ELL population.  

At the WIDA 1&2 level, panelists indicated there needed to be additional teaching staff to assist 
students with their language needs, with two teachers at the elementary school. Additional instructional 
facilitators were added to instruct all teachers in the building on how to educate and work with ELL 
students. The panelists added a portion of family liaison time to all school levels to run cultural classes 
for parents and assist families with navigating the school system. Additionally, the panelists felt that 
language service support would help with translation needs for communication between staff and 
parents, as well as translating newsletters and other written communications. At the high school level, 
the panelists added an additional post-secondary planner to assist ELL students in their transition out of 
high school. The amount of instructional and support staff would also provide the district the ability to 
operate a welcome center for the WIDA 1&2 students and families, offering translation services, cultural 
support, and academic support.  

Table 2.8b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of WIDA 3&4 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
50% Concentration of WIDA 3&4 ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
54 

students 
78 

 students 
78 

 students 
78 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 1.25 1.80 1.80 1.80 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.28 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff     
Language Services  0.28 0.40 0.4 0.4 
Family Liaisons 0.40 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 36 

students 
84  

students 
147 

students 
147 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.00 1.50 3.00 3.00 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.17 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Language Services Staff 0.17 0.04 0.40 0.40 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
45 

students 
100  

students 
160  

students 
320 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.50 1.00 1.60 3.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.30 0.60 1.00 1.00 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.18 0.20 0.30 0.60 
Family Liaisons 0.18 0.40 0.60 1.20 
Language Services Staff 0.18 0.40 0.40 0.40 

 
The panelists felt that the number of students categorized as WIDA 3&4 was consistent across all school 
levels, making up about 40 percent of the ELL population at each school level. WIDA 3&4 students are 
beginning and developing oral and written language in related content areas.13 The panelists added 
personnel resources in instruction and pupil support, similar to resources allocated to the WIDA 1&2 
students. The panelists felt that students often get stuck in this WIDA Level and if resourced higher, 
there would be the support needed to move the student into the WIDA 5,6&FEL level.  

 
Table 2.8c 

Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of WIDA 5,6&FEL ELL Students 
Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

50% Concentration of WIDA 5,6&FEL ELL Students  
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
27 

students 
39 

 students 
39 

 students 
39 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.14 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.14 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.10 
     
     
     
     
     
     
     

                                                           
13 https://www.wida.us/standards/Resource_Guide_web.pdf 
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Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 27 

students 
63  

students 
110 

students 
110 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.50 0.90 0.90 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.04 0.10 0.10 0.10 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.20 
Language Services Staff 0.04 0.10 0.10 0.10 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
45 

students 
100  

students 
160  

students 
320 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.50 0.80 1.60 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.03 0.05 0.05 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Family Liaisons 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Language Services Staff 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.10 

 
The WIDA Standards only go as far as level 5 and 6, where students are bridging and reaching English 
language proficiency on specialized and technical language.14 The panelists felt that former English 
language learner (FEL) students should be included in the final category, since districts still have a 
responsibility to monitor these students. The panelists identified fewer instructional and student 
supports for this population. The main goal at this level was to provide students with some additional 
support so they stay on track academically. The panelists identified a higher number of WIDA 5,6&FEL 
students at the high school level, 40 percent, than at the elementary school, 20 percent. This is because 
by high school many ELL students have been in the school system for numerous years. Due to the small 
number of WIDA 5,6&FEL students in the elementary school, the panelists did not see the need for 
language services at the elementary level.  

In Tables 2.9a-c, the panelists identified the resources needed for districts with five percent ELL 
students. The panel kept many of the resource levels at the same ratio as the 50 percent concentration; 
and some minimums were set in order to guarantee that students received the adequate supports 
needed. Panelists felt that it was difficult to serve students in lower-concentration settings, because the 
settings lack the economies of scale that can be experienced by serving a larger population of ELL 
students. 

                                                           
14https://www.wida.us/standards/Resource_Guide_web.pdf 
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Table 2.9a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 5% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
5% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
6 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Language Services Staff 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 3  

students 
7 

students 
11 

 students 
11 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.10 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 3  

students 
7 

students 
11 

 students 
11 

students 
Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 
Language Services Staff 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.09 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
3 

 students 
5  

students 
8  

students 
16 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.50 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.06 0.10 0.10 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 
Family Liaisons 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 
Language Services Staff 0.03 0.05 0.08 0.16 
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The panelists kept the ratio of resources very similar to the WIDA 1&2 level with 50 percent 
concentration. The panelists did identify minimum resource levels that WIDA 1&2 students should 
receive, including a minimum resource of one day of an ELL teacher a week and a day of language 
service a month. Additionally, panelists identified a minimum of half a day a month of family liaison 
staffing at the middle and elementary school level to conduct parent meetings. 

Table 2.9b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 5% Concentration of WIDA 3-4 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
5% Concentration of WIDA 3-4 ELL Students  

Elementary School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
6 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

students 
Instructional Staff        

Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 

Pupil Support Staff     

Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Language Services Staff 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Middle School 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students  4 
Students 

8 
students 

15 
 Students 

15 
students 

Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.04 0.10 0.10 

Pupil Support Staff     

Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.07 

High School 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
4 

 students 
10  

students 
16  

students 
32 

students 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.10 0.12 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     

Post-secondary Planners 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.06 

Family Liaisons 0.01 0.04 0.10 0.13 

Language Services Staff 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 

 
The panelists kept the resource level of the WIDA 3&4 students very similar to the resource level of the 
WIDA 1&2 students. As mentioned earlier, this level of support was intended by panelists to ensure that 
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these students do not get stuck at the WIDA 3&4 level. The high school level has a higher percentage of 
ELL students at the WIDA 3&4 level (40 percent) than the WIDA 1&2 level (20 percent), making the level 
of needed resources higher.  

Table 2.9c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 5% Concentration of WIDA 5,6&FEL ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
5% Concentration of WIDA 5-6-FEL ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
2 

 students 
4 

 students 
4 

 students 
4 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.02 0.10 0.10 0.10 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 2 

students 
6 

students 
11 

 students 
11 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.02 0.10 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
4 

 students 
10  

students 
16  

students 
32 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.02 0.05 0.10 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 

 
Again, the panelists kept the ratios similar to the 50 percent concentration level. The panelists set a 
resource minimum of an hour a day of an ELL teacher’s time for the WIDA 5,6&FEL students. There are 
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also small allocations of family liaison time to help with any family and language needs that may occur 
for these students.  
 

Special Education  

The panelists were asked to determine the adequate amount of resources needed to serve students 
with mild, moderate, and severe disabilities. Students with mild disabilities are students that spend at 
least 80 percent of their time in a classroom, moderate students spend 40 to 80 percent of their time in 
a classroom, and severe students spend under 40 percent of their time in a classroom.  

Tables 2.10a-c show the resources identified at each school level for students with disabilities.  
 

Table 2.10a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Students with Mild Disabilities Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Mild Special Education Students (9%) 
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
24 

 students 
35 

 students 
35 

 students 
35 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 1.60 2.30 2.30 2.30 
Instructional Aides 0.80 1.15 1.15 1.15 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.30 0.40 0.40 0.40 
OT/PT Staff 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.20 
IEP Coordinators 0.30 0.50 0.50 0.50 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.20 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
 16 

students 
38 

students 
66 

 students 
66 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.07 2.53 4.40 4.40 
Instructional Aides 0.53 1.27 2.20 2.20 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.10 0.23 0.40 0.40 
OT/PT Staff 0.05 0.12 0.20 0.20 
IEP Coordinators 0.24 0.58 1.00 1.00 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.11 0.25 0.44 0.44 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
20 

 students 
35  

students 
72  

students 
144 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.33 2.33 4.80 9.60 
Instructional Aides 0.67 1.17 2.40 4.80 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.40 
IEP Coordinators 0.57 1.00 1.20 1.40 
Pupil Support Staff      
Social Workers 0.13 0.23 0.48 0.96 

 
Students with mild disabilities make up nine percent of the student population. For these students, the 
panelists identified the need to have a 15:1 student teacher ratio and 50 percent of an aide’s time for 
every teacher. Additionally, panelists identified a high need for speech therapists at the elementary level 
and less of a need for a speech therapist at the high school level. Similarly, panelists recognized the need 
for occupational and physical therapy at the elementary and middle school level but felt that, for 
students with mild disabilities, there was less need for resources at the high school level. Panelists 
identified a need for a portion of an IEP coordinator’s time at all school levels to help create and track 
student’s IEP. Panelists determined that an IEP coordinator’s case load should be no larger than 80 
students.  

Table 2.10b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Students with Moderate 

Disabilities Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Moderate Special Education Students (2.5%) 

Elementary School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
7 

 students 
10 

 students 
10 

 students 
10 

students 
Instructional Staff        

Teachers 0.70 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Instructional Aides 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 

Special Education Staff     

Speech Therapists 0.15 0.20 0.20 0.20 

OT/PT Staff 0.15 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     

Social Workers 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.20 
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Middle School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
 5 

Students 
11 

students 
18 

 students 
18 

students 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.50 1.10 1.80 1.80 
Instructional Aides 0.75 1.65 2.70 2.70 
Special Education Staff     

Speech Therapists 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.20 

OT/PT Staff 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.20 

High School 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
6 

 students 
13  

students 
20  

students 
40 

students 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.60 1.30 2.00 4.00 

Instructional Aides 0.90 1.95 3.00 6.00 

Special Education Staff     

Speech Therapists 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.40 

OT/PT Staff 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff      

Social Workers 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.40 

Transition Coordinator 0.09 0.19 0.30 0.60 

 
Students with moderate disabilities make up two and a half percent of the student population. For these 
students, the panelists identified the need to have a 10:1 student teacher ratio and an additional one 
and a half aid per teacher. Additionally, panelists identified a high need for speech therapists and 
occupational/physical therapists at the elementary level with a staffing ratio of one of each per every 50 
students, one of each per every 80 students at the middle school level, and one of each per every 100 
students at the high school level. Panelists identified the need for a portion of a transition coordinators 
time at the high school level at a staffing ratio of 1:66. 
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Table 2.10c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Students with Severe Disabilities Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Severe Special Education Students (1.5%) 
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
4 

 students 
6 

 students 
6 

 students 
6 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.50 0.75 0.75 0.75 
Instructional Aides 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.20 
OT/PT Staff 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students  3 
Students 

6 
students 

11 
 Students 

11 
students 

Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.38 0.75 1.38 1.38 
Instructional Aides 0.75 1.50 2.75 2.75 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.06 0.12 0.22 0.22 
OT/PT Staff  0.06 0.12 0.22 0.22 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.03 0.05 0.09 0.09 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
3 

 Students 
8  

students 
12 

Students 
24 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.38 1.00 1.50 3.00 
Instructional Aides 0.75 2.00 3.00 6.00 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.10 0.27 0.40 0.80 
OT/PT Staff 0.10 0.27 0.40 0.80 
Pupil Support Staff      
Social Workers 0.03 0.07 0.10 0.20 
Transition Coordinators 0.03 0.07 0.10 0.20 

 
Students with severe disabilities make up one and a half percent of the student population. The 
panelists identified the need to have an 8:1 student teacher ratio to serve students with severe 
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disabilities with additional aide support. Additionally, panelists identified a high need for speech 
therapists and occupational/physical therapists at a staffing ratio of one of each position for every 30 
severe special education students at the school level.  
 

School-Level Non-Personnel Costs 
Tables 2.5 through 2.10 show the personnel needs identified by the panels. Tables 2.11a-d, below, show 
additional school level non-personnel costs identified by the panels. 

Table 2.11a 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
 Elementary Middle High 

Professional Development $100/ student $100/ student $100/ student 

Substitutes $53/student $53/student $53/student 

Supplies, Materials, and 
Equipment 

$145/student $165/student $185/student 

Assessment $15/student   
Student Activities $25/student $250/student $350/student 

Graduation   $10 -$23/student 
dependent on school 

size 

Panelists developed non-personnel cost figures for instructional supplies, materials, equipment, 
textbooks, student activities (field trips, sports, extracurricular activities, etc.) professional development, 
and substitutes. At the high school level, panelists also identified expenses related to student 
graduation. 

These figures were reviewed by both the CFO panel and the statewide panel, who considered current 
expenditures and whether those expenditures were sufficient. Panelists indicated that costs for 
supplies, materials, and equipment and student activities increased in later grades.  

Professional development costs are shown separately as a per student figure to cover professional 
development costs such as materials, trainer fees, or conference fees. Panelists did not identify a need 
for additional days for professional development beyond what is already in current teacher contracts. 
Instead, panelists emphasized the need for ongoing professional development coaching and peer 
collaboration embedded in the regular school day. As discussed above, this need was reflected in 
teacher staffing at each grade level allowing teachers to have about 25 percent of their day on average 
available outside of the classroom to allow for these activities separate from instructional time. 

All figures for poverty, ELL and special education students are in addition to base figures and are only 
applied to the students in those categories.  
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 Table 2.11b 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs for Special Education Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
 Elementary Middle High 

Professional 
Development 

$176-178 /student depending 
on number of students  

$177 - $182/ student 
depending on the 

number of students 

$176 - $190/ student 
depending on the number 

of students 
Assistive 
technology/ 
adaptive 
equipment 

$2,220/student for severe 
students only  

$2,220/student for 
severe students only  

$2,220/student for severe 
students only  

Extended school 
year program  

$1,600/student for severe 
students only 

$1,600/student for 
severe students only  

$1,600/student for severe 
students only  

Transition   Mild: $35 - $250/student 
depending on school size 

Moderate: $75 - 
$150/student depending 

out school size 
Severe: $83 -  $667/student 

depending on school size 
 
The panelists added professional development days for both teachers and paraprofessionals working 
with special education students. Panelists also included transitional costs to assist these students with 
the cost of programs post-high school. Additionally, the panelists included resources for severe special 
education students for extended school year programs, as well as adaptive equipment and assistive 
technology. The cost of services for zero to three-year-old and 22 to 26-year-old students, which are 
mandated by the state are not included in this study.  
 

Table 2.11c 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs for Poverty Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
  Elementary Middle High 

Professional Development $25/student $25/student $25/student 

Supplies, Materials & 
Equipment 

$25/student  $50/student  $50/student 
  

Student Activities $50/student $125/student   $150/student  

Internet Access $60/student $60/student $60/student  

The panelists added additional funds for student activities and supplies and materials, in order for 
students in poverty not to have to pay additional money for participation. The panelists also identified a 
need for internet access for these students so that they would be able to use their technology at home.  
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Table 2.11d 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs for ELL Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
 Elementary Middle High 

Professional 
Development 

$25/student $25/student $25/student 

Supplies, Materials & 
Equipment 

$25/student  $25/student  $25/student 
  

Testing Person  $231 - 333/student 
depending on school size 

$238-333/student 
depending on school 

size   

$225-$318/student 
depending on school size  

Parent Education  $12/student $12/student $12/student  
Language services   $0-$12 depending on 

school size 

The panelists identified additional resources to support ELL students. The panelist spoke about the need 
to hire staff to administer tests to ELL students. ELL teachers use significant time administering tests, 
which takes time away from working with students on content skills. Additionally, in the large high 
school setting, where administrators have significant needs in a variety of languages to effectively 
communicate with students and parents, the panelists identified the need for additional funds for 
schools to purchase ‘language line’ services. The ELL panel also added $12 per ELL student to pay for 
snacks and resources during parent education, which will helps parents become familiar with the 
language and the culture in their schools.  
 

School-Level Additional Programs 
Tables 2.12a-c indicate other programs, such as a before- and after-school programs, summer schools, 
and bridge programs, that the panels indicated were needed to ensure that schools could meet 
Michigan state standards and requirements. Programs are shown as elementary, middle, and high 
school programs; many of these programs are designed with the belief that investments that are made 
early in a child’s education will alleviate the need for some services later on.  

It is important to note that, while the study did not include transportation, panelists felt that additional 
transportation (e.g. a second bus pickup for students in a before- and after-school program) was 
necessary for things like before- and after-school programs and summer school to be possible. Table 
2.12a displays costs by program, depending on whether the program is focused on all students or for 
students in a special needs category, and then describes the resources identified for the program.  
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Table 2.12a 
Elementary Additional Programs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

  Before-or 
After-School 

 

Before- or 
After-School 

 

Summer 
School 

 

Summer 
School 

 

Summer School 
 

Type of Student Served All Poverty All Poverty High need 
Poverty 

Percentage of 
Identified Populations 
Served 

10% 100% 10%  100% 100% 

Program Specifics 
(length of program, 
length of day) 

8 hours per 
week  

8 hours per 
week  

3 hours, 4 
days/week, 

6 weeks 

4 hours, 4 
days/week, 8 

weeks 

4 hours, 4 
days/week, 12 

weeks 
Personnel         
  Teachers 25:1 Ratio 20:1 Ratio 25:1 Ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 
 Teacher 
Tutor/Interventionists 

 100:1 Ratio  100:1 ratio 100:1 Ratio 

Coordinators 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Clerical Staff   0.5   
Other Costs        
 Supplies, Materials and 
Equipment 

$20/student $30/student $30/student  $31/student 
 

$31/student 

Professional 
Development  

$5/student $5/student $5/student $5/student $5/student 

Student Activities    $360/student $360/student 
Snacks $20/student $48/student $ 24/student $48/student $48/student 

Panelists identified the need for before- or after-school programs across all student populations. All 
schools would also be provided the resources to offer programming for higher achieving students and 
the panels estimated an enrollment of 10 percent of all students for these programs. Panelists included 
before-or after-school programs for all poverty and high poverty students. Panelists also provided 
extended year opportunities through summer school for the same populations. High poverty students 
would have nearly a full year program, with 12 weeks of school offered over the summer 

Shown in Table 2.12b, the middle school program is the same as the elementary program except 
panelists also identified the need for a summer program for all students.  
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Table 2.12b 
Middle School Additional Programs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
  Before- or 

After-School 
 

 Before- or 
After-School 

 

Summer 
School  

Summer School  
 

Type of Student Served All Poverty Poverty High need 
poverty 

Percentage of Identified 
Populations Served 

10% 100% 100%  100% 

Program Specifics (length of 
program, length of day) 

8 hours per 
week  

8 hours per 
week  

4 hours/day, 4 
days/week. 8 

weeks 

4 hours/day, 
4days/week, 12 

weeks  
Personnel        
   Teachers 25:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 
   Coordinators  0.5 1.0 1.0 
   Principals  138:1 ratio 138:1 ratio 138:1 ratio 
Other Costs        
Professional Development  $5/student $5/student $5/student $5/student 
Supplies, Materials and Equipment $20/student $30/student $31/student $31/student 

Student Activities   $360/student $360/student 
Snacks $20/student $48/student  $48/student $48/student 

 

Table 2.12c shows that panelists identified the same resources for high school programs as for middle 
school, but excluded the before-or after-school programming for high school students not in a special 
population, believing students would have enrichment opportunities through clubs and sports. The 
panels also added a bridge program for grade nine poverty students to support their transition to high 
school.  

Table 2.12c 
High School Additional Programs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

  Before- or After-
School 

 

Summer School  
 

Summer School  
 

Bridge 

Type of Student Served Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty 
Percentage of Identified 
Populations Served 

100% 100% 100% 25% 

Program Specifics (length of 
program, length of day) 

8 hours a week  4 hours/day, four 
days/week, 8 

weeks 

4 hours/day, four 
days/week, 12 

weeks 

3 hours/day. 5 
days/week, 2 

weeks 
Personnel       
   Teachers 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 25:1 ratio 
   Teacher 
tutor/Interventionists 

100:1    

   Coordinators 0.5 1.0 1.0  
Other Costs      
Professional Development $5/student $5/student $5/student  
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  Before- or After-
School 

 

Summer School  
 

Summer School  
 

Bridge 

   Supplies, Materials and 
Equipment 

$30/student $31/student $31/student $30/student 

Student Activities  $360/student $360/student  

  Snacks $48/student $48/student $48/student $4/student 
 

School-Level Technology Hardware 
Tables 2.13a-c show the technology needs of each school. Panelists called for an array of technology to 
be available in classrooms, computer labs (fixed or mobile), media centers, and to be available for 
teachers and administrative staff. Of particular note, panelists recommended one-to-one mobile devices 
(tablets, netbooks, or similar) for all students. Even with 1.1:1 devices, panelists still included resources 
for computer labs, given the need for high-powered machines or dedicated spaces for certain programs 
and classes. Panelists identified a 1.1:1 computer to student ratio to take into account the downtime of 
devices. Practitioners with experience in a one-to-one environment felt that this level of costing out was 
actually the most cost-efficient approach.  

Table 2.13a 
Elementary School Technology Hardware Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Hardware Item # of Units Needed 
 

Very Small District 
Small, Moderate, and Large 

Districts 
Administration/Main Office   
Computers 1 per office staff member 1 per office staff member 

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional 

Mobile Devices 1 per administrator 1 per administrator 

Copier/Printers 1 total 5 total 

Cell Phones 1 per professional 1 per professional 

Faculty   

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional 

Classroom   

Computers 1 per classroom 1 per classroom 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per classroom 1 per classroom 

Computer Lab(s)-Fixed    

# of Fixed Labs 1 total 1 total 

Computers 30 per fixed lab 30 per fixed lab 

Printers 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab 

Headphones 30 per fixed lab 30 per fixed lab 
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Hardware Item # of Units Needed 
 

Very Small District 
Small, Moderate, and Large 

Districts 
Computer Lab(s)-Mobile     

# of Mobile Labs 1 per classroom  

Laptops 30 per mobile lab  

Media Center   

Computers 3 total 3 total 

Printers 1 total 1 total 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 total 1 total 

Other   

Student Devices  1.1 per student 

DVD Players 1 total 1 total 

Copier/Printers 1 total 1 total 

3D Printers 1 total 1 total 

 
Table 2.13b 

Middle School Technology Hardware Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Hardware Item # of Units Needed 

 
Very Small District Small District 

 Moderate and Large 
Districts 

Administration/Main Office     

Computers 1 per office staff 
member 

1 per office staff 
member 

 1 per office staff 
member 

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 

Mobile Devices 1 per administrator 1 per administrator  1 per administrator 

Copier/Printers 1 total 2 total  3 total 

Cell Phones 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 

Faculty     

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 

Classroom     

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per classroom 1 per classroom  1 per classroom 

Computer Lab(s)-Fixed      

# of Fixed Labs 1 total 2 total  2 total 

Computers 30 per fixed lab 30 per fixed lab  30 per fixed lab 

Printers 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab  1 per fixed lab 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab  1 per fixed lab 

Other     

Student Devices 1 .1 per student 1.1 per student   

Maker Spaces    1 total 

3D Printers    1 total 
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Table 2.13c 

High School Technology Hardware Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Hardware Item # of Units Needed  

 Very Small District Small District  Moderate District Large District 
Administration/Main 
Office 

     

Computers 1 per office staff 
member 

1 per office staff 
member 

 1 per office staff 
member 

1 per office staff 
member 

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 1 per professional 

Mobile Devices 1 per administrator 1 per administrator  1 per 
administrator 

1 per 
administrator 

Copier/Printers 1 total 2 total  4 total 4 total 

Cell Phones 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 1 per professional 

Faculty      

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 1 per professional 

Classroom      

Visual Presentation 
Systems 

1 per classroom 1 per classroom  1 per classroom 1 per classroom 

Computer Lab(s)-Fixed       

# of Fixed Labs 1 total 4 total  4 total 5 total 

Computers 32 per fixed lab 32 per fixed lab  32 per fixed lab 32 per fixed lab 

Visual Presentation 
Systems 

1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab  1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab 

Computer Lab(s)-Mobile       

# of Mobile Labs 1 total     

Laptops 32 per mobile lab     

Media Center      

Computers 5 total 5 total  5 total 5 total 

Visual Presentation 
Systems 

1 total 1 total  1 total 1 total 

Other      

Student Devices 1 .1 per student 1.1 per student  1.1 per student 1.1 per student 

3D Printers 1 total 1 total  1 total 1 total 

 

Preschool Resources 
The PJ approach held a separate preschool panel as part of the school level panels. In this separate 
panel, panelists identified the resources needed to serve both 3- and 4-year-old students in a school-
based preschool program. Table 2.14 shows the resources identified for a 128-student preschool 
program with 64 students each in the three- and four-year-old program.  
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Table 2.14 
 Preschool Program Personnel as Recommended 

by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 

Program Configuration and 
Size 

64 Three-year-
olds 

64 Four-year-
olds 

Recommended Average Class 
Size 

16:3 (one 
teacher and two 

instructional 
aides) 

16:2 (one 
teacher and one 

instructional 
aide) 

Instructional Staff   

Teachers 4.0 4.0 

Itinerants 0.4 0.4 
Instructional Facilitators 

(Coaches) 
0.5 0.5 

Instructional Aides 8 4 
Pupil Support Staff   

Counselors 0.1 0.1 
Nurses 0.05 0.05 
Psychologists 0.1 0.1 
Social Workers 0.1 0.1 
Speech Therapists 0.0 0.1 
Behavior Interventionists 0.5 0.5 
Family Liaisons 0.5 0.5 

Administrative Staff   

Principals 0.25 0.25 
Clerical Staff 0.2 0.2 

Other Staff   

IT Technicians 0.0 0.1 
Substitutes 0.5 0.5 
Duty Aides 0.0 0.25 

 
Panelists identified the need for three adults in each classroom of 16 three-year-olds and two adults in 
each classroom of 16 four-year-olds. Additionally, panelists identified a need for itinerant teachers, 
counseling, social work, speech therapy, administration and other resources. 
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Table 2.15  
Preschool Other Costs as Recommended  
by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 

Program Configuration and 
Size 

64 Three-year-
olds 

64 Four-year-
olds 

Professional Development – 
Per Student 

$100 $100 

Substitutes $63 $63 
Supplies and Materials $313 $313 
Assessments $15 $15 
Student Activities $100 $100 
Enrichment $63 $63 
Family Engagement  $8 $8 
Program Licensing $6 $6 

 
Table 2.15 shows the additional costs for preschool students that were identified by the panelists. The 
panelists also identified additional school programs and technology needs. The additional costs that the 
panelists identified do not vary between the program for three-year-olds and the program for the four-
year-olds.  

Table 2.16 Preschool Total Base Cost as Recommended 
 by Michigan PJ Panels 

Program Configuration and Size 64 Three-year-olds 64 Four-year-olds 

Base Cost $15,101 $13,154 
 
Table 2.16 shows the total cost for preschool. It is higher for the program for three-year-olds than in the 
program for four-year-olds because there are more personnel resources needed in the three-year-old 
program to be in compliance with the student to adult ratio for that age group. Panelists felt that both 
three- and four-year-old preschool was very important for all students in order to meet the state 
standards, particularly the grade three reading requirements. Panelists also discussed whether the full 
cost of preschool should be part of the state’s funding system for all students. Funding for preschool will 
be discussed further in the recommendations section. 

District-Level Resources 
Panelists also identified the resources needed at the district level to support schools. Table 2.17a shows 
the personnel resources needed for all students (the base education costs), as well as the additional 
resources needed for students with special needs.  

It is important to note that different districts often use different position titles or levels of personnel to 
fulfill the same functions or roles. For example, one district may have a CFO, while in another district 
that same function might be a supervisor level position.  
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Table 2.17a 
District Personnel Resources, Base Education Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Personnel Very Small 
District 

Small 
District 

Moderate 
District 

Large 
District 

Superintendents 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Assistant/Associate Superintendents 0.0 1.0 0.0 3.0 

Directors 2.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 

Supervisors 0.0 0.0 1.0 8.0 

Coordinators 0.5 0.0 4.0 7.0 

Managers 1.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff 1.0 6.0 13.0 18.0 

IT Technicians 0.0 0.0 2.0 6.0 

Other Professionals 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 

Public Relations/Communication Staff 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 

Special Education 

Directors 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Supervisors 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 

Coordinators 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.4 1.0 2.0 5.0 

Poverty 

Directors 0.25 0.5 1.0 1.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.15 0.3 1.5 3.0 

 ELL    

Directors 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff  0.5 0.5 0.5 

Panelists also addressed the district-level costs incurred to support schools. Such costs include building 
maintenance and operations (M and O), district-level technology licensing and hardware, insurance, 
legal fees, finance and data system fees, and dual/concurrent enrollment costs. As noted previously, 
transportation, food service, and capital costs were not addressed through the PJ approach.  

Costs were identified first by the district-level panels as panelists were comfortable estimating resource 
levels. Costs were then reviewed and finalized by the CFO and statewide panels, primarily based on 
existing district expenditure figures. Some cost areas were already identified at the school-level, so they 
are not included at the district level (even if often purchased district-wide, such as assessments) to avoid 
double counting. 

Table 2.17b identifies the additional non-personnel costs at the district level for base education, shown 
as per student figures for each district size. Capital Improvement/Long Term Maintenance is highlighted 
in table 2.17b. Panelists discussed the large inequities across districts in the current level of upkeep of 
buildings. Much of this differential can be tied to local communities’ ability to raise funds outside of the 
funding formula for this maintenance. For charter schools, such fund raising is not a possibility. Since 
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capital is excluded from the base cost figure, the study team felt it important to highlight this cost and 
will discuss in the recommendations how it might be utilized. 

Table 2.17b 
District Non-Personnel Costs, Base Education Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Cost Area Very Small 
District 

Small 
District 

Moderate 
District 

Large 
District 

Maintenance and 
Operations 

$1,200 per 
student 

$1,100 per 
student 

$1,100 per 
student 

$1,100 per 
student 

Capital Improvement/Long 
Term Maintenance 

$400 per student $400 per student $400 per student $400 per student 

Safety and Security $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student 

Other District Costs $10 per student $10 per student $10 per student $10 per student 

Textbooks $120 per student $120 per student $120 per student $120 per student 

Supplies and Materials School-Level School-Level School-Level School-Level 

Assessments $30 per student $30 per student $30 per student $30 per student 

Professional Development $11 per student $6 per student $4 per student $3 per student 

Insurance $50 per student $40 per student $30 per student $30 per student 

Legal $40 per student $30 per student $25 per student $25 per student 

Governance $50 per student $30 per student $20 per student $20 per student 

Marketing/Communications $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student 

Uncollected Taxes and 
Adjustments 

$20 per student $20 per student $20 per student $20 per student 

Dual/Concurrent Enrollment $60 per student $60 per student $60 per student $60 per student 

Science Standards $25 per student $25 per student $25 per student $25 per student 

Technology $4 per student $2 per student $1 per student $1 per student 

 

Isolation 
The Isolated panel identified the additional resources needed for districts in a geographically isolated 
setting. The panel did not create a specific definition of an isolated district but discussed the resources 
needed for districts that are geographically isolated from other districts and towns. The isolated district 
panel reviewed the work of the Very Small school district and identified the adjustments needed for an 
isolated setting. Table 2.18 compares the areas where the Isolated panel made adjustments to the Very 
Small district resources.  
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Table 2.18 
Isolated Panel School Resources  

Elementary School Middle School High School  
270 Students 180 Students 220 Students  

Isolated 
Panel 

Very Small 
Panel 

Isolated 
Panel 

Very Small 
Panel 

Isolated 
Panel 

Very Small 
Panel 

Personnel 
      

Counselors     1.0 0.9 
Nurses 1.0 0.2 1.0 0.2   
Psychologists 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1   
Behavior Specialists   0.6    
Clerical Staff     2.0 1.0 
Substitutes 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.5   
Other Costs       
Professional 
Development $150/tch $100/tch $150/tch $100/tch $150/tch $100/tch 
Parent Education $12/student  $12/student    
 
Panel members expressed that there is a greater need for support services for students in remote areas. 
These support services include health care, mental health supports, and even food services. These 
additional services are often referred to as “wraparound services.” The panel members stated that in 
other areas of the state, social services are supplied by organizations other than school districts. 
However, isolated areas of the state do not have these support organizations, so it falls on districts to 
supply these needed services. The panels identified additional resources for both nursing and 
psychology at elementary and middle schools while adding additional counseling support at the high 
school level. The panelists also identified the need for additional behavioral supports in middle schools. 
Finally, panelists included additional resources for professional development across the grade spans and 
additional support for parent education/engagement at the elementary and middle school. 
 
Table 2.19 shows the additional costs associated with the identified resources. Looking at the combined 
costs column, the total additional cost of isolation at the school is $475 per student. The costs are the 
highest in the middle school, where a higher level of wraparound services was identified. 
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Table 2.19 
Isolated Panel Additional Costs per student  

Elementary 
School 

Middle 
School 

High School Combined 

Personnel 
    

Counselors $0 $0 $45 $15 

Nurses $134 $201 $0 $117 

Psychologists $42 $63 $0 $37 

Behavior Specialists $0 $334 $0 $83 

Clerical Staff $0 $0 $284 $95 

Substitutes $70 $105 $0 $61 

Other Costs 
    

Professional Development $50 $50 $50 $54 

Parent Education $12 $12 $12 $13 

Total $308 $764 $391 $475 

 
The Isolated panel also reviewed district resources for isolated districts. The changes made by the panel 
aligned with the overall resources for a very small district once the panel process was completed, with 
no additional costs identified. Panelists also identified transportation costs as being higher in isolated 
districts, these additional transportation costs are discussed later in the transportation chapter. 
 

Developing Cost Estimates 
Once the panels completed their work, the study team undertook the process of costing-out the 
resources identified above, which primarily involved determining salaries associated with the identified 
FTE positions and the prices of the necessary technology hardware. See Appendix D for more detail on 
salaries and benefits used, a 4.6 percent retirement rate is used here. As was discussed in the 
introduction chapter districts, and some charters, use a rate of 25.56 percent.  

In determining technology costs, the study team assumed the majority of hardware equipment would 
be replaced every four years. The School Finance Collaborative surveyed district CFOs on average costs 
for each hardware item. See Appendix E for more detail on technology prices used. 
 

School-Level and District-Level Costs 
Tables 2.20a-c, shown below, list the base costs for each representative school by size. Base costs are 
disaggregated into costs for personnel, professional development, non-personnel, technology, and other 
programs after applying the resource prices. Appendix F shows the base cost with the full retirement 
rate of 25.56 percent, the base cost without retirement, as well as the base cost with the full retirement 
and the unfunded liability.  
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Table 2.20a 
Elementary School Base Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

 Enrollment 270 Students 390 Students 

School-level Costs, Base $8,567 $7,688 
  Personnel Costs $7,702 $6,857 

  Professional Development $100 $100 

  Substitutes $58 $54 

  Non-Personnel Costs $185 $185 

  Technology $381 $358 
  Other Programs $140 $134 

 
Elementary school level base costs range from $7,688 to $8,567. The larger elementary school had a 
lower per student cost because there are more economies of scale. For example, both schools need a 
principal, but in the larger school, the salary of the principal is spread across more students.  
 

Table 2.20b 
Middle School Base Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

 Enrollment 180 Students 420 Students 735 Students 

School-level Costs, Base $8,859 $8,121 $7,949 
  Personnel Costs $8,859 $7,103 $6,934 

  Professional Development $100 $100 $100 

   Substitutes $53 $53 $53 

  Non-Personnel Costs $468 $468 $468 

  Technology $302 $313 $311 
  Other Programs $83 $83 $83 

Middle school level base cost ranges from $7,949 to $8,859. Middle school base costs are the highest 
across the grade spans. This is reflective of the panelists’ recommendation of using a traditional middle 
school model to staff the school which can have higher staffing costs.  

Table 2.20c 
High School Base Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

 Enrollment 220 Students 500 Students 800 Students 1,600 Students 

School-level Costs, Base $8,498 $8,197 $8,018 $7,359 
  Personnel Costs $7,440 $7,182 $7,024 $6,397 

  Professional Development $100 $100 $100 $100 

Substitutes $53 $53 $53 $53 

  Non-Personnel Costs $558 $545 $548 $548 

  Technology $346 $317 $293 $262 

High school level base cost ranges from $7,359 to $8,498. The high school base is the least expensive out 
of the three school levels.  
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Tables 2.21a-e then show the additional costs above and beyond the base for identified special needs 
students, including poverty, ELL, and special education students. The figures shown below would be in 
addition to the base amounts. 

Table 2.21a 
School-Level Costs for Poverty Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $3,210 $2,926 $2,926 $2,926 

   50% Concentration $4,038 $4,009 $4,009 $4,009 

   75% Concentration $4,697 $4,593 $4,593 $4,593 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $3,513 $3,299 $3,358 $3,358 

   50% Concentration $5,418 $5,312 $5,208 $5,208 

   75% Concentration $4,846 $4,580 $4,450 $4,450 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
   25% Concentration $2,217 $2,069 $2,056 $2,036 

   50% Concentration $3,322 $3,270 $3,184 $2,891 

   75% Concentration $3,563 $3,507 $3,460 $3,264 

 
Table 2.21b 

School-Level Costs for High Need Poverty Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $4,782 $4,805 $4,805 $4,805 

   50% Concentration $6,426 $6,276 $6,276 $6,276 

   75% Concentration $4,846 $4,639 $4,639 $4,639 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $7,045 $7,166 $7,152 $7,152 

   50% Concentration $6,106 $5,902 $5,923 $5,923 

   75% Concentration $4,487 $4,305 $4,199 $4,199 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
   25% Concentration $3,952 $3,906 $3,781 $3,215 

   50% Concentration $5,102 $4,962 $4,930 $4,633 

   75% Concentration $3,453 $3,442 $3,367 $3,140 
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For poverty and high-need poverty students, identified resources and subsequent per student amounts 
were highest in elementary school, reflecting the panelists’ strong feelings that early intervention was 
essential to serving these students. Additionally, the per student increase from 25 percent concentration 
to 50 percent concentration is higher across all school-levels for poverty students than the per student 
increase from 50 percent concentration to 75 percent concentration. The increase in costs for high need 
poverty students above regular poverty students ranged from $46 to $2,267.  
 

Table 2.21c 
School-Level Costs for 50 % Concentration of ELL Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $ 4,324 $3,227 $3,227 $3,227 

WIDA 3&4 $3,380 $3,018 $3,018 $3,018 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,654 $1,297 $1,297 $1,297 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $4,873 $4,131 $3,687 $3,687 

WIDA 3&4 $3,879 $2,637 $2,487 $2,487 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,393 $1,225 $1,192 $1,192 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
WIDA 1&2 $4,760 $4,632 $4,443 $4,006 

WIDA 3&4 $2,627 $2,224 $2,147 $1,806 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $942 $836 $807 $799 

 
Table 2.21d 

School-Level Costs for 5% Concentration of ELL Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $ 3,448 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 

WIDA 3&4 $3,448 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,716 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $6,331 $3,746 $4,677 $4,677 

WIDA 3&4 $4,721 $3,138 $3,444 $3,444 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,716 $1,951 $2,118 $2,118 

     

     

     



59 
 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
WIDA 1&2 $6,996 $5,812 $5,653 $4,587 

WIDA 3&4 $5,542 $3,573 $4,084 $2,335  

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,197 $1,071 $1,173 $1,051 

 
Tables 2.21c and d examine the ELL costs per student. Looking at the costs for the 50 percent 
concentration of students, WIDA 1&2 students are slightly higher cost in the elementary school than 
WIDA 3&4 students and significantly higher cost than WIDA 3&4 students in middle and high school. 
Costs are frequently highest at the high school level and all three WIDA levels show an increase in costs 
as the schools get smaller. Panelists wanted to ensure that a minimum level of service was met at the 
smaller concentration of five percent and the costs per student tend to be higher due to this. The overall 
patterns are similar to the 50 percent concentration.  
 

Table 2.21e 
School-Level Costs Special Education Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Elementary 

Total School Enrollment 270 students 390 students 390 students 390 students 

Mild $ 10,407 $10,409 $10,409 $10,409 

Moderate $18,990 $19,520 $19,520 $19,520 

Severe $30,580 $30,581 $30,581 $30,581 

 Middle 

Total School Enrollment  180 students 420 students 735 students 735 students 

Mild $9,552 $9,547 $9,547 $9,547 

Moderate $17,119 $17,114 $17,114 $17,114 

Severe $28,171 $28,166 $28,167 $28,167 

 High School 
Total School Enrollment 220 students 500 students 800 students 1,600 students 
Mild $11,485 $10,705 $9,486 $8,727 

Moderate $18,138 $17,359 $17,109 $16,916 

Severe $32,676 $31,896 $31,646 $31,453 

Table 2.21e shows that costs for special education students increased with their need level, reflecting 
the higher level of supports and services required. Costs were similar across school levels.  

Panelists also identified the resources needed at the district level to support schools. Table 2.22 
presents the district-level cost figures for the base, as well as the additional amounts for special needs 
students.  
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Table 2.22 
District-Level Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
District Enrollment 670 1,700 5,020 13,590 
Base $2,868 $2,363 $2,104 $1,948 
 Poverty $118 $90 $83 $43 
 ELL $1,880 $1,061 $610 $225 
 Special Education $1,335 $816 $889 $482 

The additional district-level base cost ranged from $1,948 to $2,868. The cost of providing the additional 
supports and services needed at the district level for special needs students was between $43 to $118 
for poverty students, $225 to $1,880 for ELL students, and $482 to $1,335 for special education 
students.  
 
Professional Judgment Total Base Costs and Weights  
Combining the school and district level costs by district size allowed the study team to calculate a single, 
school-level base cost figure for each district. To do this, the study team used school-level cost figures 
for each grade configuration (Table 2.20a-c), along with the distribution of students at each grade level. 
The study team then added district-level costs from Table 2.22 to develop total base costs and weights 
for each identified student population. These figures are shown in Table 2.23. Weights represent the 
additional resources needed above the base for student and district characteristics. For example, if the 
base cost for a student is $10,000 and the additional needs related to poverty are $3,000, then the 
weight is 0.30. The district serving this student in poverty would therefore receive a total of $13,000 to 
provide an adequate education for that student.  

Table 2.23 
Professional Judgment Total Base Cost and Additional Weights  

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

Base $11,482 $10,307 $9,954 $9,590 

Weights     

   Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29 

     50% Concentration 0.37 0.40 0.41 0.42 
     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.43 0.44 

High Need Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.45 0.50 0.51 0.51 

     50% Concentration 0.53 0.57 0.59 0.60 

     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.42 0.43 
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District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
  ELL – 5% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.62 0.52 0.51 0.46 

     WIDA 3&4 0.54 0.44 0.43 0.35 

     WIDA 5&6 0.30 0.34 0.31 0.28 

  ELL – 50% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.56 0.48 0.43 0.40 

     WIDA 3&4 0.45 0.36 0.33 0.29 

     WIDA 5&6 0.38 0.28 0.22 0.18 

 Special Education     

      Mild 1.03 1.08 1.09 1.06 

      Moderate 1.71 1.85 1.92 1.94 

      Severe 2.79 3.03 3.14 3.21 

     Average (Weighted) 1.37 1.45 1.48 1.48 
CTE Weight 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 

As table 2.23 shows, the per-student base cost rises from a low of $9,590 at the largest district to 
$11,482 at the very small district. There are small increases for the moderate and small districts.  

Poverty weights are the lowest at the 25 percent concentration, ranging from 0.27 to 0.29. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.37 to 0.42 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.44. All the weights are lowest in the very small district and rise in the larger districts. The 
50 percent and 75 percent weights are very similar to one another. 

The weights for high poverty students range from 0.45 to 0.51 for the 25 percent concentration. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.53 to 0.60 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.43. Again, the weights are lowest in the very small district. Interestingly, the 75 percent 
concentration weights for the high poverty students are similar to the weights for the 75 percent 
concentration weights for poverty students.  

For both the five percent and 50 percent ELL populations, the WIDA 1&2 students have the highest 
weights, the five percent population needing a weight slightly higher than the 50 percent population. In 
nearly all the cases, the ELL weights increase as the size of the district decreases, showing some need for 
a slight increase in ELL funding in smaller settings. 

The special education weights are relatively similar across the district sizes, with the smallest districts 
actually having slightly lower weights for all three categories of need. The moderate weight is over twice 
as high as the mild weight for all districts, with only a slight increase in weight from moderate to severe. 
Combined, the weights range from 1.37 to 1.48. 

The CTE weight is applied to students who attend a CTE center. The CTE center was staffed by the 
panelists to have similar resources as a traditional school, for example providing a principal and a nurse 
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in every building. The center would be staffed to serve 1,000 students and would most likely be 
operated by the district.
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Chapter 3: Evidence-Based Approach 
Evidence-Based Model Overview 

Using the Evidence-Based (EB) Model, this section provides a set of recommendations that can be used 
to determine how Michigan could provide adequate funding to all school districts to help them offer 
every Michigan student an equal opportunity to achieve to the state’s college and career ready 
standards. The sections that follow this introduction describe the EB model in detail. The first describes 
the school improvement theory that undergirds the EB funding model. It draws from research POA and 
others have conducted on schools that have dramatically moved the student achievement needle. Such 
schools exist across the country and vary by location – urban, suburban and rural – and by school size – 
large, medium, and small.  

The next section “unpacks” the elements of an effective school, reviews and summarizes the research 
supporting the individual elements, and includes specific recommendations for every element of the 
model. This includes class size, extra help for struggling students, professional development, student 
support services (including guidance counselors and nurses), and ways that instruction and teachers can 
be organized to bolster their effectiveness to increase student performance and reduce achievement 
gaps linked to student demographics. 

Following preparation of the first three sections, four professional judgment panels were created to 
review the core recommendations in using the EB Model to Identify Adequacy for Michigan Schools 
section. These panels in Michigan met over a three-day period in October 2017. The Evidence-Based 
Professional Judgment Panels section presents the findings from the four panel meetings. The findings 
are organized into three categories: panel suggestions for change to the EB model that led to Michigan 
specific modifications of the EB model; panel suggestions for changes to the EB model that the study 
team believes are not needed based on the reading and interpretation of current educational research; 
and panel commentary on the EB elements that were generally supported by the panels. 

The Final EB Michigan Recommendations section offers a summary of the final estimated EB costs using 
the accompanying EXCEL-based computer simulation. Please note this chapter on the EB model does not 
include either transportation or capital constructions costs. 

The following metaphor shows how the EB funding model, and the school improvement model 
embedded within it, can be viewed. The EB approach to school finance adequacy provides a set of 
resource and program recommendations that can be called the “Education Hybrid Car.” The typical 
hybrid car costs about what the average car costs in America, but gets double the miles per gallon (50 v. 
25 miles per gallon). One can easily spend more on a car than the cost of a basic hybrid (about $25,000-
$30,000) but not get the high mileage; for example, buying a speedy V-8 engine-powered car, with 
moon roof and leather. If one is interested in high gas mileage – or, in this case, better school 
performance – one can easily spend much more and get neither. 

The EB School model costs about the average of what is currently spent on schools across the country 
(Odden, Picus & Goetz, 2010), but the school cases that the study team have studied and which deploy 
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strategies that are funded by the EB model (e.g., Odden, 2009), generally produce twice the level of 
student achievement. It is the EB study team’s professional position that if schools use the resources in 
the model as indicated in The Evidence-based School Improvement Model section, student achievement 
in Michigan should dramatically rise. The following sections describe the high performance EB school 
funding model. 

The Evidence-Based School Improvement Model 

The intent of the Evidence-Based Model is threefold:  

1. To identify the array of educational goods that would provide each student an equal 
opportunity to meet the state’s student performance standards, 

2. To identify the costs of that basket of education goods, and 
3. To provide each school district with adequate funds so that it could purchase and provide that 

basket of goods appropriately to all its students.  
 

Although a direct linkage between funding and student performance does not exist, the Evidence-Based 
(EB) model is designed to identify a level of resources that would enable all districts and schools to 
provide every student with robust opportunities to meet college and career ready standards.  

No matter what course of studies a high school student completes – college prep or career tech – all of 
Michigan’s students are expected to achieve to college and career-ready standards in order to be 
competitive – after high school or college – in today’s global, knowledge-based economy. This includes 
children from low-income homes, students of color, English language learners (ELL) and students with 
disabilities. The basket of educational goods and services and a cost-based funding model to support 
that basket must be sufficiently robust to allow students in all school districts in the state to have 
sufficient opportunities to attain these rigorous standards.  

Before presenting the details of, and research supporting, each component of the Evidence-Based 
approach to school finance adequacy, this section provides a more general description of the school 
improvement model that undergirds the EB Model used to estimate school finance adequacy for 
Michigan.  

The High-Performance School Model Embedded in the Evidence-Based Approach 
to School Finance Adequacy 
The EB Model is used to estimate a cost-based spending level for schools has been designed to allow 
districts and schools to provide every child with an equal opportunity to learn to state performance 
standards. The EB Model is unique in that it is derived from research and best practices that identify 
programs and strategies that boost student learning. Further, the formulas and ratios for school 
resources developed from that research have been reviewed by dozens of educator panels in multiple 
states over the past decade. The EB Model relies on two major types of research: 
 

1. Reviews of research on the student achievement effects of each of the EB Model’s individual 
major elements, with a focus on randomized controlled trials, the “gold standard” of evidence 
on “what works.” 
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2. Studies of schools and districts that have dramatically improved student performance over a 
four- to six-year period – what is sometimes labeled “a doubling of student performance” on 
state assessments. 

The EB approach has been modified over time as a result of research and work in other states. Today the 
EB Model explicitly identifies the components of a school improvement model, and articulates how all of 
the model’s elements are linked to strategies that, when fully implemented, produce notable 
improvements in student achievement (see Odden & Picus, 2014; Chapter 5).  

High performing and improving schools have clear and specific student achievement goals, including 
goals to reduce achievement gaps linked to poverty and minority status. The goals are typically specified 
in terms of performance on state assessments.  

Compared to traditional schools where teachers work in isolated classrooms, improving schools organize 
instruction differently. Regardless of the context – urban, suburban, or rural, rich or poor, large or small 
– improving and high performing schools organize teachers into collaborative teams: grade level teams 
in elementary schools and subject or course teams in secondary schools. With the guidance and support 
of instructional coaches, the teacher teams work with student data – usually short-cycle or formative 
assessment data – to:  

 Plan standards-based curriculum units; 
 Teach those units simultaneously; 
 Debrief on how successful the units were; and  
 Make changes when student performance does not meet expectations.  

This collaborative teamwork makes instruction “public” over time by identifying a set of instructional 
strategies that work in the teachers’ school. Over time all teachers are expected to use the instructional 
strategies that have been demonstrated to improve student learning and achievement.  

High performing and improving schools also provide an array of “extra help” programs for students 
struggling to achieve to standards. This is critical because the number of struggling students is likely to 
increase as more rigorous programs are implemented to prepare all students for college and careers. 
Individual tutoring, small group tutoring, after-school academic help and summer school focused on 
reading and mathematics for younger students, and courses needed for high school graduation for older 
students, represent the array of “extra help” strategies these improving schools typically deploy. Their 
approach is to “hold standards” constant and vary instructional time.  

These schools exhibit multiple forms of leadership. Teachers lead by coordinating collaborative teams 
and through instructional coaching. Principals lead by structuring the school to foster instructional 
improvement. The district leads by ensuring that schools have the resources to deploy the strategies 
outlined above with a focus on aggressive student performance goals, improving instructional practice 
and taking responsibility for student achievement results.  
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High performing and improving schools seek out top talent. They know that the challenge to prepare 
students for the competitive and knowledge-based global economy is difficult and requires smart and 
capable teachers and administrators to effectively get the educational job done.  

The most recent summary of the research undergirding the EB model can be found in the Odden and 
Picus (2014) school finance textbook, and in several books that profile schools and districts that have 
moved the student achievement needle (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, 2009; Odden, 2012). The 
study team recently studied dramatically improving schools in Maryland, Vermont, and Maine as part of 
school finance studies in those states and found the theory of improvement embodied in the EB Model 
is reflected in nearly all the successful schools studied (Picus, Odden, et al., 2011; Picus, Odden, et al., 
2013; Odden & Picus, 2015b). In addition, other researchers and analysts have found similar features of 
schools that significantly improve student performance and reduce achievement gaps (e.g., Blankstein, 
2010, 2011; Chenoweth, 2007, 2009, 2017). 

After a comprehensive set of studies and analyses, Greg Duncan and Richard Murnane (2014) reached 
conclusions similar to those embedded in the EB Model. They note that if all students in a school are to 
have a chance at success in the emerging global economy, they will need high-quality preschool 
programs, followed by effective elementary and secondary schools. The key features needed in each 
school include: 1) leadership focused on improving instructional practice, 2) within-school organization 
of teachers into teams that over time create a set of effective instructional practices and deploy them 
systematically in all classrooms, 3) a culture of assistance (e.g., instructional coaches and ongoing 
professional development) and accountability (e.g., adults taking responsibility for the impact of their 
school actions on student performance), and 4) an array of extra help strategies to extend learning time 
for any student who needs more time to achieve to standards.  

Although the details of studies of improving and high performing schools vary, and different authors 
highlight somewhat different elements of the process, the overall findings are more similar than 
different. This suggests all schools can improve if they have adequate resources AND deploy those 
adequate resources in the most effective ways. 

The EB Model offers a framework for the use of resources by districts and schools to help them focus 
those resources on programs and strategies that would allow them to produce substantial gains in 
student academic performance. In addition to the above more global description of the EB effective 
schools, the study team organized the key elements of the school improvement model embedded in the 
EB Model into ten areas. In general, schools and districts that produce large gains in student 
performance follow ten similar strategies (see Chapter four and five of Odden & Picus, 2014; Odden, 
2009), resources for each of which are included in the EB Model: 

1. Analyze student data to become deeply knowledgeable about performance issues and to 
understand the nature of the achievement gap. The test score analysis usually first includes 
review of state test results and then, over time, analysis of formative/short cycle (e.g., 
Renaissance Learning Star Enterprise) as well as benchmark assessments (e.g., NWEA MAP) to 
help tailor instruction to precise student needs, to progress monitor students with an Individual 
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Education Plan to determine whether interventions are working, and to follow the performance 
of students, classroom, and the school over the course of the academic year. Improving schools 
are “performance data hungry.” 

2. Set high goals such as aiming to educate at least 95% of the students in the school to proficiency 
or higher on state reading and math tests; seeing that a significant portion of the school’s 
students reach advanced achievement levels; having more high school students take and pass 
AP classes; and making significant progress in closing the achievement gap. The goals tend to be 
explicit and far beyond just producing “improvement” or “making AYP.” Further, because the 
goals are ambitious, even when not fully attained they help the school produce large gains in 
student performance. 

3. Review evidence on good instruction and effective curriculum. Successful schools throw out the 
old curriculum, replace it with a different and more rigorous curriculum, and over time create 
their specific view of what good instructional practice is to deliver that curriculum. Changing 
curriculum is a must for schools implementing more rigorous college and career ready 
standards. And such new curriculum requires changes in instructional practice. Successful 
schools also want all teachers to learn and deploy new content-based, instructional strategies in 
their classrooms and seek to make good instructional practice systemic to the school and not 
idiosyncratic to teachers’ individual classrooms. 

4. Invest heavily in teacher training that includes intensive summer institutes and longer teacher 
work years, provide resources for trainers, and, most importantly, fund instructional coaches in 
all schools. Time is provided during the regular school day for teacher collaboration focused on 
improving instruction. Nearly all improving schools have found resources to provide 
instructional coaches to work with school-based teacher data teams, to model effective 
instructional practices, to observe teachers and to give helpful but direct feedback. This focus 
has intensified now that schools are delivering a more rigorous curriculum focused on educating 
all students to college and career proficiency levels. Further, professional development is 
viewed as an ongoing and not a “once and done activity.” 

5. Provide extra help for struggling students and, with a combination of state funds and federal 
Title 1 funds, provide some combination of tutoring in a 1:1, 1:3, or 1:5 teacher to student 
format. In some cases, this also includes extended days, summer school, and English language 
development for all ELL students. These Tier 2 interventions in the Response to Intervention 
(RTI) approach to helping struggling students achieve to standards are absolutely critical. For 
many students, one dose of even high-quality instruction is not enough; many students need 
multiple extra help services in order to achieve to their potential. No school producing large 
gains in student learning ignored extra help strategies altogether or argued that small classes or 
preschool were substitutes. 

6. Restructure the school day to provide more effective ways to deliver instruction. This includes 
multi-age classrooms in elementary schools, block schedules and double periods of mathematics 
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and reading in secondary schools, and “intervention” periods at all school levels. Schools also 
“protect” instructional time for core subjects, especially reading and mathematics. Further, 
most improving schools today organize teachers into collaborative teams – grade level teams in 
elementary schools and subject/course teams in secondary schools. These teams meet during 
the regular school day, often daily, and collaboratively develop curriculum units, lesson plans to 
teach them, and common assessments to measure student learning results. Further, teams 
debrief on the impact of each curriculum unit, reviewing student learning overall and across 
individual classrooms. 

7. Provide strong leadership and support for data-based decision making and improving the 
instructional program, usually through the superintendent, the principal and teacher leaders. 
Instructional leadership is “dense” and “distributed” in successful schools; leadership derives 
from the teachers coordinating collaborative teacher teams, from instructional coaches, the 
principal and district leaders. Both teachers and administrators provide an array of 
complementary instructional leadership. 

8. Create professional school cultures characterized by ongoing discussion of good instruction with 
teachers and administrators taking responsibility for the student performance results of their 
actions. Over time, the collaborative teams that deliver instruction produce a school culture 
characterized by: 1) high expectations of performance on the part of both students and 
teachers, 2) a systemic and school-wide approach to effective instruction, 3) a belief that 
instruction is public and that good instructional practices are expected to be deployed by every 
individual teacher, and 4) an expectation that the adults in the school are responsible for the 
achievement gains made or not made by students. Professionals in these schools accept 
responsibility for student achievement results. 

9. Bring external professional knowledge into the school, e.g., hiring experts to provide training, 
adopting new research-based curricula, discussing research on good instruction, and working 
with regional education service agencies as well as the state department of education. 
Successful schools do not attain their goals by “pulling themselves up by their own boot straps.” 
Faculty in successful schools aggressively seek outside knowledge, find similar schools that 
produce results and benchmark their practices, and operate in ways that typify professionals.  

10. Finally, talent matters. Many improving schools today consciously seek to recruit and retain the 
best talent, from effective principal leaders to knowledgeable, committed, and effective 
teachers. They seek individuals who are mission-driven to boost student learning, willing to 
work in a collaborative environment where all teachers are expected to acquire and deliver the 
school’s view of effective instructional practice, and who are accountability focused.  

Such successful schools also create a learning atmosphere inside the schools, have a school-wide 
approach to discipline and classroom management, and require that every student be accountable to 
any adult for his/her behavior and that all adults take interest in all students and hold them accountable 
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for the behavioral practices in the school. In addition, these effective schools reach out to parents, 
insure that parents know the expectations of the school and welcome all parents into the school. 

In sum, the schools studied that have boosted student performance deployed strategies strongly aligned 
with those embedded in the EB Model. These practices bolster the claim that if funds are provided and 
used to implement these effective, research based, strategies, significant student performance gains 
should follow.  

Using the EB Model to Identify Adequacy for Michigan Schools 

Introduction  
This section identifies the details of every element in the EB Funding Model. The five parts of this section 
include the following: 

1. Staffing for core programs, which include preschool, full-day kindergarten, core teachers, 
elective/specialist teachers, substitute teachers, instructional facilitators/coaches, core tutors, 
core guidance counselors, nurses, supervisory aides, librarians, library aides, school computer 
technicians, principals/assistant principals, and school secretarial and clerical staff. 
 

2. Dollar per student resources for gifted and talented students, professional development, 
instructional materials and supplies, formative/short cycle assessments, computers and other 
technology, career and technical education equipment and materials and extra duty/student 
activities. 
 

3. Central functions, which include maintenance and operations, central office personnel and non-
personnel resources. 
 

4. Resources for struggling students including tutors, pupil support, extended day personnel, 
summer school personnel, ELL personnel, alternative school personnel and special education. 
 

5. Personnel compensation resources including salary levels, health insurance, benefits for 
workers’ compensation, unemployment insurance, retirement, and social security. 

Each section provides an overview of the current research on the element discussed, and the specifics of 
the EB Model recommendation for the element.  

Three Tier Approach 

It is important to note that the design of the EB Model reflects the Response to Intervention (RTI) 
model. RTI is a three-tier approach to meeting student needs. Tier 1 refers to core instruction for all 
students. The EB Model seeks to make core instruction as effective as possible with its modest class 
sizes, provisions for collaborative time, and robust professional development resources. Effective core 
instruction is the foundation on which all other educational strategies depend. Tier 2 services are 
provided to students struggling to achieve to standards before being given an individualized education 



70 
 

program (IEP) and labeled as a student with a disability. The EB Model’s current Tier 2 resources include 
one core tutor for every prototypical school and additional resources triggered by at-risk and ELL 
student counts providing funding for tutoring, extended day, summer school, additional pupil support 
and ELL services. The robust levels of Tier 2 resources allow schools to provide a range of extra help 
services. These services often are funded only by special education programs, and that get many 
modestly struggling students back “on track,” and thus reduce the overall number of special education 
students. Tier 3 includes all special education services.  

Student Counts 

The EB model recommends that states use an ADM student count to distribute general aid. To help 
district deal with the costs of declining enrollment, the model suggests states use the current year ADM 
count or the average of the previous three years, whichever is larger. The model also needs a measure 
of the number of students from poverty backgrounds to trigger specific resources. In the past, this 
usually has been the number of students eligible for the federal free and reduced-price lunch program. 
Since districts can now provide free lunches to all students if they have a large number of students from 
poverty, the count of free and reduced lunch students is not available in some districts, often the largest 
districts in the state. So, the issue is whether to use a different indicator. Illinois provides a good 
example of the latter and uses the non-duplicated count of children receiving services through the 
programs of Medicaid, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, or Temporary Assistance for Needy Families. ELL students and students with disabilities will be 
as currently defined by the state.  

Previously the EB model defined at-risk students as the non-duplicated count of students from poverty 
and ELL students, and provided additional resources that included tutoring, extended day, summer 
school and additional pupil support. In addition, all ELL students also received an additional allocation 
for ESL services. This definition confused most people who concluded that the model provided ELL 
students just the ESL resources. Consequently, the EB model has changed its approach. In this report, all 
ELL students trigger tutoring, extended day, summer school, ESL, and additional pupil support resources. 
Further, all non-ELL poverty students also trigger tutoring, extended day, summer school and additional 
pupil support resources. In addition, the model provides all ELL students additional ESOL resources. The 
model also describes how the EB model provides resources for students with disabilities. 

Prototypical Schools 

A key component of the EB model is the use of prototypical schools and districts to indicate the general 
level of resources in schools and districts, and to serve as a heuristic to calculate the base per student 
amount, and then the student weights. The EB model identifies resources for prototypical elementary, 
middle, and high schools, as well as a prototypical district. The model needs to use specific sizes in order 
for the prototypes to indicate the relative level of resources in the schools. Although EB modeling is 
based on these prototypes, this does not imply Michigan should adopt new policies on school or district 
size.  
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Research on School Size  

School sizes differ substantially within and across all states. No state has a specific policy on school size, 
though some – including New Jersey and Wyoming – use prototypical school sizes to develop and/or 
operate their funding formula. A number of other states include “ideal” size configurations for different 
levels of schools in their facility guidelines – which clearly creates incentives for specific school sizes.  

Research on school size is quite consistent in its conclusions. Most of the research on school size 
addresses the question of whether large schools – those significantly over 1,000 students – are more 
efficient and more effective than smaller school units (schools of 300 to 500), and whether cost savings 
and performance improvements can be identified by consolidating small schools or districts into larger 
entities. The research generally shows that school units of roughly 400 to 600 elementary students and 
between 500 and 1,000 secondary students are the most effective and most efficient (Lee & Smith, 
1997; Raywid, 1997/1998; Ready & Lee, 2004).  

Moreover, the research on diseconomies of small and large scale, which should consider both costs and 
outcomes, generally does not provide solid evidence for a consolidation policy. In an early review of the 
literature, Fox (1981) concluded that little research had analyzed output in combination with input and 
size variables. Ten years later, after assessing the meager extant research that did address costs as well 
as outcomes, Monk (1990) concluded that there was little support for either school or district 
consolidation, a conclusion also reached by Leithwood and. Jantzi (2009). 

In reviews of scale economies and diseconomies and potential cost savings from consolidation, 
Andrews, Duncombe & Yinger (2002) and Duncombe and Yinger (2007, 2010) found that the optimum 
size for elementary schools was in the 300 to 500 student range, and for high schools was in the 600-900 
range. Both findings suggest that the very large urban districts and schools across America – and 
Michigan – are larger than the optimum size and perhaps need to be downsized somehow, but that the 
potential cost savings from consolidation of small districts and schools are realistically scant. In sum, the 
research suggests that elementary school units be in the range of 400 to 500 students and that 
secondary school units be in the range of 500 to 1,000 students. 

These findings have been reinforced by several studies of small high schools in both New York City and 
Chicago, each of which had initiatives to create many smaller high schools, sometimes including several 
school units in one building. These schools generally enrolled 550 or fewer students, less than 400 
students in Chicago K-8 schools. Schwartz, Stiefel and Wiswall (2013) found that achievement increased 
significantly in the New York City small high schools, a parallel finding of Barrow, Claessens and 
Schanzenbach (2010) in a similar set of experiments in Chicago high schools. Likewise, Lee and Loeb 
(2010) found that grade six and eight math achievement was higher in small (less than 400 students) 
Chicago K-8 schools than in large ones (greater than 750 students). 

The Evidence-based Model’s Prototypical School Sizes  

The EB model begins with a prototypical district size of 3,900, which comprises four 450-student 
elementary schools, two 450-student middle schools, and two 600-student high schools. It uses this 
approach and these prototypes to indicate the relative level of resources in schools, as well as to 
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calculate a base per student cost. These prototypical school sizes reflect research on the most effective 
school sizes, although few schools are exactly the size of the prototypes. Although many schools in 
Michigan and other states are larger than these prototypical school sizes, the prototypical sizes can still 
be used to determine a new base cost per student, as the new base cost per student would be provided 
for all students in a school or district, regardless of actual size. In other states with larger schools, this 
approach has been used with the suggestion that larger school buildings could organize their students 
into smaller “schools within school” units inside the larger building.  

Additionally, as will be discussed in Element 21, the EB model begins with a prototypical district size of 
3,900, which comprises four 450-student elementary schools, two 450-student middle schools, and two 
600-student high schools. This configuration is then used to estimate a district-level cost per student. 
Several states have used the micro-EB formulas and ratios to estimate a base per student cost estimate 
for their foundation school finance formula. States using this approach include Arkansas, New Jersey, 
and North Dakota. Although actual school sizes vary in each of those states, the prototypes provide 
good estimates of a base cost per student in the context of each of those states. POA’s Wisconsin Study 
(Odden et al., 2007) estimated a base per student cost using prototypical schools and a prototypical 
district, then compared that to a district specific cost estimate created by adapting the ratios and 
formulas to every school and district size. In Wisconsin, the difference between the two methods was 
about $50 per student, a small amount in a base spending level of approximately $10,000 per student.  

The EB prototypes should not be construed to imply Michigan needs to replace all school sites with 
smaller or larger buildings or break school districts into smaller units; they are used as heuristics to 
determine the estimated base cost per student.  

Table 3.1, below, provides a summary of how each element is calculated under the 2017 EB Model 
recommendations.  

Table 3.1 
Summary of 2017 Evidence-Based Model Recommendations 

 
 

2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

Staffing for Core Programs 

1a. Preschool Full day preschool for children aged 3 and 4. One teacher and one aide in classes of 15 
1b. Full-Day Kindergarten Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the funding system 
2. Elementary Core 

Teachers/Class Size  
Grades K-3: 15 (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6:  25 

3. Secondary Core 
Teachers/Class Size 

Grades 6-12: 25. 
Average class size of 25 

4. Elective/Specialist 
Teachers 

Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:           33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

5. Instructional 
Facilitators/Coaches 

1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 
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2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through poverty and ELL pupil counts in Elements 22 and 
26) 
 

7. Substitute Teachers 5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and teacher positions in 
additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, ELL, and special education) 

8. Core Pupil Support Staff, 
Core Guidance 
Counselors, and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of poverty and ELL 
students in Element 23) 

9. Supervisory and 
Instructional Aides 

2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

10. Library Media 
Specialist  

1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

11. Principals and 
Assistant Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high school 

12. School Site Secretarial 
and Clerical Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school  

Dollar Per Student Resources 

13. Gifted and Talented 
Students  

$40 per student  

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into teacher contract year, by adding five 
days to the average teacher salary 

$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and time for 
collaborative work [Element 4]) 

15. Instructional Materials  $190 per student for instructional and library materials 
16. Short Cycle/ Interim 

Assessments  
$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

17. Technology and 
Equipment 

$250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

18. CTE Equipment/ 
Materials  

$10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 

19. Extra Duty Funds/ 
Student Activities  

$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs for grades  
K-12  

Central Office Functions 
20. Operations and 

Maintenance 
Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and groundskeepers, and 
$305 per student for utilities  

21. Central Office 
Personnel/ Non-
Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number of FTE positions 
generated and the salary and benefit levels for those positions. Also includes $300 per 
student for miscellaneous items such as Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 
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2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

Resources for Struggling Students 

22. Tutors  1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for every 100 non-
ELL poverty students 

23. Additional Pupil 
Support Staff 

1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one tutor position for every 
125 non-ELL poverty students 

24. Extended Day  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students. 
25. Summer School  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students. 
26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner (ELL) 
Students 

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students, 

In addition: 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students 

27. Alternative Schools One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students in an 
ALE program. 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students. 

28. Special Education 8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes: 7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 
students for services for students with mild and moderate disabilities and the related 
services of speech/hearing pathologies and/or OT PT. 
This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 

Plus 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing review. 

In addition: 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, minus 
the cost of the basic education program and  
Federal Title VIB, with a cap on the number covered at 2% of all students  

Staff Compensation Resources 
29. Staff Compensation For salaries: average of previous year  

For benefits: 
Retirement or pension costs: 25.56 % 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security and Medicare: 7.65% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0.6 % 

Unemployment Insurance: 0 % as the state fully reimburses districts for these costs 

 

Staffing for Core Programs 

This section covers full-day kindergarten, core teachers, elective/specialist teachers, substitute teachers, 
instructional facilitators/coaches, core tutors, core guidance counselors, core nurses, substitute 
teachers, supervisory aides, library media specialists, principals/assistant principals, and school 
secretarial and clerical staff.  
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1a. Preschool  

The EB model provides for a full-day preschool program for children ages three and four.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

1a. Preschool 
Full day preschool for children aged three and four. One teacher and one aide in 
classes of 15. 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Preschool education has received considerable attention in recent years, including a major push to 
expand preschool education by the federal government. According to the National Institute for Early 
Education, states enrolled 1.5 million children in public pre-school programs in 2016.15  Underscoring 
that movement, there is increasing evidence that high-quality preschool programs are an effective way 
to help all children succeed in school (Kauerz, 2006). Research shows that preschool programs are most 
effective for at-risk children who are not likely to come to kindergarten fully prepared. When paired 
with well-resourced elementary schools, preschool programs can help at-risk children catch-up with 
their better-prepared schoolmates (Takanishi, 2016; Takanishi & Kauerz, 2008). In other words, there is 
growing recognition that integrating preschool programs with the traditional public-school system, 
particularly grades K-3, could strengthen the effect of both preschool programs and programs in grades 
K-3.  
 
This analysis of preschool focuses on estimating the structure and costs of establishing universally 
available, voluntary, high-quality programs for three- and/or four-year-olds. It discusses how those 
preschool programs would be integrated with existing K-3 programs the EB model provides. The balance 
of this part is divided into five segments. The first briefly summarizes the research base supporting 
preschool education programs, the second summarizes research on the impact of a statewide preschool 
program, the third summarizes fiscal returns to preschool programs, and the fourth identifies the 
research base for integrating preschool programs with K-3 programs into a more unified PreK-3  

program. The fifth describes the EB approach to providing for preschool programs.  
 
The Case for Preschool. There is continued activity across the United States to establish universal 
preschool programs for four-year-old children and in increasing numbers of instances for three-year-
olds as well. This activity stems from the increased demands on schools through standards-based 
education reforms, the expectations for which have now been ratcheted up to include preparing all 
students for college or careers, and a growing recognition that early childhood development programs 
can have an impact on student outcomes well beyond the preschool years. Much of the research on the 
effectiveness of PreK-3 programs has focused on the preschool component, with less research on the 
advantages of integrated programs that continue from preschool through the grade three.  
 

                                                           
15 See http://nieer.org/state-preschool-yearbooks/yearbook2016. 
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Drawing from major studies that found long-term positive effects of preschool programs on student 
learning, Reynolds and Temple (2008) constructed five possible pathways through which early childhood 
development programs produced their impacts, including:  
 

1. A cognitive advantage pathway that leads to enhanced literacy, language and numeracy skills, 
and better school readiness (see also Conger, 2008 for evidence on the impact of early learning 
on acquisition of English language skills for ELL students).  
 

2. A family support pathway describing benefits from greater parental involvement in education 
and enhanced parenting skills (see also Kalil & Crosnoe, 2008). 

 
3. A school support pathway that argues for high-quality education programs beyond preschool to 

strengthen the learning advantages of early childhood development programs, a pathway 
allowed by the Evidence-Based funding model.  

 
4. A social adjustment pathway suggesting benefits from increased classroom and peer social skills 

and positive teacher-child relationships.  
 

5. A motivational pathway arguing that early education programs provide benefits in terms of 
achievement motivation and commitment to school.  

 
Whatever the pathway, most researchers find that high-quality preschool, particularly for students from 
lower income backgrounds, significantly affects future student academic achievement as well as other 
desired social and community outcomes (Barnett, 2008, 2010, 2011a, 2011b; Camilli, et al., 2010; Pianta, 
et al., 2012; Reynolds, et al., 2001, 2011; Reynolds and Temple, 2006, 2008; Schweinhart et al., 2005). 
These longitudinal studies show that students from lower income backgrounds who experience a high-
quality, full-day preschool program perform better in learning basic skills in elementary school, score 
higher on academic goals in middle and high school, attend college at a greater rate, and as adults, earn 
higher incomes and engage in less socially-undesirable behavior.  
 
In specifying more specific positive impacts, Lynch (2007) and a more recent report from the Education 
Commission of the States (Workman, Griffith & Atchison, 2014) identify the multiple benefits of 
preschool programs for children who participate in high-quality preschool programs:  
 

 Require less special education; 
 Are less likely to repeat a grade; 
 Are less likely to need child welfare services; 
 Enroll in K-12 education better prepared resulting in lower spending on extra help services; 
 Are less likely to engage in criminal activity as juveniles and adults; 
 Are less likely to need social welfare support services as adults; 
 Have higher incomes, generally, when they enter the labor force; 
 Pay higher taxes as a result of their higher incomes; and 



77 
 

 Are likely to have employer-provided health insurance. 
 

The consistent and recurring theme in the analyses is the multiple benefits and long-term savings accrue 
to high-quality preschool programs. Although a high-quality program is defined to a large extent by the 
individuals employed to run the program and their commitment to their job, as well as a comprehensive 
array of services beyond the school component, it is possible to identify the components needed to 
support high-quality programs.  
 
Russo (2007) identified the components of high-quality, effective PreK-3 programs as:  
 

1. Voluntary, full-day preschool-kindergarten available to all three-and four-year-old children. 
 

2. Full-day kindergarten that builds on preschool experiences and is available to all children, which 
is supported by the current Legislative Model. 

 
3. Standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessments aligned within and across grades from 

preschool through grade three, which can be accomplished with new curriculum standards. 
 

4. Curriculum focused on emotional development, social skills, and self-discipline, as well as 
reading and mathematics. 

 
5. Early education lead teachers qualified to teach any grade level from preschool through grade 

three and compensated based on public elementary school teacher salaries. 
 

6. Families and teachers who work together to ensure the success of all children.  
 
In 2010 the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER) established 10 quality benchmarks to 
identify program quality, and modified them in 2017 to make them consistent with more recent 
research.16 The slightly revised and enhanced standards listed below are similar to the previous 
standards and track closely to the elements of the EB model. The new standards include:  

 Comprehensive early learning development standards that are horizontally and vertically 
aligned with K-3 curriculum standards and programs; 

 Support for curriculum implementation; 
 Teachers with a bachelor’s degree; 
 Teachers with specialized training in early childhood; 
 Assistant teachers with a Child Development Associate credential or the equivalent; 
 Teacher in-service training of at least 15 hours per year, with coaching for both teachers and 

assistant teachers; 
 Class sizes of 20 or fewer students; 

                                                           
16 See http://nieer.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/YB2016_StateofPreschool2.pdf .pp 14-17 for a detailed 
description of the NIEER quality standards.  
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 Staff to child ratios of 1:10 or better; 
 Vision, hearing and health screening and referral and support services; and 
 Continuous quality improvement systems. 

 
For many years, nearly all of the longitudinal, randomized controlled studies of preschool programs have 
relied on data from three preschool programs that met the above standards: High-Scope Perry 
Preschool Program, Carolina Abecedarian Project, and the Chicago Child-Parent Center Program. These 
results reinforce the finding that the most robust impacts of preschool programs are those that emerged 
from studies of the effect of high-quality programs. 

In sum, these studies found that a high-quality preschool program, offered for a full day and taught by 
fully certified and trained teachers using a rigorous, but appropriate early childhood curriculum, can 
provide initial positive effects and even greater effects in later primary years. By themselves, preschool 
programs can reduce achievement gaps linked to race and income by half. And the effect of preschool 
programs can be enhanced if followed by high-quality education programming in the elementary grades, 
particularly grades K-3.  
 
Today, there is increasing recognition that preschool should be provided for all students. Recent 
research shows that this strategy produces significant gains for children from middle class backgrounds 
and even larger impacts for students from lower income backgrounds (Barnett, Brown & Shore, 2004). 
 
Impact of Statewide Preschool Programs. Researchers have also analyzed the success of larger, more 
universal, i.e., statewide, preschool initiatives. A 2003 study of state-funded preschool programs in six 
states – California, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, New York, and Ohio – found that children from lower 
income families start catching up to their middle-income peers when they attend a preschool program 
(Jacobson, 2003). There is evidence that statewide universal programs in Georgia (Henry, et. al. 2006), 
and Oklahoma (Gromley, Jr. et. al. 2005) have improved the performance of students who participated 
in those programs. In addition, a 2007 study showed that preschool programs in New Jersey’s urban 
districts had not only significant short-term cognitive and social impacts, but also long term, positive 
impacts on students who enrolled in them, closing the achievement gap by 40% in second grade for a 
two-year preschool program (Frede, Jung, Barnett et al., 2007). 
 
More recent analyses of state preschool programs show that although preschool effects might appear to 
dissipate by grade three, they have longer-term positive impacts. Two recent studies of a more 
“universal” preschool program in Tulsa, Oklahoma, found that a high-quality Head Start program had 
clear short-term impacts which, tended to dissipate (though not completely and not for all children) by 
grade three. But the program produced significant positive impacts on participating students several 
years later in their middle school years (Hill, et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2016), especially for low income 
and minority children. The authors argued that the grade three “fade” phenomenon, while troublesome, 
is muted by longer term impacts by the time children who participated in the program reached middle 
school. This suggests evidence that high-quality preschool programs do produce longer term, 
sustainable results. 
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Fiscal Returns to Preschool. Generally, estimates of the long-term financial benefits of preschool 
programs are reported as returns on investment. Reynolds and Temple (2008) reported that in addition 
to benefits to child well-being and student achievement, high-quality preschool programs for low-
income children at-risk for underachievement produced economic returns ranging from four dollars to 
$10 per dollar invested. Others make similar arguments. Several studies conclude that there is a return 
over time of eight to 10 dollars for every one dollar invested in high-quality preschool programs 
(Barnett, 2007; Barnett & Masse, 2007; Barnett & Frede, 2017; Karoly et al., 1998; Reynolds et al., 2011; 
Zigler, Gilliam & Jones, 2006; and Gromley, 2007). 

In a more detailed analysis, Lynch (2007) found that voluntary, high-quality, publicly funded preschool 
programs targeted to the poorest 25 percent of three-and four-year old children generate substantial 
benefits that would eclipse the costs of the programs in six years. By 2050, Lynch estimated that the 
annual benefits of these preschool programs would exceed the program costs in that year by a ratio of 
12.1:1. He estimated the cost of a high-quality half-day program at $6,300 (2006 dollars) for each of the 
2 million children enrolled. He further estimated that if programs were funded by individual states 
(rather than the Federal Government), by 2050, all 50 states would realize net benefits in tax revenues 
from the programs in between four and 29 years.  
 
Lynch (2007) estimated that if a voluntary, high-quality publicly funded universal half-day preschool 
program for three-and four-year-olds were established, budgetary savings would surpass costs in about 
nine years and by 2050, benefits would exceed costs by an 8.2:1 ratio. He assumed these preschool 
programs would also cost approximately $6,300 (2006 dollars) per student and when fully phased in 
would enroll approximately seven million children.  
 
The Case for Integrated PreK-3 Programs. The discussion above addressed preschool programs, but said 
little about PreK-3 programs or their benefits. While there is growing evidence that integrating 
preschool programs with primary grades can lead to increased educational benefits, this field has not 
been explored as extensively. Takinishi (2016) is an exception, and as noted above, the National Institute 
on Early Education Research now includes integration of preschool with the K-3 program as a core 
program quality standard. 
 
Takanishi and Kauerz (2008) and more recently Takanishi (2016) argue that the PreK-3 years are the 
cornerstone of any educational system, and point out the importance of quality integrated PreK-3 
programs in providing strong foundations for lifelong learning, educational excellence, and 
competitiveness in the marketplace. Bogard (2003) suggests that variability in preschool experiences is a 
strong predictor of children performance, and the link is even stronger for low-income children. She 
suggests that a PreK-3 approach to early childhood education will help to level the playing field by 
supporting better teacher preparation and qualifications, as well as establishing sequential learning 
experiences.  
 
One of the challenges is coordinating traditional education programs with PreK-3 programs. First, the 
need to coordinate education programs (curriculum, professional development, teacher collaboration, 
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school facilities) becomes more complex with the addition of more staff, students, and grade levels. An 
efficient way to help such coordination is to make preschool teachers part of a PreK-3 teacher 
collaborative team. Second, many preschool programs are offered by providers other than the public 
school system – frequently at sites other than the local school. Finally, coordinating preschool with the 
regular K-3 program is further complicated by the fact that in the foreseeable future, preschool 
programs will remain voluntary. This means some children will continue to come to kindergarten 
without the benefit of preschool programs, and other children who have had access to preschool 
programs will bring very different experiences to the first years of formal schooling. The success of a 
PreK-3 program also depends on the quality of the educational program in grades K-3, which varies 
across schools, school districts and even states. This issue would be mitigated with adequate funding for 
all Michigan schools. This study addresses that issue by using the EB Model to estimate the resources 
needed for a high-quality program in all PreK-3 classrooms, with the K-3 programs addressed below in 
the discussion of adequate EB resources for grades K-3.  
 
Many of the components of success for high-quality preschool programs are also part of the 
components advocated by PreK-3 supporters. These include full-day Pre-K programs with low 
pupil/teacher ratios staffed by highly qualified teachers and aides, along with support for articulating 
curriculum, professional development, teacher collaboration and educating children with special 
educational needs.  
 
In earlier research, Picus, Odden and Goetz (2009), as part of an overall effort to estimate costs for PreK-
3 programs nationwide, developed case studies of several integrated preschool programs. The case 
studies showed that such programs were provided in regular elementary school settings; often 
organized schools into PreK-1, grades two through three, and grades four through five collegial teacher 
teams; provided preschool teachers with the same pupil-free time as the grade level elementary 
teachers so they could all meet during the regular school day for collaborative planning; integrated the 
preschool through grade one curriculum; and generally augmented a K-5 elementary school with an 
additional one to three preschool classrooms. Most of the preschool classrooms were staffed with one 
teacher and one aide for every 15-20 students.  
 
In addition, and as recommended by the NIEER standards, preschool programs had classroom teachers 
that were fully certified as early childhood educators and paid on the same salary schedule as the other 
teachers in the school district. It should be expected that many of the components of a high-quality 
preschool program are part of the K-3 programs provided by the EB Model. As stated above, preschool 
impact is linked to quality and quality includes both a set of programs and strategies and the staff to 
implement them (Camilli, et al., 2010; Whitebrook, 2004). Program quality is particularly significant for 
males. Garcia, Heckman, Leaf & Prados (2016) write in a recent paper that males placed in relatively 
low-quality childcare centers experience far more negative consequences than females, which suggests 
that high program quality is necessary to generate quality outcomes. 
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Including preschool students in a district’s pupil count for state aid purposes and including preschool 
teachers on the same salary schedule as teachers of other grades is the most straight-forward way to 
fund high-quality preschool programs.  
 
The EB Method to Providing Integrated Preschool Programs. The EB method has been used to identify 
costs for integrated preschool programs in three recent studies. The first was a study Picus Odden & 
Associates conducted for The Fund for Child Development, that developed estimated costs for providing 
PreK-3 programs, in all 50 states and the District of Columbia (Picus, Odden & Goetz, 2009). The study 
estimated Pre-K-3 program costs for each state using varying assumptions of student eligibility and 
participation. The second was a study conducted in 2011 as part of an adequacy study for Texas (Picus, 
Odden, Goetz & Aportela, 2012). The third was an analysis conducted for Maine as part of a 2013 
recalibration of its adequacy-oriented school funding system (Picus et al., 2013).  
 
In these three studies, the EB Model was used to develop a per preschool pupil cost for a high-quality 
preschool program by identifying the elements for a high-quality preschool program. The per student 
cost figure was derived from a prototypical preschool program of 150 students, which included 10 
classrooms of 15 students each. The preschool EB Model provides core, elective and substitute teachers. 
Additional personnel resources include an assistant principal position to provide a preschool program 
coordinator, instructional coaches, pupil support, special education teachers for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities, instructional aides, special education aides, nurses and secretaries. Non-personnel 
resources are provided for technology and equipment, instructional materials, professional 
development, and assessments. The EB Model also includes central office costs for central 
administration and operation and maintenance.  
 
Alternatively, the State could provide a preschool program as part of the EB Model and simply add 
preschool student counts to those of every elementary school. By doing this and staffing the preschool 
grades with one teacher and one instructional aide for every 15 preschool students, an estimate of the 
costs of providing preschool would be included in the costs of the EB Model. The EB report provides a 
separate per student figure for students aged three and four in an EB Model resourced preschool 
program. 

1b. Full-Day Kindergarten  

The EB model provides for a full-day kindergarten program.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

1b. Full-day kindergarten 
Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the 
funding system.  

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Research shows that full-day kindergarten for students age five, particularly for such students from low-
income backgrounds, has significant, positive effects on student learning in the early elementary grades 
(Gullo, 2000; Slavin, Karweit & Wasik, 1994). Fusaro’s (1997) late 1990s meta-analysis of 23 studies 
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comparing the achievement effect of full-day kindergarten to half-day kindergarten programs, found an 
average effect size of +0.77, which is substantial.17 Children participating in full-day kindergarten 
programs do better in learning the basic skills of reading, writing, and mathematics in the primary 
grades than children who receive only a half-day program or no kindergarten at all (see also Lee, 
Burkam, Ready, Honigman & Meisels, 2006).  

In 2003, using nationally-representative, longitudinal data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, 
Kindergarten Class of 1998–99 (ECLS–K), Denton, West & Walston (2003) showed children who attended 
full-day kindergarten had a greater ability to demonstrate reading knowledge and skill than their peers 
in half-day programs, across the range of family backgrounds. Cooper, et al.’s (2010) comprehensive 
meta-analysis reached similar conclusions finding the average effect size of students in full-day versus 
half-day kindergarten to be +0.25. Moreover, a randomized controlled trial found the effect of full-day 
versus half-day kindergarten to be about +0.75 standard deviations (Elicker & Mathur, 1997). As a result 
of this research, funding full-day kindergarten for five-year-olds is an increasingly common practice 
among the states (Kauerz, 2005). Since research suggests children from all backgrounds can benefit from 
full-day kindergarten programs, the EB Model supports a full-day kindergarten program for all students. 

2. Elementary Core Teachers/Class Size 

In staffing schools and classrooms, the most expensive decision superintendents and principals make is 
that of class size. Core teachers are defined as the grade-level classroom teachers in elementary schools. 
In middle and high schools, core teachers are those who teach core subjects such as mathematics, 
science, language arts, social studies and world languages. Advanced Placement (AP) or International 
Baccalaureate (IB) classes in these subjects are considered core classes.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

2. Core Teachers/Class Size 
Grades K-3: 15  (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6:  25 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

The gold standard of educational research is randomized controlled trials, which provide scientific 
evidence on the impact of a certain treatment (Mosteller, 1995). In that vein, the primary evidence on 
the impact of small classes today is the Tennessee STAR study, which was a large scale, randomized 
controlled experiment of class sizes of approximately 15 students compared to a control group of 
classes with approximately 24 students in kindergarten through grade three (Finn and Achilles, 1999; 
Word, et al., 1990). The study found students in the small classes achieved at a significantly higher level 
(effect size of about 0.25 standard deviations) than those in regular class sizes, and the impacts were 
even larger (effect size of about 0.50) for low income and minority students (Finn, 2002; Grissmer, 1999; 
Krueger, 2002). The same research also showed a regular class of 24 to 25 students with a teacher and 

                                                           
17 Effect size is the amount of a standard deviation in higher performance that the program produces for students 
who participate in the program versus students who do not. An effect size of 1.0 indicates that the average 
student’s performance would move from the 50th to the 83rd percentile. The research field generally recognizes 
effect sizes greater than 0.25 as significant and greater than 0.50 as substantial.  
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an instructional aide did not produce a discernible positive impact on student achievement, a finding 
that undercuts proposals and wide spread practices that place instructional aides in elementary 
classrooms (Gerber, Finn, Achilles, & Boyd-Zaharias, 2001). 

Subsequent research showed the positive impacts of the small classes in the Tennessee study persisted 
into middle and high school years, and the years beyond high school (Finn, Gerber, Achilles & J.B. 
Zaharias, 2001; Konstantopoulos & Chung, 2009; Krueger, 2002; Mishel & Rothstein, 2002; Nye, Hedges 
& Konstantopoulos, 2001a, 2001b). Longitudinal research on class size reduction also found the lasting 
benefits of small classes include a reduction in the achievement gap in reading and mathematics in later 
grades (Krueger & Whitmore, 2001). 

Although some argue the impact of the small class sizes is derived primarily from kindergarten and 
grade one that was not the experimental treatment. Further, Konstantopoulos and Chung (2009) found 
the longer students were in small classes (i.e., in grades K, one, two, and three) the greater the impact 
on grade 4-8 achievement. They concluded the full treatment – small classes in all of the first four 
grades – had the greatest short and long-term impacts. 

Though differences in analytic methods and conclusions characterize some of the debate over class size 
(see Hanushek, 2002 and Krueger, 2002), the EB model reflects those concluding class size makes a 
difference, but only class sizes of approximately 15 students with one teacher (and not class sizes of 30 
with an aide or two teachers) and only for kindergarten through grade three. 

Finally, in these times when funds for schools are scarce, it is legitimate to raise the issue of the cost of 
small classes versus the benefits. Whitehurst and Chingos (2011) argue that though the Tennessee STAR 
study supports the efficacy of small classes, there is other research today that produced more 
ambiguous conclusions. However, they also note the other research includes class size reductions in 
grades above K-3 and “natural experiments” rather than randomized controlled trials. Most importantly, 
they also conclude that while the costs of small classes are high, the benefits, particularly the long-term 
benefits, outweigh the costs and conclude small class sizes in grades K-3 “pay their way.”   

The study team consistently recommend states fund all other elements of the EB Model before putting 
funds into smaller class sizes because research shows many other components of the EB Model are 
more cost effective in terms of improving student performance – particularly for improving the 
performance of struggling students.  

A Note on the Difference Between Class Size and Staffing Ratios   

As is discussed next, the EB model provides more than just core teachers; it also provides elective 
teachers. The model calculates the total number of instructional teachers by using class size. But some 
state formulas use staffing ratios, not class size, as a term that includes both core and elective teacher 
(these terms are defined below) while the EB model determines the number of core and elective 
teachers separately and determined by class size. Thus “class size” and “staffing ratios” are two terms 
that have different meanings. Despite the important difference between these two terms, there has 
been misunderstanding about class size and staffing ratios and how many total teaching resources are 
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generated by each. The purpose of this discussion is to clarify the terms “staffing ratios” and “class size,” 
and explain the differences between the two. 

The first step is to define the phrase “class size” and the phrase “staffing ratio.” Understanding the 
distinction between the two is critical to understanding the differences in the number of teachers in the 
EB staffing model versus other state’s staffing models.  

1. Class Size: In the EB Model, class size is used to determine the number of core teachers in each 
school. The number of core teachers is then used to determine the number of elective teachers, 
which is specified as a percent of core teachers. The total number of teachers who provide 
classroom instruction at any school is the sum of the core and elective teachers.  
 

2. Staffing Ratio: Once the number of core and elective teachers is calculated, a staffing ratio can 
be determined by dividing the total number of (core and elective) teachers into the number of 
students in the school. Although the staffing ratio is not used in the EB model, it is used in some 
states to generate the number of teachers in each prototypical school, and is a common term 
used among both legislators and educators.  

The second step is to show how class size and staffing ratios can be equivalently compared. Take a 
school of 500 students. Suppose core teachers would be staffed at class sizes of 25. This would produce 
20 teachers (500 divided by 25). If the school had a six-period schedule and teachers provided 
instruction for five of those periods, then additional or elective teachers would be provided at the rate 
of 20 percent of core teachers, or an additional four teachers (20 percent times 20). This would produce 
a total of 24 teachers, 20 core and four elective teachers. A staffing ratio that produces the equivalent 
number of teachers would be determined by dividing 24 into 500, which equals 20.83. The result is a 
staffing ratio of 20.83 which is equivalent to providing core teachers and elective teachers for class sizes 
of 25.  
 
A staffing ratio of 20.83 should not be interpreted as providing class sizes of 21 (20.83 rounded to the 
nearest whole number). Staffing ratios are correctly used to determine the total number of teachers 
provided. In a school of 500, a staffing ratio of 20.83 provides 24 total teachers (500 divided by 20.83). 
That total then needs to be segmented into core teachers and elective teachers, which would be 20 and 
four respectively, in the example above, with class sizes of 25, not 21.  

3. Secondary Core Teachers/Class Size 

In middle and high schools, core teachers are those who teach core subjects such as mathematics, 
science, language arts, social studies, and world languages. AP and IB classes in these subjects are 
considered core classes.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
3. Secondary Core Teachers/Class 

Size 
Grades 6-12: 25 
(Average Class Size of 25) 
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Analysis and Evidence 

There is less research evidence on the most effective class sizes in grades four through 12 than there is 
on effective class sizes in grades K-3. As a result, in developing the EB Model, the study team sought 
evidence on the most appropriate secondary class size from typical and best practices to identify the 
most appropriate class size for these grades. The national average class size in middle and high schools is 
roughly 25 students, and nearly all the late 20th century comprehensive school reform models were 
developed on the basis of a class size of 25 students (Odden, 1997; Stringfield, Ross & Smith, 1996) a 
conclusion on class size reached by the dozens of experts who created these whole-school design 
models. Although many professional judgment panels in several states have recommended secondary 
class sizes of 20, none cited research or best practices to support that proposal.  

Citing more recent studies, Whitehurst and Chingos (2011) argue there might be a modest linear 
relationship in improving student performance when class size drops from between 25 and 30 students 
to 15, but the evidence and impact is that the gains identified are modest at best, and insufficient to 
alter the EB Model class size recommendations.  

The EB model includes core class sizes of 25 for grades 4-12. 

4. Elective/Specialist Teachers  

In addition to core classroom teachers, the EB Model provides elective or specialist teachers to support 
core teachers. Generally, non-core or elective teachers, also called specialist teachers, offer courses in 
subjects such as music, band, art, physical education, health, career-technical education, etc. A 
combination of core and elective teachers has two purposes. The first is to allow schools to offer a full, 
liberal arts curriculum program with adequate courses outside the core. The second is that it provides 
time during the school day for all teachers to collaborate on instructional plans, participate in 
professional development activities and otherwise plan for class instruction.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

4. Elective/Specialist Teachers 
Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:            33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

In addition to the core subjects addressed above, schools need to provide a solid well-rounded 
curriculum including art, music, library skills, career/technical and physical education. The April 2017 
issue of Phi Delta Kappan discusses many issues related to the importance of art and music for our 
public schools. Relatedly, teachers also need some time during the regular school day to work 
collaboratively and engage in job-embedded professional development. Providing every teacher one 
period a day for collaborative planning and focused professional development requires an additional 20 
percent allocation for elective teachers. Using this elective staff allocation, every teacher – core and 
elective – would teach five of six periods during the day, and have one period for planning, preparation, 
and collaborative work. One of the most important elements of effective collaborative work is team-



86 
 

focused data-based decision making, using student data to improve instructional practices, shown to be 
effective by a recent randomized controlled trial (Carlson, Borman & Robinson, 2011). 

When teachers work in collaborative teams, they review student data to design standards-based lesson 
plans and curriculum units, identify interventions for struggling students and monitor all student 
progress toward meeting performance standards. Research supports the importance of teacher 
collaborative work. As noted previously in the section on the high-performance school embedded in the 
EB model, collaborative teacher teams are key ingredients in schools producing large gains in student 
performance and significant reductions in achievement gaps for at-risk students. Ronfeldt et al. (2015) 
found that teachers working in collaborative groups boosted student learning over a two-year period in 
the Miami-Dade school district. Using a data base similar to the Miami-Dade data base, Sun, Loeb and 
Grissom (2017) found that when a more effective teacher becomes part of a teaching team, the 
performance of other teachers improves and the performance of the more effective teacher does not 
drop. This finding suggests that teacher collaboration can be enhanced when the system strategically 
ensures that each teacher team has a highly effective teacher as a member. Economists Jackson, and 
Bruegmann (2009), calling teacher collaboration “peer learning,” also found that such activities were 
related to student learning gains. Jensen (2014) shows how integrating “professional learning” into the 
lives of teachers is a core element of high performing schools in Australia. Johnson, Reinhorn & Simon 
(2016) found that six high-poverty schools in one urban district that had achieved the highest state 
rating, made teacher teams the central component of their schoolwide improvement strategies and that 
a key condition was ensuring that the school schedule provided regular, reliable meeting times for 
teams. Berry (2015-16) synthesizes several studies of how teacher collaborative work is linked to 
student learning in many U.S. schools and Boudett and Steele (2007) provide several examples of how 
data-based decision making can be organized in schools. 

This research supports the EB model strategy of including both core and elective teachers, making it 
possible for schools to offer a full liberal arts curriculum and enable all teachers to engage in 
collaborative work with their peers.  

The 20 percent additional staff is adequate for elementary and middle schools, but the EB Model 
establishes a different argument for high schools. If the goal is to have more high school students take a 
core set of rigorous academic courses, and learn the course material at a high level of thinking and 
problem solving, cognitive research findings suggest that use of longer class periods, such as a block 
schedule, can be a better way to organize the instructional time of a high school. (Bransford, Brown and 
Cocking, 1999; Donovan & Bransford, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c). Typical block scheduling for high schools 
includes four 90-minute blocks where teachers provide instruction for three of those 90-minute blocks 
and have one block – or 90 minutes – for planning, preparation, and collaboration each day. This 
schedule requires elective teachers at a rate of 33 1/3 percent of the number of core teachers. This 
block schedule would operate with students taking four courses each semester attending the same 
classes each day, or with students taking eight courses each semester while attending different classes 
every other day. Such a schedule could also entail a few “skinny” blocks (45 minute periods) for some 
classes. Each of these specific ways of structuring a block schedule, however, would require an 
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additional 33 1/3 percent of the number of core teachers to serve as elective teachers to provide the 
regular teacher with a “block” for planning, preparation, and collaboration each day. 

It should be noted that staffing recommendation for high schools would be sufficient for high schools to 
provide all students with a rigorous set of courses throughout grades 9-12, such as Michigan’s merit 
curriculum. It also allows schools to provide the appropriate number of credits required for high school 
graduation to qualify for scholarships and be college ready for virtually any post-secondary institution in 
the country, including Michigan’s high school graduation requirements. 

The elective teacher recommendation described above does not provide sufficient resources, at the 
same class sizes, for either middle schools or high schools to offer a seven-period day and have teachers 
instruct for only five of those periods. The EB Model does not resource schools at that level for two 
primary reasons. First, the EB Model formulates recommendations on strategies and resources to 
dramatically improve student performance in the core subjects of mathematics, 
reading/English/language arts, science, history/geography, and world languages, in part by providing 
nearly an hour of instruction in each of these subjects daily. Restructuring the day to add a seventh 
period is usually accomplished by dividing the six hours of instruction by seven rather than six, therefore 
reducing the minutes of instruction in core subjects; this is not a strategy that is likely to boost 
performance in those subjects, regardless of the arguments about the motivational aspects of elective 
classes. Second, increasing the provision of specialist and elective teachers to 40 percent in both middle 
and high schools is costlier. Therefore, a recommendation of 40 percent specialists and elective teachers 
in both middle and high schools would result in added costs and a potential decrease in instructional 
effectiveness for the core subjects, something that is not aligned with the framework for the EB 
approach to adequacy. 

Additional Comments on Scheduling Time for Teacher Collaboration 

Collaborative teacher work in Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) is critical to a school’s success. 
During focus groups with teachers in four states over the past two years, nearly all teachers have stated 
that PLCs – or collaborative teacher teams – were core and critical elements of their success in 
producing student learning gains, aligning their practices with research.  

In order for schools to create such work teams, pupil-free time must be available during the school day. 
Creating collaborative time and then scheduling teachers in each team for common pupil-free time is 
enabled by having a combination of elective and core teachers. In other states, teachers shared many 
different approaches to using time for planning and collaboration. The EB recommendations of 
providing at least 60 minutes of pupil-free time for elementary middle teachers, and 90 minutes for high 
school teachers has generally been viewed as adequate for carving out collaborative time. However, 
even when the funding model provides for such time, too often schools do not provide for that pupil-
free time, or when they do, do not have teachers using most of it for collaborative team work – a key to 
boosting student learning. Stakeholder focus groups noted considerable differences in how strongly 
teachers were encouraged or required to use pupil-free time for collaborative teacher work versus 
individual planning and preparation.  
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Moreover, many middle and high schools organize the schedule for a seven-period day with teachers 
providing instruction for five periods. As compared to the EB Model, this requires 40 percent elective 
teachers over core teachers, not the 20 percent for middle schools and 33.33 percent for high schools in 
the EB Model. This approach either requires larger class sizes or local districts to raise funds above the 
adequacy level to cover the additional costs. 

At the same time, school districts around the country increasingly require a seven-and-a-half-hour work 
day for teachers. Instruction usually comprises six hours of this time, and lunch 30 minutes, leaving 60 
minutes for student arrival and departure and possible teacher collaborative time. A seven-hour teacher 
day together with the core and elective provisions of the EB model provide ample resources for districts 
and schools to provide time for teacher collaborative teams to meet regularly and often during the 
regular school day. 

A reasonable goal for a funding formula, and for organizing schools to provide both instructional and 
collaborative time, is to create three to five pupil-free time periods a week to allow teachers to engage 
in collaborative teacher work. As noted above, the EB Model provides resources to allow this to happen, 
especially with a seven-and-a-half-hour work day. 

The EB model provides elective teachers at the rate of 20 percent of the number of core elementary and 
middle school teachers, and 33.33 percent of core secondary teachers, for average elective class sizes of 
25. This provision ensures all schools can provide a full liberal arts curriculum and schedule sufficient 
time for all teachers to meet several times a week in collaborative, teacher data teams. 

5. Instructional Facilitators/Coaches 

Instructional coaches, or instructional facilitators, coordinate the instructional program but most 
importantly provide the critical ongoing instructional coaching and mentoring the professional 
development literature shows is necessary for teachers to improve their instructional practice (Cornett 
& Knight, 2008; Crow, 2011; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Joyce & Calhoun, 1996; 
Joyce & Showers, 2002). This means that instructional coaches spend the bulk of their time with 
teachers, modeling lessons, giving feedback to teachers, helping teachers analyze student data for its 
instructional implications, working with teacher collaborative teams, and generally helping to improve 
the instructional program. The few instructional coaches who also function as school technology 
coordinators provide the technological expertise to fix small problems with the computer system, install 
software, connect computer equipment so it can be used for both instructional and management 
purposes, and provide professional development to embed computer technologies into a school’s 
curriculum. This report expands on the rationale for these individuals in the section on professional 
development (Element 14), but includes them here as they represent teacher positions.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
5. Instructional Coaches/Facilitators 1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 
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Analysis and Evidence  

A few states (i.e., Arkansas, New Jersey, Wyoming and to a modest degree North Dakota) explicitly 
provide resources for school and classroom-based instructional coaches. Most comprehensive school 
designs (see Odden, 1997; Stringfield, Ross & Smith, 1996), and EB studies conducted in other states – 
Arizona, Arkansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, North Dakota, Washington and Wisconsin – call for 
school-based instructional coaches.  

Early research found strong effect sizes (1.25-2.71) for coaches as part of professional development 
(Joyce & Calhoun, 1996; Joyce & Showers, 2002). Several years later, Sailors and Price (2010) found that 
professional development combined with coaching increased the deployment of comprehensive 
instructional practices by between 0.64 and 0.78 SD, and Newmann and Cunningham (2009) found a 
similar impact on teachers’ instructional impact as well as improved reading achievement by about 0.2 
standard deviations. A 2010 evaluation of a Florida program that provided reading coaches for middle 
schools found positive impacts on student performance in reading (Lockwood, McCombs & Marsh, 
2010). A related study found that coaches provided as part of a data-based decision-making initiative 
also improved both teachers’ instructional practice and student achievement (Marsh, McCombs & 
Martorell, 2010). A study published two years later came to the same conclusions about coaching as 
part of improving reading (Coburn & Woulfin, (2012).  

Positive impacts of coaching are not limited to reading instruction and achievement. Campbell and 
Malkus (2011) found that the combination of professional development and two years of coaching also 
changed teachers’ instructional practice and increased students’ mathematics achievement by about 0.2 
standard deviations.  

More importantly, a randomized controlled trial of coaching (Pianta, Allen & King, 2011) found 
significant, positive impacts in the form of student achievement gains across four subject areas – 
mathematics, science, history, and language arts. This research provides further support for this element 
as an effective strategy to change teachers’ instructional practice and boost student learning. 

Domina et al. (2015) documented the increase in the number of instructional coaches in school districts 
around the country. They found that the number of instructional specialists per 1000 students doubled 
from 1998-2013 (from about 0.7 to 1.4) and that the percent of districts with no such staff declined from 
20 percent to seven percent. In addition, Cobb and Jackson (2011) argue that instructional coaches are 
key to improving instructional practice at scale, particularly in mathematics. 

In terms of numbers of coaches, several comprehensive school designs suggest that although one 
instructional coach might be sufficient for the first year of implementation of a new curriculum program, 
additional instructional coaches are needed in subsequent years as the curriculum in more subjects is 
modified – something that is happening in Michigan and most other states to implement a more 
rigorous curriculum designed to have all students be college and career ready. Moreover, several 
technology-heavy school designs recommend a full-time instructional facilitator who spends at least half 
of their time as the site’s technology expert.  
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Drawing from all programs, the study team concludes that one FTE instructional coaches are needed for 
every 200 students in a school. This resourcing strategy works for elementary as well as middle and high 
schools. For the prototypical schools, this recommendation equates to 2.25 instructional coach positions 
for each prototypical elementary and middle schools (450 students) and three instructional coach 
positions for the prototypical high school (600 students). 

Although instructional coaching positions are identified as FTE positions, schools could divide the 
responsibilities across several individual teachers. For example, the three positions in a 600-student high 
school could be structured with six half-time teachers and instructional coaches. In this example, each 
teacher/coach would work 50 percent time as a coach – perhaps in one curriculum area such as reading, 
math, science, social studies, and technology – and 50 percent time as a classroom teacher or tutor.  

 This level of staffing for instructional coaches, combined with the additional elements of professional 
development discussed below, focuses on making Tier 1 instruction (in the RTI framework) as effective 
as possible, providing a solid foundation of high-quality instruction for everyone, including students who 
struggle more to learn to proficiency, and students with disabilities. 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 Intervention 

The most powerful and effective approach for helping students struggling to meet state standards is 
individual one-to-one or small group (1:3 or 1:5 maximum) tutoring provided by licensed teachers 
(Shanahan, 1998; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). Earlier EB reports recommended allocation of tutors to schools 
on the basis of the number of poverty and ELL students, with no minimum tutor positions. Since then, 
and particularly with the onset of more rigorous college and career ready curriculum standards, the 
study team has concluded that all schools, even those with no or very few poverty or ELL students, will 
still have some struggling students that need Tier 2 resources. Thus, the EB Model has been enhanced to 
provide each prototypical school with at least one core tutor position as well as the additional tutor/Tier 
2 Interventionist positions based on poverty and ELL student counts (Element 22 and 26).  
 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through the at-risk pupil and 
ELL counts in Elements 22 and 26) 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

The most powerful and effective extra help strategy to enable struggling students to meet rigorous 
performance standards is individual one-to-one tutoring provided by licensed teachers (Shanahan, 1998; 
Wasik & Slavin, 1993). Students who must work harder and need more assistance to achieve to 
proficiency levels especially benefit from preventative tutoring (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982). Tutoring 
program effect sizes vary by the components of the approach used, e.g. the nature and structure of the 
tutoring program, but effect sizes on student learning reported in meta-analyses range from 0.4 to 2.5 
(Cohen, Kulik & Kulik, 1982; Shanahan, 1998; Shanahan & Barr, 1995; Wasik & Slavin, 1993) with an 
average of about 0.75 (Wasik & Slavin, 1993)., The most recent meta-analysis of the impact of 
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intelligent, or computer-based, tutoring found that the average effect size was 0.66 across multiple 
subjects, which increases student performance from the 50th to the 75th percentile (Kulik & Fletcher, 
2016), though the effect varied by type of tutoring. Finally, the most recent meta-analysis of the impact 
of tutoring found similarly high effects (Dietrichson, Bog, Filges, & Jorgensen, 2017). 
 
The impact of tutoring programs depends on how they are staffed and organized, their relation to the 
core program, and tutoring intensity. Researchers (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982; Farkas, 1998; Shanahan, 
1998; Wasik & Slavin, 1993) and experts on tutoring practices (Gordon, 2009) have found greater effects 
when the tutoring includes the following: 

 Professional teachers as tutors; 
 Tutoring initially provided to students on a one-to-one basis; 
 Tutors trained in specific tutoring strategies; 
 Tutoring tightly aligned to the regular curriculum and to the specific learning challenges, with 

appropriate content-specific scaffolding and modeling; 
 Sufficient time for the tutoring; and 
 Highly structured programming, both substantively and organizationally. 

 
Please note several specific structural features of effective one-to-one tutoring programs: 

1. Each tutor would tutor one student every 20 minutes, or three students per hour. This would 
allow one tutor position to tutor 18 students a day. (Since tutoring is such an intensive activity, 
individual teachers might spend only half of their time tutoring; but a one FTE tutoring position 
would allow 18 students per day to receive 1:1 tutoring.). Four positions would allow 72 
students to receive individual tutoring daily. 
 

2. Most students do not require tutoring all year long; tutoring programs generally assess students 
quarterly and change tutoring arrangements. With modest changes, close to half the student 
body of a 400-student school could receive individual tutoring during the year. 
 

3. Not all students who are from a low-income background require individual tutoring, so a portion 
of the allocation could be used for students in the school who might not be from a lower income 
family, but nevertheless have a learning issue that could be remedied by tutoring. This also is 
part of the rationale for including one tutor in each prototypical school, regardless of the 
number of at-risk students. 

 
Though this discussion focuses on individual tutoring, schools could also deploy these resources for 
small group tutoring. In a detailed review of the evidence on how to structure a variety of early 
intervention supports to prevent reading failure, Torgeson (2004) shows how one-to-one tutoring, one-
to-three tutoring, and one-to-five small group sessions (all Tier 2 interventions) can be combined for 
different students to enhance their chances of learning to read successfully. 
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One-to-one tutoring would be reserved for the students with the most severe reading difficulties, 
scoring at or below the 20th or 25th percentile on a norm referenced test, or at the below basic level on 
state assessments. Intensive instruction for groups of three-to-five students would then be provided for 
students above those levels but below the proficiency level. 
 
It is important to note that the instruction for all student groups needing extra help needs to be more 
explicit and sequenced than that for other students (Honig, 1996). Young children with weakness in 
knowledge of letters, letter sound relationships and phonemic awareness need explicit and systematic 
instruction to help them first decode and then learn to read and comprehend. As Torgeson (2004:12) 
states: 

Explicit instruction is instruction that does not leave anything to chance and does not make 
assumptions about skills and knowledge that children will acquire on their own. For 
example, explicit instruction requires teachers to directly make connections between letters 
in print and the sounds of words, and it requires that these relationships be taught in a 
comprehensive fashion. Evidence for this is found in a recent study of preventive instruction 
given to a group of high at-risk children in kindergarten, first grade and second grade …..only 
the most [phonemically] explicit intervention produced a reliable increase in the growth of 
word-reading ability … schools must be prepared to provide very explicit and systematic 
instruction in beginning word-reading skills to some of their students if they expect virtually 
all children to acquire work-reading skills at grade level by the third grade …. Further, 
explicit instruction also requires that the meanings of words be directly taught and be 
explicitly practiced so that they are accessible when children are reading text…. Finally, it 
requires not only direct practice to build fluency…. but also, careful, sequential instruction 
and practice in the use of comprehension strategies to help construct meaning. 

Torgeson (2004) goes on to state that meta-analyses consistently show the positive effects of reducing 
reading group size (Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes & Moody, 1999) and identifies experiments with both one-
to-three and one-to-five teacher-student groupings. Though one-to-one tutoring works with 20 minutes 
of tutoring per student, a one-to-three or one-to-five grouping requires a longer instructional time for 
the small group – up to 45 minutes. The two latter groupings, with 45 minutes of instruction, reduced 
the rate of reading failure to a miniscule percentage. 

For example, if the recommended numbers of tutors are used for such small groups, one reading 
position could teach 30 students a day in the one-to-three setting with 30 minutes of instruction per 
group, and 30+ students a day in the one-to-five setting with 45 minutes of instruction per group. Four 
tutoring positions could then provide this type of intensive instruction for up to 120 students daily. In 
short, though, one to one tutoring, and some students need one to one tutoring, other small group 
practices (which characterize the bulk of Tier 2 interventions) can also work, with the length of 
instruction for the small group increasing as the size of the group increases. 

Though Torgeson (2004) states similar interventions can work with middle and high school students, the 
effect often is smaller as it is much more difficult to undo the lasting damage of not learning to read 
when students enter middle and high schools with severe reading deficiencies. However, a new 
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randomized control study, (Cook et al., 2014) discussed next, found similarly positive impacts of a 
tutoring program for adolescents in high poverty schools if it was combined with counseling as well. This 
is made possible in the EB Model as it includes such additional non-academic pupil support resources 
(see Element 27 discussion). Nevertheless, Torgeson is also viewed as a key individual encouraging 
practitioners and policymakers to address reading interventions for secondary students, because until 
the 1980s most reading research and interventions were developed for grades K-3. Since then, several 
effective secondary reading interventions have been developed (Scammacca, Roberts, Vaughn & 
Stuebing, 2015) and should be considered by schools as the resources to deploy them are included in 
the EB funding model. 

The rationale outlined above is strengthened by two recent randomized controlled trials of the 
effectiveness of tutoring for struggling students, which support the EB’s logic of providing a minimum 
level of tutor support in all schools as well as additional tutors for schools with greater need. At the 
elementary level, May et al., (2016), using a randomized controlled trial, assessed the impact of tutors in 
a Reading Recovery program. Reading Recovery is a short-term intervention that provides one-on-one 
tutoring to first-grade students who are struggling in reading. The supplementary program aims to 
promote literacy skills and foster the development of reading strategies by tailoring individualized 
lessons to each student. As part of the scale-up, the 3,747 teachers trained in Reading Recovery with 
Federal I3 grant funds provided one-to-one Reading Recovery lessons to 62,000 students and taught an 
additional 325,000 students in other instructional settings.  

The evaluation included a four-year, multi-site randomized control trial (RCT) involving nearly 7,000 first-
grade students in more than 1,200 schools. Students who participated in Reading Recovery significantly 
outperformed students in the control group on measures of overall reading, reading comprehension, 
and decoding. These effects were similarly large for English language learners and students attending 
rural schools, which were the student subgroups of priority interest for the i3 scale-up grant program. 

The RCT revealed medium to large impacts across all outcome measures. Effect sizes on the Iowa Test of 
Basic Skills (ITBS) Reading Total assessment and its Comprehension and Reading Words subscales at the 
end of 12 to 20 weeks of treatment ranged from 0.30 and 0.48 standard deviations. For the ITBS Total 
Reading battery, this effect size translates to a gain of +18 percentage points in the treatment group, as 
compared with control students. The growth rate observed in students who participated in Reading 
Recovery over approximately a five-month period was 131 percent of the national average rate of 
progress for first-grade students. 

For students in high schools, Cook, et al. (2014) reported on a randomized controlled trial of a two-
pronged intervention that provided disadvantaged youth with tutoring and counseling. They found 
intensive individualized academic extra help – tutoring – combined with non-academic supports seeking 
to teach grade nine and 10 youth social-cognitive skills based on the principles of cognitive behavioral 
therapy, led to improved math and reading performance. The study sample consisted mainly of students 
from low income and minority backgrounds, who generally pose the toughest challenges. The effect size 
for math was 0.65 and for reading was 0.48; the combined program also appeared to increase high 
school graduation by 14 percentage points (a 40 percent hike). The authors concluded this intervention 
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seemed to yield larger gains in adolescent outcomes per dollar spent than many other intervention 
strategies. 

These studies are highlighted for several reasons. First, they represent new, randomized controlled 
trials, supporting the efficacy of tutoring. Second, they show tutoring can work not only for elementary 
but also for high school students, whereas most of the tutoring research addresses elementary-aged 
students. Third, they show tutoring can work even in the most challenging educational environments. 
Lastly, they bolster the EB Model recommendation below that extra help resources in schools triggered 
by poverty and ELL status should also include some non-academic, counseling resources as well, as the 
treatment in the second study was tutoring combined with counseling. 

As noted above, earlier EB analysis did not include any minimum tutors. The current EB Model provides 
one core tutor/Tier 2 intervention position in each prototypical school, and still includes the additional 
tutor positions of one position for every 100 poverty and ELL students. The additional support beyond 
the first tutor per prototypical school is discussed again in Elements 22 and 26 below.  

7. Substitute Teachers 

Schools need some level of support for substitute teachers to cover classrooms when teachers are sick 
for short periods of time, absent for other reasons, or on long-term leave. In many other states, 
substitute funds are budgeted at a rate of about 10 days per teacher. The EB model approach, providing 
funding equal to five percent of the cost of teacher salaries, approximates that ten-day figure. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

7. Substitute Teachers 
5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and 
teacher positions in additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, 
ELL, and special education) 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Five percent of a teacher work year equals approximately 10 days, so this provision provides up to ten 
days of substitute teacher resources for each teacher. This approach does not mean that each teacher is 
provided ten substitute days a year; it means the district receives a “pot” of money approximately equal 
to 10 substitute days per year for all teachers, in order to cover classrooms when teachers are sick for 
short periods, absent for other reasons, or on long term sick or pregnancy leave. This allocation is not 
for 10 days above what is currently provided, it simply is an amount of money for substitute teachers 
estimated at 10 days for each teacher on average. These substitute funds are not meant to provide for 
student free days for professional development. The professional development recommendations are 
fully developed in a separate section below (Element 16). 

8. Core Guidance Counselors and Nurses  

The previous EB model provided student or pupil support resources without specifying guidance 
counselor or nurse positions. During the past five years, that approach has been changed to provide 
guidance counselor and nurse positions in the core program, and to provide additional pupil support 
positions (e.g., social workers and family liaison persons) on the basis of poverty and ELL student counts 
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as described in Element 23 below. Thus, core student support services now specify guidance counselor 
and nurse positions.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

8. Core Pupil Support Staff, 
Core Guidance Counselors 
and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of 
poverty and ELL students in Element 23) 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Schools need guidance counselors and nurses. For guidance counselors, the EB Model uses the 
standards from the American School Counselor Association.18  Those standards recommend one 
counselor for every 250 secondary (middle and high school) students. This produces 1.8 guidance 
counselor positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school and 2.4 guidance counselor positions 
for a 600-student prototypical high school.  

Today many states require guidance counselors in elementary schools as well. Moreover, even in states 
that do not require counselors at the elementary level, a growing number of elementary schools have 
begun to employ these personnel. Consequently, the EB Model includes a minimum of one guidance 
counselor for a 450-student prototypical elementary school.  

In addition to counseling needs, the physical and medical needs of students also have changed 
dramatically over the past several years. Many students need medications during the school day and 
school staff often administer these medications. Many students have additional medical or physical 
needs and the study team’s experience in several states suggests these needs have been growing over 
the past decade. Consequently, the EB Model has been enhanced to provide nurses as core positions. 
Drawing from the staffing standard of the National Association of School Nurses,19 the EB Model 
provides core school nurses at the rate of one nurse position for every 750 students.  

9. Supervisory and Instructional Aides 

Supervisory aides are non-certified individuals who provide needed services and supervision needed in a 
school such as lunch duty, hallways, and external door monitoring, and helping elementary students get 
on and off buses. Supervisory aides do not provide instructional assistance to teachers inside or outside 
the classroom nor instruction of any kind to students. They are provided so teachers are not used for 
non-instructional duties and can use portions of pupil free time for teacher collaborative work as well as 
individual planning and preparation. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
9. Supervisory and Instructional 

Aides 
2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

                                                           
18 https://www.schoolcounselor.org/  
19 https://www.nasn.org/  
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Analysis and Evidence 

Elementary, middle, and high schools need staff for responsibilities that include lunch duty, hallway 
monitoring, before and after school playground supervision, and others. Covering these duties generally 
requires an allocation of supervisory aides at about the rate of two supervisory aide positions for a 
school of 400-500 students. 

However, research does not support the use of instructional aides for improving student performance. 
As noted above (Element 2), the Tennessee STAR study, which produced solid evidence through field-
based randomized controlled trials that small classes work in elementary schools, also produced 
evidence that instructional aides in a regular-sized classroom do not add instructional value, i.e., do not 
positively impact student achievement (Gerber, Finn, Achilles & Boyd-Zaharias, 2001). 

At the same time, districts may want to consider a possible use of instructional aides that is supported 
by research. Two studies show how instructional aides could be used to tutor students. Farkas (1998) 
has shown that if aides are selected according to clear and rigorous literacy criteria, are trained in a 
specific reading tutoring program, provide individual tutoring to students in reading, and are supervised, 
then they can have a significant impact on student reading attainment. Some districts have used Farkas-
type tutors for students still struggling in reading in the upper elementary grades. Another study by 
Miller (2003) showed instructional aides could also have an impact on reading achievement if used to 
provide individual tutoring to struggling students in the first grade. Neither of these studies, however, 
supports the typical use of instructional aides as general teacher helpers. The studies also show that 
such aides have only about half the impact on student achievement compared to licensed teacher 
tutors. 

10. Library Media Specialists 

Most schools have a library, and staff resources must be sufficient to operate the library and to 
incorporate appropriate technologies into the library system.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
10. Library Media Specialist  1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

 

Analysis and Evidence  

There is scant research on the impact of school librarians on student achievement. In 2003, however, six 
states conducted studies of the impacts of librarians on student achievement: Florida, Minnesota, 
Michigan, Missouri, New Mexico, and North Carolina. In 2012, Colorado conducted a study using data 
from 2005-2011. The general finding was, regardless of family income, children with access to licensed 
librarians working full time perform better on state reading assessments (Rodney, Lance, & Hamilton-
Rennell, 2003; Lance & Hofschire 2012). The Michigan study found regardless of whether the librarian 
was licensed, student achievement was better for low-income children, but having a licensed librarian 
was associated with higher achievement than having an unlicensed librarian (Rodney, Lance, & 
Hamilton-Rennell, 2003). Each state examined the issue differently, but library staffing and the number 
of operating hours were generally associated with higher academic outcomes. The EB Model 



97 
 

recommendation for library staff is derived from best practices in other states, state statutes where they 
exist and the above research. 

The importance of the school library as a resource-rich learning center has developed and evolved with 
the addition of technology. In libraries, students can explore and individualize their learning experience, 
using all modalities of learning, through access to both electronic and print materials that enhance the 
curriculum.  

Librarians can act as a partner in student achievement, assisting students to hone their 21st Century skills 
and preparing them to be successful in the post-secondary environment and the workplace. The library 
experience becomes more valuable to students and staff when libraries are staffed with licensed 
librarians and, for large schools, library aides that can help students effectively search, cull, and 
synthesize information found in the many books, magazines, and myriad sources available on the 
internet.  

There is much anecdotal data about how librarians may enhance student learning and achievement; 
however, the empirical data are limited. Some studies demonstrate positive benefits; yet many of these 
benefits could be attributed to other sources as well. It is difficult to establish direct causality (American 
Association of School Librarians, 2014). Despite these challenges, the sources cited above conclude that 
libraries and librarians can play a role in increasing student achievement. 

For libraries to be effective, they must be adequately staffed. Research is silent on the number of staff 
members required to provide useful service to school staff and students. Because of the lack of 
literature on library staffing numbers, it is appropriate to examine general practices in a large number of 
districts and states to understand what is working in school libraries across America.  

Fortunately, through an extensive survey of school libraries conducted in 2011-12, the National Center 
for Educational Statistics (NCES) calculated average library staff in school libraries at both the 
elementary and secondary levels (NCES, 2015). To represent all staff working in the library, NCES 
categorized library personnel into three categories; librarians/media (aide) specialists, other 
professional staff, and other paid staff. The findings suggested that the EB Model of providing one 
librarian for every prototypical staff was appropriate, and would provide for the more non-licensed staff 
found in school libraries much larger than the EB Model prototypes. 

School Computer Technicians 

The role of the library media specialist – the individuals in the past who organized the multi-media 
instruments such as movie and slide projectors, and who became the computer experts in schools – has 
recently evolved into what the EB Model terms the “school computer technician.”  As the number of 
computers continues to increase at the school site and online testing and curriculum become more 
prevalent, it becomes imperative for districts to deliver quick and efficient technology support to 
teachers and students. Districts can provide this support through the school computer technician. The 
school computer technician offers all “first level” support, including, solutions to basic break-and-fix 
issues, connectivity difficulties, configuration errors, and printing concerns. The school computer 
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technician can set up an LCD projector for the principal, install software for teachers, reset email and 
student-administration accounts, and clearly explain and demonstrate the proper use of computer 
hardware and devices from ergonomic mice to electronic Smartboards.  

When the library was the sole source for multimedia materials, library media technicians would wheel 
filmstrip projectors into classrooms to create multimedia experiences for students. Because of the nexus 
to multimedia, as computers entered the schools, the first computer laboratories were traditionally in or 
close to libraries. Many library media technicians learned how to troubleshoot the machines based on 
their technical prowess and proximity to the lab environment. 

As schools acquire more technology, using carts of laptops and banks of computers in classrooms, the 
“computer lab” function of the library is being distributed throughout the school. The library is no longer 
the only hub of multimedia resources and the sole keeper of the multi-media experience. Libraries now 
assist in directing students to resources. 

For teachers and other staff to take full advantage of the benefits technology can provide, they need to 
feel support is close by and available. Having a school computer technician, instead of library media 
aides, on campus can generate a sense of technological security. 

General support for computers and for their maintenance and configuration has traditionally been 
district-based. School sites submit service requests to the district and wait to see when a technician will 
come. In the revised EB recommendation, district technicians still handle the more difficult issues, while 
school computer technicians have most of their time scheduled to be at specific campuses. They 
participate at the sites like a staff member and can be directed during their scheduled time by the 
principal and/or other site administrators. However, the EB Model’s school computer technicians are 
included in the Central Office staffing, not library staffing. 

11. Principals and Assistant Principals 

Every school needs a principal. There is no research evidence on the performance of schools with or 
without a principal. All comprehensive school designs, and all prototypical school designs from all 
professional judgment studies around the country, include a principal for every school unit.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

11. Principals and 
Assistant 
Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high 

school 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Much is written about the importance of school principals; few if any studies of schools that boost 
student learning find the absence of a principal and nearly all such schools, including those studied as 
part of other state adequacy projects, have strong principal leaders. Chenoweth and Theokas (2011) 
provide one of the most readable descriptions of the various roles principals play in creating and leading 
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effective schools, from instructional leadership, to managing the building, creating a culture of respect 
and high expectations for students and teachers, and managing outside relationships. Principals who 
want to “get it done,” meaning produce large gains in student learning while also reducing achievement 
gaps, would be wise to read this helpful book. Chenoweth’s (2017) most recent book on cases of schools 
that boost student achievement provides additional detail on the management and leadership tasks of 
principals that turn around schools, start effective schools from scratch or lead schools to even higher 
levels of performance. 

Few if any comprehensive school designs for 500 students include assistant principal positions. Very few 
school systems around the country provide assistant principals to schools with 500 or fewer students. 
The EB model recommends that instead of one school with a large number of students, school buildings 
with large numbers of students be subdivided into multiple school units within the building, with each 
unit having a principal. This implies that one principal would be required for each school unit. The EB 
model provides one assistant principal for the prototypical high school, largely for discipline and 
athletics. 

Neumerski (2012) reviews the knowledge about the principal’s role in instructional leadership, and 
updates that knowledge base in relation to current findings on the emerging roles of teachers and 
instructional coaches – individuals who also provide instructional leadership inside schools. Her review 
identifies ways all three roles can be integrated to ensure that a robust set of coordinated, direct and 
indirect instructional leadership functions exist in schools – all of which are compatible with the EB 
model’s leadership resources. 

12. School Site Secretarial Staff 

Every school site needs secretarial support to provide clerical and administrative support to 
administrators and teachers, to answer the telephone, greet parents when they visit the school, help 
with paper work, and perform many other administrative support tasks.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

12. School Site 
Secretarial Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

The secretarial ratios included in the EB Model generally are derived from common practices across the 
country. There is no research on the impact secretarial and clerical staff have on student outcomes, yet 
it is impossible to have a school operate without adequate staff support.  

Dollar per Student Resources 
This section addresses areas funded by dollar per student amounts, including resources for gifted and 
talented, professional development, instructional materials and supplies, formative/short cycle 
assessments, computers and other technology, career and technical education equipment and materials 
and extra duty/student activities. 
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13. Gifted and Talented Students20 

A complete analysis of educational adequacy should include the gifted, talented, and able and ambitious 
students, most of who perform above state proficiency standards. This is important for all states whose 
citizens desire improved performance for students at all levels of achievement.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
13. Gifted and Talented $40 per student inflated annually 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Research shows that developing the potential of gifted and talented students requires: 

 Effort to discover the hidden talent of students, including low income and/or culturally diverse 
students; 

 Curriculum materials designed specifically to meet the needs of talented learners; 
 Acceleration of the curriculum; and 
 Special training in how teachers can work effectively with talented learners. 

Discovering Hidden Talents in Low-Income and/or Culturally Diverse High Ability Learners. Research 
studies on the use of performance assessments, nonverbal measures, open-ended tasks, extended try-
out and transitional periods, and inclusive definitions and policies produce increased and more 
equitable identification practices for high ability culturally diverse and/or low-income learners. Access to 
specialized services for talented learners in the elementary years is especially important for increased 
achievement among vulnerable students. For example, high-ability, culturally-diverse learners who 
participated in three or more years of specialized elementary and/or middle school programming had 
higher achievement at high school graduation, as well as other measures of school achievement, than a 
comparable group of high ability students who did not participate (Struck, 2003). 

Access to Curriculum. Overall, research shows curriculum programs specifically designed for talented 
learners produce greater learning than regular academic programs. Increased complexity of the 
curricular material is a key factor (Robinson & Clinkenbeard, 1998). Large-scale curriculum projects in 
science and mathematics in the 1960s, such as the Biological Sciences Curriculum Study (BCSC), the 
Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC), and the Chemical Bond Approach (CBA), benefited 
academically talented learners (Gallagher, 2002). Further, curriculum projects in the 1990s designed to 
increase the achievement of talented learners in core content areas such as language arts, science, and 
social studies produced academic gains in persuasive writing and literary analysis (VanTassel-Baska, 
Johnson, Hughes & Boyce, 1996; VanTassel-Baska, Zuo, Avery & Little, 2002), scientific understanding of 
variables (VanTassel-Baska, Bass, Ries, Poland & Avery, 1998), and problem generation and social 
studies content acquisition (Gallagher & Stepien, 1996; Gallagher, Stepien & Rosenthal, 1992). 

Access to Acceleration. Because academically talented students learn quickly, one effective option for 
serving them is acceleration of the curriculum. Many educators and members of the general public 

                                                           
20 This section is based on an unpublished literature review written by Dr. Ann Robinson, Professor, University of 
Arkansas at Little Rock.  
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believe acceleration always means skipping a grade. However, there are at least 17 different types of 
acceleration, ranging from curriculum compacting (which reduces the amount of time students spend on 
material) to subject matter acceleration (going to a higher-grade level for one class) to high school 
course options like AP or concurrent credit (Southern, Jones & Stanley, 1993). In some cases, 
acceleration means content acceleration, which brings more complex material to the student at his or 
her current grade level. In other cases, acceleration means student acceleration, which brings the 
student to the material by shifting placement. Reviews of the research on different forms of acceleration 
have been conducted across several decades and consistently report the positive effects of acceleration 
on student achievement (Gallagher, 1996; Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Southern, Jones & Stanley, 1993), 
including AP classes (Bleske-Rechek, Lubinski & Benbow, 2004). Multiple studies also report participant 
satisfaction with acceleration and benign effects on social and psychological development. 

Access to Trained Teachers. Research and teacher reports indicate general classroom teachers make 
very few, if any, modifications for academically talented learners (Archambault, et al, 1993), even 
though talented students have mastered 40 to 50 percent of the elementary curriculum before the 
school year begins. In contrast, teachers who receive appropriate training are more likely to provide 
classroom instruction that meets the needs of talented learners. Students report differences among 
teachers who have had such training, and independent observers in the classroom document the 
benefit of this training as well (Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994). Curriculum and instructional adaptation 
requires the support of a specially trained coach at the building level, which could be embedded in the 
instructional coaches recommended (Element 7) (Reis & Purcell, 1993). Overall, learning outcomes for 
high ability learners are increased when they have access to programs whose staff have specialized 
training in working with high ability learners, which could be accomplished with the professional 
development resources recommended (Element 16). 

Overall, research on gifted programs indicates the effects on student achievement vary by the strategy 
of the intervention. Research in the 1990s found that enriched classes for gifted and talented students 
produced effect sizes of about +0.40 and accelerated classes for gifted and talented students produced 
somewhat larger effectives sizes of +0.90 (Gallagher, 1996; Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Kulik & Kulik, 1992). 
These conclusions were generally confirmed by a recent meta-analyses of 100 years of research on the 
effects of ability grouping and acceleration on academic achievement of K-12 students (Steenbergen-Hu, 
Makel & Olszewski-Kubilis, 2016). Talented students benefit substantially from “accelerated” practices, 
both within classrooms and across grades. 

Practice Implications. At the elementary and middle school level, the research on best practices is to 
place gifted students in special classes comprised of all gifted students and accelerate their instruction 
because such students can learn much more in a given time period than other students. When the pull 
out and acceleration approach is not possible, an alternative is to have these students skip grades in 
order to be exposed to accelerated instruction. Research shows neither of these practices systemically 
produces social adjustment problems. Many gifted students get bored and sometimes restless in 
classrooms that do not have accelerated instruction. Both of these strategies have little or no cost, 
except for scheduling and training of teachers, resources for which are provided by professional 
development (Element 16). 
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The primary approach to serve gifted students in high schools is to enroll them in advanced courses, 
such as AP and IB, to participate in dual enrollment in postsecondary institutions, or to have them take 
courses through distance learning mechanisms. 

To supplement such practices, the University of Connecticut Center on the Gifted and Talented 
developed a very powerful internet-based platform, Renzulli Learning, which provides for a wide range 
of programs and services for gifted and talented students. This system takes students through about a 
25-30 minute detailed assessment of their interests and abilities, which produces an individual profile 
for the student. The student is then directed, via a search engine, to multiple internet data systems, 
including interactive web-sites and simulations that provide a wide range of opportunities to engage the 
student’s interests. Several years ago, Renzulli stated that such an approach was undoubtedly the future 
for the very bright student and could be supported by a grant of $25 per student in a district. Field 
(2007) found that after 16 weeks, students given access to an internet-based program, such as Renzulli 
Learning to read, research, investigate, and produce materials, significantly improved their overall 
achievement in reading comprehension, reading fluency and social studies. 

Renzulli Learning was originally run by the Connecticut National Research Center on the Gifted and 
Talented. In 2005, Renzulli Learning was sold to Compass Learning, an educational organization 
headquartered in Austin, Texas with technology-based applications used around the country. Compass 
Learning renamed the Renzulli Learning program GoQuest. According to the company’s website,21 a 
student’s first experience with Renzulli Learning is with the Renzulli Profiler, a detailed online 
questionnaire that allows the software to generate a personal profile of each student’s top interests, 
learning styles, and expression styles, making it easier for teachers to get to know their students and 
effectively differentiate instruction. Once a profile is generated, students and teachers use it to guide 
their exploration of the 40,000 online educational resources in the database. Students can engage in 
self-directed learning by exploring safe, fully-vetted resources that have been specifically matched to 
their individual profiles. Further, teachers can browse the database of resources to find activities that 
also align to specific objectives, skills, as well as State and Common Core Curriculum Standards. 

In summer 2015, the study team spoke with Troy Duffield, who was the Compass Learning’s lead 
consultant for the Rocky Mountain region. He described the attributes of Renzulli Learning and other 
products provided by Compass Learning and POA confirmed a new pricing structure for Renzulli 
Learning. The cost today is $40 per student for up to 125 students in a school, at which point the cost is 
$5,000 for a school and all students have full access to the program. If a figure of $40 per student were 
included in the EB Model, all districts would be able to afford this gifted program.  

Compass Learning also offers products that can be used for both teaching the regular curriculum and 
providing extra help to struggling students, and these additional products have been adopted by school 
districts across the country. These products integrate the instructional strategies with results of testing 
data from three of the most popular interim, short cycle testing systems many districts use: the MAP 
results from the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), the STAR Enterprise assessments from 

                                                           
21 http://www.renzullilearning.com/  
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Renaissance Learning, and Scantron. The costs of these additional Compass Learning programs range 
from $70 to $115 per student per program, and could be funded from a district’s regular instructional 
and professional development budgets or the resources provided by the poverty student or ELL 
programs. 

14. Intensive Professional Development 

Professional development includes a number of important components. This section describes the 
specific dollar resource recommendations the EB Model provides for professional development. In 
addition to the resources listed here, PD includes the instructional coaches described in Element 7 and 
the collaborative planning time provided by the provisions for elective or specialist teachers. Those staff 
positions are critical to an adequate PD program along with the resources identified in this section.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into the teacher contract year 
$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and 
time for collaborative work [Element 4]) 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Effective teachers are the most influential factor in student learning (Rowan, Correnti & Miller, 2002; 
Wright, Horn & Sanders, 1997) and more systemic deployment of effective instruction is key to 
improving student learning and reducing achievement gaps (Odden, 2011a; Raudenbusch, 2009). All 
school faculties need ongoing professional development. Improving teacher effectiveness through high-
quality professional development is arguably one of the most important strategies effective schools 
deploy, and thus providing resources to deploy those programs is important.  

An ongoing, comprehensive, and systemic professional development strategy is the way in which all the 
resources recommended in this report are transformed into high-quality, Tier 1 instruction that 
increases student learning. Further, though the key focus of professional development is for better 
instruction in the core subjects of mathematics, reading/language arts, writing, history and science, the 
professional development resources in the EB Model are adequate to address the instructional needs 
for gifted and talented, special education, ELL students (including sheltered-English pedagogy), 
embedding technology in the curriculum and for elective teachers as well. Finally, all beginning teachers 
need intensive professional development, first in classroom management, organization, and student 
discipline, and then in instruction. The most effective way to “induct” and “mentor” new teachers is to 
have them working in functional collaborative teacher teams, discussed in Elements 4 and 5. 

Fortunately, there is substantial research on effective professional development and its costs (e.g., 
Crow, 2011; Odden, 2011b). Effective professional development is defined as professional development 
that produces change in teachers’ classroom-based instructional practice that can be linked to 
improvements in student learning. The practices and principles researchers and professional 
development organizations use to characterize “high-quality” or “effective” professional development 
draw upon a series of empirical research studies that linked program strategies to changes in teachers’ 
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instructional practice and subsequent increases in student achievement [see Kennedy (2016) for a 
review]. Combined, these studies and reports from Learning Forward, the national organization focused 
on professional development (see Crow, 2011), identified six structural features of effective professional 
development: 

1. The form of the activity – that is, whether the activity is organized as a study group, teacher 
network, mentoring collaborative, committee, or curriculum development group. The above 
research suggests effective professional development should be school-based, job-embedded 
and focused on the curriculum taught rather than a one-day workshop. 
 

2. The duration of the activity, including the total number of contact hours participants are 
expected to spend in the activity, as well as the span of time over which the activity takes place. 
Research has shown the importance of continuous, ongoing, long-term professional 
development that totals a substantial number of hours each year, at least 100 hours and closer 
to 200 hours. 
 

3. The degree to which the activity emphasizes the collective participation of teachers from the 
same school, department, or grade level. The research suggests effective professional 
development should be organized around groups of teachers from a school that over time 
includes the entire faculty. 
 

4. The degree to which the activity has a content focus – that is, the degree to which the activity is 
focused on improving and deepening teachers’ content knowledge as well as how students learn 
that content. The research concludes teachers need to know the content they teach, need to 
know common student miscues or problems students typically have learning the content, and 
effective instructional strategies linking the two. The content focus today should emphasize 
content for college and career ready curriculum standards. 
 

5. The extent to which the activity offers opportunities for active learning, such as opportunities 
for teachers to become engaged in the meaningful analysis of teaching and learning for 
example, by scoring student work or developing, refining and implementing a standards-based 
curriculum unit. The research has shown professional development is most effective when it 
includes opportunities for teachers to work directly on incorporating the new techniques into 
their instructional practice with the help of instructional coaches (see also Joyce & Showers, 
2002). 
 

6. The degree to which the activity promotes coherence in teachers’ professional development, by 
aligning professional development to other key parts of the education system such as student 
content and performance standards, teacher evaluation, school and district goals, and the 
development of a professional community. The above research supports tying professional 
development to a comprehensive, interrelated change process focused on improving student 
learning. 
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Form, duration, and active learning together imply that effective professional development includes 
some initial learning (e.g. a two-week – 10-day – summer training institute) as well as considerable 
longer-term work in which teachers work to incorporate the new instructional strategies into their 
classroom practices, with guidance provided by instructional coaches. Active learning implies some 
degree of collaborative work and coaching during regular school hours to help the teacher incorporate 
new strategies into his/her normal instructional practices. It should be clear that the longer the 
duration, and the more the coaching, the more time is required of teachers as well as professional 
development trainers and coaches. 

Content focus means effective professional development focuses largely on subject matter knowledge, 
what is known about how students learn that subject, and the actual curriculum that is used to teach 
the content. Currently, this means a curriculum program to ensure students are college and career ready 
when they graduate from high school. Collective participation implies that professional development 
includes groups of and at some point, all teachers in a school, who then work together to implement the 
new strategies, engage in data-based decision making (Carlson, Borman & Robinson, 2011) and build a 
professional community. 

Coherence suggests professional development is more effective when the signals from the policy 
environment (federal, state, district, and school) reinforce rather than contradict one another or send 
multiple, confusing messages. Coherence also implies professional development opportunities should be 
given as part of implementation of new curriculum and instructional approaches, today focusing on the 
college and career ready standards. There is little support in this research for the development of 
individually oriented professional development plans; the research implies a much more systemic 
approach. 

Each of these six structural features has cost implications. Form, duration, collective participation, and 
active learning require various amounts of both teacher and trainer/coach/mentor time, during the 
regular school day and year and, depending on the specific strategies, outside of the regular day and 
year as well. This time costs money. Further, all professional development strategies require some 
amount of administration, materials and supplies, and miscellaneous financial support for travel and 
fees. Both the above programmatic features and the specifics of their cost implications are helpful to 
comprehensively describe specific professional development programs and their related resource 
needs. 

From this research on the features of effective professional development, the EB Model includes the 
following for a systemic, ongoing, comprehensive professional development program: 

 Ten days of student free time for training embedded in the salary level and a longer teacher 
work year; and  

 Funds for training at the rate of $125 per student. 

The resources for student free time and cost of training are in addition to instructional coaches (Element 
5) and collaborative work with teachers in their schools during planning and collaborative time periods 
(Element 4). 
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In a December 2016 review of the research on professional development, Kennedy (2016) generally 
identifies the same structural features of effective professional development as outlined above. She also 
notes that when effective, the impact of a professional development program is usually stronger in the 
year following the program and can increase even after that [for an example, see Horn (2010) and 
Pianta, Allen & King (2011)]. She further states that many studies find little if any impact of a 
professional development program, but argues that nearly all education research struggles to find 
consistent findings from all studies. Finally, her review included only programs lasting at least a year, 
whereas many less effective professional development programs are much shorter. The take away is 
that professional development can work. It needs all the programmatic features identified above, should 
last at least a year, and should be followed by intensive coaching of individual teachers in their 
classrooms – resources for all of which are included in the EB model. 

15. Instructional Materials  

The need for up-to-date instructional materials is paramount. Newer materials contain more accurate 
information and incorporate the most contemporary pedagogical approaches. New curriculum materials 
are critical today as the school systems shifts to more rigorous college and career ready standards. To 
ensure that materials are current, nearly half the states have instituted adoption cycles in which they 
specify or recommend texts that are aligned to state learning standards (Ravitch, 2004). Up-to-date 
instructional materials are expensive, but affordable and vital to the learning process. Researchers 
estimate that up to 90 percent of classroom activities are driven by textbooks and textbook content 
(Ravitch, 2004). Adoption cycles with state funding attached allow districts to upgrade their texts on an 
ongoing basis instead of allowing these expenditures to be postponed indefinitely. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
15. Instructional Materials  $190 per student for instructional and library materials 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

This analysis addresses two issues: instructional materials and library materials. 

Instructional Materials. Michigan supports rigorous curriculum standards that prepare all students to be 
college and career ready, particularly rigorous standards in mathematics, reading/English/language arts, 
science, history and world languages. Access to standards-aligned instructional resources is critical for 
teachers and students to successfully implement these standards. Michigan currently does not have a 
specified textbook adoption cycle. Adoption cycles backed by State funding for materials allow districts 
to upgrade their textbooks and instructional materials on an ongoing basis instead of postponing these 
purchases indefinitely. In 2004, 20 states had instituted adoption cycles in which they specified or 
recommended texts aligned to state learning standards (Ravitch, 2004). These cycles ranged from five to 
seven years. Michigan could consider a textbook adoption cycle as a mechanism of insuring that local 
districts provide students with recent, relevant, and reliable information, particularly if the funding 
formula included adequate resources to keep instructional materials up-to-date. Textbook adoption is a 
time consuming, labor-intensive process; without state encouragement, and many times state action, 
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these important and costly decision processes can be delayed by districts for extended periods, to the 
detriment of the instructional programs and student learning. 

The type and cost of textbooks and other instructional materials differ across elementary and secondary 
levels. Textbooks at the secondary level are more complex and thus more expensive. Elementary grades, 
on the other hand, use more workbooks, worksheets, and other consumables than the secondary level. 
Both elementary and secondary levels require extensive pedagogical aides such as math manipulatives 
and science supplies that help teachers demonstrate or present concepts using different pedagogical 
approaches.  

Textbook prices range widely. At the high school level, textbooks can cost from $80 to $140. Most major 
textbook companies now offer electronic versions of their texts; however, contrary to popular belief, 
these versions can be more expensive than the paper-based texts. Some digital versions are offered with 
time-bound contracts, much like library database subscriptions, while others might require the purchase 
of the paper texts with the digital license. Most digital-only materials from standard publishers are the 
same price or are only marginally discounted from the paper-based version. Many publishers will offer 
to sell the paper-based texts with the electronic version for a 20 percent to 30 percent premium.  

Unless Michigan decides to fund a one-to-one student computer program, it is not practical to rely 
exclusively on electronic-based textbooks. One-to-one computer programs also rely on home-based 
internet connectivity. Until a one-to-one computer program is funded, it is necessary to continue to 
purchase paper-based textbooks to ensure all students have access to curriculum-appropriate 
resources. 

Considering the move to Michigan’s version of more rigorous curriculum standards, districts should 
focus on purchasing curriculum and instructional materials that will assist teachers to drive student 
success. These new, more demanding standards require more reading from information texts across all 
curricular subject areas. This necessitates the purchase of additional materials that have not been 
required prior to the implementation of these more rigorous curriculum standards. The EB Model 
recommendation providing $170 per student allows school districts to support a six-year standard 
adoption. The six-year adoption cycle fits nicely with the typical secondary schedule of six content 
courses (see below). It also comes close to matching the content areas covered at the elementary level. 

Six-Year Textbook Adoption Cycle Example 
Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Content Area Social Studies 
Science,  

Health, PE 
Fine Arts 

English 
Language Arts 

Foreign 
Language 

Mathematics 

In some years, at the elementary level, there are subject areas that pertain more to the secondary 
levels.  

In these years, the funds for instructional materials provide the opportunity for purchasing not only 
additional supplementary texts but also consumables/pedagogical aides (see below). 
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Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Content 
Area 

Language 
Arts  

Mathematics Social Studies 
Science/ 
Health 

PE, Visual & 
Performing Arts 

Supplements, 
Consumables, 
Manipulatives 

 
With more rigorous curriculum standards as a backdrop, the current EB Model recommendation is to 
create one unified rate of instructional materials, regardless of whether the student attends an 
elementary or secondary school. The rate of $170 per student will support the purchase of instructional 
materials that are best organized to take advantage of Michigan teaching strategies. This funding level 
would also allow the purchase of digital access to some textbooks if districts desire to adopt and 
experiment with digital access to textbook materials. If combined with a regular adoption cycle, this 
annual allocation will allow districts to focus on purchasing new curricular materials for one subject area 
a year, including textbooks and supplementary materials, all of which are needed to enable teachers to 
raise student achievement. 

A comment on curriculum. It goes without saying that textbooks selection substantially determines the 
specific curriculum a school will teach. Additionally, some curriculum and instructional programs are 
more effective than others. Though a complete review of curriculum programs is beyond the scope of 
this report, which is focused on adequate resources, it is important that districts and schools use the 
funds for instructional materials to select textbooks, curriculum, and instructional programs that 
research finds effective. In the section on tutors, the analysis emphasized that structured reading 
programs, which specifically, systematically, and directly address phonemic awareness and phonics, 
have been shown by multiple researchers to be more effective, especially for children from lower 
income and ELL backgrounds.  

Similar evidence suggests mathematics programs and instructional practices matter. Many effective 
schools have used some version of the Everyday Math or Math Their Way textbooks, which integrate 
problem solving with concept instruction and an emphasis on arithmetic basics. Further, a recent study 
concludes that early elementary children with mathematics difficulties are best served by teachers who 
provide substantial direct mathematical instruction and routine practice and drill on math facts 
(Morgan, Farkas & Maczuga, 2015). The study team’s conclusion is that some instructional materials are 
more effective with some or all students than others, and districts and schools should select specific 
programs only after careful analysis and review to ensure that funds for instructional materials are spent 
wisely. 

Library Materials. The NCES reports the average national expenditure for library materials in the SY 
2011-12 was $16 per student, excluding library salaries (NCES, 2015). Over 90 percent of the $16 was 
spent on book titles and the remainder on other resources such as subscription databases. In the past, 
electronic databases were increasing in use, however use has declined in recent years as many 
instructional resources such as the Khan Academy and Wikipedia are offered free to the public. 
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Electronic database services vary in price and scope and are usually charged to school districts on an 
annual per student basis. Depending on the content of these databases, costs can range from one to five 
dollars per database per year per student.  

Inflating these numbers to adequately meet the needs of school libraries, the EB Model provides $20 
per student to pay for library texts and electronic services. These figures modestly exceed the national 
average, allowing librarians to strengthen print collections. At the same time, it allows schools to 
provide, and experiment with, the electronic database resources on which students rely (Tenopir, 2003).  

Adding this $20 per student figure to the $170 per student figure for instructional materials, brings the 
2015 EB Model recommendation to $190 per student for instructional and library materials.  

16. Short Cycle/Interim Assessments 

The need to monitor students with IEPs and for teachers to engage in collaborative work using student 
data requires faculties to have access to short cycle, interim assessment data. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
16. Short Cycle/ Interim 

Assessments  
$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Data-based decision making has become an important element in school reform over the past decade. It 
began with the seminal work of Black and Wiliam (1998a, 1998b) on how ongoing data on student 
performance could be used by teachers to frame and reform instructional practice, and continued with 
current best practice on how professional learning communities use student data to improve teaching 
and learning (DuFour, et al., 2010; Steiny, 2009). The goal is to have teachers use data to inform their 
instructional practice, identify students who need interventions and monitor those students to 
determine whether the interventions improve student performance (Boudett, City & Murnane, 2007). 
Today, data-based decision making has become a central element of schools moving the student 
achievement needle (Odden, 2009, 2012). 

Research on data-based decision making has documented significant, positive impacts on student 
learning. For example, Marsh, McCombs and Martorell (2010) showed how data-driven decision making 
in combination with instructional coaches produced improvements in teaching practice as well as 
student achievement. Another study of such efforts using a randomized controlled trial showed that 
engaging in data-based decision making using interim assessment data improved student achievement 
in both mathematics and reading (Carlson, Borman & Robinson, 2011).  

In light of the high impact of data-based decision making, several articles have appeared recently to help 
teachers, schools, and districts to design effective structures for both facilitating and enhancing the 
effects of data based decision making. Hamilton et al. (2009) summarize the research on, and structures 
of, effective data-based decision-making mechanisms. Datanow (who has conducted several studies of 
these issues) and Park (2014) produced a handbook on how to structure and implement high impact 
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data-based decision-making processes. The authors followed that book with a more succinct overview of 
the systems in Educational Leadership (Datanow & Park, 2015). And the late Richard DuFour (2015), 
another of the country’s experts of teacher collaborative work using student data, also provided a 
synopsis of effective structures and processes for engaging in effective data-based decision making. 

Diversity of interim assessments 
There is some confusion in terminology when referring to these new assessment data. Generally, these 
student performance data are different from those provided by state accountability or summative 
testing. The most generic term is “interim data,” meaning assessment data collected in the interim 
between the annual administrations of statewide assessments, though some practitioners and writers 
refer to such data as “formative assessments.”  There are at least two kinds of such “interim” 
assessment data. Benchmark assessments, such as those provided by the NWEA called MAP 
(www.nwea.org ), which are given two to three times a year, often at the beginning, middle and end of 
the year. They are meant to provide “benchmark” information so teachers can see at the end of the 
semester how students are progressing in their learning. Sometimes these benchmark assessments are 
given just twice, once in the fall and again in late spring, and function just as a pre- and post-test for the 
school year, even though some practitioners erroneously refer to tests used this way as “formative 
assessments.”  Until recently, these test data could not be used for progress monitoring in a RTI program 
of extra help for struggling students. 

A second type of assessment data is collected during shorter time cycles within every quarter, such as 
monthly, and often referred to as “short cycle” or “formative” assessments. These more “micro” student 
outcome data are meant to be used by teachers to plan instructional strategies before a curriculum unit 
is taught, to track student performance for the two to three curriculum concepts that would normally be 
taught during a nine week or so instructional period, and to progress monitor students with IEPs. 

Examples of “short cycle” assessments, the costs of which are discussed more below, include STAR 
Enterprise from Renaissance Learning (www.renaissance.com), which is in an online, adaptive system 
that provides data in reading/literacy and mathematics for grades PreK-12. The basic package takes 
students about 20-30 minutes to be assessed, is aligned to the common core curriculum standards, can 
easily be further aligned to more specific state standards, can be augmented with professional 
development activities and programs, and can be given as often as the teacher wishes. Many Reading 
First schools, as well as many schools studied (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, 2009), use the Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) assessments (http://dibels.uoregon.edu). Another 
commercial interim assessment package used frequently is Aimsweb (http://www.aimsweb.com). 

Many districts have also developed their own benchmark tests, mainly in core subject areas. Others use 
common unit or chapter tests to gauge interim student progress toward achieving standards. While 
these tests cannot be normed because of their localized origin, they can provide valuable information to 
site and district teachers and administrators to ensure students are learning and that teachers have 
covered the subject standards required in district pacing guides. 
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Though some “interim” assessments are teacher created, it often is more efficient to start with 
commercially available packages, most of which today are administered online and provide immediate 
results. Analyses of the state tests provide a good beginning for schools to redesign their overall 
educational program. Benchmark assessments give feedback on each semester of instruction and are 
often used to determine which students need interventions or extra help. But, short cycle assessments 
provide the information a teacher needs to create a micro-map for how to teach specific curriculum 
units. Teachers need short cycle assessment and other screening data to design the details of, and daily 
lesson plans for, each specific curriculum unit in order to become more effective in getting all students 
to learn the main objectives in each curriculum unit to the level of proficiency. 

When teachers have the detailed data from these interim assessments, they are able to design 
instructional activities that are more precisely matched to the exact learning status of the students in 
their own classrooms and school. In this way, their instruction can be much more efficient because they 
know the goals and objectives they want students to learn, and they know exactly what their students 
do and do not know with respect to those goals and objectives. With these data they can design 
instructional activities specifically to help the students in their classrooms learn the goals and objectives 
for the particular curriculum unit. 

Costs of interim assessments 

The costs of these powerful assessments are modest. In the past, the EB Model provided $30 to $35 per 
student, which was more than sufficient for a school to purchase access to the system, as well as some 
specific technological equipment and related professional development. The Renaissance Learning STAR 
assessments can function as both interim and benchmark assessments, can be used to progress monitor 
students with IEPs, include both math and reading PreK-12, and cost less than this figure. Some districts 
have dropped Scantron, NWEA MAP, and Aims Web assessments and replaced them with just the single 
STAR enterprise system that provides all the information of the previous three, and at a lower overall 
cost. 

The EB Model now includes just $25 per student for these assessments, as their costs have declined. The 
variety of assessment instruments available commercially to school districts, many of which are used in 
Michigan districts, are discussed below. They include the NWEA MAP, DIBELS, AIMSWEB, and 
Renaissance Learning’s STAR Enterprise. 

NWEA MAP 

According to the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) website, the assessments are electronically 
administered and scored achievement tests designed to measure growth in student learning for 
individual students, classrooms, schools, and districts. The assessments provide accurate and immediate 
scores to help teachers plan instructional programs, place new students in the appropriate courses, and 
screen students for special programs. MAP is a computerized adaptive testing system tailored to a 
student’s achievement level. Each student takes a dynamically developed test. The program instantly 
analyzes the student’s response to each question and based on how well the student has answered all 
previous questions, provides a question of appropriate difficulty next. The standard package includes 
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assessments for reading, language usage, mathematics, and the upper math series (Algebra I, Geometry, 
Algebra II, Integrated Math I, and Integrated Math II). A science assessment has recently been added. 
Further, NWEA has created a Skills Navigator for math and reading that can be used to monitor students 
receiving interventions. The Skills Navigator is also an online assessment. 

Many Michigan districts use the NWEA MAP assessments, which usually are administered in September, 
January and May and reflect “benchmark” assessments, i.e., assessments that show how students are 
progressing over the course of the year. In the fall, the results from the screener portion of the MAP can 
be used to place students into small reading or math groups, and to identify appropriate interventions.  

The core MAP assessments can be administered three to four times a year. The cost for the reading, 
language usage and math assessments is $13.50 per student per year. The new science test costs an 
additional $2.50 per student. The Skills Navigator used for monitoring the progress of students with 
interventions can be administered as often as needed and costs seven dollars per student and covers 
both reading and math. All together these assessments would cost $23 per student. NWEA would 
negotiate a lower cost if the State negotiated a deal and paid for all students.22   

DIBELS 
Another popular interim assessment is the DIBELS. DIBELS includes a set of procedures and measures for 
assessing the acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergarten through grade 6. They are 
administered by teachers and designed to be short (one to six minute) fluency measures used to 
regularly monitor the development of early literacy and early reading skills. DIBELS is comprised of seven 
measures to function as indicators of phonemic awareness, alphabetic principle, accuracy, and fluency 
with connected text, reading comprehension, and vocabulary. DIBELS was designed for use in identifying 
children experiencing difficulty in acquisition of basic early literacy skills in order to provide support 
early and prevent the occurrence of later reading difficulties. The cost is a nominal one dollar per 
student. 

Unfortunately, DIBELS is often administered by an instructional coach, guidance counselor or Title I 
teacher, or a trained paraprofessional, but not by the student’s classroom teacher. Under these 
circumstances, the assessment data must then be provided to teachers if they are to use the results in 
classroom activities. This transfer of data can be cumbersome as the data are on paper and not in 
electronic form.  

Another common interim assessment frequently used around the country is AIMSWEB. AIMSWEB, now 
owned by Pearson, is an assessment system that provides up to 33 alternate forms per skill, per grade. 
AIMSWEB covers more skill areas and grade levels than any other assessment system. 

 Although browser-based scoring allows teachers to automatically upload scores to the AIMSWEB 
database system, the assessment itself is administered to each individual student by the teacher. 
AIMSWEB assessments include: 

                                                           
22 These cost figures were obtained from a state NWEA liaison for the MAP assessments, Carolyn Mock. 
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 Reading: early literacy, Spanish early literacy, reading (English and Spanish) and reading maze, 
 Language arts: spelling and written expression, 
 Mathematics: early numeracy, math concepts and applications, and math computations, and 
 Behavior: Exclusive screening, monitoring, and intervention tools for behavior and social skills.  

 
The complete AIMSWEB package costs six dollars per student, and the company is moving towards 
providing the assessments in a computer-based format. 

Renaissance Learning’s STAR Enterprise 
A fourth type of interim assessment system is an online, computer adaptive assessment system linked to 
a learning progression. One such system is Renaissance Learning’s STAR Enterprise, which includes early 
literacy, mathematics and reading. This system requires much less teacher time than the teacher 
administered assessments as students can take these assessments virtually on their own. Since they are 
online computer adaptive systems, they provide immediate feedback to teachers and include many 
instructional strategies to address any learning needs identified by the results. These assessments can 
be administered as often as needed, at no extra cost, so they work well for progress monitoring. 

The STAR Enterprise assessment programs support “instructional decisions, RTI, and instructional 
improvement” by measuring student progress in early literacy, reading, and mathematics. The early 
literacy program measures student proficiency from pre-kindergarten to grade three. The reading and 
math programs assess student skills for grades one to 12. A science assessment is also being developed.  

Subscriptions to STAR Enterprise products cost $3.80 per student for each assessment: math, reading 
and early literacy. The smallest subscription size available is 100 students. A more comprehensive 
subscription, STAR 360, costs $11.45 per student. In addition to the per student subscription fee, 
subscribers must pay a small annual fee ($500 in 2013) for online product hosting services. New 
subscribers to STAR Enterprise pay a one-time licensing fee of $1,600.  

Final Comments on the Costs of Interim Assessment 
Though districts need interim assessments to provide teachers with interim data for instructional 
decision making, grouping students, identifying appropriate interventions for struggling students, and 
monitoring the progress of all students, too many districts across the country have adopted multiple and 
often overlapping assessments. DIBELS is largely a screener assessment. AIMSWEB, MAP and STAR 
Enterprise also can function as screeners. Districts do not need both DIBELS and one of MAP or STAR 
Enterprise. Further, DIBELS and AIMSWEB, while popular, also require teachers to administer the 
assessments. For these reasons, the computer adaptive assessments – STAR Enterprise and MAP – have 
become more popular in many places, often replacing both DIBELS and AIMSWEB as well as Scantron, 
another paper-based testing system.  

For more information about benchmark assessments, Hanover Research23 recently completed an 
extensive review of the above and other interim assessment systems, including costs and ratings of 
them from the National Center for Response to Intervention.  

                                                           
23 Hanover Research. (2013). Review of K12 Literacy and Math Progress Monitoring Tools. Washington, D.C. 
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17. Technology and Equipment 

Over time, schools need to embed technology into instructional programs and school management 
strategies. Today, states require students not only to be technologically proficient but also to take some 
courses online to graduate from high school. Many state end-of-year accountability assessments are 
now taken in an on-line format. Further, there are many online education options, from state-run virtual 
schools such as those in Florida and Wisconsin, to those created by private sector companies who run 
many virtual charter schools, such as K12 Inc. and Connections Academy. “Blended instructional” or “the 
flipped classroom” models, such as Rocketship, have also emerged (Whitmire, 2014). These programs 
infuse technology and online teaching into regular schools, provide more one to one student assistance, 
and put the teacher into more of a coaching role (see Odden, 2012). Research also shows these 
technology systems work well for many students, and can work effectively in schools with high 
concentrations of lower income and minority students (Whitmire, 2014). Moreover, they can be less 
costly than traditional public schools (Battaglino, Haldeman & Laurans, 2012; Odden, 2012). 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
17. Technology and 

Equipment 
$250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Infusing technology into the school curriculum has associated costs for computer hardware, networking 
equipment, software, training, and personnel associated with maintaining and repairing these machines. 
If these technology elements are not maintained and updated, teachers and students will become 
disengaged and learning opportunities will be lost.  

Purchasing and embedding technology into the operation of schools has both direct and indirect costs. 
Direct costs include expenditures for the hardware, software, and labor costs for repairing and 
maintaining the infrastructure and machines. Indirect costs include the expenditures for professional 
development, loss of time for self-support and casual learning, and additional hours of user application 
development. This section focuses on direct technology costs, as the indirect costs of training and 
ongoing professional development are resourced by Element 14.  

The EB Model assumes Michigan schools are not beginning at a baseline of zero. All Michigan schools 
today have some mix of computers of varying ages, the large majority of which are connected to school 
networks and the internet. Schools have been wired and most are now adding Wi-Fi capabilities and 
increasing bandwidth. This cost analysis includes funds for upgrading network switchgear and central 
servers that occur in the normal course of maintenance. The EB Model assumes major capital expenses 
such as access to fiber optics have been covered, or will be covered, with other funds from the school 
capital construction program.  

POA refers readers to a more detailed analysis of the costs of equipping schools with ongoing 
technology materials (Odden, 2012) spearheaded by Scott Price, now Chief Financial Officer for the Los 
Angeles County Office of Education. The analysis estimated four categories of technology costs totaling 
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$250 a student. The amounts by category should be considered flexible, as districts and schools need to 
allocate dollars to their highest technology priority outlined in state and district technology plans.  

The per-student costs for each of the four subcategories are:   

1. Computer hardware: $71. 
 

2. Operating systems, productivity, and non-instructional software: $72. 
 

3. Network equipment, printers, and copiers: $55. 
 

4. Instructional software and additional classroom hardware: $52. 
 
This per student figure is sufficient for schools to purchase, upgrade and maintain computers, servers, 
operating systems and productivity software, network equipment, and student administrative system 
and financial systems software, as well as other equipment such as copiers. System software packages 
vary dramatically in price; the figure recommended would cover medium priced student administrative 
and financial systems software packages.  

The $250 per student figure, originally developed in 2006 and updated in both 2010 and 2015, allows a 
school to have one computer for every two to three students. This ratio was sufficient to provide every 
teacher, the principal, and other key school-level staff with a computer, and to have an actual ratio of 
about one computer for every three-to-four students in each classroom.  

Over the last few years, computer makers have developed alternative products, such as netbooks, 
Chromebooks and tablet computers that have a lower entry price point of about $300 per unit 
compared to the $500 to $800 cost for laptop or desktop computers. For school districts that value 
lowering the student-to-computer ratio, purchase of these devices provides an opportunity to 
significantly increase the number of student devices when replacing traditional units at their end-of-life. 
By using non-traditional form factors with lower-priced units, districts can purchase more units and 
lower their student-to-computers ratios. Additionally, many times it is cheaper for a district to buy 
additional units of these less expensive computers than to purchase multi-year service agreements. 

Though Chromebooks use a different operating system than typically used in the educational 
environment, most instructional and interactive testing software is browser-based, making the 
instructional software agnostic regarding operating systems. Additional software is being continually 
developed for these new platforms as they become more commonly used in the educational space. 
Google develops applications that will work offline when a Chromebook is not connected to the 
internet. However, when the Chromebook is not connected to the internet, the functionality of the 
applications may be limited. This can be a disadvantage for low-income students in one-to-one models 
or loan program models who do not have internet access at home. Finally, Chromebooks and other such 
platforms are still not appropriate for the school or district administrative office functions. 

As the ratio of these new devices to traditional devices increases there is opportunity for districts to 
explore one-to-one student-to-computer ratios at key grade levels. As high stakes, computerized testing 
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is pushed further into the primary grade levels, moreover, it is essential students are able to comfortably 
use computers to demonstrate their knowledge. If students have not had sufficient practice with 
computers in a testing environment, computerized testing can become a barrier to successfully 
assessing student achievement. If students cannot comfortably type, text responses become more of a 
test of “hunt and peck” skills than a reflection of the student’s ability to respond to a prompt.  

Although states and districts continue to move to online testing for accountability and short cycle, 
interim assessments, districts will need to increase the number of devices they have and expand their 
internet bandwidth to accommodate this testing. Students will also have to become accustomed to 
using headphones, which are required when testing groups of students together. Again, it is important 
students feel comfortable with the computers they will use for testing so the hardware does not 
become a barrier to assessing student knowledge. Many Michigan students already have some 
experience in online testing in those districts that use the Renaissance Learning Star or NWEA MAP 
online assessment systems for interim and benchmark assessment data and to show student 
performance gains for summer school programs. 

In considering the above factors, if a district begins to adopt a mix of standard and low-cost units into 
district inventories, the average cost of a computer unit will drop depending on the percentage of higher 
and lower priced form factors. Despite this drop in average cost, the EB Model recommendation 
remains at $71 per student for computer hardware, recognizing that introducing lower priced units will 
allow districts to move closer to a one-to-one student to computer ratio and improve refresh rates on all 
units. It will also allow students to experience a wider breadth of form factors that will better prepare 
them for the workplace. 

In the past, the EB Model has recommended districts either incorporate maintenance costs into lease 
agreements or, if purchasing the equipment, buy 24-hour maintenance plans to eliminate the need for 
school or district staff to fix computers. For example, for a very modest amount, one can purchase a 
maintenance agreement from a number of computer manufacturers that guarantees computer repair 
on a next business day basis. In terms of educator concerns that it would be difficult for a 
manufacturer’s contractors to serve remote communities, the maintenance agreement makes meeting 
the service requirements the manufacturer’s or contractor’s problem and not the district’s problem. 
Many of the private sector companies that offer such service often take a new computer with them, 
leave it, and take the broken computer to fix, which often turns out to be more cost effective than to 
send technicians to fix broken computers. On the other hand, when districts analyze the cost of 
warranty programs for Chromebooks or similar low-cost hardware, they may find it is more practical to 
replace broken machines than to pay for extended warranties. 

As the number of computers in schools increases, it becomes more impractical to hard-wire connections 
into classrooms or other instructional spaces. Wireless connectivity is the only solution to creating an 
instructional environment in which internet access is available anywhere, anytime on campus. 
Depending on campus configuration, it is possible to serve a small group of wireless computers with just 
a few wireless access points. However, as the number of computers being simultaneously used 
increases, additional access points must be added. The original EB Model recommendation for 
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technology and equipment included modest funds to complete small on-campus infrastructure 
improvements.  

The 2017 EB Model recommendation for technology remains at $250. In considering inflation of 
technology costs over time, the cost of some computer related items has decreased although the 
absolute dollar amount has stayed the same. As technology has improved, price points for many 
technologies have remained fairly constant as the capacity and demands increase. While general 
computer and server costs have declined, other technology costs have risen. For example, as the need 
for bandwidth has increased, the older network switches with speeds of 100 megabits have been 
replaced with gigabit switches that cost the same as a 100 megabit seven years ago. If Michigan funds 
school-based technology and equipment at $250 per student, districts will be able to gradually upgrade 
necessary network equipment within their campuses and to lower their student-to-computer ratios 
using a mixture of traditional and new devices.  

A Note on Moving to a One-to-One Computer to Student Ratio. There are many in Michigan as well as 
around the country who argue schools should move to ensure that every student has access to a 
computer, and that embedding computer technologies fully into the curriculum is an idea whose time 
has come. One-to-one computing means each student is issued a laptop to use in all classes and at 
home; this approach has been successfully implemented in some grade levels in districts across the 
country. Districts and schools usually begin one-to-one programs by assigning computers at a specific 
grade level and then letting the students use the computers as they advance to the next grades. In this 
manner, districts can build a one-to-one computer program over a series of years. Maine, which began a 
program of providing every student with a computer, has one of the longest running of such programs 
(Silvernail & Gritter, 2007). 

One-to-one programs are more expensive than a three- or two-to-one program, which are covered by 
the general EB figure of $250 per student. One-to-one programs raise the cost of all four areas of the 
previously listed formula, namely: 1) computer hardware, 2) operating systems, productivity, and other 
non-instructional software, 3) network equipment, bandwidth, Wi-Fi coverage, and 4) instructional 
software. 

In the 2015 recalibration of the Wyoming EB funding formula (Odden & Picus, 2015b), POA argued that 
Chromebooks were not a viable option for moving to a one-to-one strategy, as they were not as durable 
as a Windows or Apple based laptop, and did not have the capabilities of user programs as the latter. 
However, the context has changed rapidly over the past two years. It is now reported that more than 50 
percent of computers used in schools are Chromebook-based. Further, Chromebook technologies have 
substantially improved. Google continues to enhance its package of free software tools that are cloud 
based, meaning the "Microsoft Office-type" suite of applications (presentation, word processing, etc.). 
Further, students who are coming up through the system and have used the Google tools are 
comfortable with them (they know how to do what they want to do in the programs). In addition, 
Microsoft keeps improving Microsoft 360 and allowing access to these programs from the cloud, 
including from the Chromebook device. Finally, school systems have dramatically improved bandwidth 
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to schools, and are shifting to wireless technologies within schools (rather than hard-wiring each 
classroom).  

Thus, the EB estimates of one-to-one costs can be reduced, and refer readers to the 2015 Wyoming 
report on the details of the $571 per student estimate for a one-to-one computer program (Odden & 
Picus, 2015a). Though the costs of hardware drop when one shifts from PC or Apple-based computers to 
Chromebooks, there are still additional costs for networking equipment (expanding bandwidth and 
creating within-school wireless systems), printers and servers, as well as non-instructional and 
instructional software. Those costs can vary depending both on the current status of the school as well 
as the nature of licensing agreements.  

With these caveats, Table 3.2 summarizes cost difference for a three-to-one and two versions of a one-
to-one student to computer ratio. The three-to-one student to computer ratio is the cost per student in 
the EB Model recommendation at $250 per student. The one-to-one environment, with PC or Apple 
computers increases the cost to approximately $571 per student. A rough estimate of a one-to-one 
environment with more Chromebook computers reduces the $571 to about $400. Again, both of the 
latter two cost estimates can vary depending on the current networking capabilities of the district and 
its schools as well as the software licensing agreements it maintains. It is important to note these cost 
estimates do not include the increased costs for additional personnel needed to service the associated 
issues that come with three times as many computers.  

Table 3.2 
Cost of Implementing a 1-to-1 Student to Computer Ratio from a 3-to-1 Student to Computer Ratio* 

Subcategory 3-to-1 
Student-to-

Computer Ratio 

1-to-1 
Student-to-

Computer Ratio* 

1-to-1 
Student-to-

Computer Ratio** 
Computer Hardware $71 $213 $100 
Networking Equipment, Copiers, 
Printers 

$55 $110 $100 

Non-Instructional Software $72 $144 $100 
Instructional Software $52 $104 $100 
Total Cost per Student $250 $571 $400 

*Costs are associated with implementing a one-to-one computing program with a full-featured 
Windows-based laptop.  
**Costs associated with more Google and Chromebook-based computers. 

Benefits of One-to-One Computing. 
Advocates of one-to-one computing cite various benefits, including (Oliver, 2012): improved student 
achievement (especially in writing skills), increased student engagement and collaboration, better 
implementation of project-based learning, an expansion of learning beyond the classroom, and instant 
access to information. Opponents claim it is difficult to isolate technology as the only contributing factor 
to these benefits. Other drawbacks mentioned include: the cost, the need for increased student 
supervision, and the necessity to provide additional professional development to teachers and other 
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district staff (Sauers & Mcleod, 2012; Jackson, 2009; Goodwin, 2011). Though moving to one-to-one 
computing is a popular education initiative across the country, there is mixed evidence on its 
effectiveness in dramatically boosting student achievement (see for example, Goodwin, 2011; Lowther, 
et al., 2007; Shapley, et al., 2009; Silvernail & Gritter, 2007). On the other hand, a 2016 meta-analysis of 
the impact of a one-to-one computer format concluded that such programs did improve achievement, 
though the effect was smaller than tutoring and class size reduction (Zheng, Warschauer, Lin, & Chang, 
2016). 

Another “label” for one-to-one computers is personalized learning. Personalized learning is instruction 
that is focused on meeting students' individual learning needs while incorporating their interests and 
preferences. Options for personalization have increased as personal computing devices have become 
increasingly affordable and available in schools and developers created software to support individual 
student learning. This education approach requires each student to have access to a computer and each 
student proceeds at his/her own pace. For example, in Mountain View California many students receive 
the bulk of their education through the Kahn Academy. Students log into computers, watch video 
lessons, take exams, book slots with teachers for specific instruction, are organized into non-age based 
groups, and pursue individual goals and schedules, structured to ensure they cover the California 
curriculum standards (see The Economist, 2017). Similar to the above findings on one-to-one computer 
programs, research on personalized learning also is mixed (see for example, Pane, et al., 2017). 

At this point, the EB model takes a neutral position of a state’s moving to a one-to-one computer to 
student format and/or personalized learning. If Michigan chooses that option, it would need to increase 
the technology allocation from $250 per student to about $400 per student, and assess the degree to 
which additional school computer technicians would be needed. 

18. Career Technical Education Equipment/Materials 

Vocational education, or its modern term, career, and technical education (CTE), has experienced a shift 
in focus in the past several years. Traditional vocational education focused on practical, applied skills 
needed for wood and metalworking, welding, automobile mechanics, typing and other office assistance 
careers, as well as courses in home economics. Today, many argue that voc-tech is more appropriately 
info-tech, nano-tech, bio-tech, and health-tech. The argument is CTE should begin to incorporate 
courses that provide students with applied skills for new work positions in the growing and higher wage 
economy including information technologies (such as computer network management), engineering 
(such as computer-assisted design), a wide range of jobs in the expanding health portions of the 
economy and bio-technical positions – all of which can be entered directly from high school. The 
American College Testing Company and many policymakers have concluded the knowledge, skills and 
competencies needed for college are quite similar to those needed for work in the higher-wage, growing 
jobs of the evolving economy, so all students need a solid academic high school program to be college 
and career ready when they graduate from high school, all of which align with Michigan education 
policy.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
18. CTE Equipment/ Materials  $10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 
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Analysis and Evidence  

A recent analysis of the impact of substantive CTE programs is that of Shaun Caugherty (2016). This 
study of career technical programs in Arkansas found that such programs did not track low income 
students into low quality vocational or career-tech programs. Further, the study found that students 
who took 3 or more coherent CTE classes (a key element of newer approaches to CTE programming) 
were 21 percentage points more likely to graduate from high school in four years, and 25 percent more 
likely to graduate from high school if from a low-income background. Such students also were more 
likely to attend two- and four-year colleges, to succeed in those college settings and to earn more after 
high school. This represents one study that shows the potential power of the CTE approach. 

A key issue is the cost of CTE programs. Many districts and states believe that new CTE programs cost 
more than the regular program and even more than traditional vocational classes. However, in a review 
conducted for a Wisconsin school finance adequacy task force, a national expert on CTE (Phelps, 2006) 
concluded the best of the new CTE programs did not cost more, especially if the district and state made 
adequate provisions for professional development (as teachers in these new programs needed training) 
and computer technologies (as computer technologies were heavily used). These conclusions generally 
were confirmed by the cost analyses the study team conducted of Project Lead the Way (PLTW), one of 
the most highly rated and allegedly “expensive” CTE programs in the country. Further, the team recently 
consulted by telephone with a state liaison for Project Lead the Way and confirmed the cost estimates 
remain valid. 

PLTW is a nationally recognized exemplar for secondary CTE. Often implemented jointly with local 
postsecondary education institutions and employer advisory groups, these programs usually feature 
project- or problem-based learning experiences, career planning and guidance services, and technical 
and/or academic skills assessments. Through hands-on learning, the programs are designed to develop 
the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) skills essential for achievement in the 
classroom and success in college or jobs not requiring a four-year college education. Today, PLTW is 
offered in more than 5,000 elementary, middle, and high schools in all 50 states and enroll over 500,000 
students. 

The curriculum features rigorous, in-depth learning experiences delivered by certified teachers and end-
of-course assessments. High-scoring students earn college credit recognized in more than 100 affiliated 
postsecondary institutions. Courses focus on engineering foundations (design, principles, and digital 
electronics) and specializations (e.g., architectural, and civil engineering, bio-technical engineering) that 
provide students with career and college readiness competencies in engineering and science. Students 
need to take math through Algebra 2 in order to handle the courses in the program, which also meets 
many states’ requirements for science and other mathematics classes. 

The major cost areas for the program are in class size, professional development, and computer 
technologies. Most programs recommend class sizes of 25, a figure provided for all secondary 
classrooms by the EB model. The required professional development and most of the computer 
technology costs are covered through the professional development and technology components of the 
EB Model. In most other states, these would be new costs but they are already embedded in the EB 
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model’s approach to school funding. However, a few of the PLTW concentration areas require a one-
time purchase of expensive equipment, which can be covered by $10,000 per CTE teacher. 

19. Extra Duty Funds/Student Activities 

Elementary, middle, and high schools typically provide an array of non-credit producing after-school 
programs, such as clubs, bands, sports, and other activities. Teachers supervising or coaching in these 
activities usually receive small stipends for these extra duties.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
19. Extra Duty Funds/Student 

Activities  
$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs 

for grades K-12  

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Research shows, particularly at the secondary level, students engaged in student activities tend to 
perform better academically than students not so engaged (Feldman & Matjasko, 2005), although too 
much extra-curricular activity can be a detriment to academic learning (Committee on Increasing High 
School Students’ Engagement and Motivation to Learn, 2004; Steinberg, 1996, 1997). Feldman and 
Matjasko (2005) and Fredericks & Eccles (2006) found participation in interscholastic (as compared to 
intramural) sports had a positive impact for both boys and girls on: grades, postsecondary education 
aspirations, reducing dropout rates, lowering alcohol and substance abuse, and led to more years of 
schooling. The effect was particularly strong for boys participating in interscholastic football and 
basketball. One reason for these impacts is participation in interscholastic athletics placed students in 
new social groups that tended to have higher scholastic aspirations and those aspirations “rubbed off” 
on everyone. But the effects differed by race and gender, and were not as strong for African Americans. 
Additional research concludes that students who participate in extracurricular activities from grades 
eight to 12, attend college, vote in national and regional elections and volunteer at a higher rate (Zaff, et 
al., 2003). Research also finds, largely in the context of the “No pass, no play” rules, that participation in 
extracurricular activities significantly reduced student decisions to drop out of high school, compared to 
similar students who did not participate (Crispin, 2017). The effect was similar for both at-risk and not-
at-risk youth.  

In an overview of additional research on the impact of non-academic activities on student performance, 
Bowen and Hitt find that students who participate in sports are more likely to attend college (see also 
Shifrer, et al., 2015), score higher on academic texts (Lipscomb, 2007) and earn higher wages when 
adults (Barron, Ewing & Waddell, 2000). Levine (2016) found that student participation in sports or clubs 
prepared youth for more engagement in adult civil life.  

Because of the positive outcomes on student performance, student activities are viewed by many as an 
integral component of a student’s education. Most states addressing school finance adequacy include an 
amount for student activities in the formula.  
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A 2009 national survey asked high school seniors about their participation in high school activities 
including school newspaper, yearbook, music, performing arts, athletics, academic clubs (e.g. world 
language, science), student government and other school activities. The results of the survey can be 
viewed in Table 3.3. Student respondents indicated 38 percent participated in athletics, followed by 
other school activities at 32 percent and music and performing arts at 24 percent. There were 
differences in participation based on student gender. Female students participated in other school clubs 
at a rate of 40 percent, athletics 31 percent, and music and performing arts 30 percent. Male students 
participated in activities in the following rates, athletics 46 percent, other social clubs 24 percent, music 
and performing arts 18percent, and other activities 12 percent. 

Table 3.3 
National High School Student Participation in Student Activities, 2009 

Activity 
Participation Rate (%) 

Female Male Total 

Newspaper Yearbook 11.30 5.80 8.70 

Music Performing Arts 30.00 17.80 23.90 

Athletics 31.40 46.00 38.40 

Academic Clubs 16.50 11.60 14.00 

Student Council 13.10 5.90 9.60 

Other School Clubs 40.00 23.60 31.80 

Source: Aud, et al. (2012).  
 
Additional information on student participation is available at the state level through the National 
Federation of State High School Association (NFHS), an organization providing leadership for the 
administration of education-based interscholastic activities. NFHS surveyed state level organizations to 
collect athletic program participation rates based on high school competition in SY 2012-13. Table 3.4 
summarizes the NFHS findings for Michigan and several other Big Ten states. NFHS found high school 
participation rates for Michigan students are above all state’s shown, except for Minnesota. Data for 
other types of student activities are not available. The participation rates contained in Table 3.4 count 
an individual who participated in two sports twice, three sports three times, etc. 
 
There are no national sources that provide state average expenditures per student for student activities. 
However, POA conducted a survey of some states for a 2015 Wyoming study. Table 3.4 shows those 
expenditures in 2012-13 for Wyoming and its surrounding states. The expenditures range from below 
$100 per student to over $400 per student; however, states do not report such expenditures in a 
common format, so it is hard to make strong comparisons. For example, some states include 
transportation expenses in student activities, which can be considerable, and others do not. Some states 
include some athletic staff, for example athletic directors, in school administration and others include it 
in student activities. As a result, the numbers are hard to interpret. Wyoming’s figures were especially 
high because of the costs of transportation between districts separated by scores of miles. Nevertheless, 
the data show that most states surveyed spent between $250 and $300 per student.  

 



123 
 

Table 3.4  
High School Student Activity Participation Rates in Student Athletics for  

Michigan and Surrounding States, SY 2012-13 

State Boys Girls Total 
State Student 

Membership (1) 

Athletics 
Participation as a 

% of State Student 
Membership 

Michigan 174,429 130,009 304,438 1,555,370 19.6% 

Illinois 200,270 139,674 339,944 2,072,880 16.4% 

Indiana 91,094 61,483 152,577 1,041,369 14.7% 

Minnesota 120,109 110,312 230,421 845,404 27.3% 

Ohio 194,330 133,589 327,919 1,729,916 19.0% 

Pennsylvania 169,198 146,294 315,492 1,763,677 17.9% 

Wisconsin 113,020 79,380 192,400 872,436 22.1% 

Source: Survey conducted by National Federation of State High School Associations based on 
competition at the High School Level in the 2012-13 School Year 
http://www.nfhs.org/ParticipationStatics/PDF/2013-14%20NFHS%20Handbook_pgs52-70.pdf.  
(1) Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Selected Statistics From the Public Elementary and 
Secondary Education Universe: School Year 2012–13], Table 2 
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2014098. 
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Table 3.5 
Student Activity Expenditures Per student, SY 2012-13 

State 

Total Student 
Activities 

Expenditures 
Student  

Membership 

Student Activities 
Expenditures per 

ADM 

Wyoming24 $37,730,125 91,533 $412.20 

Colorado25 $237,610,879 863,561 $275.15 

Idaho26 $26,124,128 284,834 $91.72 

Montana27 $37,082,446 142,908 $259.48 

Nebraska28 $88,217,585 303,505 $290.66 

South Dakota29 $35,002,841 130,471 $268.28 

Utah30 $115,501,624 613,279 $188.33 

 
In sum, co-curricular activities should be considered an integral part of overall school activities. Just as 
the curriculum should include the arts, it should also include school activities. During the past several 
years, the EB Model has allocated between $200 and $300 per student for student activities, including 
intramural sports. These figures are in line with average amounts spent on such activities in many states 
as just noted. For 2017, the EB model includes an overall figure of $300 per student. 
 

Central Office Functions 
In addition to school level resources, education systems also need resources for district level 
expenditures including operations and maintenance, the central office and transportation. These are 
outlined below.  
 

20. Operations and Maintenance 

Computation of operations and maintenance costs is complicated by the lack of a strong or consistent 
research base. Some school finance models allocate a percentage of current expenditures to operations 

                                                           
24 WDE CRERW report, October 2014. 
25 Colorado Department of Education, Fiscal Year 2012-13 District Revenues and Expenditures, 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdefinance/fy12-13revexp.  
26 Idaho State Department of Education, Statewide Summary Combined Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and 
Changes in Fund Balance, 
https://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/statistics/docs/financial_summaries/12_13/Statewide.pdf.  
27 Montana Office of Public Instruction, Reported Expenditures by School District, 
http://gems.opi.mt.gov/SchoolFinance/Pages/ReportedExpenditureBySchoolDistrict.aspx. 
28 Nebraska Department of Education, Annual Financial Report - Statewide, 
http://www.education.ne.gov/FOS/ASPX/AFR/AFRStatewide.aspx?datayear=2012/13&id=2. 
29 South Dakota Department of Education, Statewide Annual Financial Report, 
http://doe.sd.gov/ofm/documents/FY13StTtl.pdf.  
30 Utah State Office of Education, Superintendent's Annual Report - Total Statewide Revenue and Expenditures by 
Fund, http://www.schools.utah.gov/data/Superintendents-Annual-Report/AR-2012-2013/StatewideFund.aspx. 
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and maintenance. The EB Model uses formulas to compute the number of personnel needed for 
custodial, maintenance and grounds. Additionally, funding is provided for utilities.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
20. Operations and 

Maintenance 
Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and 
groundskeepers, and $305 per student for utilities 

 
Analysis and Evidence   

Drawing on professional standards in the field as well as research, POA has conducted analyses of the 
cost basis for maintenance and operations (e.g., Odden & Picus, 2015; Picus & Seder, 2010). The 
research evidence linking the operations and maintenance of schools directly to student performance is 
both limited and mixed. Even without a strong basis to support the linkage between facility quality and 
student outcomes, all students are entitled to attend schools in a safe, clean, and well-maintained 
environment. The importance of operating and maintaining this investment is clear regardless of the 
strength of the relationship between them.  

Recently, the study team sought to find new research on the structure of maintenance and operations, 
but found little, if any, new evidence that would alter the basic EB formulas for this formula element. 
Earthman (2002) noted the importance of school facility conditions as researchers have consistently 
found a difference of between five and 17 percentile points in performance of students in buildings that 
are poorly maintained compared to students in standard buildings. Interestingly, correlations were also 
documented that show teacher effectiveness decreases in schools with poor facilities. The information 
presented cited not only the importance of clean, maintenance free buildings but also the quality of the 
thermal and acoustic materials in the environment where students are learning.  

In similar work completed by The Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(Young, et. al., 2003), research shows a statistically significant relationship between the condition of a 
school or classroom with student achievement. Students attending schools in up to date facilities score 
higher on standardized tests than those in substandard buildings. The committee concluded policy 
makers should be thinking about the relationship between school facilities and student learning 
outcomes, not only because of safety and welfare responsibilities to the students and staff, but also 
because a lack of adequate funding for facilities repair and maintenance can undermine spending in 
other areas focused on educational reform.  

Young, et. al. showed positive educational outcomes were correlated with the following factors:  

 New facilities; 
 Well-maintained buildings; 
 Thermal regulations to avoid excessive temperatures; 
 Appropriate lighting levels; 
 Utilizing relaxing shades of paint; and 
 Limited external noise.  
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Contrary to this, Picus, Marion, Calvo and Glenn (2005) studied the correlation between the quality of 
Wyoming school facilities and student outcomes. School facility quality was measured using a 100-point 
scale developed specifically for Wyoming schools and used to assess every school. These scores were 
correlated with measures of student outcome and no statistically significant relationship was found. 
While this finding does not mean that Michigan should abandon its efforts to provide safe, clean, and 
well-maintained facilities, the expectation is that those resources should be expected to improve 
student performance significantly.  

In some states, the study team found differences between the amount generated by the EB Model for 
operations and maintenance and what districts spent. To operate and maintain facilities with modern, 
technology enhanced, sophisticated control systems, many districts needed an additional level of 
expertise and training than possessed by extant staff and often subcontracted out such services. Total 
spending for operations and maintenance was similar to the revenues produced by the model, but the 
expenditures were in different categories. The study team concluded that the EB recommendation for 
operations and maintenance is adequate, but that districts might spend the resources in ways that are 
different from how they are provided.  

The discussion below summarizes research on operations and maintenance, identifying the needs for 
custodians (school level), maintenance staff (district level) and groundskeepers (school and district 
level), as well as the costs of materials and supplies to support these activities. 

Custodians. Custodians are responsible for the daily cleaning of classrooms and hallways as well as for 
routine furniture set ups and takedowns. In addition, custodians often manage routine and simple 
repairs like minor faucet leaks, and are expected to clean cafeterias/multipurpose rooms, lockers, and 
showers. Custodial workers’ duties are time-sensitive, are structured and varied. Zureich (1998) 
estimates the time devoted to various custodial duties:  

 Daily duties (sweep or vacuum classroom floors; empty trash cans and pencil sharpeners in each 
classroom; clean one sink with faucet; and, security of room), which take approximately 12 
minutes per classroom; 

 Weekly duties (dust reachable surfaces; dust chalk trays and clean doors; clean student desk 
tops; clean sink counters and spots on floors; and, dust chalk/white boards and trays), each of 
which adds five minutes a day per classroom; and 

 Non-cleaning services (approximately 145 minutes per day) provided by custodians include: 
opening school (checking for vandalism, safety, and maintenance concerns), playground and 
field inspection, miscellaneous duties (teacher/site-manager requests; activity set-ups; repairing 
furniture and equipment; ordering and delivering supplies), and putting up the flag and physical 
education equipment. 

 
A formula that was developed to consider these cleaning and non-cleaning duties was updated by Nelli 
(2006). The formula takes into account teachers, students, classrooms, and gross square feet (GSF) in 
the school.  
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The formula is: 
 

Base FTE school level custodian position = (One custodian for every 13 teachers + One custodian 
for every 325 students + One custodian for every 13 classrooms + One custodian for every 

18,000 allowable GSF)/ four 
 
The formula calculates the number of custodians needed at prototypical schools and the district. The 
advantage of using all four factors for the school custodians is it accommodates growth or decline in 
enrollment and continues to provide the school with adequate coverage for custodial services over time.  
 
Maintenance Workers. Maintenance workers function at the district level, rather than at individual 
schools. Core tasks provided by maintenance workers include preventative maintenance, routine 
maintenance, and emergency response activities. Individual maintenance worker accomplishment 
associated with core tasks are (Zureich, 1998): 

 HVAC systems, HVAC equipment, and kitchen equipment, 
 electrical systems, electrical equipment, 
 plumbing systems, plumbing equipment, and 
 structural work, carpentry and general maintenance/repairs of buildings and equipment. 

 
Zureich (1998) recommends a formula for maintenance worker FTEs incorporated into the funding 
model for instructional facilities as follows: 
 

[(# of Buildings in District) x 1.1 + (GSF/60,000 SqFt) x  
1.2 + (enrollment/1,000) x 1.3  

+ General Fund Revenue/5,000,000) x 1.2] / 4  
= Total number of Maintenance Workers needed. 

 
It is assumed the maintenance worker FTEs determined on the basis of a district’s total allowable 
educational GSF for schools are sufficient to service all buildings in a district, both educational and non-
educational. 
 
Groundskeeper Positions. The typical goals of a school grounds maintenance program are generally to 
provide safe, attractive, and economical grounds maintenance (Mutter & Randolph, 1987). This, too, is a 
district level function. Although groundskeepers generally work in teams and visit schools on a less than 
daily schedule, the model estimates groundskeeper resources on the basis of the number of schools. 
Specifically, it estimates that an elementary school needs the equivalent of 0.25 FTE groundskeeper 
staff, a middle school 0.5 FTE groundskeeper staff, and a high school 1.5 FTE groundskeeper staff. 
 
Supplies and Materials. Maintenance and custodial supplies are estimated at one dollar per gross square 
foot, which for the prototypical district is 623,000 square feet. 
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Utilities. It is necessary to add the per student costs of utilities and insurance to these totals. It is unlikely 
that a district has much control over these costs in the short run and thus each district can best estimate 
future costs using their current expenditures for utilities and insurance as a base. The cost of utilities is 
estimated at $305 per student.  

21. Central Office Staffing/Non-Personnel Resources  

All districts require central office staff to meet the overall management needs of the educational 
programs. In other states, Evidence-Based staffing models were developed using a prototypical district 
of approximately 3,900 students. Although most states have districts both smaller and larger than 3,900, 
this figure has worked to determine an adequate base spending level in those states. The per student 
figure for the 3,900 student districts works for larger districts, even though central office staffing is 
larger with more discrete positions than the EB prototypical district.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

21. Central Office Personnel/ 
Non-Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number 
of FTE positions generated and the salary and benefit levels for those 
positions. It also includes $300 per student for miscellaneous items 
such as Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 

 

Analysis and Evidence   

Picus Odden and Associates has identified resources for these positions in other reports and the most 
recent version its textbook (see for example, Odden & Picus, 2014; Picus & Odden, 2010) drawing on a 
variety of research studies and professional standards for best practices. Over the past several years, the 
study team has developed central office staffing recommendations in several states, including Maine, 
Maryland, New Jersey, North Dakota, Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin, and Texas. In all states, POA 
began its analysis with the research of Elizabeth Swift (2007), who used professional judgment panels to 
determine staffing for a prototypical district. That research addressed the issue of the appropriate 
staffing for a district of 3,500 students. Swift’s work formed the basis of each state’s analysis, although 
in three states (Washington, Wisconsin, and North Dakota) POA also conducted professional judgment 
panels to review the basic recommendations that emerged from Swift’s research. Through that work, 
POA was able to estimate the central office resources required for a district of 3,500 students. The initial 
studies provided for about 8 professional staff (superintendent, assistant superintendent for curriculum, 
business manager, and directors of human resources, pupil services, technology, and special education) 
and nine clerical positions.  

Although the research basis for staffing school district central offices is relatively limited, analysis of the 
Educational Research Service (2009) Staffing Ratio report shows that nationally school districts with 
between 2,500 and 9,999 students employ an average of one central office professional/administrative 
staff member for every 440 students (Educational Research Services, 2009). This equates to about eight 
central office professionals (7.95) in a district of 3,500 students. The EB research-based staffing formula 
of eight FTE professional staff matches the ERS estimate of eight FTE central office staff for a school 
district of 3,500 students nationally. 
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Because the 3,500-student district size did not readily incorporate the EB model’s prototypical schools, 
parameters for which are needed to estimate maintenance and operations costs, over the past few 
years the study team increased its prototypical district size to 3,900 students so it would include, as 
noted above, four 450 student elementary schools, two 450 student middle schools, and two 600 
student high schools. This larger size also allowed the addition of testing and evaluation, and central 
office computer staff, which districts have been arguing are needed today. Further, in recent analyses, it 
was recommended that the EB model add individuals who work with schools to provide the first line 
technical help – installing computers and their software, insuring that wireless systems operate, keeping 
printers operating, and related technical assistance to keep all computers operating. The 
recommendation was one school computer technician for every 600 students working in schools, but 
operating from the central technology office, which adds six and a half positions to the central office. 
Subsequently, POA decided that this allocation was a bit too robust and have reduced it to one school 
computer technician for every 1,000 students, which adds just four positions to the central office. 

Moreover, the EB model has been short on central resources for special education and related services. 
In summer 2015, POA asked a group of superintendents to design central office staff for several sizes of 
districts. For a 4,000 or 3,900 district office, they recommended that two speech pathologists and two 
psychologists be added. However, these positions are included in its recommendations for special 
education staffing (see Element 28), so they are not included in the central office figures. In addition to 
staffing, central offices need a dollar per student figure for such costs as insurance, purchased services, 
materials and supplies, equipment, association fees, elections, district wide technology, 
communications, and other costs. That figure is approximately as $300 per student. 
 
Table 3.6 summarizes these staffing proposals organized into departments into which a central office 
could be organized. The table shows the staff in the previous EB central office as well as the staff in the 
newer, 3,900-student central office that includes the additional positions discussed above. Larger 
districts would be provided the resources for a larger central office by prorating up the per student cost 
of this 3,900-student central office, and they could have more differentiated staff with coordinators as 
well as a full-fledged legal counsel for large districts. 
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Table 3.6 
EB Central Office Staffing for a District with 3,900 students 

Office and Position FTE FTE 
Previous EB Model Current EB Model 

Admin. Classified Admin. Classified 
Superintendent’s Office 
  Superintendent  1  1  
  Secretary   1  2 
Business Office 
  Business Manager  1  1  
  Director of Human Resources  1  1  
  Accounting Clerk   1  2 
  Accounts Payable   1  2 
  Secretary   1  1 
Curriculum and Support 
  Assistant Supt. for Instruction  1  1  
  Director of Pupil Services  1  1  
  Dir. of Assessment and Evaluation  1  1  
  Secretary   3  3 
Technology 
  Director of Technology  1  1  
  Network Supervisor (Hardware)  1  1 
  Systems Supervisor (Software)  0.3  1 
  School Computer Technician   1  4 
  Secretary   1  2 
Operations and Maintenance 
  Director of O&M  1  1  
  Secretary   1  2 
Central Office Staffing (3,900)  8 10 8 20 

 

Resources for Struggling Students 
The staffing for core programs section contains positions for supporting teachers and students beyond 
the core classroom teachers. Those positions include: elective or specialist teachers, core tutors, 
instructional coaches, substitute teachers, core guidance counselors, nurses, supervisory aides, 
librarians, school administrators and school secretarial staff.  
In many instances, additional support for struggling students is needed. The programs described in this 
section extend the learning time for struggling students in focused ways. The key concept is to 
implement the maxim of standards-based education reform:  keep standards high for all students, but 
vary the instructional time so all students have multiple opportunities to achieve to proficiency levels. 
The EB Model elements for extra help are also embedded in the RTI schema described at the beginning 
of this section.  
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The EB Model provides substantial additional resources for struggling students: tutors, ELL teachers, 
pupil support, and summer school and extended day programs. These resources for students struggling 
should be viewed in concert with resources for students with identified disabilities. Districts sometimes 
over-identify students for special education services as the “only” way to trigger more resources for 
some struggling students. The EB Model goal in expanding resources for struggling students is to provide 
adequate resources – to enable preventive services – for all struggling students, with or without a 
diagnosed disability, and to reduce over identification in special education by identifying need for 
special education after providing appropriate preventive services.  

This section discusses seven categories of extra help services: tutors, pupil support, extended day 
programs, summer school programs, ELL teachers, alternative schools, and special education. Tutors, 
additional pupil support, extended day and summer school programs are provided to all ELL students, 
and to non-ELL poverty students. In addition, ELL students also receive an ESL allocation. The EB model 
today embeds “welcome centers” for ELL students new to the country and from situates where prior 
schooling was limited, such as refugees, etc. 

22. Tutors  

The first strategy to help struggling students is to provide additional support for struggling students as 
described in Element 8 above. In addition to the one core tutor position provided to every prototypical 
school discussed above for Element 8, the EB Model provides additional tutor position at the rate of one 
for every 100 ELL students and one tutor for every 100 non-ELL poverty students.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
22. Tutors  1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for 

every 100 non-ELL poverty students. 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Refer to Element 8 for an explanation of analysis and evidence surrounding the use of tutors. 
The EB model provides one tutor for every 100 ELL students, and one tutor position for every 100 non-
ELL poverty students. When the model was first changed to include one core tutor position in each 
prototypical school, the original ratio of additional tutors of one per 100 was raised to one position for 
every 125 at-risk and ELL students. Though this approach increased tutor/tier 2 interventionist resources 
for small schools, it actually decreased such resources for larger schools. Thus, the model now provides 
one tutor position for each prototypical school and uses the original formula for additional tutor 
resources: one tutor position for every 100 ELL students, and one tutor position for every 100 non-ELL 
poverty students. 

23. Pupil Support 

Core pupil support positions for guidance counselors and nurses are discussed in Element 10. Students 
in poverty, however, generally have more non-academic needs that should be addressed by additional 
pupil support staff, which include additional guidance counselors, as well as social workers, family liaison 
staff, and psychologists. Thus, in addition to the core guidance counselor and nurse positions, the EB 
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Model provides additional pupil support positions at the rate of one position for every 125 ELL students 
and one pupil support position for every 125 non-ELL poverty students. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

23. Additional Pupil Support  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one pupil 
support position for every 125 non-ELL poverty students. 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

ELL and poverty students tend to have multiple non-academic issues for schools to address. This usually 
requires interactions with families and parents, social and other service agencies, as well as more 
guidance counseling in school. The EB Model addresses this by providing more pupil support staffing 
resources to meet these needs. Although there are many ways schools can provide outreach to parents, 
or involve parents in school activities – from fundraisers to governance – research shows school 
sponsored programs that have an impact on achievement address what parents can do at home to help 
their children learn. For example, if the education system has clear content and performance standards, 
programs that help parents and students understand both what needs to be learned and what 
constitutes acceptable standards for academic performance have been found to improve student 
outcomes. Parent outreach that explicitly and directly addresses what parents can do to help their 
children be successful in school, and to understand the standards of performance that the school 
expects, are the types of school-sponsored parent activities that produce discernible impacts on 
students’ academic learning (Steinberg, 1997). 

At the secondary level, the goal of parent outreach programs is to have parents learn about what they 
should expect of their children in terms of academic performance. If a district or a state requires a 
minimum number of courses for graduation, which is the case for Michigan, those requirements should 
be made clear. Any differences between the two also should be addressed. If either average score on 
end-of-course examinations or a cut-score on a comprehensive high school test are required for 
graduation, they too should be discussed. Secondary schools need to help parents understand how to 
more effectively assist their children in identifying an academic pathway through middle and high 
school, understand standards for acceptable performance, and be aware of the course work necessary 
for college entrance. This is particularly important for parents of students in the middle or lower end of 
the achievement range, as often these students know very little of the requirements for transition from 
high school to postsecondary education (Kirst & Venezia, 2004). 

At the elementary level, the focus for parent outreach and involvement programs should concentrate on 
what parents can do at home to help their children learn academic work for school. Too often parent 
programs focus on fund raising through parent-teacher organizations, involvement in decision making 
through school site councils, or other non-academically focused activities at the school site. Although 
these school-sponsored parent activities might impact other goals – such as making parents feel more 
comfortable being at school or involving parents more in some school policies – they have little effect on 
student academic achievement. Parent actions that impact learning would include: 1) reading to them at 
young ages, 2) discussing stories and their meanings, 3) engaging in open ended conversations, 4) 
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setting aside a place where homework can be done, and 5) ensuring that their child completes 
homework assignments. 

The resources in the EB Model are adequate to create and deploy the ambitious and comprehensive 
parent involvement and outreach programs that are part of two comprehensive school designs: Success 
for All Program and the Comer School Development Program. The Success for All Program includes a 
family outreach coordinator, a nurse, a social worker, a guidance counselor, and an education 
diagnostician for a school of about 500 students. This group functions as a parent outreach team for the 
school, serves as case managers for students who need non-academic and social services, and usually 
includes a clothing strategy to ensure all students, especially in cold climates, have sufficient and 
adequate clothes, and coats, to attend school. 

The Comer School Development Program was created on the premise of connecting schools more to 
their communities. Its Parent-School team has a somewhat different composition and is focused on 
training parents to raise expectations for their children’s learning, to work with social service agencies 
and to work with the school’s faculty to raise their expectations for what students can learn. Sometimes 
the team co-locates on school site premises to provide a host of social services 

A program called Communities in Schools, which now operates in 26 states and the District of Columbia 
and can be resourced by the resources provided by this element, has been successful in raising school 
attendance rates. The program adds a caseworker, often trained in social work, to a school’s pupil 
support team to help match social services provided by non-educational agencies to students who need 
them.  

24. Extended-Day Programs  

At both elementary and secondary school levels, some struggling students are likely to benefit from 
after-school or extended-day programs, even if they receive tutoring or Tier 2 interventions during the 
regular school day.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

24. Extended Day  
1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL 
poverty students.  

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Extended-day programs provide environments for children and adolescents to spend time after the 
school day ends during the regular school year. In a review of research, Vandell, Pierce and Dadisman 
(2005) found well designed and administered after-school programs yield numerous improvements in 
academic and behavioral outcomes (see also Fashola, 1998; Posner & Vandell, 1994). On the other hand, 
the evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program (James-Burdumy et al., 2005), 
though hotly debated, indicated for elementary students, extended-day programs did not appear to 
produce measurable academic improvement. Critics of this study (Vandell, Pierce & Dadisman, 2005) 
argued the control groups had higher pre-existing achievement, which reduced the potential for finding 
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program impact. They also argued the small impacts identified had more to do with the lack of full 
program implementation during the initial years than with the strength of the program. 

Overall, studies have documented positive effects of extended-day programs on the academic 
performance of students in select after-school programs (e.g., Takoata & Vandell, 2013: Vandell, 2014). 
Magana, Saab, and Svoboda (2016-17) provide a recent example of how an extended day school 
program was critical to turning around a low performing middle school in Denver. However, the 
evidence is mixed because of research methods (few randomized trials), poor program quality and 
imperfect implementation of the programs studied. Researchers have identified several structural and 
institutional supports necessary to make after-school programs effective: 

 Staff qualifications and support (staff training in child or adolescent development, after-school 
programming, elementary or secondary education, and content areas offered in the program, 
staff expertise; staff stability/turnover; compensation; institutional supports); 

 Program/group size and configuration (enrollment size, ages served, group size, age groupings 
and child staff ratio);  

 Program culture of mastery, i.e., engaging in activities to become more proficient and/or to 
meet various standards of performance; 

 Participation in a structured program; 
 Financial resources and budget (dedicated space and facilities that support skill development 

and mastery, equipment, and materials to promote skill development and mastery; curricular 
resources in relevant content areas; location that is accessible to youth and families); 

 Program partnerships and connections (with schools, to connect administrators, teachers, and 
programs with larger networks of programs, and with parents and the community); and 

 Program sustainability strategies (institutional partners, networks, linkages; community linkages 
that support enhanced services; long term alliances to ensure long term funding). 

 
The resources recommended in the EB Model could be used to provide struggling students in all 
elementary grades and in secondary schools with additional help during the school year, but before or 
after the normal school day. A recent study of tutoring provided after school found positive impacts for 
all students in English-language arts and for the bottom half of students in mathematics (Kraft, 2015). 
Tutoring was provided by recent college graduates, to students individually or in groups of two to four, 
for one hour a day in each subject from three to five pm. 

Because not all ELL or poverty students need or will attend an after-school program, the EB Model 
assumes 50 percent of the eligible students will attend the program – a need and participation figure 
identified by Kleiner, Nolin and Chapman (2004). Providing resources at a rate of one teacher position 
for every 30 ELL and for every 30 non-ELL poverty students results in class sizes of approximately 15 
students in extended-day programs. This position is paid at the rate of 25 percent of the annual salary, 
enough to pay a teacher for a two-hour extended-day program, five days a week. An equivalent but 
simpler formula for funding this element is to resource one teacher position for every 120 ELL and for 
every 120 non-ELL poverty students. 
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The State should monitor over time the degree to which the estimated 50 percent figure accurately 
estimates the numbers of students needing extended-day programs. The study team also encourages all 
states to require districts to track the students participating in the programs, their pre- and post-
program test scores, and the specific nature of the after-school program provided. States can use this 
information to develop a knowledge base about which after-school program structures have the most 
impact on student learning. These extended-day services provided will vary across Michigan’s school 
districts, and any monitoring of the impacts of these resources should focus more on impacts on student 
performance than the strategy for providing the services. Most of the schools studied in other states 
that improved student performance had various combinations of before- and after-school extra help 
programs. 

25. Summer School Programs 

Many students need extra instructional time to achieve the state’s high proficiency standards. Thus, 
summer school programs should be part of the set of programs available to provide struggling students 
the additional time and help they need to achieve to standards and earn academic promotion from 
grade to grade (Borman, 2001). Providing additional time to help all students master the same content is 
an initiative that is grounded in research (National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994). 
It should be noted summer school services are provided outside of the regular school year. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

25. Summer School  
1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL 
poverty students.  

 
Analysis and Evidence 

Research dating back to 1906 shows students, on average, lose a little more than a month’s worth of 
skill or knowledge over the summer break (Cooper, Nye, Charlton, Lindsay, & Greathouse, 1996). 
Summer breaks have a larger deleterious impact on poor children’s reading and mathematics 
achievement. This loss can reach as much as one-third of the learning during a regular nine-month 
school year (Cooper et al., 1996). A longitudinal study by Alexander and Entwisle (1996) showed these 
income-based summer learning differences accumulate over the elementary school years, such that 
poor children’s achievement scores – without summer school – fall further and further behind the 
scores of middle class students as they progress through school grade by grade. As a result of these 
findings, there is emerging consensus that what happens (or does not happen) during the summer can 
significantly impact the achievement of students from low-income and at-risk backgrounds, and help 
reduce (or increase) the poor and minority achievement gaps in the United States. 

However, evidence on the effectiveness of summer programs in attaining either of these goals is mixed. 
Although past research linking student achievement to summer programs shows some promise, several 
studies suffer from methodological shortcomings and the low quality of the summer school programs 
themselves (Borman & Boulay, 2004). 

A meta-analysis of 93 summer school programs (Cooper, Charlton, Valentine, & Muhlenbruck, 2000) 
found the average student in summer programs outperformed about 56 percent to 60 percent of similar 
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students not receiving the programs. However, the certainty of these conclusions is compromised 
because only a small number of studies (e.g., Borman, Rachuba, Hewes, Boulay & Kaplan, 2001) used 
random assignment, and program quality varied substantially. More recent randomized controlled trial 
research of summer school reached more positive conclusions about how such programs can positively 
impact student learning (Borman & Dowling, 2006; Borman, Goetz & Dowling, 2009). And earlier, 
Roberts (2000) found an effect size of 0.42 in reading achievement for a randomized sample of 325 
students who participated in the Voyager summer school program. 

Researchers (see also McCombs, et al., 2011) note several program components related to improved 
achievement effects for summer program attendees, including:   

 Early intervention during elementary school; 
 Full 6-8-week summer program; 
 Focus on mathematics and reading achievement, or failed courses for high school students; 
 Small-group or individualized instruction; 
 Parent involvement and participation; 
 Scrutiny for treatment fidelity, including monitoring to ensure good instruction in reading and 

mathematics is being delivered; and 
 Student attendance monitoring. 

Summer programs that include these elements hold promise for improving the achievement of poverty 
and ELL students and closing the achievement gap. A more recent review of the effects of summer 
school programs reached this same conclusion (Kim & Quinn, 2013). Their meta-analysis of 41 school- 
and home-based summer school programs found students in kindergarten through grade eight who 
attended summer school programs with teacher directed literacy lessons showed significant 
improvements in multiple areas including reading comprehension. Moreover, the effects were much 
larger for students from low-income backgrounds. 

A 2016 study randomized control trial of summer school, found that summer programs that focused on 
academics, provided small classes of 15, and lasted for several weeks produced significant impacts on 
elementary student academic achievement (Augustine, et al., 2016). Not surprisingly, the study found 
that students that attended such programs for longer times experienced larger gains in reading and 
math scores than students who attended for less than four weeks. Drawing from this study and the 
districts involved, Browne (2016-17) provides practical examples of how districts can design and 
implement such effective summer school programs, all possible with the EB model’s summer school 
resources. 

And finally, a comprehensive book on the “summer slide,” written by several of the analysts cited above, 
expands on the points outlined above. The book describes what is known about learning loss over the 
summer and what can be done to prevent it (Alexander, Pitcock & Boulay, 2016). The authors’ 
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suggestions for how to structure effective summer school programs echo the recommendations 
above.31 

In sum, research suggests summer school is needed and can be effective for at-risk students. Studies 
suggest the effects of summer school are largest for elementary students when the programs emphasize 
reading and mathematics, for high school students when programs focus on courses students failed 
during the school year, and for all students when attendance is high in a multiple-week summer 
program. The more modest effects frequently found in middle school programs can be partially 
explained by the emphasis in many middle school summer school programs on adolescent development 
and self-efficacy, rather than academics. 

Summer school can produce powerful impacts. The EB Model provides resources for summer school for 
classes of 15 students, for 50 percent of all ELL and non-ELL poverty students in all grades K-12, an 
estimate of the number of students still struggling to meet academic requirements (Capizzano, Adelman 
& Stagner, 2002). The EB Model provides resources for a program of eight weeks in length and a six-
hour day, which allows for four hours of instruction in core subjects. A six-hour day would also allow for 
two hours of non-academic activities. The formula would be one teacher position for every 30 such 
students or 3.33 per 100 such students. This position is paid at the rate of 25 percent of the annual 
salary. Simplified, the formula equates to one teacher position for every 120 ELL and every 120 non-ELL 
poverty students. 

26. ESL Staff for English Language Learner (ELL) Students  

Research, best practices, and experience show that ELL students need assistance to learn English, in 
addition to instruction in the regular content classes and in addition to the above tutoring, pupil 
support, extended day and summer school resources. This can include some combination of small 
classes, English as a second language classes, professional development for teachers to help them teach 
“sheltered English classes, and “reception” centers for districts with large numbers of ELL students who 
arrive as new immigrants to the country and the school throughout the year. The EB Model provides ESL 
teachers in addition to the tutors, pupil support, extended-day and summer school for all ELL students 
using the ELL count.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner 
(ELL) Students  

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students, and in addition, 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students.  

 

                                                           
31 Lynch and Kim (2017) report that a randomized controlled trial of an on-line summer school program for 
mathematics had no impact on student learning but could not determine whether it was the on-line curriculum 
itself, or some other programmatic element – like monitoring of students engaging in the online instruction – that 
diminished the impact. 
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Analysis and Evidence   

Good ELL programs work whether the approach is structured English immersion or initial instruction in 
the native language, often called bilingual education (Clark, 2009). However, bilingual education is 
difficult to provide in most schools, including most schools in Michigan, because students come from so 
many different language backgrounds. Thus, most schools have adopted the “sheltered English” 
approach. According to Wikipedia, sheltered instruction is an approach to teaching English language 
learners which integrates language and content instruction. Sheltered instruction has two prime goals: 
1) to provide access to mainstream, grade-level content, and 2) to promote the development of English 
language proficiency. Several Michigan EB Professional Judgement panelists stated that their districts 
had adopted the SIOP approach to sheltered English Instruction. SIOP or the Sheltered Instruction 
Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model is a research-based and validated instructional model that has 
proven effective in addressing the academic needs of English learners throughout the United States. The 
SIOP Model consists of eight interrelated components: lesson preparation, interaction, building 
background, practice and application, comprehensive input, lesson delivery, strategies and review and 
assessment (see Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2017 for more detail). Several panelists also stated that 
sheltered instruction represents high-quality and effective instruction, and is effective not only for ELL 
students but also all students, and particularly at-risk, non-ELL students. 

Nevertheless, bilingual programs have been studied intensively. A best-evidence synthesis of 17 studies 
of bilingual education (Slavin & Cheung, 2005) found ELL students in bilingual programs outperformed 
their non-bilingual program peers. Using studies focused primarily on reading achievement, the authors 
found an effect size of +0.45 for ELL students. A more recent randomized controlled trial also produced 
strong positive effects for bilingual education programs (Slavin, et al., 2011), but concluded the language 
of instruction is less important than the approaches taken to teach reading. 

Addressing that important issue in The Elementary School Journal, Gerstein (2006) concludes ELL 
students can be taught to read in English if, as shown for monolingual students, the instruction covers 
phonemic awareness, decoding, fluency, vocabulary and reading comprehension. Gerstein’s studies also 
showed ELL students benefit from instructional interventions initially designed for monolingual English 
speaking students, the resources for which are included in the EB Model’s programs for struggling 
students: tutoring, extended-day, summer school and pupil support. 

Beyond the provision of additional teachers to provide English as a second language instruction to 
students, however, research shows ELL students need a solid and rigorous core curriculum as the basis 
from which to provide any extra services (Gandara & Rumberger, 2008; Gandara, Rumberger, Maxwell-
Jolly, & Callahan, 2003). This research suggests ELL students need: 

 Effective teachers – a core goal of all the staffing in the EB Model; 
 Adequate instructional materials and good school conditions; 
 Good assessments of ELL students so teachers know in detail their English language reading and 

other academic skills; 
 Less segregation of ELL students; 
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 Rigorous and effective curriculum and courses for all ELL students, including college and career 
ready, and affirmative counseling of such students to take those courses; and 

 Professional development for all teachers, focusing on sheltered English teaching skills. 
 
Hakuta (2011) supports these conclusions, and argues that English language learning takes time and 
more specifically that “academic language” is critical to learning the new common or college and career 
ready standards. These more rigorous standards require more explicit and coherent ELL instructional 
strategies and extra help services if schools are to be effective at ensuring ELL students learn the subject 
matter, English generally, and academic English specifically, i.e., learn how to read content texts in 
English. Most also would agree that if this instruction requires smaller regular classes, those are already 
provided by the EB Model. 
 
Additional teaching staff are needed to provide English as a second language instruction during the 
regular school day, such as having ELL students take English as a second language course in lieu of an 
elective course. Although the potential to eliminate some elective classes exists if there are large 
numbers of ELL students who need to be pulled out of individual classrooms, it is generally agreed that 
to fully staff a strong ELL program, each 100 ELL students should trigger one additional teaching 
position. This makes it possible to provide additional instructional opportunities for ELL students to 
provide an additional dose of English instruction. The goal of this programming is to reinforce ELL 
student learning of academic content and English so at some point the students can continue their 
schooling in English only. 

Research shows ELL students from lower income and generally less educated backgrounds struggle most 
in school and need extra help to learn both academics and English. The EB Model addresses this need by 
ensuring the ESL resources triggered by ELL counts are in addition to other Tier 2 intervention resources 
provided by tutoring, pupil support, extended-day and summer school. Given these realities, it is 
appropriate to view the EB Model as providing all ELL students tutoring, additional pupil support, 
extended day, summer school and ESL resources. Put differently, for every 100 ELL students the EB 
model provides 1.0 tutors, 0.8 pupil support, 0.83 extended day, 0.83 summer school and 1.0 ESL 
teacher positions, or 4.46 teacher positions for every 100 ELL students. Put differently, every 22.4 ELL 
students trigger 1.0 additional licensed position to provide the extra help ELL students need to learn to 
standards. 

27. Alternative Schools  

A small number of students have difficulty learning in the traditional school environment. The 
Alternative Learning Environment (ALE) students this report addresses are those who also have some 
combination of significant behavioral, social, and emotional issues, often also including alcohol or drug 
abuse. Such students often do much better in small “alternative learning environments.” However, this 
rationale for ALE does not consider alternative schools for students who simply prefer a different 
approach to learning academics, such as project-based learning, or more applied learning strategies that 
can be deployed in new career technical programs such as computer assisted engineering. The EB 
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concept of alternative schools, which the study team believes is also the state’s concept, is for 
“troubled” youth who need counseling and therapy embedded in the school’s instructional program. 

In addition, the alternative school funding formula can also be used to fund “welcome programs” for 
students who have recently entered this country, often from an environment of refugee status, refugee 
camps, and little access to formal schooling. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
27. Alternative 
Schools 

One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students; 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

The Institute for Education Sciences at the United States Department of Education published statistics 
on alternative schools and programs for SY 2007-08 (Carver & Lewis, 2010). That study identified 
558,300 students in 10,300 district-administered alternative education schools and programs across the 
United States. Although the report did not provide data on the size of these schools or on staffing ratios, 
the data suggest an average alternative school size of 54 students. Most of the programs served 
students in grades 9-12. The main reasons students were enrolled in alternative programs – all of which 
meet the study team’s initial definition of severe emotional and/or behavioral problems – included:  

 
 Possession or use of firearms or other weapons;  
 Possession, distribution, or use of alcohol or drugs; 
 Arrest or involvement with the criminal justice system; 
 Physical attacks or fights; 
 Disruptive verbal behavior; 
 Chronic truancy; 
 Continual academic failure; 
 Pregnancy/teen parenthood; and  
 Mental health needs. 

 
One of the major issues states face in creating funding programs for alternative schools is defining them. 
The EB original review of literature and state practice on alternative education provided little guidance 
for developing a clear definition of alternative education. More recently, and as part of implementing its 
compulsory attendance laws, Maryland commissioned a study to review state definitions of ALE 
programs (see Porowski, O’Conner & Luo, 2014). Maryland needed a definition because attendance in 
an ALE program was an exemption in its compulsory attendance law and the state did not have a clear 
definition of such programs. The study found great variation across the states in both defining and 
structuring alternative education programs. Because individual states or school districts define and 
determine the features of their alternative education programs, they tend to differ in key 
characteristics, such as target populations, setting, services, and structure. 
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A formal definition of an ALE program would need to consider the target population (including both 
grade levels served and types of students), program setting (within a public school or outside such a 
structure), program offerings (academic, behavioral, counseling, social skills, career counseling, etc.) and 
structure (how programs are scheduled, staff responsibilities, etc.). The Porowski, O’Conner & Luo 
(2014) study found wide variation across states (and districts) as well as these elements.  

The 2006 Urban Institute (Aron, 2006) definition of alternative education closely follows such programs: 
 

Alternative education refers to schools or programs that are set up by states, school 
districts, or other entities to serve young people who are not succeeding in a 
traditional public-school environment. Alternative education programs offer students 
who are failing academically or may have learning disabilities, behavioral problems, or 
poor attendance an opportunity to achieve in a different setting and use different and 
innovative learning methods. While there are many different kinds of alternative 
schools and programs, they are often characterized by their flexible schedules, smaller 
teacher-student ratios, and modified curricula.  

 
In 2010, the study team also reviewed state standards – where such existed – for alternative schools. 
Most states use definitions similar to that of the Urban Institute, but only one state, Indiana, actually 
established standards for what an ALE program might look like. The Indiana Department of Education’s 
(2010) website states: 
 

While each of Indiana’s alternative education programs is unique, they share 
characteristics identified in the research as common to successful alternative 
schools. 

 
 Maximum teacher/student ratio of 1:15, 
 Small student base; 
 Clearly stated mission and discipline code; 
 Caring faculty with continual staff development; 
 School staff having high expectations for student achievement; 
 Learning program specific to the student's expectations and learning style; 
 Flexible school schedule with community involvement and support; and 
 Total commitment to have each student be a success. 

 
These characteristics align with the EB Model view of ALE programs. 

From work in other states, the study team has found that funding formulas for alternative schools differ 
substantially. In a few states, the typical staffing ratio for an alternative school is one administrative 
position for the school plus one teacher position for every eight students. Because alternative high 
schools are generally designed to serve students who are severely at-risk, the study team recommends 
they remain relatively small. Because of the small size of alternative schools, staff at these schools often 
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must fill multiple roles. Many teachers in alternative schools provide many different services for 
students, including:  instruction, pupil support, and counseling services. This suggests the staffing 
structure and organization for instruction in alternative schools is usually quite different from typical 
high schools.  

Though Michigan could launch a process to more formally define alternative education programs as well 
as set standards for them, it might also want to simply adopt the Urban Institute’s definition. It could 
also include a maximum size for any alternative education programs that would trigger alternative 
education funding. The EB model resources alternative education programs with 1.0 FTE assistant 
principal position and one FTE teacher position for every seven alternative students, and assumes the 
programs enroll fewer than 100 students. 

Welcome Centers for ELL students 
As noted above, some districts in Michigan – and several other districts across the country – are 
receiving students from several places around the world which can be characterized by strife, poverty, 
danger, hunger, war, refugee status or other problematic environments for children. In many cases, 
children escaping from these contexts and enrolling in U.S. schools have experienced insufficient formal 
education as well as trauma. Such students need more intensive assistance to become accustomed to 
the structure of U.S. schools and to effectively participate in formal schooling. These acculturation 
experiences are best provided in small contexts, often called “welcome centers,” in which small groups 
of students work with an adult who not only provides appropriate beginning instruction but also 
supportive counseling and other related services.  

Michigan would need to set standards for systematically identifying such students. The EB model would 
then resource such students with the same formula as that for the more typical alternative school: 1 
teacher position for every seven “Welcome Center eligible ELL students.” If there were several such 
“classrooms” in a school, the formula could include the assistant principal position too. Such resourcing 
would allow all districts to provide a nurturing and welcoming educational environment for such 
students until they could function in regular classrooms. Such programs often last nine to 18 weeks, but 
program length would be determined by state standards. 

28. Special Education 

Providing appropriate education services for students with disabilities, while containing costs and 
avoiding over-identification of students, particularly minority students, presents several challenges (see 
Levenson, 2012). Many mild and moderate disabilities, often those associated with students learning to 
read, are correctable through strategic early intervention – before a student is identified as an individual 
with a disability and an IEP is created. This intervention includes effective core instruction as well as 
targeted Tier 2 intervention programs, particularly one-to-one tutoring (Elements 6 and 22). For those 
with mild and moderate disabilities who require special programs as identified through an IEP, the EB 
model relies on a census-based formula that provides additional teaching resources based on the total 
number of students in a school. As described below, these resources are expected to meet the 
instructional needs of children with mild and moderate disabilities. For children with severe and 
profound disabilities, the EB model recommends that the state pay the entire cost of their programs, 



143 
 

minus the cost of the basic education program for all non-public placements, up to two percent of all 
students. This section also addresses the issue of related services: speech and hearing disabilities, and 
the need for Occupational and/or Physical Therapy (OT and PT).  
 

2016 EB Recommendation: Special Education 
8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes 7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students for services 
for students with mild and moderate disabilities and the related services of speech/hearing pathologies 
and/or OT PT. This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing review. 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, minus the cost of the basic 
education program and Federal Title VIB, with a cap on the number covered at 2% of all students. 

 

Analysis and Evidence   

In their book on the best approaches to serve students with disabilities, Frattura and Capper (2007) 
conclude that both research and most leading educators recommend that educating students in general 
education environments results in higher academic achievement and more positive social outcomes for 
students with and without disability labels, as well as being the most cost-effective way to educate 
students. Thus, they recommend that school leaders focus their efforts on preventing student 
underachievement and alter how students who struggle are educated. Doing so, they argue, will 
overcome the costly and low performance outcomes of multiple pullout programs. Further, fewer 
students will be inappropriately labeled with a disability, more students will be educated in 
heterogeneous learning environments, and higher student achievement and a more equitable 
distribution of achievement will result (Frattura & Capper, 2007). The bulk of the April 2017 issue of 
Educational Leadership provides this argument in a more advocacy oriented manner and also includes 
multiple examples of how this approach can be implemented in schools and classrooms. Most states, 
including Michigan, have implemented this philosophy for several years and it is the philosophy behind 
the Evidence-Based model as well.  
 
The core principles of such a proactive approach to teaching students with disabilities are that the 
education system needs to adapt to the student; that the primary aim of teaching and learning is the 
prevention of student failure; that the aim of all educators is to build teacher capacity; that all services 
must be grounded in the core teaching and learning of the school and particularly skilled teachers; and, 
that to accomplish this, students must be educated alongside their peers in integrated environments 
(Frattura & Capper, 2007).  
 
Supporting this argument, research shows that many mild and moderate disabilities, particularly those 
associated with students learning to read, are correctable through intensive early intervention. For 
example, several studies (e.g., Borman & Hewes, 2003; Landry, 1999; Slavin, 1996) have documented 
that through a series of intensive instructional interventions (e.g. preschool, small classes, rigorous 
reading curriculum, 1 to 1 tutoring), nearly 75 percent of struggling readers identified in kindergarten 
and grade 1 can be brought up to grade level without the need for placement in special education. 
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Other studies have noted decreases in disability labeling of up to 50 percent with interventions of this 
type (see for example, Levenson, 2011; Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan & Wasik, 1993; Slavin, 1996).  
 
That is why the EB recommendations for extended learning opportunities (Elements 22, 24 and 25) are 
so important. They, along with core tutoring and pupil support services, are the series of service 
strategies that can be deployed before IEP specified special education services are needed. This sounds 
like a common-sense approach that would be second nature to educators, but often educator practices 
have been rooted in a “categorical culture” that can be modified through professional development and 
leadership from the district office and the site principal. Further, unlike the EB funding model, many 
states do not provide sufficient resources for early intervention and preventive services, so students 
who could have been helped often end up unnecessarily in special education programs. Using a census 
approach to provide most of the extra resources for students with disabilities, an approach increasing in 
use across the country, works best for students with mild and moderate disabilities, but only if a 
functional, collaborative early intervention model (as outlined above) is also implemented. At the same 
time, it is perfectly legal for a student’s IEP to call for tutoring, extended day help or summer school 
services that are part of the EB model, even though the services may not be provided by a person with a 
special education certification. 
 
This proactive approach to special education became evident in the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) of 2004, which changed the law about identifying children with specific learning 
disabilities. The reauthorized law states that schools will “not be required to take into consideration 
whether a child has a severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability ..." (Section 
1414(b)). Instead, in the Commentary and Explanation to the proposed special education regulations, 
the U.S. Department of Education encouraged states and school districts to abandon the IQ-
achievement discrepancy model and adopt Response to Intervention (RTI) models, also discussed above, 
based on recent research findings (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Lyon et al., 2001; President’s Commission on 
Excellence in Special Education, 2002; Stuebing et al., 2002). An RTI model, called a proactive approach 
above, identifies students who are not achieving at the same level and rate as their peers and provides 
appropriate interventions, the first ones of which should be part of the “regular” school program and 
not funded with special education resources (Mellard, 2004).  
 
The core features of RTI, which is a critical part of the EB approach, include:  

 High-quality classroom instruction;  
 Research-based instruction; 
 Classroom performance; 
 Universal screening; 
 Continuous progress monitoring; 
 Research-based interventions, that would include 1-1 tutoring; 
 Progress monitoring during interventions; and 
 Fidelity measures (Mellard, 2004).  
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Common attributes of RTI implementations are: a strong core instructional program for all students; 
multiple tiers of increasingly intense student interventions; implementation of a differentiated 
curriculum; instruction delivered by staff other than the classroom teacher; varied duration, frequency, 
and time of interventions; and categorical or non-categorical placement decisions (Mellard, 2004). This 
proactive model fits seamlessly into the EB broader approach to helping all struggling students through 
early interventions.  
 
In many instances, this approach requires school-level staff to change their practice and cease 
functioning in silos that serve children in pullout programs identified by funding source for the staff 
member providing the services (e.g. General Fund, Special Education, Title I). Instead, all staff would 
team closely with the regular classroom teacher to identify deficits and work together to correct them 
as quickly as possible. This is a common-sense approach that could be second nature in schools, but in 
many cases schools have heretofore been rooted in a categorical culture that must be corrected through 
professional development and strong leadership from the district office and the site principal. 
 
At the same time, there is some emerging evidence, using the national representative sample of 
students called the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS), that full inclusion classrooms can have 
some negative spillover impacts on students without disabilities, particularly classrooms with students 
with significant emotional/behavioral problems (see for example, Fletcher, 2010 and Gottfried, 2014). 
The authors still sanction the inclusion model but suggest that teachers need training in both how to 
manage such complex classrooms as well as provide instruction in such mixed classrooms.  
 
For children with more severe disabilities, clustering them in specific schools or at the SU/district level to 
achieve economies of scale is generally the most effective strategy and provides the greatest 
opportunity to find ways to mainstream them (to the extent feasible) with regular education students. 
Students in these categories generally include: severely emotionally disturbed (ED), children with 
intellectual disabilities and orthopedic disabilities and children within the autism spectrum. The ED and 
autism populations have been increasing dramatically across the country, and it is likely that this trend 
will continue in the future. To make the provision of services to these children cost-effective, it makes 
sense to explore clustering of services where possible and design cost parameters for clustered services 
in each category. In cases where students need to be served individually or in groups of two or three 
because of geographic isolation, it would be helpful to cost out service models for those configurations 
as well, but provide full state funding for those children. This strategy would reduce the likelihood of 
overwhelming the financial capacity of a small school district that happens to be the home of a child 
with a severe disability. 

On the Use of Paraprofessionals  
In many states across the country, undoubtedly including Michigan, school systems often use 
paraprofessionals to provide a significant portion of services to students with disabilities. As University 
of Vermont Professor Michael Giangreco argues, this strategy puts the least expert individuals in the 
role of providing instruction to the students with the most educational challenges and is not the most 
effective strategy. Giangreco (2015) further states that the use of paraprofessionals often occurs when 
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schools do not have a proactive strategy for addressing the needs of students who struggle to achieve to 
standards and recommends, as does the EB model, the proactive approach.  
 
Providing another example of heavy use of paraprofessionals, individual students with severe and 
profound disabilities, including many students with autism, often are provided the service of a 1-1 
paraprofessional aide. These practices have been studied in great depth in Vermont. Studies have found 
that up to half of all paraprofessionals in Vermont might be assigned 1-1 to individual students 
(Giangreco, 2015; Shultz, et al., 2015). Although there are situations for which a student needs an 
individual aide, in many cases such aides can work to the inadvertent detriment of students (Giangreco. 
et al., 2005) implying that the use of paraprofessionals generally as well as in the 1-1 context should be 
discouraged and implemented only when absolutely needed.  
 
As should be clear, the EB model aligns with these arguments and includes few paraprofessionals, 
except for some students with severe and profound disabilities. Instead, the EB model provides skilled 
teachers to provide the extra services needed by students who struggle to learn to standards as well as 
skilled teachers for the additional needs of students with disabilities. 

Census Approach to Funding 
The proactive approach to providing services to struggling students as well as students with disabilities 
has led to what is called the census approach to funding core special education services. The census 
method is accomplished by providing additional teacher resources at a fixed level. The census approach 
emerged across the country for several reasons: 

 Continued rise in the number and percentage of “learning disabled” students and continued 
questioning by some of the validity of these numbers; 

 Under-funding of the costs of students with severe disabilities; 
 Over-labeling of poor, minority, and ELL students into special education categories, which often 

leads to lower curriculum expectations and inappropriate instructional services;  
 Proactive approach to providing services to struggling students and the RTI system; and 
 Reduction of paperwork. 

 
The census funding approach for the high-incidence, lower-cost students with disabilities should be 
combined with a different strategy for the low-incidence, high-cost students, whose costs are funded 
separately and totally by the state (with the exception of basic education funding), as these students are 
not found proportionately in all districts. This is the catastrophic funding for school districts that 
provides resources for special education students who require services exceeding some figure (after 
Medicaid, federal special education grants, and other available third-party funding are applied). 
 
Today, diverse states such as Alabama, Arkansas, California, Massachusetts, Montana, North Dakota, 
Pennsylvania, and Vermont all use some version of census-based special education funding systems. 
Moreover, all current and future increases in federal funding for students with disabilities are to be 
distributed on a census basis.  
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The issue then becomes the staffing standards for the various categories in special education: 

 Students with mild and moderate disabilities; 
 Students with severe and profound, and high cost-to-serve, disabilities; 
 Related services; and 
 Costs associated with developing and continually reviewing IEPs.  

 
Each of these is addressed below.  
 
As background, however, the study team conducted this analysis by making an assumption that 25 
percent of the 16 percent incidence of students with disabilities in Michigan could be serviced by the EB 
model’s extra help resources: core tutors and school counselors, and additional tutors, pupil support, 
extended day, summer school and ESOL resources. This would bring the percentage of students needing 
and triggering additional special education resources to 12 percent.  
 

Mild and Moderate Disabilities 
At an incidence rate of 12 percent, it would be reasonable to assume that  one to two percentage points 
of that total would be for children with severe and profound disabilities. That would leave 10 percent 
with mild and moderate disabilities. Although the previous EB provision for resources for students with 
mild and moderate disabilities was one teacher and one aide for every 150 regular students, the study 
team is revising that via the following analysis. 
 
The service load for special education teachers for mild and moderate disabilities ranges widely across 
the country, with some school districts setting the load at 15 and others at 30. And there is no national 
legal requirement for service loads. The following analysis assumed special education teachers service 
an average of 20 students with mild and moderate disabilities, which is at the lower end of the range. If 
the incidence of such students is 10 percent, that means about 15 students of every 150 students would 
have a mild or moderate disability. The EB formula then needs to be modified to provide 0.75 special 
education teacher positions for every 150 students (the 0.75 is determined by dividing the number of 
mild and moderate special education students in a group of 150, which is 15, by the service load for a 
teacher, which is 20). The 0.75 special education teacher position is equivalent to one teacher position 
for every 200 students, to align the teacher allocation to a 10 percent incidence, or five positions for 
every 1,000 students. 
 
Nate Levenson (2011, 2012), a national expert on effective special education servicing, also 
recommends, as does the above discussion, that most of the services needed by students with mild and 
moderate disabilities should be provided by skilled teachers, not by less skilled special education aides. 
In fact, he argues that places with many special education aides serving students with mild and 
moderate disabilities usually work in educational sites that have few preventive services like the EB 
model provides. Thus, the argument is that few – if any – aides are needed for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities. 
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The aides used by many if not most schools across the country frequently focus on behavioral issues. But 
rather than having aides work individually with students on behavioral issues, what is needed is a 
teacher behaviorist, who works with teachers to develop their skills to manage classrooms even with 
students with behavior challenges, including students with autism. Some of the best private schools for 
students with autism do not have any aides in the classroom, but the teachers are skilled in classroom 
management and behavior strategies. The EB model proposal is to provide one teacher behaviorist for 
every five special education teachers. This equates to a formula of one behaviorist teacher for every 
1,000 students. 
 
The above analysis produces and ED recommendation of five special education teachers and 1 teacher 
behaviorist, or a total of six teacher positions, for every 1,000 students. 

Related Services 
Related services include the need for speech/hearing pathologists, occupational therapy (OT), physical 
therapy (PT) and other services required for a student to benefit from special education services. The 
incidence of related services is generally half of that for mild and moderate disabilities, or five percent in 
this case. Further, related service personal usually service 45 students needing these kinds of related 
services. 
A group of 1,000 students, at an incidence of five percent, would have 50 students needing related 
services, meaning the need for related services staff per 1,000 students would be 50/45, or 1.1 related 
services staff positions.  
 
This brings the total special education services staff for 1,000 students to 7.1, the sum of six positions for 
mild and moderate disabilities and an additional 1.1 for related services. 

Psychologists 
Finally, districts need psychologists for the primary role of overseeing the development and continued 
review of Individual Education Programs, which must be reviewed and reassessed every three years. A 
typical standard for psychologists is developing 75 IEPs a year. At a special education incidence rate of 
16 percent, a group of 1000 students would have 160 who needed an IEP. As IEPs are reviewed every 
three years, that reduces the burden to 53. On the other hand, for every 1000 PreK-12 students, there 
typically is the need to administer an IEP review process for an additional 20 or so students for incoming 
preschoolers, kindergartners and first graders, many of whom would need the review but most of whom 
would not actually receive an IEP. This adds to the 53 another 20 IEP reviews for a total of 73. Thus, at a 
typical load of 75, a group of 1,000 K-12 students would trigger the need for an additional one 
psychologist. 

Severe and Profound Disabilities 
The EB approach for children with severe and profound disabilities is for the state to fund 100 percent of 
the costs for students with severe and profound disabilities, minus federal Tile VIb and the cost of the 
basic education program. To control costs for this recommendation, the EB model would limit the 
number of students so covered to 2 percent of students in the district or SU.  
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Total EB recommendation for special education: 

1. 8.1 positions for every 1000 students, which includes: 
o 7.1 positions per 1,000 students for services for students with mild and moderate 

disabilities and for the related services of speech/hearing pathologists and/or OT PT, 
which equals approximately one position for every 140 students, and 

o one psychologist for every 1,000 students. 
2. 100 percent state funding of services for students with severe and profound disabilities, minus 

federal Title VIb funds and the basic education program, capped at 2 percent of all students. 
 

Staff Compensation Resources 
There are several other issues related to the Michigan Funding system that are not individual elements 
of the model, but integral aspects of costing the model. These issues include: salary levels, health 
insurance, other fringe benefits, regional cost adjustments, external cost adjustments and the school 
district school finance audit process. 

29. Staff Compensation  

To cost out the above recommendations, one needs to identify a compensation amount for each staff 
position. Compensation includes salary as well as benefits. Benefits include Social Security and 
Medicare, health insurance, retirement or pension costs, Workers’ Compensation and Unemployment 
Insurance. 

Model Element Michigan Evidence-Based Recommendation 

29. Staff 
Compensation  

For salaries, average of previous year 
For benefits: 

Retirement or pension costs: 4.6% 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security 6.20% (up to annual earnings of $127,200)  
Medicare: 1.45% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0% 

        Unemployment Insurance: 0.6% 

 
As is usually done in most adequacy studies, the EB approach to costing out the above 
recommendations is to use the average of the previous year’s staff salaries to put a salary “price” on 
each staff element of the funding model. Staff would include the major certified categories such as 
teacher, principal, superintendent, assistant superintendent, as well as the major classified categories 
such as secretary, custodian, maintenance worker, groundskeeper, and supervisory aide. 

In some cases, adequacy studies explicitly include a market analysis of salaries, for example, comparing 
teacher salaries to salaries of workers in other occupations with similar skills and competencies to 
teaching. These market analyses, however, are not part of the current study. Therefore, average salaries 
from the preceding year will be used as the salary price to cost out the various staff elements of the 
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model in the process of identifying both a new base per student figure and appropriate pupil weights or 
dollar per student figures for ELL, non-ELL poverty students, and special education.  
 
Benefits present a set of issues that need to be addressed in more detail. Benefits generally include: 

 Social Security and Medicare; 
 Health insurance; 
 Retirement or pension costs; 
 Worker’s compensation; and 
 Unemployment insurance. 

 
These are usually calculated as a percent of salary.  
 
For example, today Social Security and Medicare costs are 7.65 percent of salary, but Social Security 
applies only to incomes up to $127,200.32 There is no income cap for Medicare taxes. 
 
Health care insurance costs pose a more complex challenge. Costs of health care insurance often vary 
substantially across districts, which usually have different approaches to covering health care, including 
self-insurance. Rates often differ for individuals, couples, and families. Typically, the state does not 
explicitly state its fiscal responsibility for health insurance costs for school district employees, and 
typically unspecified amounts for such coverage are included in the base school funding formula. 
Moreover, many states’ school funding formulas under-support actual health care insurance costs. 

But health care costs need to be directly addressed in an adequacy study, to ensure that this part of the 
compensation is “adequately” reflected in any cost figure. A recent study in North Dakota found that the 
state average cost for health insurance for all state employees was about $12,000. Though the state had 
not explicitly adopted a policy of health care coverage for school district employees, the decision was 
made, with the assent of the legislative committee for which the study was conducted, to use the figure 
used for state employees as an “indirect” indicator of how the state would recognize health insurance 
costs in the school aid formula. This decision was bolstered by a previous state policy that allowed 
school districts to “opt into” the state health care program. Thus, in calculating a new per student figure 
for North Dakota, the $12,000 state figure for health insurance costs was used for all staff categories. 
Wyoming also uses a state health insurance cost figure in its K-12 school aid formula. 

Michigan districts spend an estimated $12,000 per employee for health insurance and that figure is used 
in this analysis. 

Retirement costs generally are set by the state. In some cases, the state pays pension costs directly to 
the retirement fund, and that cost is not included in local district costs. This is a straightforward way to 
cover pension costs, but advantages high salary over lower salary districts. Nevertheless, Michigan pays 
11.04 percent “off the top” for unfunded pension liabilities. In addition, Michigan requires districts to 
pay 25.56 percent of salaries for ongoing pension costs. The EB approach to compensation typically adds 

                                                           
32 This will increase to $128,400 for 2018. 
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the cost of pensions for all educators and education staff. Generally the percentage used is the figure 
the state requires districts to pay which is 25.56 percent for all staff. However, for the purpose of this 
analysis, the study team used 4.6 percent of salary for ongoing pension costs. The balance of the costs 
are real and need to be included in the total, but because pension costs vary for charter schools and 
depending on the employment date of each employee, the 4.6 percent figure was used and the balance 
will be included in the discussion of total costs for the PK-12 education system elsewhere in this report..  
 
The model uses a figure of 0.6 percent for Unemployment Insurance, the current average across 
districts. For Workers’ Compensation, the model uses zero percent because the state fully reimburses 
districts for these costs. 

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panels 

Introduction  
As part of the Evidence-Based (EB) approach to estimating school finance adequacy, the study team 
conducted four Professional Judgment (PJ) panels across Michigan in October 2017. The purpose of 
these panels was to seek input from educational professionals on the content and elements of the EB 
model described previously in the “Using the EB Model to Identify Adequacy for Michigan Schools” 
section. At each of the panel meetings the study team shared the elements of the EB model, asked the 
panel members to reflect on those elements and provide us with Michigan-specific assessments as to 
how the element could function in Michigan. Based on this feedback, the study team identified several 
areas where adjustments to the EB model might be considered in estimating an Evidence-Based level of 
school finance adequacy, as well as several areas where the EB model would not need to be changed. 
 
This section describes the outcomes from the four Evidence-Based PJ (EBPJ) panels. The study team 
used the recommendations of those panels to refine the EB model so it more accurately reflects the 
issues and context of Michigan. During panel meetings, the study team walked panelists through each of 
the elements as described previously (and summarized in Table 3.1). There were three general 
responses to each model element from the EBPJ panels:  

1. For some elements, panel members recommended changes in the level of resources needed by 
Michigan schools – suggestions with which the study team agrees and have incorporated into the 
Michigan EB model. 
 

2. For other elements, the panels recommended changes where the study team’s reading of the 
evidence and best practices diverged from the panel recommendations. In these instances, a 
detailed description of the differences between the EB model and the panel recommendations is 
provided, the rationale for the EB recommendations is documented, and information is provided for 
state policymakers to enable them to determine their preferred approach.  
 

3. For the remaining elements, panel members agreed that the proposed EB model resources were 
adequate to support Michigan schools as they seek to attain the state’s desired educational 
outcomes.  
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The Excel-based simulation that accompanies this report makes it possible for stakeholders to model 
alternative recommendations in real time and review alternative cost projections based on those 
alternatives. In cases where the study team believes evidence does not support panel 
recommendations, Michigan policymakers may want to estimate the costs of the panel 
recommendations and consider modifying the EB recommendations. The simulation model allows them 
to make such changes and to understand the impact those changes would have on the base cost of 
education and the related pupil weights.  

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panels  
Four Evidence-Based Professional Judgment (EBPJ) panels were held in Michigan: one in Gaylord on 
October 23, one in Ann Arbor and another in Southfield on October 24, and one in Grand Rapids on 
October 25, to ensure representation from all regions of the state. Approximately 20-25 panel members 
attended each EBPJ panel meeting. Education community stakeholders and school officials nominated 
panelists, and all nominated individuals were invited to attend a panel meeting. The study team 
specifically sought to include a range of school staff at each EBPJ session.  

A goal was to have half of the members of each panel be teachers from different levels of schools 
(elementary, middle, and high school) as well as teachers with varying work assignments including core 
subjects, elective classes, special education, English for speakers of other languages (ELL), and others. 
The study team wanted teachers with experience in helping to improve student performance in schools, 
that experience would make them particularly helpful in understanding the resource implications of 
programs to meet new Common Core and college and career ready state standards. The study team also 
sought lead teachers, mentor teachers, instructional coaches, and certificated personnel serving in the 
role of tutors.  
 
In addition to teachers, the panels had participation from: school site administrators at all school levels; 
various central office administrators including superintendents, assistant/associate/deputy 
superintendents, curriculum directors, special education directors, and business managers; and 
representatives from school districts and Intermediate educational agencies.  
 
Several days prior to the meetings, all EBPJ panel members received an e-mail outlining the purpose of 
the panel meetings along with an electronic copy the draft EB report. EBPJ panels met for an entire day, 
starting at 9:00 in the morning and ending around 4:00 in the afternoon. Each panel was supported by 
either Allan Odden or Lawrence Picus from Picus Odden & Associates, and an additional staff member 
from APA. The study team presented an overview of the EB model and then sought input – model 
element by model element – regarding the appropriateness of the model’s resources for Michigan 
schools. The study team also solicited panel members’ views on how the allocation of those resources 
could improve student learning. The findings from each of the four panels form the basis for the findings 
presented in this section.  
 
The balance of this section describes six overall themes that emerged from the EBPJ panels, then 
describes the recommendations of the EBPJ panels regarding each element, starting with the elements 
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where the study team concurs with recommended changes, and followed by the elements where the 
study team documents its recommendation to continue with the EB model resource allocation 
strategies and finishing with the elements with which the panels felt the EB model resource allocations 
were adequate as proposed.  

Professional Judgment Panel Recommendations  
Six overall themes emerged from the panel conversations: 

1. Panelists largely supported the overall structure and intent of the EB approach to instructional 
improvement, student achievement, the embedded school improvement model, and school finance 
adequacy. Suggested changes were at the margin but not the core of the EB approach. 
 

2. Panelists expressed strong and universal support for the overall instructional elements of the EB 
model. Those elements – small class sizes, core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, 
intensive and ongoing professional development, extra resources to provide more instructional time 
for struggling students, teachers organized into collaborative work teams, etc. – were viewed as on 
target and reinforcing the delivery of best practices in schools.  
 

3. Panelists universally noted that the staff and resources in the EB model exceeded existing resources 
in nearly all schools, and that many of the instructionally focused staff were those that were very 
much needed (e.g., instructional coaches) but had been cut over the past few years as budgets 
declined. 

 
4. There was initial concern that the EB approach to serving students with disabilities was problematic 

and provided less than current resources for those students, but following considerable detailed 
discussion, panelists agreed that the EB approach was quite robust and an effective approach for 
serving students with disabilities. The major area of concern was the state’s birth to age 26 
requirement for serving students with disabilities while the EB model covered only preschool (age 
three and four) to grade 12 students (though at higher ages if still attending high school). 

 
5. There was virtually no pushback to the substantially fewer paraprofessionals in the EB model than 

are typically employed in most schools. Most panelists agreed that skilled teachers provide more 
effective services than paraprofessionals – even trained paraprofessionals – but cautioned on the 
need for time to shift from paraprofessionals to skilled teachers for many extra help services.  

 
6. Panelists noted that Michigan typically provides more school administration than the EB model but 

less instructional leadership staff. 
 
As indicated above, EBPJ panel recommendations fell into three categories:  

1. Areas where the panelists recommended changes that the study team believes have a sound 
evidence basis and have been incorporated into the EB model. 
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2. Areas where panelists recommended that the study team consider changes or identified potential 
concerns with the EB model, but for now have not been changed in the EB model. 

 
3. Areas where panelists were in general agreement with the EB model recommendations. 
 
Each of these areas is considered below, identifying the EB model elements in each section that are 
impacted.  

Areas Where EBPJ Recommendations Led to EB Model Changes 

There was only one major area where EBPJ panel recommendations suggested a strong reason to 
modify the EB model as presented to the panels: central office administration. In two other areas, the 
panels suggested modest changes that were adopted: field trips for preschool students and higher 
curriculum costs for programs for struggling students. 

Element 21: Central Office  
The study team told all panels that the EB model’s approach to central office staffing would be prorated 
up and down, on a dollar per student basis, for districts larger and smaller than the prototypical central 
office of 3,900 students. In all panel sessions, panelists suggested that while they would like the level of 
staff in the initially proposed central office model, they nevertheless felt the staffing was more than 
needed. The study team explained that the EB central office model had grown over the past several 
years because of increased district assessment and evaluation responsibilities, and expanded technology 
systems at both the district and school level. Panelists agreed, but nevertheless suggested that the 
model be slimmed down, and the study team agreed to do so. Table 3.7 represents the revised EB 
Central Office model and compares revisions with the data presented earlier, in Table 3.6. Note that the 
major changes are in the reduction of support staff as those had been the prime source of the increased 
number of positions. 
 
 

Table 3.7: EB Central Office Staffing for a District with 3,900 students 

Office and Position 
FTE FTE FTE 

Previous EB Model Current EB Model Revised EB Model 
Admin. Classified Admin. Classified Admin Classified 

Superintendent’s Office 
  Superintendent  1  1  1  

  Secretary   1  2  1 
Business Office 
  Business Manager  1  1 1 1  
  Director of Human 
     Resources  

1  1 1 1  

  Accounting Clerk   1  2  2 
  Accounts Payable   1  2  2 
  Secretary   1  1  1 
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Office and Position 
FTE FTE FTE 

Previous EB Model Current EB Model Revised EB Model 
Admin. Classified Admin. Classified Admin Classified 

Curriculum and Support 
  Assistant Supt. for 
     Instruction  

1  1  1  

  Director of Pupil 
     Services  

1  1  1  

  Dir. of Assessment 
     and Evaluation  

1  1  1  

  Secretary   3  3  3 
Technology 
  Director of 
     Technology  

1  1  1  

  Network Supervisor 
     (Hardware) 

 1  1  1 

  Systems Supervisor 
    (Software) 

 0.3  1  1 

  School Computer 
     Technician  

 1  4  2 

  Secretary   1  2  1 
Operations and Maintenance 
  Director of O&M  1  1  1  
  Secretary   1  2  1 
Central Office Staffing 
(3,900) 

8 10 8 20 8 15 

 

Element 1a: Preschool student activities 
In discussing student activity resources, several panelists noted that preschool programs also take 
students on field trips and that there should be some modest funds for such activities. The study team 
agreed and added $50 per student in the student activities line for the EB preschool model. 

Element 15: Instructional Materials 
Several panelists noted that programs for students struggling to meet standards needed extra resources 
for aligned supplemental curricular programs. For example, one online reading program for ELL 
students, Imagine Learning, costs $100 per student per year. Other districts identified other extra help 
programs, such as Read 180. Thus, supplemental materials allocation for poverty students, ELL students, 
extended day and summer school was increased to $50 per student. 

Areas Where EBPJ Panels Recommended Potential Changes That are Not Included in the Core 

Evidence-Based Model 

PJ panelists offered suggestions regarding four elements of the EB model that have not been 
incorporated into the study team’s recommendations. Those recommendations are described here, and 
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remind readers that in all cases, the Excel simulation of the Michigan EB model can be used to estimate 
the impact of these changes on the per student revenue. The four elements are:  

1. School level administration; 
2. Instructional materials and computer technologies; 
3. Career and technical education equipment; and 
4. Special education. 

 

Element 11: Principals and Assistant Principals  
The EB model provides one principal for every prototypical elementary, middle school, and high school, 
and in addition provides one assistant principal for a 600-student high school. 
 
The EBPJ panels felt strongly that all three prototypical schools (450 student elementary, 450 student 
middle and 600 student high school) should be resourced with an additional assistant principal, arguing 
that the 450-student elementary and middle schools should have both a principal and an assistant 
principal, and that the 600 student high school have a principal and two assistant principals. Panelists 
provided several arguments to support this recommendation including: the fact that traditionally more 
school administration has been provided in Michigan; administrative needs have grown given the rising 
and more difficult educational and disciplinary needs of children; and, the need for time to engage in 
more performance-oriented teacher evaluation systems. 
 
Because the EB model provides substantial instructional leadership resources in the positions for 
instructional coaches, it provides fewer resources for school administration per se. The rationale is that 
while each school’s leadership team needs to provide both school management and instructional 
leadership functions, the EB school administration staff combined with the robust instructional 
leadership staff (e.g., the instructional coaches) provide sufficient school leadership/management 
resources. And with respect to student disciplinary needs, the EB model also provides substantial pupil 
support staff, as well as additional pupil support staff for schools with poverty and ELL students. With 
this combination of school leadership/management staff and the considerable counseling and pupil 
support staff, the EB model posits that an effective schoolwide student management and disciplinary 
system can be implemented. Further, higher poverty schools, perhaps with more intense student 
discipline issues, could allocate a pupil support position for a “dean” position focused on student 
discipline. Indeed, several schools in the various panels did organize its administrative staff this way. This 
use of staff would be allowed by and resourced by the EB model. 
 
Therefore, it is the study team’s recommendation that the EB model does not need to provide more 
administrative staff. 
 
One qualification to this recommendation is that if schools and districts adopt teacher evaluation 
strategies that require multiple live observations of teachers over the course of a year – which is needed 
if such systems are to obtain fair and accurate data on a teacher’s instructional practice – then 
additional staff are needed to conduct these observations. Although the EB model does not address 
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teacher evaluation explicitly, the study team would argue that there are more efficient and more 
effective ways to structure performance-based teacher evaluations than multiple principal observations 
(Grissom & Youngs, 2016; Odden, 2011a). If Michigan prefers this more expensive approach to teacher 
evaluation, it could provide the additional administrative staff to each prototypical school, which would 
produce a higher base per student figure. 

Elements 15, 16 and 17: Instructional Materials, Interim, Short Cycle Assessments, and Instructional 
Technology 
 
The EBPJ panelists were generally supportive of the EB model allocations of $190 per student for 
instructional materials, $25 per student for formative and short cycle assessments, and $250 per 
student for school-based technology. Most of the school business officers on the panels indicated this 
was more than is currently expended in these three categories.  
 
To ensure that districts and schools are not engaging in “over testing,” the EB recommendation for short 
cycle assessments is that no more than $25 per student be allocated as a way to encourage schools to 
purchase just one, integrated, online battery of such assessments, rather than multiple additional 
assessment systems. 
 
Some panelists in three of the panels noted that they were spending much more for current textbook 
adoptions. For example, one school said it had paid $286 per student for an adoption of algebra I, 
algebra II and geometry textbooks. These adoptions included all the supplementary materials as well as 
a CD and online access that provided additional instructional support. Another school had spent close to 
$1,000 per student on a reading program for elementary schools, which also included several 
supplemental materials as well as “leveled” readers. A different elementary reading program, Read 
Well, cost one district $220 per student for the texts, supplies, supplemental materials, and online 
resources. A fourth district spent $500 per student for an Advanced Placement biology course. Ann 
Arbor had adopted the Lexia Learning program, a K-3 reading program for struggling students, at a cost 
of $184 per student. Some districts are spending substantial sums for new textbook adoptions at cost 
levels the study team heretofore never encountered. Also, “electronic” copies of textbooks often 
require hard copy adoptions as well, so produce no cost savings.  
 
Some new curricular materials are also available at no cost from more than one source. For example, 
Engage New York was the result of a New York State initiative to create curricular materials linked to the 
Common Core Standards and all the materials are available online for free. A second example is the 
curriculum materials that are available – at no cost –from the organization that developed the Next 
Generation Science Standards. These science materials receive high marks for their quality. 
 
The study team is therefore reluctant to increase the EB’s allocation for instructional materials. Many, if 
not most, districts in Michigan spent less than the $190 per student in the EB model, as do nearly all 
districts in other states where the EB study team has conducted adequacy studies during the past five 
years. However, Michigan would be wise to probe the reasons why some districts spend so much on 
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curricular materials. If those materials produce better student achievement results, the state should 
consider supporting those materials and increase the EB allocation in this area. But if not, districts 
should be encouraged to purchase lower cost but effective curricular materials. 
 
A similar issue raised by several panelists was the district’s responsibility for purchasing college texts, 
which are quite expensive, for students accessing the “dual enrollment” program. Some students take 
up to three courses, with texts for each – that must be purchased each year – costing from $100 to $200 
each. As dual enrollments increase, it could be that at some point the high school textbook allocation 
would need to be enhanced to cover these higher costs. 
 
Finally, Michigan is on a path to leverage technology for learning, to empower every student in the state 
to excel at next generation assessments, and to achieve lifetime success in a technology-based, global 
economy. These aspirations might at some point require more computer technologies than the EB 
model provides. Several panelists noted this aspiration and argued that the EB model’s technology 
recommendations should be enhanced. As noted earlier, for the computer and technology allocation to 
be sufficient for Michigan to move to a one-to-one computer ratio for all students, the base $250 per 
student would need to be increased by $150 per student to $400 per student. If Michigan decides to 
take this path, then the ultimate base per student number from the core EB model would need to be 
increased by $150.  

One large ISD provides computer-based technologies for schools on a county-wide basis and uses a 
figure of $250 – the EB amount – to provide the equipment that includes computer devices, operating 
systems, software needed for various applications and spy/security software. Another ISD used a figure 
closer to $300 per student. 

At this point, the EB model does not support a one-to-one computer ratio and concludes that it is a bit 
premature to do so given the mixed evidence on its impact on student achievement. But that does not 
mean the state could decide to move in that direction, in which case, the base per student number 
would need to be increased by $150 per student. 

Element 18: Career and Technical Education 
In Michigan, career and technical education programs are provided both by Intermediate School 
Districts, usually with a special mill levy for the program, and by local districts. For the latter, it often, if 
not always, is the case that their ISD does not have a special CTE mill levy and provides few if any CTE 
programs. Michigan also has a complex approach to provide state aid for CTE programs. 
 
In some EBPJ panels, panelists identified CTE programs with equipment costs that were quite high, 
sometimes approaching $50,000 for some high cost programs. In these panels, most of the CTE 
programs were provided by ISDs and most ISDs provided a wide range of programs including advanced 
manufacturing, graphic art, computer programming, robotics, accounting, welding, etc.  

It is the consensus view that most state-approved career and technical education (CTE) programs often 
cost more to operate than non-vocational programs due to such factors as: 
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 Smaller classes; 
 Specialized equipment; 
 Supplies; 
 Specialized supportive services; and 
 High-quality instructors with specialized certifications. 

 
However, during the discussions, it became clear that the bulk of these costs are included in the EB base 
program, including class sizes (25 in the EB model), supplies, and professional development. Thus, the 
major added costs would be those associated with specialized equipment. While some programs might 
have high equipment costs (e.g., robotics), others do not (e.g., accounting). Even though many panelists 
argued that the EB allocation of $10,000 per CTE program (which would include five one-hour sections a 
day) was too low, it is the study team’s conclusion that across all CTE programs the $10,000 figure would 
be adequate. High equipment costs for some programs would be balanced by lower equipment costs for 
others; and equipment for all programs last over several years so even a program with equipment needs 
of $50,000 would have sufficient funding assuming the equipment would last for five years. 
 
Thus, the study team continues to recommend that the EB CTE allocation of $10,000 per all CTE 
programs is adequate. Michigan should reassess its overall structure for CTE programs. While some ISDs 
adopt a special mill levy for CTE programs, others do not, so there certainly are inequities in the 
accessibility of CTE programs from the student perspective.  

Element 28: Special Education  
The EB model provides one teacher position for every 141 students in a school (total students, not only 
special education students) as well as the allocation of positions at the central office to oversee 
development and implementation of IEPs. In addition, the model recommends that the state fund 100 
percent of the costs of students with severe and profound disabilities – the high cost students. In the 
MARS report, these would be the student categories of: severe cognitive impairment, severe emotional 
impairment, homebound and hospitalized services, severe multiple impairments, and perhaps some 
programs for students with severe autism.  
 
This full state funding would be capped at two percent of total school enrollments across the state. In 
addition, the EB model recommends special education funding should be net of Federal Title VIb 
funding. 
 
Nearly all panelists felt at the beginning of the discussion of this topic, that the EB model would not be 
sufficient for the Michigan special education standards and service levels, and because of the state’s 
mandate to provide special education to all persons from birth to age 26. In terms of the latter, the EB 
model only covers students aged three and four, who would be in preschool, and the all students in 
kindergarten through grade 12, so it falls short of the state’s birth to age 26 special education mandate.  
 
At the same time, when panelists who were special educators and/or directors of special education to 
reviewed the service levels outlined in the special education section, it turned out that all districts 
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represented had larger service levels than the EB proposed. After realizing these discrepancies, panelists 
understood how the overall EB approach to special education worked and supported it. 
 
The panel discussions about special education were closely linked to the discussion of strategies for 
struggling students. The research behind the EB model includes multiple resources for educators to 
provide for Tier 2 interventions – tutoring, extended day, summer school and extra pupil support – 
before a student is given an IEP. The model also considers those resources in combination with the 
resources in the special education element to address the issues of all students who need extra help to 
learn to standards. Further, the substantial Tier 2 resources, if provided as preventative extra help 
before a student is given an IEP, have been shown over time to reduce the need for special education 
services. As a result, the EB model puts more resources into these Tier 2 strategies and less into special 
education under the theory that the combination of resources can be used to address the needs of all 
struggling students, those in and those not yet in a special education program.  
 
Initially, many panelists observed that the EB special education allocation would result in fewer 
educators providing extra help to struggling students, including students with IEPs, then are currently 
employed in their schools. Some panelists struggled with considering the special education resources in 
combination with the multiple and additional extra help resources – tutoring, extended day, summer 
school, and additional pupil support.  
 
However, when panels discussed examples that showed how to meet the needs of students who require 
extra help – both those with and without an IEP – several panelists noted that the EB allocations 
provided more resources than their schools currently had, leading to a conclusion that the combination 
of extra help resources and special education resources were adequate. 
 
A few of the panelists agreed with the assertion that effective use of more preventative Tier 2 programs 
along with early intervention supports embedded in the EB model – preschool, small K-3 classes, 
multiple Tier 2 interventions including tutoring by certificated personnel – can reduce the number of 
students who require special education services and that the academic struggles of many students are 
best addressed before and without an IEP (which is made possible by the EB approach). This perspective 
aligns with the theory of action embedded in the EB model and drives the logic behind the way 
resources are allocated in the model. This leads us to reaffirm the recommendation of one teacher 
position for every 141 students, which covers services for students with moderate and mild disabilities, 
related services (OT, PT, speech and hearing help), and behaviorists to help teachers and schools 
implement a school-wide strategy of behavior and discipline. 
  
It is important to note that the PJ panels supported the concept of full state funding of programs for 
students with severe and profound disabilities and argued that it would be important for the state to 
develop rules and regulations to identify these students and programs. 
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Areas where EBPJ Panelists Agreed with the EB Model Recommendations  

For most of the elements of the EB Model, the EBPJ panelists generally agreed the resources allocations 
were adequate for providing the resources schools needed to give all Michigan students an equal 
opportunity to meet state performance standards. Each of those elements is listed below together with 
pertinent comments from the panels.  

School Prototypes 
The panelists generally supported the use of school prototypes – 450 student elementary school, 450 
student middle school, and 600 student high school – as well as the prototypical district of 3,900 
students including four elementary schools, three middle schools, and two high school, to both show 
how all elements of the EB model play out at the school level and to calculate a base dollar per student 
figure.  
 

Element 1a: Preschool 
The panels supported the EB model recommendation of one teacher and one instructional aide for each 
group of 15 students for a preschool program. Several panelists mentioned that a full-fledged preschool 
program could help acculturate to formal schooling many students who have been entering 
kindergarten with significant behavioral and social issues, in addition to laying a foundation for learning. 
 
Michigan’s Early Childhood Standards of Quality require class sizes of 16 with two adults. The EB model 
is a bit more specific, providing not only two adults for classes of 15 students, but more specifically a 
fully licensed and trained teacher as one of those two adults. Michigan’s early childhood standards also 
support a PreK-grade 3 integrated approach to early education, a focus that is also part of the EB model. 
 
Michigan currently has a developmental “kindergarten” program for “young” five-year-olds. If the state 
adopted a full-fledged preschool program as included in the EB model, it would no longer need the 
developmental kindergarten programs as those students would all be eligible for the PreK services. 
 
The EB model provides not only the one teacher and one aide for every 15 students in its prototypical 
preschool program, but also the elective teachers (so preschool teachers in a PreK-3 setting can engage 
in collaborative work with other early elementary grade teachers), instructional coaches, counselors and 
nurses, professional development, instructional materials, assessments, and technology resources that 
are provided to elementary schools.  
 

Element 1b: Kindergarten 
 
The panels supported the EB model recommendation of one teacher for 15 students in a full day 
kindergarten program. As well known, Michigan already supports a full day kindergarten program.  
 
Some panelists would urge the state to take a more proactive approach to requiring all students to 
attend a preschool as well as full-day kindergarten program, so that they would be better prepared to 
enter first grade fully prepared for academic work and appropriate school behavior. 
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Element 2: Core Elementary Teachers  
The EB model provides core elementary teachers at the ratio of one teacher position for every 15 
students in kindergarten through grade 3 and one teacher position for every 25 students in grades four 
and five allocation averages to approximately one teacher for every 17 elementary students in a typical 
K-5 elementary school. Panelists supported these class size ratios. Many panelists stated that their 
current elementary class sizes were larger than these numbers, and had risen during the past decades 
because of required budget cuts. 
 

Element 3: Core Secondary Teachers  
 
The EB model provides core secondary teachers at a ratio of 25 students per teacher in all middle and 
high schools, generally grades 6-12. The PJ panels supported this recommendation.  
 
It should be noted that nearly all panelists noted that their current actual class sizes were much larger 
than the EB model of 15 and 25. One panelist stated that these smaller class sizes would “solve all their 
education problems.” 
 

Element 4. Elective Teachers  
 
The EB model provides elective teachers to prototypical schools at a rate of 20 percent of elementary 
and middle school core teachers and 33.33 percent of core high school teachers. The combination of 
core and elective teachers allows every school in Michigan – elementary, middle, and high school – to 
provide a full liberal arts curriculum program, to provide a curriculum for both college and career ready 
focused students, and to have a focus on both what the EB model labels “core” courses (mathematics, 
science, reading/English/language arts, social studies and world language) and other subjects such as 
art, music, physical education, and career-technical education.  
 
With this mix of staffing, the EB model provides for five 60-minute daily periods of pupil free time for 
elementary and middle school teachers. The high school elective allocation allows high schools to 
organize using a block schedule with four 90-minute blocks each day and allows for teachers to teach 
during three blocks and have 90 minutes each day for individual and collaborative planning (this time 
period also could be organized as two 45 minute periods). 
 
In viewing the issue of core and elective teachers, the challenge is to ensure that this staffing of schools 
allows for sufficient time for both individual planning and preparation and for collaborative teacher 
teamwork. Most of the panelists stated that the EB staffing allocations would be adequate to provide 
such collaborative time.  
 
Many panelists, however, argued that given the onset of Common Core/College and Career Ready 
academic standards, middle schools are becoming more like high schools and should have a 33-1/3 
percent allocation for elective teachers, just as high schools have. This obviously would increase costs. 
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During the discussions of how sufficient collaborative time could be structured, it became clear that the 
issue required understanding both the student’s typical day and the teacher’s typical day. The student 
day is usually six and a half hours, with six hours of instruction and 30 minutes for lunch. The teacher 
day is most commonly seven hours, or an additional 30 minutes, with five hours of instruction, 30 
minutes for lunch, 45 minutes for planning or meeting, and 15 minutes for opening and closing the 
school day. It is difficult to find 45 minutes a day for collaborative time as well as 45 minutes for 
individual planning and preparation, in a seven-hour work day.  
 
But extending the teacher work day to seven and half hours solves this dilemma. Given this longer day, 
Michigan principals could straightforwardly organize school days so that all teachers – elementary, 
middle, and high – could have at least 45 minutes of pupil free time during the regular day and at least 
45 minutes of pupil free time after the instructional day, both of which could be organized in various 
ways to ensure adequate time for individual teacher planning and preparation and daily teacher 
collaborative time. The EB model’s goal is to have 45 minutes of teacher collaborative time daily, 
because teacher collaborative work is a key to improving student performance in virtually all studies of 
schools that have moved the student achievement needle. 
 
In sum, most panelists supported the EB elective allocation of 20 percent elementary, 20 percent middle 
school and 33 1/3 percent high school. If, however, these staff allocations together with a seven-hour 
teacher work day created problems in providing sufficient collaboration time, the state could lengthen 
the typical teacher work day by 30 minutes, from seven to seven and half hours. This would require a 
seven percent increase in teacher salaries. Alternatively, the state could increase the middle school 
elective teacher allocation to 33 1/3 percent. 
 

Element 5: Instructional Coaches 
 
This EB model recommendation for instructional coaches was strongly supported by panelists, who 
indicated that the allocation of one coach for every 200 students generally was higher than is now 
provided to schools. Panelists agreed that coaches are critical for supporting collaborative time and 
professional development to improve instructional practice. Panelists also noted that instructional 
coaches are a needed staff resources to effectively implement the state’s third grade reading initiative. 
 
Several panelists noted that instructional coaches needed specific professional development to execute 
the coach role effectively. In response, the study team noted that as all instructional coaches in the EB 
model are considered teachers, and thus trigger ten days of annual professional development. As noted 
below in the section on professional development, providing this number of pupil-free days for 
professional development would require extending the average teacher’s work year by five days so that 
the typical contract would include ten pupil-free days for professional development, as compared to the 
estimated average of just five days today. 
 
Several panelists also suggested that it would be wise for the state to affirmatively launch programs to 
develop and train instructional coaches. The study team agreed with that suggestion and stated that 
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several groups – the state department of education, administrator, and principal associations as well as 
teacher unions – could take on that role. Panelists shared that the General Education Leadership 
Network of the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrator’s was one group that has 
already implemented such an instructional coach development and training program. 
 
Although panelists were not asked if instructional coach funds should be included in a foundation block 
grant or separated as a categorical program, if the EB study team were asked, it would recommend that 
the state make funding of coaches a categorical program. This would help to ensure that instructional 
coach funds were actually used to hire and deploy instructional coaches. The study team’s research in 
other states has shown that when funding for coaches is not dedicated, up to half of coaching funds are 
diverted to other expenditure items and coaches are in short supply. 
 

Element 6: Core Tutors 
The EB model provides one core tutor for each prototypical school. The PJ panels supported this 
recommendation, agreeing that there will be students in every school who struggle to achieve to the 
new higher Common Core standards and this extra help strategy is important to providing all students 
an equal opportunity to meet the new and more rigorous standards.  
 
Some panelists urged the EB model to use the term “Tier 2 interventionist” instead of tutor; the EB 
model acknowledges this perspective but as noted previously, tutors, teachers in extended day and 
summer school are all part of Tier 2 resources the model provides. The EB model continues to support 
one-to-one tutoring in the early elementary years as the most effective, initial Tier 2 intervention. 
 

Element 7: Substitute Teachers 
The recommendation that substitutes be provided at the rate of five percent of all core and elective 
teachers as well as for instructional coaches, tutors, special education, extended day and summer school 
teachers was supported. School business officers who attended the panels indicated this would be 
sufficient.  
 

Elements 8 and 24: School Counselors  
The standard EB model provides one school/guidance counselor for every 450 PreK-5 students and one 
school counselor for every 250 students in grades 6 through 12.  
 
As noted at the panel meetings, the EB model provides not only core guidance counselors and nurses, 
but also additional pupil support staff based on the incidence of poverty and English language learner 
(ELL) students. In addition to core school counselors the EB model provides an additional counselor for 
every 125 ELL students as well as for every 125 non-ELL poverty students. These additional positions 
could be a school counselor, social worker, family liaison, disciplinary dean, etc. Indeed, combining core 
school counselors with this additional pupil support allocation, the EB model provides more of these 
support staff than are employed in several districts, including many high poverty impacted districts, 
represented at the EBPJ panels. 
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Behavioral problems were also identified as challenging issues for most schools across the state; and 
many panelists suggested this required more counselors, behaviorists, or disciplinary deans. Though 
skills in organizing and managing classroom rules and behavior are reinforced by school wide strategies 
and programs that are uniformly enforced, panelists felt the need for behavioral expertise. As noted, 
Element 28, special education, includes behaviorist positions; this position is intended largely to aid 
schools and teachers develop and implement a positive assertive discipline strategy in the school and in 
each teacher’s classroom.  
 
Some panelists argued that every prototypical school needed a full-time nurse position. This concern 
was somewhat alleviated when the study team pointed out that the allocation of one school nurse for 
every 750 students would be sufficient for districts to provide for a full-time nurse in the prototypical 
600-student high school and a half time nurse position in each of the 450-student elementary and 
middle schools.  
 
Finally, some panelists stated that large numbers of students currently suffer from mental health issues 
that require therapy and suggested that therapists, such as psychologists and/or psychiatrists, be added 
to the model. One big issue here is whether such services should be included in the education budget or 
in the broader state and local health and human/social services budget. Mental health therapists are not 
included in the EB model at this point, but note that Michigan as a state may need to enhance the level 
of mental health services it provides it citizens, including its children. One way to access such services, 
noted by several panelists, is to partner with local County Health Systems. Indeed, in a few districts, the 
county health systems provided clinics in schools. 
 

Element 9: Supervisory Aides/School Resource Officers 
The goal of the EB model’s providing supervisory aides is to create a system in which non-instructional 
duties such as hall, lunch, recess, or bus duty are provided by supervisory aides and not teachers. The 
EBPJ panels broadly supported the recommendation for supervisory aides in all schools to remove these 
“duties” from teacher responsibilities, hire non-licensed and lower-priced staff for these functions, and 
have teachers use the extra time for some combination of collaborative teacher work and individual 
planning and preparation. The general EB allocation is two supervisory aide positions for each 
prototypical elementary and middle school and three for a prototypical high school.  
 
Although the panels did not raise the issue of school resource officers (SROs), the study team takes this 
opportunity to make relevant comments on them. SROs are individuals who provide additional safety 
for schools, which can include multiple activities, including securing doors and hall duty. The EB model’s 
perspective on SROs is that they often are (in other states), and should be, funded by the 
police/sheriff/public safety budgets of towns or local municipalities, not school districts. The study team 
assumes that is the case for some Michigan schools as well. Public safety offices generally estimate 
resource needs based on the total population of their jurisdiction, which includes students. Thus, public 
safety officers should be available to provide protection to schools during school hours when that 
portion of the population is in school. In addition, public safety agencies also maintain the high cost 
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insurance required for safety and police officers, costs that would substantially increase the cost to 
school districts if they employed SROs.  
 

Element 10: Library Media Specialists 
The panelists supported the recommendation of one library media specialist for each prototypical 
school. Panelists noted that librarians today play much broader roles than in the past, including helping 
the school provide access to and enabling students to access a wide variety of information sources on 
line. 
 
Panelists agreed with the EB approach to move what used to be library media specialists – people who 
monitored movie projectors, slide projectors, etc. and who became school technology experts – to the 
central office and name them school computer technicians. 
 

Element 12: School Site Secretarial Staff 
The allocation of two secretarial positions at prototypical elementary and middle schools and three 
secretarial positions at prototypical high schools was generally supported. Some panelists indicated this 
was more staff then they had at schools in their districts, others said it was somewhat less. The study 
team left these allocations as originally recommended.  
 

Element 13: Gifted and Talented 
The panels supported the recommendation of $40 per student, which provides access to the internet-
based GoQuest system, formerly called Renzulli Learning. Generally, the panelists endorsed the concept 
of this type of approach for enriched experiences for areas of interest or talent for all students.  
 

Element 14: Professional Development 
The PJ panels supported the professional development recommendations in the EB Model. These 
include sufficient time during the regular school day for collaborative teacher work, instructional 
coaches (Element 5), additional days in the teacher work year to ensure a total of 10 days for training 
and $125 per student for trainers and other professional development costs (such as coffee and donuts 
at professional development sessions, but not for tuition credit costs).  
 
Panelists generally agreed that today the typical Michigan teacher contract includes five pupil free days 
for professional development. That would mean the EB model would increase the typical teacher work 
year by 5 days, which is done by calculating the current average daily rate for a teacher, and adding five 
times that to the current average teacher salary to cost out the EB model. 
 
During this discussion, the issues of the teacher work year, days of instruction, days supposed to be used 
for professional development, and days for opening and closing schools and having parents emerged. 
Often so-called PD days are used for something other than professional development. When asked, the 
EB model’s suggestion to most states is to create a standard 200-day teacher work year: 180 days of 
instruction, 10 pupil free days devoted exclusively to professional development, two to three days at the 
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beginning and end of each year for opening and closing school, and another two to four days for parent-
teacher conferences in the fall and spring. The study team encourages Michigan to set a standard for the 
number of instructional days in the school year, and argue that 180 days is appropriate. At present, 
however, the EB model does not explicitly include a recommendation that the instructional year should 
be a set number of days, and accepts the instructional year a state determines. The Michigan EB model 
will increase the average teacher’s salary by five days so that the model provides ten pupil free days for 
the training element of professional development. 
 
Finally, the robust professional development resources provided by the EB model are meant to cover all 
teacher professional development needs, including for example, content-based instructional strategies 
now linked to common core standards, the SIOP strategies needed for sheltered English instruction, 
instructional skills to identify and instruct the gifted and talented, training for instructional coaches, and 
appropriate training for elective teachers. 
 

Element 19: Activity Funds and Extra Duty Pay 
The panelists supported the inclusion of resources for sports, clubs, and other extracurricular activities. 
Many argued that the funding levels were too low for high schools. Several panelists in more than one 
panel stated that their secondary extracurricular programs cost closer to $600 per student, excluding 
transportation. These panelists suggested that the activities amount be differentiated by school level, 
with different amounts for elementary, middle, and high schools. 
 
Other panelists noted that these resources would be provided to school districts which themselves 
could make appropriate allocations among elementary, middle and high schools and suggested the 
amount be left as is, a point with which the study team agreed.  
 

Element 20: Maintenance and Operations 
This topic was not discussed in detail, as most of panelists lacked knowledge in this area. 
 

Elements 23, 24, 25 and 26: Strategies for Struggling Students 
Panelists were generally supportive of the recommendations of resources for these services. The EB 
model now provides all these resources for students who are eligible for free and reduced-price lunch as 
well as for all ELL students. ELL students trigger these extra help resources whether or not they are 
eligible for free and reduced-price lunch. The goal is to make resources for students from poverty and 
for ELL students more robust, and in addition to special education.  
 
All panels stated that transportation would need to be addressed and probably expanded for both 
extended day and summer school programs. Transportation was not included in this study.  
 

Element 26: English Language Learner Students  
For ELL students, the EB model provides extra tutoring (one position for every 125 ELL students), 
extended day (one position for every 120 ELL students), summer school (one position for every 120 ELL 
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students), additional pupil support (one position for every 125 ELL students) and additional resources for 
language services (one position for every 100 ELL students). Altogether, this provides 4.2 positions for 
every 100 ELL students; put differently, each group of about 23 ELL students triggers an additional 
licensed position. By any measure, this allocation is adequate and panelists generally agreed with this 
perspective. 
 

Element 27: Alternative Schools  
The EB model provides funding for the equivalent of one assistant principal and one full time teacher or 
educational professional for every seven students in an alternative school. This allocation provides a 
source of funding that can then be used to staff schools a variety of different ways, depending on the 
specific needs of the students in those alternative schools. Generally, PJ panelists felt that for typical 
alternative schools, with a small number of students – usually 50 or fewer – this formula would work 
well, particularly if alternative school students were defined as children with multiple behavioral and 
emotional issues, including substance abuse.  
 
This allocation supported the staffing of the Saginaw Security School, as well as another district’s 
Juvenile Detention Center, both of which enroll students in line with the EB approach, i.e., students with 
multiple, emotional behavioral and often substance abuse issues. 
 
Panelists also supported using the alternative school formula for resourcing the Welcome Centers for 
ELL students new to the district and the country and from various “traumatic” places such as refugee 
camps, wars, etc.  
 

Element 29: Compensation 
Panelists generally understood that the model will use the prior year average salaries to “price” out all 
staff, and there was support for including realistic assumptions about the cost of various benefits, 
particularly health insurance, in the model.  
 
For pension costs, Michigan pays “off the top” an amount for “unfunded” pension costs of 11.04 percent 
for education staff and requires districts to pay 25.56 percent for ongoing pension costs. The model 
used this approach and 25.56 percent is the estimated cost of local pensions. In the future, Michigan 
could decide it wanted districts also to pay the 11.04 percent amount as well; this would require a 
change in current policy and increase compensation costs for all staff.  
 
Worker compensation averages 0.6 percent for all staff. The state reimburses 100 percent of 
unemployment insurance so that entails no cost for school districts. The EB model uses 0.6 percent for 
workers compensation and zero percent for unemployment insurance. 
 
Districts on average pay about $12,000 for each employee for health insurance. The EB cost estimates 
use this estimated figure for health insurance costs. 
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Some districts also provide disability and small life insurance policies. The EB model does not include life 
insurance as a benefit and the costs of short-term disability are extremely low, so the model does not 
include a line for these items. 
 

Summary  
This section summarized the reflections and discussion of four Evidence-Based Professional Judgment 
panel meetings that occurred in October 2017 across the state of Michigan. Approximately 100 
educators attended these meetings in four locations across the state. The panels consisted of educators, 
approximately half of whom were teachers and the rest school site administrators, special educators, 
and/or central district administrators and board members.  
 
Overall, the panels offered several important and helpful suggestions. In three areas – central office, 
preschool activities, and curriculum resources for extra help programs– panel recommendations led us 
to recommend Michigan changes to the EB model. Although the study team did not modify the EB 
model in response to suggestions in four other areas, the capacity to do so through the simulation 
model will enable policy makers to understand the costs of these suggested changes as well, should the 
state choose to adopt them.  
 
For most of the model elements, particularly the instructional-focused elements, there was general 
agreement among PJ panelists that the EB Model provides adequate resources for all Michigan school 
children to be given an equal opportunity to meet the state’s proficiency standards.  
 

Final EB Michigan Recommendations 
Table 3.8 provides a detailed summary of the resultant EB Michigan model resources. 
 

Table 3.8  
Summary of 2017 Michigan Adjusted Evidence-Based Model Recommendations 

Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Staffing for Core Programs 

1a. Preschool 
Full day preschool for children aged 3 and 4. One teacher and one aide in classes of 
15 

1b. Full-Day Kindergarten 
Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the funding 
system 

2. Elementary Core 
Teachers/Class Size  

Grades K-3: 15 (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6: 25 

3. Secondary Core 
Teachers/Class Size 

Grades 6-12: 25 
Average class size of 25 

4. Elective/Specialist 
Teachers 

Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:           33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

5. Instructional 
Facilitators/Coaches 

1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through poverty and ELL pupil counts in Elements 22 
and 26) 

7. Substitute Teachers 
5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and teacher 
positions in additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, ELL, and special 
education) 

8. Core Pupil Support 
Staff, Core Guidance 
Counselors, and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students, which supports a half time nurse in each 
prototypical elementary and middle school and a full-time nurse in each 
prototypical high school 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of poverty and ELL 
students in Element 23) 

9. Supervisory and 
Instructional Aides 

2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

10. Library Media 
Specialist  

1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

11. Principals and 
Assistant Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high school 

12. School Site 
Secretarial and Clerical 
Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school  

Dollar Per Student Resources 
13. Gifted and Talented 
Students  

$40 per student  

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into teacher contract year, by adding 
five days to the average teacher salary 
$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and time for 
collaborative work [Element 4]) 

15. Instructional 
Materials  

$190 per student for instructional and library materials 
$50 per student for each extra help program of poverty, ELL, summer and extended 
day 

16. Short Cycle/Interim 
Assessments  

$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

17. Technology and 
Equipment 

$250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

18. CTE 
Equipment/Materials  

$10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 

19. Extra Duty 
Funds/Student Activities  

$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs for grades K-
12  
$50 per preschool student 

Central Office Functions 
20. Operations and 
Maintenance 

Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and groundskeepers 
and $305 per student for utilities 

21. Central Office 
Personnel/Non-
Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number of FTE 
positions generated, as depicted in Table 3.7, and the salary and benefit levels for 
those positions. It also includes $300 per student for miscellaneous items such as 
Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Resources for Struggling Students 

22. Tutors  
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for every 100 
non-ELL poverty students 

23. Additional Pupil 
Support Staff 

1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one tutor position for 
every 125 non-ELL poverty students 

24. Extended Day  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 
25. Summer School  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 

26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner (ELL) 
Students  

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students; In addition, 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students. 

  

27. Alternative Schools 
One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students 
in an ALE program 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students 

28. Special Education  

8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes: 
7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students for services for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities and the related services of speech/hearing pathologies and/or 
OT PT. This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 
Plus 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing 
review. 
In addition, 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, 
minus the cost of the basic education program and Federal Title VIB, with a cap on 
the number covered at 2% of all students. 

Staff Compensation Resources 

29. Staff Compensation  

For salaries, average of previous year  
For benefits: 
Retirement or pension costs: 4.6% per employee 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security 6.2% (up to annual earnings of $127,200)  
Medicare: 1.45% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0.6 % 
Unemployment Insurance: 0% as the state cost fully reimburses costs 

 

Calculating the Base Per Student Cost and Pupil Weights 

To estimate adequacy costs based on the model described in Table 3.8, the EB study team developed an 
Excel-based simulation that provides the Evidence-based base cost per student as well as computes 
weights for special education, students in poverty and English Language Learners. Critical to these 
estimates are the costs of personnel. Salary data used to develop the cost estimates can be found in 
Appendix D. 
 
To estimate total compensation, the model used the benefit rates described earlier. With these 
compensation estimates, the per student EB base expenditure is estimated to be $10,136, with weights 
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of 0.32 for poverty or at-risk students and 0.41 for ELL students.33 The per student EB preschool cost 
estimate is $14,155 which computes to a weight of 0.40 relative to the base per student expenditure 
estimate of $10,136. The alternative school cost estimate is $16,618 per student, which computes to a 
weight of 0.64 relative to the base per student figure of $10,136. These weights are depicted in Table 
3.9, below. 

Table 3.9 
EB Total Base Cost and Additional Weights 

Base $10,136 

Weights   

   Preschool  0.40 

   Poverty 0.32 

   ELL 0.41 

   Special Education (For mild and moderate special 
education students; Census approach applied to all 
students in a district, not only the special education 
count) 

0.07 
(see 
explanation 
below) 

Alternative Schools 0.64 

 
The special education cost estimate and derived weight require further explanation. It is important to 
first note that the EB model assumes the state funds 100 percent of the excess costs of programs for 
students with severe and profound disabilities.  
 
To estimate costs for students with mild and moderate disabilities, the EB model uses a “census” 
approach and computes an additional amount based on the count of all students in a district, not on the 
special education student count in each district. The EB estimate for the cost of special education is 
$673 per student for all students.  
 
This equates to a weight of 0.07 applied to the total number of students in a district (or state). The effect 
is that the total revenue generated through the EB model for special education for children with mild 
and moderate disabilities is equal to the base EB cost estimate (in this model $10,136) times 0.07 for all 
students in the district (or state). Or looked at another way, every student (except those with severe and 
profound disabilities) in a district (or state) generates 1.07 times the EB base cost estimate ($10,846). 
 
Finally, it is important to remind readers that the Excel-based simulation model can be used to model 
alternative resource levels. When used to do so, a revised base per student cost estimate will result, 
along with new estimates and weights for students in poverty, English language learners, and for special 
education. Costs for pre-school and alternative school students will also change as the parameters of the 
model are adjusted by the simulation user.

                                                           
33 The ELL recommendations also include welcome centers for districts impacted by substantial numbers of new 
students with no English language skills. These are funded at the same level as alternative schools, and would have 
the effect of providing some districts with a higher weight for ELL during the time the welcome center was open.  
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Chapter 4: Successful Schools Districts Approach 
Introduction 

In its 2016 study, the Michigan Education Finance Study, the study team undertook a modified 
successful school district study (SSD) for the state of Michigan. The study examined the performance 
and expenditures of successful school districts in the 2013-14 school year. As part of its response to the 
Collaborative’s RFP, the study team proposed to update the numbers from the 2016 study.  

The SSD approach provides a base cost that represents the level of resources needed for districts to 
outperform other districts in the state on current state standards and at current performance levels. 
This number then can be compared to the Evidence-based (EB) and Professional Judgment (PJ) base 
amounts, both of which examine the resource level needed to meet the higher performance standard of 
all students meeting all state standards. The SSD approach does not provide a means of determining the 
additional funding needed for students with additional needs (e.g poverty, ELL, and special education) 
and districts with different circumstances (e.g isolation). In most cases the highest performing districts 
also tend to have lower concentrations of students with additional needs. This was true for the districts 
that were selected in the 2016 Michigan Education Finance Study. 

This chapter first examines the SSD approach used in the 2016 study, utilizing information pulled directly 
from that study and further narrative provided by the study team. The chapter ends by examining how 
the results of the 2016 study would need to be adjusted to be brought to 2015-16 school year figures.  

Successful Schools 2016 Study 

The study team performed a modified successful schools study in the 2016 Michigan Education Finance 
Study. It was considered a modified approach due to the specific requests of the 2016 RFP, which 
identified a specific standard for selecting successful districts: “successful districts have proficiency 
levels above the state average for all of the standards under the Michigan Merit Standards.” In addition 
to the State’s definition of a successful district, APA selected three additional district performance 
standards for the 2016 study: (1) performing at least one standard deviation above average on all tests 
(High Absolute Performance); (2) showing above average growth over time (Growth); and (3) showing 
success serving subpopulations (student special populations such as poverty, ELL, and special 
education). To meet any of these three additional performance measures, districts had to first meet the 
RFP standard of having proficiency levels above the state average. Districts that met the state’s RFP 
standard and one of the additional study team standards were considered “Notably Successful” districts, 
a fifth success designation in the study.  

As dictated by the state’s RFP for the study, the 2016 study only examined the performance and 
expenditures of school districts and did not include charter schools. All data used was for the 2013-14 
school year, which was the school year for which both performance and expenditure data were available 
at the time of the study. Table 4.1 outlines the criteria for each performance standard. 
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Table 4.1 
Successful Schools Standards 

Standard Criteria 

Above Average  Set by state; the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is above the 
statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to as 
Above Average districts. 

High Absolute 
Performance 

The percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is at least one standard 
deviation above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this 
standard are referred to as High Absolute Performance districts. 

Growth The change in the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above between 
2009-10 and 2013-14 was above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts 
meeting this standard are referred to as Growth districts. 

Special 
Populations 

The percentage of students in each demographic subgroup present in the district is above 
the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to 
as Special Populations districts. 

Notably 
Successful  

Districts that met the Above Average Performance standard and one additional 
performance standard (High Absolute Performance, Growth or Special Populations), are 
referred to as Notably Successful districts. 

 
The list of districts that met each performance standard is included as Appendix G. 

The following sections first present the districts that met the first four performance standards and then 
examine the expenditures of the Notably Successful districts.  

Districts Meeting the Above Average, High Absolute Performance, Growth, and 
Special Populations Performance Standards 
It is important to first understand the Above Average standard set by the State’s RFP. Table 4.2 looks at 
the proficiency levels that districts had to achieve in each subject area in 2013-14 to meet the Above 
Average standard.  

Table 4.2  
Proficiency Standards for Above Average Standard by 

Subject Area 

 
Percent Proficient or 

Above 
Math 36% 

Reading 65% 

Science 20% 

Social Studies 29% 

Writing 47% 

 
As Table 4.2 shows, average proficient and above levels were relatively low for most test areas, with all 
subjects but reading below 50 percent. For math, science, socials studies and writing districts could have 
less than 50 percent of their student proficient or above and be above statewide averages. Districts 
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would have had to have over 65 percent of their students proficient or above in reading to be above 
average.  

Table 4.3 looks at the number of districts, average size of the districts, and need factor for the districts 
meeting each of the first four performance standards. Again, districts had to meet the Above Average 
standard to be eligible to meet the other three standards. The study team used a metric called a Need 
Factor to examine a district’s relative need, based on its concentration of students with identified needs 
including special education, poverty, and ELL students. The higher the need factor, the higher the level 
of student need in a district. Additionally, 13 school districts were found to have spending that was 
significantly higher than other districts. These districts were considered outliers in the study and all 
rsults are shown both included and excluded outliers the outlier districts, a list of the thirteen can be 
found in Appendix H.  
 
Table 4.3 shows that 186 districts met the State’s Above Average standard while 34 met the High 
Absolute Standard, 27 met the Growth standard, and 9 met the Special Populations standard. In each 
case at least one outlier district met the standard, with six meeting the Above Average standard, two 
meeting the High Absolute Performance standard, three meeting the Growth standard, and just one 
meeting the Special Populations standard.  
 

Table 4.3 
Comparison of Expenditures for All Standards 

  
Above 

Average 

High 
Absolute 

Performance 
Growth Special 

Populations 

All Districts 

Number of Districts 186 34 27 9 

Average Size of Districts 3,548 5,919 2,097 7,466 

Average Need Factor 1.254 1.186 1.269 1.223 

Excluding Outliers 

Number of Districts 180 32 24 8 

Average Size of Districts 3,686 6,344 2,386 8,419 

Average Need Factor 1.253 1.186 1.278 1.218 

 

Notably Successful Districts  
A total of 58 districts met at least one of the three standards and the State’s baseline standard, creating 
the Notably Successful standard group. Forty-seven districts met only one of the three additional 
standards, 10 districts met two of the additional standards, and one district met all three additional 
standards. The 58 districts that are Notably Successful are made up of districts showing various types of 
higher performance including absolute performance, growth, and success with special populations. A list 
of the 58 Notably Successful districts can be found in Appendix G. Table 4.4 compares the demographics 
of the Notably Successful districts to the remaining districts.  
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Table 4.4 
Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard  

All Districts Excluding Outliers  
Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 
Average Size             4,360           2,324            4,728           2,379  
Average Percent Special Education 9.89% 12.67% 10.42% 12.66% 
Average Percent Economically Disadvantaged 29.12% 52.95% 27.46% 52.95% 
Average Percent ELL 1.76% 2.50% 1.89% 2.53% 
Average Need Factor             1.224           1.351             1.223            1.351  

On average, the Notably Successful districts were larger than the remaining districts. The Notably 
Successful districts tended to have much lower need factors than districts that did not meet the 
standard. The average need factor for the 58 Notably Successful districts of 1.224 is far lower than the 
average need factor of 1.351 for the remaining districts. When examining the need factor, it is most 
meaningful to consider only the figures on the right side of the decimal, meaning the non-Notably 
Successful districts had need that was over 50 percent greater than the Notably Successful districts. 

After the high-spending outliers were excluded, there was very little change in the demographics of 
districts meeting the Notably Successful standard and remaining districts. Four districts were removed 
from the Notably Successful group and nine districts not meeting the Notably Successful standard were 
removed as outliers.  

Next, the study team examined the expenditures of the Notably Successful districts, both all districts and 
excluding outliers.  

Expenditures 

Base Expenditures 

Expenditures were examined by type of expenditure. The study team focused on examining the districts’ 
base expenditures, which districts spend on students with no identifiable additional needs (where 
additional needs students include special education, poverty, and ELL students). For this study, APA 
examined base expenditures by expenditure type, including the following expenditure types: 

 Instruction; 
 Administration; 
 Student Support Services; 
 Instructional Support; 
 Food Service; 
 Transportation; 
 Maintenance and Operations (M&O); 
 Community Service; 
 Adult Education; and 
 Other Expenditures. 
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The tables below condense these categories into instruction, administration, support, and other. 
Support includes student support services and instructional supports. The study team created two total 
base cost figures, one with all base expenditures and one without Food Service and Transportation. 
Since Food Service and Transportation are often funded separately from other base functions, APA 
wanted to highlight the differences in expenditures when these categories are included and when they 
are excluded. Both expenditure categories often vary for reasons unrelated to district characteristics 
used in funding formulas. For example, transportation expenditures per student are often less related to 
the need or size of a district and more related to the geography and density of a district. APA compared 
districts that were Notably Successful to those districts that did not meet the standards. 

Table 4.5 looks at the combined group of Notably Successful districts. 

Table 4.5 
Expenditures of Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard  

All Districts Excluding Outliers  
Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 
Average Size of Districts 4,360  2,324 4,728  2,379  
Average Need Factor 1.224  1.351  1.223     1.351  
Base Expenditures     
   Instruction $5,883 $4,944 $5,143 $4,794 
   Administration  $1,137 $1,133 $900 $1,061 
   Support $837 $652 $875 $646 
   Other $2,531 $2,153 $1,975 $2,061 
   Total Base Expenditures $10,388 $8,881 $8,893 $8,562 
   Total Base Expenditures Less Food Service 
    and Transportation 

$9,301 $7,967 $8,188 $7,683 

 
The 58 Notably Successful districts spent, on average, a little over $1,300 per student more on base 
expenditures than districts that did not meet the standards. The districts that met the standards also 
spent, on average, about $900 more per student on instruction and also spent more on support and 
other expenditures. 

Excluding the four high-spending outlier Notably Successful districts reduced the base expenditures by 
nearly $1,500 per student. Districts that met the standard still had higher spending in instruction and 
support. Base expenditures for the districts that met the standard were on average still more than $300 
more per student than in the remaining districts when including Food Service and Transportation and 
over $500 more per student when excluding those two expenditure areas.  

The study team recommended the $8,188 figure of base costs without Food Service and Transportation 
costs as the figure that best represents what it took in 2013-14 for districts to perform much better than 
other districts in Michigan.  
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Adjusting for Inflation 
In order to use the $8,188 figure for the current Michigan study, the figure has to be adjusted for 
inflation to 2015-16 dollars. To do this, the study team used the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer 
Price Index (CPI-U)  for Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint.34 Two years of inflation need to be applied to the figure 
to adjust for changes from 2013-14 to 2015-16. The CPI in August 2013, the beginning of the 2013-14 
school year, was 220.000 and it was 220.249 in August 2015, the beginning of the 2015-16 year. This 
small increase indicates that there was basically no inflation over this time for the area. With this data, 
the study team recommends not adjusting the $8,188 figure and continuing to use that figure as the 
2015-16 figure for this study. This decision is clearly a very conservative decision, as it is likely that 
district costs have increased as the cost of wages, benefits, and other operational costs have increased 
during this time.  

                                                           
34  https://www.bls.gov/regions/midwest/data/consumerpriceindexhistorical_detroit_table.pdf 
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Chapter 5. Transportation 
This chapter reviews the study team’s work examining transportation. Transportation for students 
includes the day-to-day travel to and from school, travel for school activities and sports, the additional 
travel needed to provide students with extended learning opportunities such as after school or summer 
school, and the specific travel needs for special education students. A number of factors can impact the 
costs different districts or charters face to provide these transportation services. These factors include 
the size of a district, the student population density of the district, the number and type of activities 
offered to students, and the type of special education populations served by the district or school.  

In the 2017-18 school year, the state of Michigan earmarked just $3.73 million for school transportation 
costs.35 Districts in the state can use this earmarked funding for specific transportation expenses, but the 
bulk of transportation costs to districts has to come from the operational funding through the state’s 
funding system. Any operational funding used by districts to cover transportation costs will mean fewer 
dollars available for other operational costs, such as teacher salaries and benefits, textbooks, technology 
or school maintenance. Districts that have the same size student population may face very different 
student transportation costs due to their geographic size, student density, or the location of their 
schools. Over the years states have developed funding systems to address the fact that districts have 
different needs when it comes to student transportation.  

The rest of this chapter is broken out into three areas. First, the study team examines how other states 
approach funding transportation including an analysis of comparable states. Second, the study team 
examines current transportation expenditures in Michigan. The examination looks at district and charter 
spending separately as well as special education transportation separately from other transportation. 
Third, the study team describes how the recommendations found in the PJ and EB studies could impact 
transportation needs in Michigan.  

Transportation Expenditures Across the United States  
According to the U.S. Census’ “Annual Survey of School System Finances” in the 2014-15 school year 
(the most recent year that nationally comparable data is available), Michigan’s public schools spent just 
over $675 million to transport students.36 During this school year, transportation expenditures in 
Michigan accounted for 4.6 percent of total state education expenditures, which equaled the national 
average for transportation spending. In other states the percentage of education funding used to 
transport students ranged from 7.4 percent in West Virginia to 2.3 percent in California. 

During the 2014-15 school year, Michigan expended $502 per student on transportation costs, which is 
almost identical to the national average of $498 per student. Per student transportation expenditures 
ranged greatly in the states during 2014-15, with New York spending the most per student at $1,256 and 
Utah spending the least at $219 per student. Between the 2010-11 school year and the 2014-15 school 
year, Michigan’s per student transportation expenditures increased by 4.9 percent. During the same 
time period, the national average saw a 6 percent increase. Between the 2011 and 2015 school years, 

                                                           
35 Michigan annotated code: Section 388.1674 
36 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/school-finances/data/tables.html 
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Michigan’s per student transportation expenditures hewed closely to the national average (see Chart 
5.1), never varying by more than nine dollars per student above or below the average. 

Chart 5.1 
Transportation Spending Per student 

 

 

State Transportation Funding Systems in the U.S. 
To determine school transportation funding policies in the 50 states, the study team reviewed a 2016 
study by Dr. Deborah Verstegen reviewing transportation funding in 45 states. 37 The study team then 
reviewed state data from the five states that were not part of the Verstegen study (Arkansas, Indiana, 
Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island) to create a 50-state review of public school transportation 
funding policies. The review found that 49 of the 50 states provide some form of transportation funding 
to their public schools. Indiana does not currently provide public school transportation funding but will 
begin doing so through the state’s primary funding formula beginning in the 2018-19 school year.38 
There are five general ways that states provide transportation funding to schools: 

 Reimbursement Model (22 States): states reimburse districts for a portion of their allowable 
transportation costs.  

 Included in the State’s Primary Funding Formula (11 States): transportation funding is a 
component of the state’s primary school funding formula. In some of these states additional 
funding is targeted to transportation. In other states, there is no specific amount of funding for 
transportation, but districts can use state funding for the cost of transporting students. 

                                                           

37 Verstegen, Deborah A. (2016) "Policy Perspectives on State Elementary and Secondary Public Education Finance 
Systems in the United States," Educational Considerations: Vol. 43: No. 2. h ps://dx.doi.org/10.4148/0146-
9282.1026 

38Indiana House Bill 1009 of 2017. 
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 Geographic Distance (10 States): funding is based on geographic considerations such as bus 
route miles, total square miles or the density of students in a school district.  

 Per student Allocation (5 States): states provide districts with a flat per student rate regardless 
of their actual transportation costs. 

 Full State Funding (3 States): states fully fund the cost of transportation.  
 

Table 5.1 
State Transportation Formulas 

Funding Method Number of States States 

Reimbursement Model 22 Alabama, California, Connecticut, Georgia, 
Idaho, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New 
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, and Utah 

Included in State’s Funding 
Formula 

11 Arkansas, Florida, Iowa, Louisiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, and 
West Virginia 

Geographic Distance 10 Arizona, Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine 
Mississippi, Ohio, Oklahoma, Texas, and 
Virginia 

Per student Allocation 5 Alaska, New Jersey, Vermont, Washington, 
and Wisconsin 

Full State Funding 3 Delaware, Hawaii, and Wyoming 

Note: The total number of states does not equal 49 because Ohio and Oregon make use of 
multiple methods of funding transportation. Information from Washington, D.C. was not 
included in this table because it functions as a single school district. 

Funding Formulas and Expenditure Patterns 
After reviewing national trends in transportation funding, the study team reviewed student 
transportation expenditure data to examine relationships between state funding policies and actual 
transportation expenditures. There are many factors influencing public education transportation 
expenditures, including geographic distances, student density, state mandates, and local district decision 
making. Even with those variations, there exists a pattern between state funding models and actual 
transportation expenditures. 

As shown in Table 5.2, states that fund districts through a “Per student Allocation” expend $85 (14.6 
percent) more on a per student basis to transport students than the national average. States that use 
some form of “Geographic Distance” to fund their student transportation systems expend $156 (45.5 
percent) less to transport their students than the national average. What cannot be determined is if the 
different ways that states fund schools actually impact expenditures or if state school transportation 
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needs have shaped the way that the states fund student transportation. Determining the actual causal 
effect would require a more in-depth study of the data.  

Within each of these funding categories, there can be a large difference between state expenditures. 
For example, states that fund their transportation programs through the state’s primary funding formula 
(like Michigan does) averaged spending $455 per student in FY 2014-15 to transport students, but this 
amount ranged from a low of $333 (Tennessee) to a high of $855 (West Virginia). 

Table 5.2 
 Funding Formulas & Expenditures 

State Transportation Formula 
Transportation Expenditure Per student 

(FY 2014-15)39 

Per student Allocation $583 

Full State Funding $579 

Reimbursement Model $560 

Included in State Funding Formula $455 

Geographic Distance $342 

 

Comparative States 
Comparing Michigan’s school transportation funding to all 50 states’ systems provides a broad 
understanding of the differences in how states fund transportation and differences in spending across 
states. However, a more targeted examination is also useful. For example, Michigan’s transportation 
needs are not necessarily comparable to small New England states or large western states. To help gain 
a greater perspective, the study team assembled school transportation information for states that are 
the most comparable to Michigan. Michigan’s school districts are physically smaller than the national 
average, as shown in Table 5.3, but they are more densely populated than the average school district in 
the U.S., as shown in Table 5.4. APA reviewed national data to choose states with districts of 
approximately the same geographical size as Michigan’s and with roughly the same student density. In 
addition, each comparable state selected had to have at least one large urban school district. Using 
these criteria, the study team found six comparable states: Illinois, Indiana, New York, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
39 Calculations based on data from the United States Census using total student enrollment. Ohio and Oregon were 
excluded from these calculations due to the fact that they use multiple methods for funding student 
transportation. 
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Table 5.3 
Average School District Size 

 Average District Size 
(In Miles)40 

United States 262.2 
Wisconsin 128.7 

Indiana 121.6 
Michigan 103.7 

Pennsylvania 89.6 
New York 68.0 

Ohio 66.3 
Illinois 64.6 

 

Table 5.4 
Number of Students Per Square Mile 

 Students Per Square Mile41 

United States 13.7 

Wisconsin 15.9 

Michigan 24.0 

Indiana 28.1 

Pennsylvania 35.8 

Illinois 37.1 

Ohio 39.1 
New York 55.5 

 

State Transportation Funding in Comparative States 
In the 2014-15 school year, per student transportation expenditures in comparable states averaged 
$815 and ranged from $496 (Wisconsin) to $1,256 (New York). In FY 2014-15, the per student 
transportation expenditures in comparable states was $313 higher, 63.4 percent, than Michigan’s 
spending level of $502. Between the 2011 and 2015 fiscal years, Michigan per student transportation 
expenditures consistently trailed that of the comparable states average, as shown in Chart 5.2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
40 Ibid 
41 Calculated by APA based on information from the United States Census, “Annual Survey of School System 
Finances 2014-15”.  
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Chart 5.2 
Historical Transportation Spending in Comparable States 

 
 

Comparative State Funding for Transportation 

Five of the comparable states provide some state funding for student transportation. The only 
comparable state that does not provide transportation funding to their schools is Indiana. The five states 
that do provide funding vary in their funding policies, with Illinois, New York, and Pennsylvania using the 
Reimbursement Model, Wisconsin providing funding on a per student basis and Ohio making use of a 
reimbursement model for most schools and a geographic distance model for sparsely populated 
districts.42 In the 2017-18 school year state transportation funding ranged greatly from New York, which 
provided just over $1.7 billion, to Wisconsin, which provided $24 million, shown in Table 5.5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
42 Ohio Legislative Service Commission, “School Funding Complete Resources”. February 2017. Page 37. 
https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/documents/reference/current/schoolfunding/edufeb2017.pdf 
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Table 5.5 
Comparable State Transportation Funding 

 Funding Method 
State Education Funding Earmarked for 

Transportation Fiscal Year 2017-1843 

Illinois Reimbursement Model $262.9 million44 

Indiana No state funding NA 

Michigan Through the state’s primary funding formula $3.73 million45 

New York Reimbursement Model $1.717 billion46 

Ohio 
Reimbursement Model and Geographic 

Distance $479.5 million47 

Pennsylvania Reimbursement Model $549 million48 

Wisconsin Per student Allocation $24 million49 
 
Of the five comparative states that provide schools with additional funding for transportation costs, the 
per student amounts vary greatly from $27.85 (Wisconsin) all the way to $652.47 in New York, as shown 
in Table VIII. This variance has to do less with the type of funding formula used and more with the 
state’s definition of the students that they will fund. Wisconsin makes use of a per student funding 
system that provides districts with $365 for each qualified student. However, students only qualify for 
state transportation aid if they live 12 miles or more from their school. In contrast, New York provides 
transportation funding for any student that lives more than one and a half miles from their school. This 
dramatic difference between a qualified student in New York and Wisconsin can help to explain the 
difference in state funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
43 These numbers represent state funding that is specifically targeted to student transportation. 
44 Illinois State Board of Education, Overview of Mandated Categorical Program Funding. October, 2017. Page 4. 
https://www.isbe.net/Documents/mcat-narrative.pdf 
45 Michigan annotated code: Section 388.1674 
46 New York Education Department, 2017-18 State Aid Handbook. Page 28. 
https://stateaid.nysed.gov/publications/handbooks/handbook_2017.pdf 
47 Ohio House Bill 49 of 2017 
48 $549.1 million for traditional pupil transportation and $80 million for transporting charter and non-public school 
students. Source: Pennsylvania Appropriations Act of 2017 (Act 1A). 
49 Wisconsin Act 59 of 2017. 
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Table 5.6 
Estimated State Transportation Funding Per student50 

 Per student Transportation 
Funding51 

Indiana $0 

Michigan $2.77 

Wisconsin $27.85 

Illinois $128.42 

Ohio $299.65 

 

Michigan Transportation Expenditures 

Since transportation costs are driven by a number of factors such as the distance traveled, the number 
of students transported per mile, and the types of transportation services provided rather than just the 
number of pupils served, it is best not to analyze transportation data on a per student basis. This section 
examines the expenditures detailed in Michigan’s 4094 transportation report focusing on examining 
transportation expenditures for regular education transportation. Additionally, all analysis is done for 
districts and charters separately.  

Regular Transportation 
The 4094 report provides transportation expenditures by “Regular” and “Section 52” expenditures. For 
this section, the study team focuses on the costs associated with regular education. The analysis 
undertaken includes looking at a number of variables split into those related to district characteristics 
and those related to cost per unit for the 2015 -2016 school year (2016). The variables include: 

1. District Characteristics: 
o Square miles (for districts only); 
o Density per FTE (students per square mile for districts only); 
o Density per rider (riders per square mile for districts only); and 
o Miles traveled per rider. 

2. Costs per Unit: 
o Cost per square mile (for districts only); 
o Cost per mile transported; 
o Cost per FTE; and 
o Cost per rider. 

Districts 

In 2016, 516 Michigan districts had expenditures on regular transportation in the 4094 data, this 
included the Education Achievement Authority. Ten districts had no identified riders while an additional 

                                                           
50 This number is based on total enrollment in each state. 
51 Based on FY 2014-15 total student enrollment. 
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four districts had no miles traveled. The study team excluded any districts without riders or miles, 14 
districts, and also the Education Achievement Authority (EAA) from its analysis of district expenditures 
(due to a lack of square mile information for the EAA.) Additionally, one district had a cost per rider of 
around $95,000. This cost was nearly $90,000 more per rider than any other district. For analysis 
purposes this district was excluded also. Table 5.7 below shows the average, minimum, and maximum 
for the variables described above for the 500 districts included in the transportation analysis. 

Table 5.7 
Transportation Data for 500 Districts with Riders 

 
Square 
Miles 

Miles per 
Rider 

Density 
per FTE 

Density 
per Rider 

Cost per 
Square 

Mile 

Cost per 
Mile 

Transported 

Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Average 111 255 99.93 32.53 $24,107 $4.46 $497 $973 
Median 77 221 17.99 8.62 $7,219 $3.98 $411 $876 
Min 1 12 0.04 0.05 $195 $0.23 $10 $42 
Max 1,281 3,325 1,481.94 615.84 $334,272 $34.49 $10,139 $7,983 
StDev 127 228 197.90 56.38 $39,935 $2.60 $679 $575 
CoVar 1.144 0.893 1.980 1.733 1.657 0.584 1.365 0.591 

 
Table 5.7 shows the wide range in the variables that often impact the cost of transportation for districts. 
Districts range from just one square mile up to 1,281 square miles. One district traveled almost 3,400 
miles per rider while the district with the lowest miles per rider was just 12 miles. The vast differences in 
district size also lead to very different district density. The district with the lowest density per FTE has 
just .04 FTE per square mile, while the district with the highest density has nearly 1,500 students per 
square mile. The range in density per rider is similar though lower.  

The large variation in size and miles traveled leads to very large differences in the costs per unit faced by 
school districts. The average district spends over $24,000 per square mile for transportation but the 
range is over $330,000 with a minimum of $195 per square mile to $334,272 per square mile. The cost 
per mile transported averages $4.45 with a range of $.23 to $34.49. The average cost per FTE is just 
under $500 with a range of $10 to $10,139. The range for cost per rider is smaller with a minimum of 
$42 and a maximum of $7,983.  

The last line on Table 5.7 shows the variation in figures across all districts. A figure of .0 would mean that 
there is no variation. In school finance, a figure above .100 is starting to show larger variation. Clearly, 
the variation in all categories is much higher than the .100 standard. Still, a few variables show much 
lower variation compared to others including cost per mile transported and cost per rider.  

Table 5.8 below shows the correlations between the transportation data variables, attempting to see if 
the differences in costs can be explained by the relationships between the variables. A correlation 
describes the relationship between two variables. A correlation of 1.000 would mean that two variables 
are perfectly correlated in a positive direction, as one rises so does the other. A correlation of -1.000 
would mean that two variables are perfectly correlated in a negative direction, as one rises the other 
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decreases. A correlation of 0 means there is no relationship between two variables. Generally, in school 
finance research a correlation above +/- .300 is thought to be moderately correlated. A correlation +/- 
.700 is thought to be highly correlated.  

Table 5.8 
Correlations for 500 School Districts with Riders 

 

Square 
Miles 

Miles 
per 

Rider 
Density 
per FTE 

Density 
per 

Rider 

Cost per 
Square 

Mile 
Cost per Mile 
Transported 

Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Square Miles 1.000 0.210 -0.341 -0.347 -0.355 -0.200 0.150 0.144 

Miles per student 
Transported 0.210 1.000 -0.222 -0.281 -0.229 -0.276 0.766 0.637 

Density per FTE -0.341 -0.222 1.000 0.711 0.780 0.523 -0.191 -0.011 
Density per Rider -0.347 -0.281 0.711 1.000 0.832 0.266 -0.169 -0.232 

Cost per Square 
Mile -0.355 -0.229 0.780 0.832 1.000 0.363 -0.159 -0.056 

Cost per Mile 
Transported -0.200 -0.276 0.523 0.266 0.363 1.000 -0.145 0.334 
Cost per FTE 0.150 0.766 -0.191 -0.169 -0.159 -0.145 1.000 0.505 

Cost per Rider 0.144 0.637 -0.011 -0.232 -0.056 0.334 0.505 1.000 

 
In trying to understand the impact of different district characteristics to costs, it is best to examine the 
correlation between specific district characteristics and different costs per unit. The data show that the 
cost per square mile is highly correlated with the density of the district, both per FTE or per rider. This 
shows that smaller districts, which tend to have more density, have a higher cost per square mile. When 
density is compared to cost per FTE or cost per rider, there is either a low negative or no correlation. 
The strongest correlations to cost per FTE or Rider is the miles per rider transported. Miles per rider 
transported has a low negative correlation to the density factor.  

Charter Schools 

One hundred twenty-one public school academies (Charters) had transportation expenditures for the 
2016 school year in the Michigan’s 4094 database. Of those 121 Charters, just 52 Charters had riders in 
the 2016 database. Additionally, 11 charters indicated they had zero miles traveled in 2016. Without 
miles traveled data, the study team had no data for correlation analysis and thus the 11 charters were 
removed from this analysis leaving 41 charter schools in the data set. Charter schools do not have 
defined borders like school districts and thus square mileage is not available for each charter. Without 
square mileage density calculations cannot be made. Table 5.9 shows information on the variables 
available for charter schools which includes: 

 Miles per rider; 
 Cost per mile transported; 
 Cost per FTE; and 
 Cost per rider 
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Table 5.9 shows that the average miles per rider was just 625 miles nearly three times the average miles 
per rider for school districts. The variation for charter schools was over three times higher with a 
variation of over 3.000. The cost per mile for charter schools was $5.92 with a range from $0.44 to 
$19.69. Charters had a higher cost per mile, with a smaller range but higher variation than districts. 
Costs per FTE were actually similar to district costs with a slightly lower average and slightly higher 
median. The variation was also close. Charters had about a 50 percent higher cost per rider than 
districts. This was due to one charter school that had a significantly higher number of miles traveled 
than other districts with a smaller number of students. There was a similar range of differences in costs 
per rider but the variation amongst charters was about twice as high as districts. 

Table 5.9 
Transportation Data for 41 Charter Schools with Riders 

 
Miles per 

Rider 
Cost per 

Mile 
Transported 

Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Average $625 $5.92 $474 $1,460 
Median $213 $3.97 $419 $1,044 
Min $32 $0.44 $25 $51 
Max $12,356 $19.69 $1,415 $7,540 
StDev $1,911 $4.78 $327 $1,435 
CoVar 3.058 0.807 0.690 0.983 

  
Table 5.10 shows the small number of correlations available for the charter school analysis. Similar to 
districts, there is a moderate relationship between cost per rider and miles transported per rider. 
Interestingly, the cost per FTE is negatively related to the miles per rider. The variation in correlations is 
likely due to the differences in decisions being made between charters as well as the small number of 
charters represented in the data.  

Table 5.10 
Correlations for 41 Charter Schools with Riders  

Miles 
per 

Rider 

Cost per Mile  Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Miles per Rider 1.000 (0.251) (0.186) 0.539 

Cost per Mile (0.251) 1.000 0.254 (0.008) 

Cost per FTE (0.186) 0.254 1.000 0.252 

Cost per Rider 0.539 (0.008) 0.252 1.000 
 
This section looked at the current actual expenditures for transportation, the next section looks at the 
possible areas of impact on transportation related to the adequacy recommendations. 
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Impacts on Transportation of Adequacy Results 

The results of both the PJ and EB panel work identified various programs and interventions that need to 
be available for students to be able to meet state standards. These programs and interventions include 
services for all students and services directly aimed at special need students such as poverty and ELL 
students. Though a number of or even most of these services may exist today, the scale and scope of the 
programs might need to be greater than are in place today. Panelists made it clear that without the 
proper transportation to support programs, such programs would not truly be available or accessible to 
many students.  

Extended Day: Both the EB and PJ recommendations suggest making available extended learning 
opportunities for students in the form of before/after school and summer school programming. Both 
programs would require additional transportation to be effective. An additional round of buses would 
need to be in place each day to provide transportation for students who remain at school. During the 
summer, busing would allow students to participate in the extended year opportunity. Since both of 
these programs are most targeted at students in poverty, the transportation becomes even more 
important.  

Preschool: The EB and PJ panelists identified the need for preschool to allow students the best 
opportunity to succeed. If the preschool program is determined to be a half-day program transportation 
would be needed for students.  

Isolation 

During the PJ panel focused on isolated districts, the panelists consistently brought up transportation 
funding as a concern even though it was not a specific focus of this adequacy study. The panel members 
wanted to stress that they have a greater need for transportation funding in all facets of their 
educational programs. Not only do they have a higher cost of transporting students to/from school they 
also have higher transportation costs for extended day programs (before- and after-school and summer 
school) and for extracurricular activities. There was a particular focus on the high cost of transporting 
students to sports activities.  

The information described in this section will be used to make transportation recommendations in the 
final chapter of the report.  
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Chapter 6: Impacts of Adequacy Results on the Possible Capital 
Needs of Districts/Schools 
Capital is a major component of the funding needs for all school communities. There are a multitude of 
approaches to funding capital needs throughout the country and within the state of Michigan. The vast 
majority of capital funding for school districts is derived locally through property taxes levied by 
individual communities. The use of property taxes levied by individual communities for funding capital 
can lead to large variations in abilities of districts to fund new capital projects or even to have the 
resources available to adequately maintain school facilities. This leaves those with resources in a more 
advantageous position than those without. 

Charters do not have the same access to local funding sources and generally fund their facility needs 
through their operating funds. This means charters must utilize the funds many districts use only for 
operations on both facilities and operations.  

The study does not look specifically at capital needs; however, it is clear that some of the programs, 
interventions, and resources identified by both the PJ and EB approaches would or could lead to 
additional capital needs for districts and charters across Michigan. This section examines the areas the 
study team identified that might lead to increased capital needs. These capital implications would need 
to be addressed for districts and Charters to be able to fully implement the adequacy recommendations 
allowing students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet state standards.  

Class Size Ratios: Both the EB and PJ recommend class sizes that are likely smaller than currently found 
in many schools in Michigan. Additionally, the PJ approach suggests lowering class size at the secondary 
level for poverty students. Smaller class sizes would likely create the need for additional classroom 
space, especially at the elementary level. Alternatively, schools might be able to utilize space differently, 
providing teachers with office space but not specific classrooms. Sharing classroom space would require 
additional office space for instructional staff for their planning and collaboration time. This alternative 
approach might work best at the secondary level.  

Support Staff: The PJ approach has a focus on pupil support staff, providing robust support for all 
students and increasing the levels of support as special needs populations increase within a school. Pupil 
support staff members were typically identified as school based and this might require additional office 
space within schools for added staff. 

Extended Day/Year: Both the EB and PJ approaches recommend making extended learning 
opportunities available for students in the form of before/after school and summer school 
programming. Though these programs are unlikely to require space not currently available, they are 
likely to put pressure on school facilities in other ways. In particular, the extended use of the building 
may conflict with schools’ normal maintenance routines, requiring adjustments to these schedules to 
complete all ongoing maintenance needed. 

Preschool: The EB and PJ panelists identified the need for preschool to allow students the best 
opportunity to succeed. Expanding the preschool opportunities for students within the public school 
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setting would likely require additional space for these programs. Space for preschool programs is often 
more expensive than other educational space, as there are a number of specific resource requirements 
for preschool programs. 

The programs and resources described above were found to be necessary by educators from across 
Michigan and the capital implications need to be considered beyond the operating revenue 
recommendations made in this report.
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Chapter 7: Geographic Cost Differences 
Introduction 

It is well-established that the cost of educating students is not the same across all schools and students. 
Costs can vary for many reasons, some of which are under the control of local school officials (such as 
decisions about the size of classes or about curricular offerings) but many costs cannot be controlled by 
local school districts. Costs outside the control of school officials include those associated with (1) the 
characteristics of the student body (for example, special needs populations like poverty, English 
Language Learners (ELL), (2) district size or special education students) and (3) with operating in certain 
geographical locations. When allocating funds through a state finance formula, it is appropriate for 
policy makers to compensate districts for differences in these uncontrollable costs. But ensuring that 
formula adjustments accurately reflect these cost differences can be quite challenging.  

Many states include in their school funding formulas some measure of costs associated with providing a 
comparable education in different locations across the state. This report discusses the advantages and 
disadvantages of various methods to capture these geographical, cross-district cost differences, to 
recommend the best approach for Michigan going forward. 

To understand the nuances of the methods for measuring geographic variations in education costs, one 
must first have a general understanding of (1) what causes variations in the costs of providing a 
comparable education across schools and districts and (2) how such variations might be included in a 
state school finance formula. Section II of this report contains a general discussion of education costs, 
highlighting the primary sources of variation in such costs. Section III reviews the methods for estimating 
variations in education costs due specifically to geographic location. Section IV provides estimates of 
cost costs based on a Comparable Wage Index (CWI). 

Variation in Educational Costs 

Economists define the cost of producing any product as the minimum amount of money necessary to 
buy the inputs required to produce one unit of output. For physical goods like cars or computers, this 
calculation may be relatively straightforward, but when the product is education, the model is more 
complicated. This is true, in part, because a unit of education output has to be defined before the 
required inputs can be determined. Thus, most discussions of the costs of education begin with some 
outlining of expectations for student performance (an education output). This preliminary outlining is 
then followed by discussions of what inputs are needed to produce desired student performance in a 
given school, what prices a school faces for those inputs, and how those inputs and input prices might 
vary across schools and districts.  

Education outputs are typically defined in terms of student performance. Student performance might be 
measured through scores on state accountability assessments or other standardized tests; dropout 
and/or graduation rates; some other measure; or some combination of measures. Regardless of the 
measure of student performance used, education cost calculations are associated with given levels of 
performance. That is, if the expectations for student performance increase, then the costs of achieving 
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that improved performance will also necessarily increase (see Baker, 2005, and Baker, Taylor and 
Vedlitz, 2008, for a summary of the educational adequacy literature)52. This is true because higher levels 
of student performance require more inputs (which, in turn, require more money). In most states, the 
legislature or the Department of Education has established baseline expectations for, and/or agreed-
upon measures for, student performance. These benchmarks are used to guide calculations of the 
amount of funding that is necessary, or adequate, to ensure all districts have the capacity to reach 
minimum student performance expectations. For example, the adequacy goal underlying Michigan’s 
funding formula suggests that the formula should provide the amount of money necessary for all 
districts to provide every student an equal opportunity to meet the Michigan Merit Curriculum and 
other state requirements. 

Variation in Educational Costs across Schools and Districts 
Once an output (student performance) expectation is established, schools can consider how to reach 
that level of output. In general, student performance depends on the interaction between students and 
direct school inputs (e.g. teachers, books, and extra help services). The total cost of education is 
calculated by multiplying those inputs by their prices.  

By far, the most important input to educational production is personnel: teachers, administrators, aides, 
support staff, etc. The importance of personnel is reflected in the fact that the bulk of any district’s 
budget is spent on employee salaries and benefits (Odden and Picus, 2014). Districts also have to buy 
materials (e.g. books and technology) and pay for physical inputs (e.g. utilities and building 
maintenance). While all districts purchase these inputs, the specific amount and mix of inputs needed in 
any individual district depends on the characteristics of that district. For example, a district with a high 
number of special needs students may require more inputs, or a different combination of inputs, than a 
district with a lower number of special needs students. Similarly, a district’s geographic location will 
influence its specific input prices. For example, a district in an area with a high cost of living will need to 
offer higher wages to attract and retain employees. Similarly, a district located in a very cold area will 
need to spend more on energy than a district in a more temperate area. 

While expectations for student performance will presumably be the same for all schools and districts 
across a state, the costs of achieving those levels of performance is known to differ from school to 
school. There are three main factors behind these variations in costs: differences in district size, 
differences in student characteristics, and differences in where schools are located (in terms of 
geographic location). These factors, in turn, affect costs through two main channels: (1) differences in 
the level and/or mix of inputs needed and (2) differences in the prices of needed inputs. Although many 
cost analyses focus on the impact of the cost factors overall, this analysis focuses on the channels 
through which these factors impact costs. In this way, the analysis highlights how cost variations are 
best measured, as well as how and why these variations should be incorporated into funding formulas. 

                                                           
52 This is not intended to imply that the relationship between costs and performance expectations is one to one, 
nor that the relationship is the same in every state or in every district, but simply that the two are positively 
correlated. 
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Variation in the Level and Mix of Educational Inputs 
To achieve a given level of student achievement, different districts may use different levels, or 
combinations, of inputs. Some of this variation stems from the choices that districts make to achieve 
their expected levels of student performance and achievement. For example, one district might choose 
to prioritize a well-stocked library, while another may choose to limit class sizes so that student-to-
teacher ratios are smaller. These sorts of choices are typically referred to as “discretionary factors” and, 
to the extent possible, should be held constant when measuring the variation in costs that will be 
addressed in the funding formula.  

Other variation in input levels stems from “cost factors” – characteristics that influence the amount of 
resources used but that are outside the control of local officials. As noted, one of these cost factors is 
the enrollment in the district. For example, Andrews, Duncombe, and Yinger (2002) and Imazeki and 
Reschovsky (2003) find that very small districts typically have higher per-pupil costs than larger districts, 
primarily because their fixed costs (e.g. physical infrastructure, administrators) are spread over fewer 
students.  

A second source of input variation stems from differences in the characteristics of students. A wide 
range of studies (see Baker, 2005, for a summary) have found that costs are higher in districts with 
larger proportions of low-income students, ELL students, or students with disabilities. It is generally 
thought that, because these students may face extra challenges at home and in the classroom, they 
require more resources from schools to reach the same levels of achievement as their peers. These 
additional resources may include smaller classes, more instructional time, special materials, etc. 
Depending on location, districts may also require different levels of physical inputs (Rose et al., 2008). 
For example, districts with more variation in temperature may require more energy for heating and 
cooling.  

Thus, districts with these identifiable cost factors – small size, low-income students, ELL students, and 
challenging geographic location – typically require more inputs to reach the same levels of performance 
as other districts. Because these cost factors are outside a district’s control, it is appropriate for the state 
to compensate districts for these identifiable cost factors via additional revenue. 

Variation in the Prices of Educational Inputs 
Even if two districts use the same level and mix of inputs, total costs may still vary if the districts face 
different prices for those inputs. As mentioned earlier, teachers are the most important input in 
education production. Correspondingly, teacher wages are the most important input price.  

Some of the cross-district variations in personnel costs stem from choices districts make. For example, 
districts that hire more experienced and/or more educated teachers will have higher salary costs 
because such teachers command a wage premium. Some states provide additional revenue to districts 
that have more experienced and/or educated teachers;53 however, there is little theoretical or practical 

                                                           
53 For example, New Mexico computes a “training and experience index” based on five experience categories and 
five education categories. Districts with more teachers in higher categories have higher index values and receive 
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justification for this sort of aid adjustment. Not only are teacher experience and/or education levels 
within the control of a district, but research has also found very little connection between teacher 
experience and/or education (beyond the first few years of teaching experience) and student outcomes 
(Betts, Zau, & Rice, 2003; Monk, 1994). In fact, policies that compensate districts for having more 
experienced and/or educated teachers may create perverse incentives. For example, such policies might 
encourage districts to hire teachers who have Master’s degrees but who are not necessarily providing 
greater contributions to student performance levels compared to teachers who do not have Master’s 
degrees. These sorts of choices should be held constant when adjusting a funding formula for variations 
in teacher wage costs.  

Nonetheless, there are some differences in personnel costs that do come from factors outside the 
control of districts. The most important of these is the difference between geographic locations in terms 
of the price required to hire a teacher – or any personnel – of a given quality. Wages vary across 
geographic locations, in part because the purchasing power of a dollar is not the same in all places. It 
costs more to achieve a given standard of living in Ann Arbor than in Grand Rapids. Because it takes 
different amounts of money to buy the same bundle of goods in different locations, equivalent workers 
will demand different wages for equivalent jobs. If a district’s wages are not sufficiently high to 
compensate workers for higher costs of goods and services, then it will be harder for that district to 
attract and retain workers in high-cost areas.  

At the same time, the experience of living in some places is also more pleasant than the experience of 
living in other places. For example, although New York City and San Francisco have much higher costs of 
living than other cities, each city also offers amenities (e.g. museums, heightened access to businesses, 
desirable weather) that may not be available in other cities or areas of their respective states. Of course, 
these cities may also have more prevalent crime, poverty, and urban problems than other cities. If a 
location is attractive enough, positive amenities can offset higher living costs, so workers may not 
expect or demand wages that are quite as high as would otherwise be expected. Thus, the true 
differences in wages needed to attract and retain equivalent workers between locations will depend on 
worker preferences, living costs, and local amenities.  

There is a large body of literature on teacher mobility and attrition to support adjusting state aid for 
locational variations in wage costs (see Imazeki & Goe, 2009, for a summary). When salaries are not high 
enough to compensate for high costs of living or a lack of amenities, teacher turnover is higher and 
recruitment is more difficult. Thus, all cost studies provide some acknowledgement of these different 
salary needs as part of the determination of adequate levels of funding for different districts. 

Adjusting for local living conditions is especially appropriate because such conditions affect all school 
worker wages, not just teacher wages. Teacher salaries may also vary from district to district because of 
the working conditions for teachers. Several studies have found that teachers are more likely to leave 
schools with certain characteristics, including schools with larger shares of students with special needs 

                                                           
more revenue per student. Wyoming has a similar adjustment for education and experience in its determination of 
costs for each school district. 



197 
 

(e.g. special education students, low-income students, and ELL students). As mentioned above, schools 
with larger shares of students with special needs generally need to hire more teachers or a different mix 
of teachers to help their students achieve similar levels of performance as schools with fewer special 
needs students. The argument here is that on top of needing more inputs, schools with larger 
populations of special needs students may also need to pay higher wages to attract and retain similar 
teachers.  

However, as Rose and Sengupta (2007) pointed out, it is worth considering whether these are really 
uncontrollable salary costs that the state should include in funding formula adjustments. Put differently, 
it is important to ask why it is considered more difficult to teach in schools with larger numbers of 
special needs students. Most likely, the answer is that special needs students face additional educational 
challenges, placing additional demands on teachers. However, it may not be necessary to pay teachers 
higher wages if schools are able to improve working conditions in other ways, such as providing 
additional supports or reducing class sizes. The literature on teacher labor markets suggests that 
teachers generally care more about working conditions than salaries (Hirsch, 2008), so it may also be 
more cost-effective to change these sorts of inputs than to raise salaries. Thus, while it may be 
appropriate to provide additional revenue to districts serving more special needs students (because 
such districts may need to spend more money to buy more inputs), it is unclear whether it is appropriate 
to measure or allocate additional revenue for the impact on teacher wages as well. 

In addition to variation in wages, districts may face different prices for other inputs, such as energy or 
supplies. These expenditures constitute a much smaller share of district budgets, and price variation is 
likely to be more correlated with district size, as larger districts may have access to volume discounts 
that are unavailable to smaller districts (Duncombe and Goldhaber, 2003).  

D. Measuring and Adjusting for Variation in the Cost of Education 

Overall, the uncontrollable factors that affect educational costs for a given school boil down to (1) 
district size, (2) the characteristics of the student body and (3) where the school is located (geographic 
location). As discussed, many of these cost factors can impact total educational costs through two 
channels: (1) input levels and (2) input prices. It is important to keep these two channels in mind when 
measuring and incorporating costs in a state funding formula, as these channels influence estimation 
methods and applications of the resulting adjustments.  

When the primary channel of impact is input prices, it makes sense to measure how variables directly 
impact input prices. It is established economic practice to use models that have prices as the dependent 
variable. Thus, analyses intended to isolate the impact of geographic location, which affects costs 
primarily through wage effects, tend to estimate models that use salaries as the dependent variable. 
State funding adjustments based on these models should reflect that the models capture variation in 
prices only; for example, an adjustment for geographic wage costs might be applied to 80 percent of 
district revenue to reflect that salaries constitute 80 percent of most districts’ budgets. 

In contrast, when the primary channel of impact is input levels or a mix of level and prices (where the 
dollar impact must be measured by combining those input levels with prices), or when it is unclear how 
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much of the impact is on input levels versus prices, analyses typically focus on the impact of variables on 
total costs. Thus, analyses intended to isolate the impact of district characteristics, which affect both 
input prices and levels, will use models with total expenditures as the dependent variable. Funding 
formula adjustments based on these models should then be applied to total district revenues, since they 
capture variation in overall costs. For example, many states use pupil weights to increase aid for districts 
with larger shares of students with special needs (e.g. poverty students, ELL students, and special 
education students). The analytic methods used to determine the magnitude of these weights all focus 
on the relationship between district cost factors and district total expenditures (see Baker, Taylor, & 
Vedlitz, 2008) and provide one number for the overall cost impact of each variable. These adjustments 
are then applied to total revenue to calculate the revenue allocation.54 

Measuring Variation in Wage Costs Associated With Geographic Location 

As discussed in the preceding sections, variation across districts in the costs of providing comparable 
educations is due to both (1) discretionary factors within the control of district officials and (2) 
uncontrollable cost factors outside the control of district officials. Uncontrollable cost factors include (1) 
district characteristics (e.g. enrollments and student demographics) that can lead to higher input needs 
and/or higher input prices and (2) location characteristics (e.g. cost of living and area amenities) that can 
lead to higher input prices. It is appropriate for the state to provide additional revenue to compensate 
for these cost factors. There are multiple methods available to estimate the magnitude of the 
differences associated with different cost factors.  

As discussed in the previous section, geographic location primarily affects district costs through input 
prices, namely wage costs. This section will focus on how location affects wage inputs. Geographic 
location can also affect costs of expenditures for other inputs, such as energy or transportation inputs. 
Expenditures for such other inputs are likely to have greater impacts on input levels (e.g. districts 
needing to buy more buses or maintain lengthier bus routes) rather than impact prices. Expenditures for 
these other inputs demand a much smaller share of district budgets than expenditures for personnel. 
The report will therefore return to these other inputs as a separate issue in Section IV below. 

There is a well-established body of literature on adjusting state aid formulas to account for geographic 
variation in teacher wages. A number of states include such adjustments. There are three possible 
adjustments: (1) cost of living adjustments, (2) comparable wage indices, or (3) hedonic wage indices. 

Housing-Based Cost of Living Adjustment 
The first option is to adjust for the cost of living by computing the price of a basket of goods associated 
with each location (similar to how the Consumer Price Index is calculated across time). Typically, that 
local basket of goods is dominated by housing costs, although other goods’ prices are also usually 
included (McMahon, 1996). This approach has the advantage of being straightforward to calculate and 

                                                           
54 Alternatively, those separate weights and adjustments could also be combined into a comprehensive index that 
captures variation in all costs, including the impact of both district characteristics and location factors, and 
differences in both input levels and prices (see Reschovsky and Imazeki, 1996). This sort of summary index is easy 
to incorporate into a foundation funding formula and greatly simplifies the calculation of adequate funding but 
further obscures the underlying sources of cost variations. 
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update over time, as long as data on housing costs and other items in the basket are available. The 
major disadvantage of a housing-based cost of living adjustment is that it does not include any 
information about area amenities which may also impact the wages needed to attract and retain 
workers. As mentioned in Section II, workers will generally accept lower wages to work in locations with 
pleasant amenities, such as desirable weather or vibrant cultural life. Thus, even though housing costs 
are higher in such locations, wages may not need to be equally high. Because high cost of living is 
correlated with these pleasant amenities, a cost of living adjustment based primarily on housing and 
other consumer costs will tend to overestimate the wage differential needed to attract and retain school 
employees in locations with high costs of living and underestimate it in locations with low costs of living. 

Comparable Wage Index  
A Comparable Wage Index (CWI) is calculated by measuring the variation in non-teacher wages across 
localities. CWIs therefore account for the impacts of both cost of living and area amenities. The 
assumption is that workers who are similar to teachers in terms of their levels of education, their 
training, and their job responsibilities will have similar preferences as teachers. For example, if non-
teacher workers in the City of Ann Arbor are paid, on average, 10 percent more than non-teacher 
workers in the City of Flint, then the CWI would suggest Ann Arbor City Public Schools should receive 10 
percent more revenue for teacher salaries than Flint Public Schools.  

Specifically, following Taylor and Fowler (2006), a CWI is created by estimating the following equation: 

 

In this equation,  

 the dependent variable is the natural log of annual salary, 
 Wi is a vector of characteristics of worker i, 
 Oi is an indicator variable for worker i’s occupation,  
 Ii is an indicator variable for worker i’s industry, 
 Ri is an indicator variable for the region that worker i lives in, and  
 εi is an idiosyncratic error term.  

 
The resulting coefficients are then used to predict a wage in each region for a worker with average 
characteristics (that is, average values of all worker characteristics). 

Estimation of this model requires data on individual worker characteristics as well as industry, 
occupation, wages, and location. These variables are all available in the American Community Survey, 
which is administered annually.55 The American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing national survey 
administered by the U.S. Census Bureau, sent to 3.5 million people each year, collecting information on 
income, housing, education and migration, as well as the employment variables already mentioned. The 

                                                           
55 In 2000 and earlier, the relevant variables were collected on the long form of the decennial Census. Taylor and 
Fowler (2006) discuss how to use Occupational Employment Statistics data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics to 
update a CWI in the years between Censuses; thus, annual adjustments can still be made between Census years 
prior to 2005 when the relevant variables became available annually as part of the American Community Survey. 
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ACS replaced the long form of the decennial Census and thus, is the only national source of this type of 
information. Data with the individual responses necessary to compute a CWI are available in the ACS 
Public Use Microdata Sample for areas with at least 100,000 residents (called PUMAs or Public Use 
Microdata Areas). A CWI for any PUMA is therefore relatively straightforward to create and can easily be 
updated on an annual basis. A CWI also has the advantage of being clearly beyond the control of local 
districts; it does not use any school-generated data. It can also be used, or easily adjusted for use, for all 
labor costs (e.g. certified staff, non-certified staff, teachers, administrators, or classified staff).  

On the other hand, a CWI assumes comparability of workers. The CWI captures average preferences for 
location among all non-teacher workers, so using a CWI to adjust for district wage costs assumes 
teachers have similar preferences as other workers and therefore require similar wage adjustments. This 
assumption could be strengthened by estimating the CWI with a sample of workers more closely aligned 
with teachers (e.g. workers with college degrees or workers in occupations that require education levels 
and/or job responsibilities similar to teaching). However, if teacher preferences are systematically 
different than other worker preferences, then a CWI may not be appropriate.  

A CWI is also intended to capture variation across labor markets, generally measured at a broad 
geographical level (e.g. across a metropolitan area). The smallest area for which a CWI value can be 
calculated using the ACS data is a PUMA (areas with at least 100,000 residents); in densely populated 
regions, a PUMA may represent one part of a city or county but in sparsely populated regions, a PUMA 
may span multiple counties. In the results below, the analysis is done at the county level where possible, 
and at the PUMA level if county population is too small for a county-level estimate. To obtain the best 
coverage, the analysis uses the 5-year sample for 2015, which pools data across the previous 60 months 
in order to maximize the number of respondents in each area. 

A CWI cannot measure cost variations across districts within the measured geographical area, so all 
districts within an area would necessarily have the same index value. 

This drawback is related to another potential concern about comparable wages: A CWI does not 
measure variation in wages across districts due to school-specific working conditions. As discussed in the 
previous section, it is not clear that the state should make adjustments for the impact of student 
characteristics on wages. That said, if a state decided to make such adjustments anyway, a CWI measure 
would not include variation in wages because of school-specific conditions. 

Hedonic Wage Index 
Hedonic wage indices are calculated by breaking down variation in current wages based on a number of 
different identifiable variables. Thus, hedonic wage indices can capture variation due to both geographic 
location characteristics and student characteristics. Following Chambers (1998), a hedonic wage index 
for teachers is created by estimating the following equation: 

 

In this equation,  

iiGSCSDiTi GCDTalaryLnTeacherS  
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 the dependent variable is the natural log of a teacher’s annual salary,  
 Ti is a vector of characteristics of teacher i (the most commonly included are gender, race, 

education, certifications, experience, and any other available measures of teacher quality such 
as measures of effectiveness or test scores),  

 DS is a vector of discretionary cost/working condition variables in school S (such as class size), 
 CS is a vector of uncontrollable cost/working condition variables in school S (the most commonly 

included are the percentages of high-need or poverty students), 
 GS is a vector of characteristics for the region that teacher i lives and works in (such as housing 

prices and area amenities like weather, crime or population density), and  
 εi is an idiosyncratic error term.  

 
The resulting coefficients are then used to predict a wage for an average teacher (with state average 
values of the variables in Ti) in each school, holding constant the discretionary cost variables. 

The data required to estimate this model will depend on the specific variables included. Though the 
most commonly included variables have been noted above, it is important to recognize that the specific 
choice of variables to include is ultimately up to the analyst. This can have some benefits, as the model 
can generate estimates of the impact of specific variables that may be of particular interest to the state. 
For example, the hedonic method can reveal how much of locational variation is coming from housing 
costs, versus how much locational variation is coming from preferences for area amenities (e.g. low 
crime or desirable weather). Additionally, the hedonic approach explicitly captures and controls for the 
impact of student characteristics on teacher wages, and thus can generate a distinct value for each 
district. 

On the other hand, there may be some variables (e.g. measures of teacher quality or area amenities) 
that should theoretically be included (because theory and previous research suggest that they impact 
teacher wage costs), but that are excluded in practice due to lack of data. This creates a potential 
concern: because the model uses directly observed teacher salaries, which are subject to district control, 
any variation in teacher salaries due to variables that are not specifically included in the model will 
either (1) be relegated to the error term (and thus left out of the resulting index values) or (2) create 
bias (potentially of unknown direction and size) in the coefficients of included variables. In both cases, 
the resulting index will provide a potentially biased measure of true cost variations. Of particular 
concern is that, to the extent that unobserved or excluded variables are correlated with included cost 
factors, the hedonic index may overestimate or underestimate true costs. For example, if districts with 
more special needs students are also less efficient than districts with fewer special needs students, then 
the coefficients on student variables may be biased upward, rewarding districts with extra revenue for 
their inefficiency.  

It is tempting to try to make up for missing data by including as many specific cost and control variables 
as possible. However, doing this creates some issues. Including additional variables can reduce the 
precision with which all the coefficients are estimated. This concern is also particularly salient when the 
additional variables are correlated with other variables already in the model. Furthermore, a larger and 
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more complex model becomes increasing difficult to update over time. That last point is perhaps the 
largest drawback of the hedonic approach in general, especially for generating a measure to be used in 
state policy. The data requirements and statistical complexity of the hedonic approach make calculating 
and updating even a relatively simple hedonic wage index significantly more difficult and time-
consuming than either of the alternative approaches.  

Comparable Wage Index versus Hedonic Wage Index 

Economic theory clearly suggests that the cost of living approach is inferior to the other two approaches; 
although all three methods can account for the impact of housing and other costs on wages, the cost of 
living approach fails to capture the impact of area amenities that affect wages. With that in mind, this 
analysis focuses on the relative merits of a comparable wage index and a hedonic wage index. 

When attempting to capture variation in the impact of geographic location on district salaries, the 
comparable wage approach has multiple benefits over the hedonic approach: 

1. The data are easily and publicly available, and the statistical method of estimation is 
straightforward. This makes annual updates relatively easy, minimizing the large changes in 
allocations that can result when updates are less frequent. 
 

2. The comparable wage approach does not require the analyst to make decisions about which 
specific variables to include or exclude (in contrast to the hedonic methodology). Moreover, the 
comparable wage methodology is well-established (see, for example, Taylor and Fowler, 2006) 
and analysts are in agreement about the specification of the model. Again, this simplifies 
estimation, as there is no need to collect data from multiple sources nor worry that variables 
available in one year are not available in another.  

 
3. The data used for estimation is outside the control of local districts so there can be no ‘gaming’ 

of the resulting index. 

One aspect of the hedonic model that may seem advantageous is that it specifically includes student 
characteristics. Research shows that, as variables, student characteristics do have an influence on 
teacher salaries. However, if the state’s funding model already includes explicit adjustments for student 
characteristics (e.g., special needs students), it may not be appropriate to additionally incorporate 
variation in those variables when calculating the wage cost in isolation.  

Typically, analysts estimate the costs of a student characteristic, like poverty, by looking at the 
characteristic’s impact on total expenditures, since student characteristics may lead districts to hire 
more teachers, or raise levels of other inputs like tutoring services, in addition to offering higher wages. 
These costs are then included in state aid formulas separately from adjustments for geographic location, 
which primarily impact wages. If a state has these separate adjustments for student characteristics, then 
it may be problematic to include the same student characteristics in an adjustment primarily intended to 
capture the impact of geographic location on wages. 
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The Michigan Comparable Wage Index 

The rest of this report focuses on the comparable wage methodology to estimate cost differences across 
areas. This is based on a wage index for professional workers: full time, full year workers who have at 
least a Bachelor’s degree and who are not self-employed.56  The results presented below adjust wages 
for a variety of characteristics: 

 Demographic characteristics: Age and age squared to account for a non-linear relationship 
between experience and salary, race, and sex; 

 education: indicators for master’s degree, professional degree, and Ph.D. degrees; 
 usual work hours and indicators for weeks of work (27-39 weeks, 40-47 weeks, 48-49 weeks; or 

50+ weeks), and 
 insurance coverage through employer or union. 

 
The resulting coefficients are then used to adjust the average wage for each area so that the average is 
based on the same characteristics as the average Michigan teacher: 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑛 𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦 =  𝛽௪
෢ 𝑊ெூ  തതതതതത + 𝛽௦

෢ 

Essentially, this methodology asks, “If the average non-teacher in each area had characteristics that 
were the same as the average teacher in Michigan, what would the average salary be?”  This allows 
average salaries across areas to represent differences in area labor markets, living conditions, and 
amenities, rather than differences in the characteristics of workers (e.g., older or more educated in one 
region than another).57   

Tables 1 and 2 shows the comparable wage indices for all full-time, full year workers with at least a BA 
and for a subset of those workers who are employed in the public sector (federal, state, or local 
employers but not employed in teaching). For comparison, unadjusted average salaries were also 
converted to the same format that is shown in the last two columns of Table 1.  

Table 7.1 reports estimates based on metropolitan areas, which may cross county lines. Table 2 reports 
estimates based on counties, where that data is available, or on Public Use Microdata Areas that 
combine counties when the number of county level observations is too small for public reporting of the 
data. It is important to point out that the data used for the comparable wage analysis are taken from the 
U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS). This analysis uses the 2015 ACS 5-year 

                                                           
56 More specifically, the sample consists of full time (35+hours per week), full year (27+weeks per year) workers 
ages 22-65, not in school, not self employed. 
57 Additional analysis included indicators for the industry as another characteristic. The results were very similar to 
those excluding industry of work, and they are therefore not presented below. Further analysis also restricted the 
comparison occupations to a smaller set suggested by other researchers as being most comparable to teachers. 
(See the Economic Policy Institute’s work by Allegreto, Corcoran and Mishel (2004) for one such list, and Stoddard 
(2013) for another.)  Again, the results were very similar to those with the full set of professional and technical 
workers, and for brevity again they are  not presented below. 
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estimates, which pool data across the previous 60 months. This allows for larger sample sizes to 
estimate differences across smaller geographic areas. Even so, there are many areas that must be 
aggregated to produce reliable estimates.  

The tables report the difference in wage costs for each area relative to the state average. For 
comparison, the first column in each table reports the unadjusted relative wage, and the last two 
columns adjust wages to so that they are based on average characteristics.  

Table 7.1 
Metropolitan Area Comparable Wage Indices, 2015 

Metropolitan area  
(2013 OMB delineations) 

Wages relative to 
state average, 
All workers BA+ 
 unadjusted  

Wages relative to 
state average, 
All workers BA+ 
Comparable 
characteristics 

Wages relative to 
state average, 
Public sector BA+ 
Comparable 
characteristics 

Not in metro area 84.8% 86.6% 91.3% 
Ann Arbor 111.7% 104.2% 107.9% 
Battle Creek 98.0% 102.9% 109.5% 
Detroit-Warren-Dearborn 110.4% 109.1% 108.3% 
Flint 86.0% 92.6% 93.6% 
Grand Rapids-Wyoming 91.6% 95.3% 96.7% 
Jackson 86.2% 91.8% 92.6% 
Kalamazoo-Portage 95.8% 94.4% 94.4% 
Lansing-East Lansing 90.1% 93.4% 101.0% 
Monroe 91.1% 96.7% 100.4% 
Muskegon 84.9% 91.1% 95.6% 
Niles-Benton Harbor 106.0% 101.1% 94.8% 
Saginaw 88.8% 94.3% 93.7% 

 
Areas with numbers above 100 percent have high wage costs relative to the state average and areas a 
number under 100 percent have lower costs. For example, Table 1 indicates that in non-metropolitan 
areas, wages of workers with BAs are about 87 percent of wages for the average worker in Michigan, 
while non-metro public sector workers are somewhat closer to the state average. 
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Table 7.2 
Michigan County or PUMA Comparable Wage Indices, 2015 

County or Combined County Area 
Number indicates County fips or PUMA 
id number in the case of combined 
counties 

Unadjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-),   
all workers 
BA+ 

Characteristics T 
adjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-) 
all workers BA+ 

Characteristics 
adjusted premium 
(+) or penalty (-), 
public sector 
workers 

5 Allegan County 88.1% 92.2% 89.4% 
21 Berrien County 106.0% 101.1% 93.2% 
25 Calhoun County 92.9% 97.7% 104.1% 
65 Ingham County 90.0% 90.8% 92.8% 
75 Jackson County 86.2% 91.8% 91.1% 
77 Kalamazoo County 97.8% 96.2% 92.7% 
81 Kent County 90.9% 94.4% 92.9% 
93 Livingston County 114.1% 112.1% 108.7% 
99 Macomb 93.6% 101.2% 111.2% 
100 Western Upper Peninsula   
(Baraga, Dickinson, Gogebic, Houghton, 
Iron, Keweenaw, Marquette, Ontonagon) 

81.2% 83.9% 87.9% 

115 Monroe County 91.1% 96.7% 98.9% 
121 Muskegon County 82.5% 89.4% 95.1% 
125 Oakland County 123.5% 116.4% 106.9% 
139 Ottowa County 93.0% 96.2% 98.6% 
145 Saginaw County 88.8% 94.3% 92.1% 
147 St. Clair County 91.3% 96.3% 101.4% 
161 Washtenaw County 110.8% 103.8% 105.7% 
163 Wayne County 98.8% 101.7% 103.0% 
200 Eastern Upper Peninsula  
(Alger, Cheppewa, Delta, Luce, Mackinc, 
Menominee, Schoolcraft) 

80.4% 83.5% 91.0% 

300 Northeast Lower Peninsula 
(Alcona, Alpena, Cheboygan, Crawford, 
Montmorenecy, Oscoda, Otsego, Presque 
Isle) 

75.5% 71.6% 84.3% 

400 Northwest Lower Peninsula (East) 
(Antrim, Charlevoix, Emmet, Kalkaska, 
Missaukee, Wexford) 

86.3% 83.4% 85.3% 

500 Northwest Lower Peninsula (West) 
(Benzie, Grand Traverse, Leelanau, 
Manistee) 

90.2% 85.6% 90.6% 
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County or Combined County Area 
Number indicates County fips or PUMA 
id number in the case of combined 
counties 

Unadjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-),   
all workers 
BA+ 

Characteristics T 
adjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-) 
all workers BA+ 

Characteristics 
adjusted premium 
(+) or penalty (-), 
public sector 
workers 

600 Newaygo, Mason, Oceana & Lake 
Counties 

80.7% 80.7% 88.7% 

1100 Ionia, Montcalm, Mecosta & 
Osceola Counties 

76.5% 83.5% 86.6% 

1200 Isabella, Gratiot & Clare Counties 78.8% 83.1% 85.1% 
1300 Iosco, Gladwin, Roscommon, 
Ogemaw & Arenac Counties 

79.8% 79.6% 77.5% 

1400 Bay & Midland Counties 103.1% 102.4% 98.5% 
1600 Tuscola, Sanilac & Huron Counties 74.9% 82.4% 84.4% 
1700 Genesee, Lapeer & Shiawassee 
Counties 

90.8% 93.8% 95.8% 

1900 Eaton & Clinton Counties 90.5% 96.6% 105.7% 
2200 St. Joseph & Branch Counties 80.7% 82.4% 93.8% 
2300 Van Buren & Cass Counties 88.3% 90.3% 95.0% 
2500 Lenawee & Hillsdale Counties 80.0% 80.0% 90.3% 

 
Table 7.2 replicates this same analysis across county and PUMA areas. It is important to reiterate that 
these indices are best used for wage adjustments by school districts if public school employees and 
workers outside of education have similar geographic preferences. Again, the selection of the sample 
based on education and full time, full year work helps to ensure that workers are roughly comparable. 

Across counties and county areas, CWI ranges from a low in the Northeast Lower Peninsula (Alcona, 
Alpena, Cheboygan, Crawford, Montmorenecy, Oscoda, Otsego, Presque Isle counties) where wage 
costs are 28 percent lower than the state average, to a high in Oakland County, where wage costs are 16 
percent above the state average.  

Public sector workers share many of the characteristics and benefits of teaching and other education 
related jobs. As in teaching, state and local salary schedules tend to be more similar across different 
parts of the state because (1) characteristics of these jobs are more similar and (2) the hiring pool is 
more uniform across the state. This is likely to be particularly true for educational workers. Therefore, a 
public sector wage index may be more representative of educational labor costs in an area. 

It is worth noting that these indices are at the county, metro, or PUMA area, and as such may not 
capture specific localized problems. For example, particularly remote schools or districts in an area may 
have more difficulty recruiting or retaining teacher even if salaries are competitive with those in their 
local area. The specific difficulties of especially remote districts has been described both by 
superintendents and in the academic literature (Cowen et al, 2012; Hammer et al, 2005; Miller, 2012; 
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Monk, 2005; Tuck et al, 2009). For example, Miller (2012) finds that rural schools in New York have more 
recruitment problems for beginning teachers with strong academic preparation and Tuck et al (2009) 
finds that remote communities in Alaska have more turnover. Tuck et al (2009) estimate premiums in 
remote areas that are approximately 30 percent more than in the most urbanized district in the state. 
Cowen et al (2012), however, find similar rates of retention across districts in Kentucky although rural 
Appalachian teachers are somewhat more likely to leave the profession. 

Nearly all of these studies conclude by finding that there is a subset of schools in rural areas that are 
particularly hard to staff. Michigan may well have some of these schools, but the labor market costs 
cannot be estimated at finer level without school- or district-specific salaries and school-specific teacher 
retention rates. An examination of teacher turnover or the number of applicants at the school level 
could reveal higher employment costs than is indicated by looking at local labor market costs alone. 

Conclusion 

This report has reviewed methods for estimating the variation in educational costs associated with 
geographic location. The focus has been primarily on the geographic variation in wage costs, given that 
the main impact of location on district costs is through wages, which in turn comprise the largest share 
of district budgets. The three methods that analysts use to capture this geographic variation in wage 
costs are cost of living, CWI, and hedonic wage models. While each has strengths and weaknesses, the 
CWI approach has become commonly used in state policy because of the relative simplicity of the model 
and the availability of data. A CWI is relatively straightforward to create and update on an annual basis; 
it also has the advantage of being clearly beyond the control of local districts, as there are no data used 
that are generated by schools. In contrast, the data requirements and statistical complexity of the 
hedonic approach make calculating and updating even a fairly simple hedonic wage index more difficult 
than either of the alternative approaches. A hedonic model also conflates variation due to geographic 
location with costs associated with student characteristics, such as poverty; this may be particularly 
problematic when those costs are already accounted for elsewhere in the funding system. The report 
then estimates the CWI for various regions in the state, and finds that wage costs vary significantly 
across regions in Michigan.  
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Chapter 8: Labor Market Analysis 
Teaching wages are an important determinant of the number of individuals who choose to become 
teachers and who choose to remain in teaching over time. Individuals considering becoming a teacher 
are influenced in their decisions by wages for a broad array of occupations. A number of studies have 
found that teaching salaries relative to other occupations influence exit rates of existing teachers 
(Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin 2004, Guarino, Santibanez, and Daley 2006) and relative wages of teacher 
and other occupations influence the quality of individuals entering teaching (Corocoran 2004, Stoddard 
2003). 

How do teaching salaries compare with salaries in other occupations?  Salaries vary across fields for a 
variety of reasons. In a supply and demand framework, salaries vary in part based on how specialized of 
a skill set is required. This increases training and education costs for individuals who wish to pursue that 
career and limits the number of individuals who are able to enter that profession. As a result, highly 
specialized or technical occupations tend to command higher salaries. These occupations also tend to 
attract the most skilled and able individuals. 

In the case of teaching, the set of skills required to simply “show up” are not highly specialized relative 
to other professional occupations. However, teachers vary substantially in ability and effectiveness, with 
high quality teachers making significant impacts on student outcomes (Rockoff 2004). As a result, a wide 
range of teaching salaries might be sufficient to supply “warm bodies,” but higher salaries that are more 
competitive with the occupations that attract the most skilled and able workers can enable recruitment 
from a higher quality pool of prospecitive teachers, thus positively influencing student outcomes (Loeb 
and Page 2000). 

Working conditions are a second factor in wage comparisons across occupations. Careers that are 
particularly dangerous tend to command a premium to compensate for these negative attributes. Other 
careers with more favorable working conditions can attract individuals even if salaries are somewhat 
lower. These pay differences due to positive or negative working conditions are known as 
“compensating differentials.”  Teaching jobs have a set of attributes that tend to be largely favorable 
with comparison with other professional occupations: weeks of work per year for a full time position are 
lower than weeks of week for many other full time occupations and teaching tends to have a favorable 
set of health and retirement benefits. 

In light of these considerations, this study uses a variety of methods to compare teaching occupations to 
the occupations of other workers within Michigan. Because of the inherent differences in the skills, 
attributes, and benefits across occuaptions, this study puts salary comparisons in Michigan within the 
context of similar salary comparisons in other states. This study also provides information on both 
broad-based comaprison occupation groups as well as more narrow groups, such as other public sector 
workers. Finally, this study presents unadjusted salaries as well as salaries after accounting for 
differences in hours, weeks of work, characteristics of workers, and advanced degrees. 
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Sources of Information  

This study relies on the American Community Survey (ACS), conducted annually by the US Census. The 
American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing national survey administered by the U.S. Census 
Bureau, sent to 3.5 million people each year, collecting information on income, housing, education and 
migration, as well as the employment variables already mentioned. The ACS replaced the long form of 
the decennial Census and thus, is the only national source of this type of information. Due to sample 
sizes, comparisons to specific occupations are difficult when only a few individuals who report a given 
occupation. However, this data is a rich source of information about personal characteristics: individuals 
report salary income along with demographic characteristics, hours and weeks of work, and education 
level. The ACS data sample analyzed in this study is restricted to individuals most similar to teachers: 
individuals with a bachelor’s degree or higher who are not currently in school and who are not self-
employed. It is also restricted to full time workers, defined to be those working more than 27 weeks per 
year, and working more than 35 hours per week. To avoid individuals close to retirement age or of ages 
when their education may not be fully complete, it is also restricted to individuals between the ages of 
22 and 65. This study uses the 2015 one year sample as it is the most recent data available. 

Methodological Approach 

There are two main methodological challenges in comparing teacher salaries with the salaries of other 
workers.  

Identifying Comparison Occupations 
The first methodological issue is determining which occupations to use as comparison groups. This 
analysis uses three broad categories for comparison to teachers: all other college educated workers, 
college-educated professional and technical occupations, and college-educated public sector workers. 
 

Comparison Group 1: Other College Educated Workers 

This first comparison group is based on education: how do teaching salaries compare with the salaries of 
other college educated workers?  This approach starts with the fact that a potential college student can 
choose from any occupation open to them with that degree, including teaching. Some of these 
occupations are unlikely to draw in teachers after they have already entered the profession: for 
example, a teacher could not change careers and become a lawyer without additional training. 
However, a college student may well consider the salaries in law along with salaries in teaching when 
making a career choice. A number of researchers and economists have used wages of college educated 
workers in making salary comparisons (Taylor, 2008, Loeb and Page 2002). These studies find that 
salaries of teachers relative to other college educated workers is a good indicator of the relative 
attractiveness of teaching. 

Comparison Group 2: Professional and technical occupations 

The three other comparison groups are subsets of college-educated workers who are selected based on 
the skills and attributes of the job. How do teaching salaries compare with other similarly skilled 
occupations?  The Bureau of Labor Statistics uses a Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) to 
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categorize occupations based on work performed, skills, education, and/or training (See 2010 SOC 
User’s Guide for more details). Occupations are divided into 23 different major groupings; teachers are 
in the “Education, Training, and Library Occupations” group. These 23 groups are further aggregated 
into six major categories. Teachers belong to the “Professional and technical occupations” category 
(OCC Codes 11-000 through 29-999).58  This category is also sometimes referred to as “Management, 
Business, Science and Arts Occupations.”  Table 1 lists the 11 BLS defined occupational groups included 
in this over-arching category.  

Comparison Group 3: Public Sector Workers 

Public sector workers typically share a number attributes. Salaries tend to be lower in the public sector 
than in the private sector, but benefits and retirement plans tend to be more generous. This is true for 
teachers and for other local and state government employees. Salary negotiations are frequently framed 
with the state or local revenues as a reference point and therefore are affected by the local or state 
economy in similar ways. Public sector workers also tend to have similar collective bargaining rights. 
Table 8.1 summarizes the comparison occupations groups. 

Table 8.1 
Occupation Groups Comparable to Teaching 

Comparison Group 
Other college 
educated workers 

All individuals with a BA are included, regardless of occupation. Sample is restricted to full 
time (35+hours per week), full year (27+weeks per year) workers ages 22-65, not in 
school, not self employed. 

Professional and 
Technical Workers 

Management Occupations; Business and Financial Operations; Computer and 
Mathematical Occupations; Archicture and Engineering; Life Physical and Social Science; 
Community and Social Service; Legal; Education, Training and Library; Arts, Design, 
Entertainment, Sports, and Media; Healthcare Practioncers and Technical Occupations. 
Includes only OCC Codes 11-0000 through 29-9999. 

Public sector 
workers 

All individuals with a BA are included, regardless of occupation. Sample is restricted to 
federal, state, and local employees as measured in the detailed class variable. 

 

Adjusting for the Characteristics of Workers and Occupations 
A second methodological issue is whether or not to adjust salaries for worker and job characteristics. For 
example, if workers in other occupations in Michigan are older or more experienced than teachers, their 
average salaries may be higher even though individuals with similar work experience might in reality be 
paid comparably. 
 The results presented below adjust for a variety of characteristics: 

 Demographic characteristics: Age and age squared to account for a non-linear relationship 
between experience and salary, race, and sex, 

 education: indicators for master’s degree, professional degree, and Ph.D. degrees, 

                                                           
58 The other five categories are Service; Sales and Office; Natural resources, Construction, and Maintenance; 
Production, Transportation, and Material Moving; and Miliary Specific. 
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 usual work hours and indicators for weeks of work (27-39 weeks, 40-47 weeks, 48-49 weeks, or 
50+ weeks); and 

 insurance coverage through employer or union. 
 
The individual characteristics included in the analysis are those included in most other standard analyses 
of public school teaching wages. However, a few points about the limitations of comparisons are worth 
noting. First, due to the length of the school day and school year, teachers typically work few hours and 
weeks of work than other full time workers. Some researchers argue that annual salary is the 
appropriate basis for comparison: in this view, teachers are comparing their pay over the course of the 
year with what they would make in a year in an alternative career. This implies that teachers would 
prefer to work additional hours in the summer, but are limited by the characteristics of the job. Others 
argue that using salary per hour is more appropriate: in this view, teachers’ summers off are a benefit of 
the job. In this view, propsective and current teachers compare their pay per hour with what they could 
make in the same time period in another job. Although annual salaries in teaching might be lower than 
in another occupation, if the hourly pay is the same, teaching may still be attractive due to the lower 
hours and weeks of work. The reality is that it is likely that different prospective teachers vary in terms 
of which comparison is appropriate. As a result, the analysis presents both hour-adjusted and un-
adjusted wages.59 
 
Another note is that retirement benefits are not included as a job characteristic in these regressions. 
Retirement pensions are fairly standard for teaching, but are becoming less common for other workers. 
However, there is much less comparable data on retirement benefits for non-teaching professions. As a 
result, these results include information on the prevalence of employer provided health insurance 
benefits for comparable occupations, but no information on retirement benefits. In this regard, public 
sector workers are a useful comparison group, as their retirement benefits tend to be similar to those of 
public school employees. 

Specifically, following Taylor and Fowler (2006), the following equation is estimated: 

LnAnnualSalaryi,s = βwWi,s + βs,Ss + εi 

In this equation,  

 the dependent variable is the natural log of annual salary,  
 Wi is a vector of characteristics of worker i who lives in state s, 
 Si is an indicator variable for the state that worker i lives in, and  
 εi is an idiosyncratic error term.  

 
This regression is estimated separately for teachers and for each distinct group of non-teachers (all full-
time workers with BAs, only professional and technical workers, public sector workers). The regression 
coefficients indicate the return to each characteristic in that occupation and location.  

                                                           
59 See Ballou and Podgursky (1997) and Allegreto, Corcoran and Mishel (2004) for more details of this debate. 
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The resulting coefficients are then used to adjust the average wage for each state and comparison group 
so that the average is based on the same characteristics as the average Michigan teacher: 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑛 𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦 =  𝛽௪
෢ 𝑊ெூ  തതതതതത + 𝛽௦

෢ 

For example, non-teachers in Michigan are slightly older than teachers, but the premium for experience 
is larger in the non-teacher sector than in the teacher sector. The wages are adjusted by multiplying the 
regression coefficients for the relevant comparison group by the average characteristics of teachers in 
Michigan. This methodology is known as the Oaxaca Decomposition (Fortin, et al 2011). Essentially, this 
methodology asks, “If the average non-teacher had characteristics that were the same as the average 
teacher in Michigan, what would the average salary be?”  This allows average salaries across states to 
represent differences in area labor markets, living conditions, and amenities, rather than differences in 
the characteristics of workers (e.g., older or more educated than in Michigan).60   

Salary Comparisons: ACS Data on Individuals in Michigan and Other States 

Table 8.2 reports average characteristics of the sample of full time, full year workers in Michigan and in 
other states. This table reports this for the two main comparison groups: all workers with at least a 
Bachelor’s degree, and workers with a BA who are employed in the public sector but are not employed 
in teaching. 

 
Table 8.2 

Average Characteristics of Full Time Workers in Michigan and Other States in US, American 
Community Survey 2015 

(Standard Deviations of Characteristics in Parentheses) 
 Michigan Other states in US 

Teachers 
 

All Non-
teachers with 

BA+ 

Public 
sector NT 
with BA+ 

Teachers 
 

All Non-
teachers with 

BA+ 

Public sector 
NT with BA+ 

Annual wage/salary 
income 

$59,626 
(19,416) 

$78,915 
(64,297) 

$67,597 
(39,865) 

$54,478 
(21,900) 

$86,746 
(78,455) 

$73,519 
(46,424) 

Usual hours  44.72 44.90 43.27 44.23 44.64 43.23 
worked per week (7.61) (7.92) (7.11) (7.45) (8.04) (7.29) 
Work less than 48  0.23 0.06 0.07 0.22 0.06 0.06 
weeks per year (0.42) (0.23) (0.25) (0.42) (0.23) (0.24) 
Insurance 0.98 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.90 0.94 
 (0.16) (0.27) (0.19) (0.21) (0.30) (0.24) 

                                                           
60 Additional analysis included indicators for the industry as another characteristic. The results were very similar to 

those excluding industry of work, and they are therefore not presented below. Further analysis also restricted the 
comparison occupations to a smaller set suggested by other researchers as being most comparable to teachers. (See 
the Economic Policy Institute’s work by Allegreto, Corcoran and Mishel (2004) for one such list, and Stoddard 
(2013) for another.)  Again, the results were very similar to those with the full set of professional and technical 
workers, and for brevity again they are  not presented below. 
 



213 
 

 Michigan Other states in US 
Teachers 

 
All Non-

teachers with 
BA+ 

Public 
sector NT 
with BA+ 

Teachers 
 

All Non-
teachers with 

BA+ 

Public sector 
NT with BA+ 

Advanced degree 0.69 0.35 0.46 0.57 0.35 0.47 
 (0.47) (0.47) (0.50) (0.49) (0.47) (0.50) 
Age 42.98 43.27 45.23 43.34 42.88 45.26 
 (10.16) (11.28) (10.94) (11.18) (11.54) (11.21) 
Female 0.73 0.46 0.53 0.76 0.47 0.52 
 (0.44) (0.50) (.50) (0.43) (0.50) (0.50) 
Nonwhite 0.06 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.25 0.28 
 (0.24) (0.35) (0.38) (0.38) (0.43) (0.45) 
       
Observations 3,476 42,231 6,692 143,437 1,523,874 297,519 

Source: IPUMS ACS 2015. 
The data is restricted to individuals not currently in school, with a Bachelor’s degree, working more than 
27 weeks per year, working more than 35 hours per week, not self-employed, and between the ages of 
22 and 65. 
 
Table 8.2 indicates that teachers in Michigan make substantially less than non-teachers. The average 
teachers make about 24 percent less that the average college educated non-teacher and about 12 
percent less than the average college educated individual in a comparable occupation. Teachers in 
Michigan and in the US work similar numbers of hours per week as other college educated workers, 
although they work about an hour longer per week than other public sector workers. However, teachers 
work substantially fewer weeks per year: 23 percent of teachers in Michigan work less than 48 weeks 
per year, while only 6 percent of other college educated workers have as short of an annual calendar. 
Teachers in Michigan are also somewhat more likely to have insurance offered through their 
employment than other college educated workers, although the proportion is similar to public sector 
workers. They are also slightly younger than other college-educated workers and more likely to be 
female. They are substantially more likely to have a Master’s or other advanced degree. 

Table 8.3 performs the salary comparisons by reporting unadjusted wages (the same as those in Table 
8.2) and adjusted wages, as described in the previous section. Wages are adjusted by performing a 
regression analysis for each category of worker (e.g., comparable workers in Michigan, all workers with 
a BA in Michigan, etc.). The regression coefficients indicate the return to each characteristic in that 
occupation and location.  

Table 8.3 shows that characteristics matter in explaining the gap. After adjusting for characteristics, the 
gap is smaller. Teachers in Michigan make 24.4 percent less than non-teachers without any adjustments, 
but about 20 percent less with the characteristic adjustment. The gap is somewhat larger (about 28 
percent unadjusted, 22 percent adjusted) when compared to professional and technical workers. 
Salaries are closest for teachers and other public sector workers after adjusting for characteristics, but 
there is still a 4.4 percent wage penalty for teaching relative to public sector workers. The bottom panel 
of Table 8.3 replicates this analysis for the US as a whole. It shows that in the US, the gaps are larger. 
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The smallest differential is about 16 percent when comparing adjusted teaching pay in the US with 
adjusted public sector worker pay. 

Table 8.3 
Teaching and Non-teaching Salaries Adjusted for Individual Characteristics, American Community 

Survey 2015 
 (1) 

Unadjusted 
Salary 

(2) 
Salary Adjusted 
to Match Hours, 
Weeks of Work 

and Personal 
Characteristics of 

MI Teachers 

(3) 
Unadjusted 
Teacher gap 

(Teacher 
salary relative 

to 
comparison) 

(4) 
Adjusted 

Teacher gap 
(Adj. Teacher 

salary relative to 
Adj. comparison) 

Michigan 
 

Teachers $59,626 
All Full time workers with BA $78,915 $74,482 -24.4% -19.9% 
Full time Professional and technical 
occupation workers with BA 

$82,596 $76,088 -27.8% -21.6% 

Full time Public Sector workers with BA $67,597 $62,349 -11.8% -4.4% 
US 

Teachers $54,478 $56,060   
All Full time workers with BA $86,746 $84,011 -37.2% -33.3% 
Full time Professional and technical 
occupation workers with BA 

$89,652 $85,316 -39.2% -34.3% 

Full time Public Sector workers with BA $73,519 $66,788 -25.9% -16.1% 
Source: IPUMS ACS 2015. Sample is restricted to individuals not currently in school, with a Bachelor’s 
degree, working more than 27 weeks per year, working more than 35 hours per week, not self-
employed, and between the ages of 22 and 65. Adjustments use the rate of return to the characteristic 
in the comparison group applied to the average characteristics of Michigan teachers.  
 
Comparative Wage Index 

An alternative way to present these same results is to look at the wage premium or penalty experienced 
in each state relative to the US average. In other words, how are Michigan teachers paid in comparison 
to teachers in other states?  Again, some adjustment is needed when comparing salaries across state 
lines, as costs of living, local labor markets, and area amenities differ. 

This approach is often described as a Comparative Wage Index. The essential idea is that non-teacher 
salaries in each state in part reflect these labor market cost factors of each state. If non-teachers in one 
state are paid more than non-teachers in another state, then the labor market likely requires higher 
wages to attract high quality teachers to that state as well. However, it is worth noting that if local labor 
market conditions affect non-teachers and teachers differently in some states than in others, or if 
working conditions in teaching vary significantly across states, these wage comparisons will be not be 
valid across all states. 
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Table 8.4 presents these comparisons, first without any characteristics adjustments and then adjusting 
to make workers’ characteristics the same across occupations. The first row shows on average across 
the US, teachers make 63 percent of what non-teachers make without making any adjustments (Column 
3). However, this gap varies across states; in Michigan teachers make 76 percent of a non-teaching 
wage.  

The next columns show how wages in each state compare to the US average. For example, the second 
row shows that in Alabama, non-teachers make 86 percent (or 14 percent less) of the average US non-
teacher (Column 4). Teachers in Alabama also make 86 percent of the average US teachers. Columns 6 
through 9 show this for the full set of comparison groups after adjusting for characteristics. The results 
indicate that while non-teachers in Michigan have wages that are slightly below the US average non-
teacher wage, teachers in Michigan fare slightly better (wages are about 7% higher). 

Table 8.4 
Comparison of Teaching Wages and Non-Teaching Wages Across States 

State Average Wage, unadjusted for 
characteristics 

Wages relative to US 
average, unadjusted 

for characteristics 

Wages relative to US average,  
Adjusted for characteristics 

Teachers 

Non-
teachers w 

BA+ 

 Teaching 
wage 

relative 
to non-

teaching 
wage 

Non-
teachers  

w BA+ Teachers 

Non-
teachers 
 w BA+ Prof & Tech 

Public 
sector Teachers 

US  $54,600   $86,535  63% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  

AL  $46,876   $74,424  63% 86% 86% 87% 88% 94% 87% 

AK  $62,408   $79,581  78% 92% 114% 100% 98% 107% 116% 

AZ  $44,174   $80,939  55% 94% 81% 96% 95% 93% 82% 

AR  $45,050   $70,266  64% 81% 83% 82% 81% 79% 86% 

CA  $66,016   $98,418  67% 114% 121% 116% 116% 115% 119% 

CO  $48,525   $83,968  58% 97% 89% 98% 87% 94% 87% 

CT  $69,073   $113,522  61% 131% 127% 115% 114% 111% 119% 

DE  $58,245   $81,050  72% 94% 107% 98% 98% 98% 107% 

DC  $64,155   $100,013  64% 116% 118% 121% 118% 134% 119% 

FL  $47,387   $79,628  60% 92% 87% 92% 93% 92% 90% 

GA  $49,737   $84,278  59% 97% 91% 97% 96% 88% 91% 

HI  $50,511   $72,178  70% 83% 93% 93% 93% 104% 96% 

ID  $44,852   $67,878  66% 78% 82% 79% 80% 80% 81% 

IL  $58,658   $88,200  67% 102% 107% 102% 101% 101% 107% 

IN  $49,421   $71,636  69% 83% 91% 83% 84% 83% 92% 

IA  $49,984   $67,128  74% 78% 92% 81% 82% 90% 95% 

KS $44,994   $72,785  62% 84% 82% 84% 84% 79% 84% 

KY $48,959   $73,635  66% 85% 90% 83% 83% 81% 88% 

LA $45,651   $72,751  63% 84% 84% 89% 87% 88% 90% 
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State Average Wage, unadjusted for 
characteristics 

Wages relative to US 
average, unadjusted 

for characteristics 

Wages relative to US average,  
Adjusted for characteristics 

Teachers 

Non-
teachers w 

BA+ 

 Teaching 
wage 

relative 
to non-

teaching 
wage 

Non-
teachers  

w BA+ Teachers 

Non-
teachers 
 w BA+ Prof & Tech 

Public 
sector Teachers 

ME $45,587   $69,347  66% 80% 83% 80% 79% 81% 82% 

MD $63,292   $96,527  66% 112% 116% 113% 112% 126% 115% 

MA $63,541   $98,130  65% 113% 116% 110% 109% 105% 113% 

MI $59,626   $78,915  76% 91% 109% 91% 91% 94% 107% 

MN $53,398   $80,151  67% 93% 98% 94% 94% 92% 99% 

MS $41,115   $64,886  63% 75% 75% 76% 75% 78% 77% 

MO $44,320   $73,300  60% 85% 81% 85% 84% 79% 80% 

MT $44,301   $62,660  71% 72% 81% 73% 73% 79% 80% 

NE $47,141   $67,975  69% 79% 86% 81% 82% 86% 88% 

NV $53,974   $77,880  69% 90% 99% 93% 97% 101% 98% 

NH $52,568   $85,882  61% 99% 96% 97% 97% 91% 96% 

NJ $67,367   $105,467  64% 122% 123% 118% 118% 117% 124% 

NM $45,256   $75,218  60% 87% 83% 89% 88% 93% 84% 

NY $72,198   $94,051  77% 109% 132% 107% 107% 108% 122% 

NC $42,167   $80,485  52% 93% 77% 92% 92% 86% 80% 

ND $44,617   $64,624  69% 75% 82% 80% 81% 84% 88% 

OH $55,814   $77,989  72% 90% 102% 90% 90% 93% 102% 

OK $40,170   $69,840  58% 81% 74% 82% 83% 81% 76% 

OR $52,472   $79,480  66% 92% 96% 93% 94% 95% 93% 

PA $60,437   $80,596  75% 93% 111% 93% 93% 96% 110% 

RI $66,441   $83,510  80% 97% 122% 98% 98% 108% 119% 

SC $45,975   $72,568  63% 84% 84% 85% 86% 83% 85% 

SD $38,935   $57,964  67% 67% 71% 70% 71% 75% 74% 

TN $44,293   $76,571  58% 88% 81% 87% 87% 84% 82% 

TX $48,430   $89,088  54% 103% 89% 103% 101% 94% 96% 

UT $48,342   $80,295  60% 93% 89% 91% 90% 90% 90% 

VT $51,301   $68,300  75% 79% 94% 79% 79% 84% 92% 

VA $51,374   $95,578  54% 110% 94% 111% 111% 120% 96% 

WA $57,043   $90,636  63% 105% 104% 106% 106% 102% 100% 

WV $45,254   $69,121  65% 80% 83% 79% 78% 84% 82% 

WI $52,018   $75,269  69% 87% 95% 87% 88% 89% 96% 

WY $56,362   $66,960  84% 77% 103% 80% 78% 88% 103% 
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As noted, the information in Table 8.4 captures differences in labor markets across states, implying that 
labor market differences across states affect teachers and non-teachers in similar ways. For example, in 
Alabama, the wage penalty for teachers and non-teachers is exactly the same: both types of workers 
make about 14 percent less than the national average. 

However, to the degree that working conditions in teaching vary in significant ways across states, or to 
the degree that local labor markets affect non-teachers and teachers differently, these comparisons may 
not accurately reflect the true differences in teaching costs across states.  

To examine the relevance of this concern for Michigan, Table 8.5 reproduces the information in Table 
8.4 for other states in the East North Central and the adjacent Middle Atlantic census regions. These 
states are comparable both because their teacher labor pools may overlap geographically and because 
the general economies of these states share common economic features. In all of these states, the 
teaching wages in the state relative to the US look better than non-teaching wages in the state relative 
to the US. Either the state wage penalty in teaching is smaller than the state penalty in non-teaching (IN, 
WI), or the state wage premium in teaching is larger than the state premium in non-teaching (IL, NJ, NY), 
or there is a wage penalty in non-teaching but a wage premium in teaching (OH, MI, PA).  

What could explain this common regional pattern?  One possibility is that there may be particularly 
difficult labor market conditions in non-teaching (e.g., the wage penalties in rust belt states like 
Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, Wisconsin, and Pennsylvania). If the local economy depresses wages in non-
teaching but do not affect teaching labor markets in as acute a way, the wage penalty in the state will be 
smaller in teaching. On the other side, if teaching conditions in this region are particularly difficult, 
teaching wages may be high in comparison with the national average for reasons other than the local 
labor market conditions. 

Table 8.5 
Area Premium/Penalty in Michigan Comparison States 

 
 
 

Difference between Non-
teachers w/BA in state 

and in US 

Difference between 
Teachers in State and US 

Teaching difference – 
Non-teaching difference 

Michigan 91% 107% 16% 
Illinois 102% 107% 5% 
Indiana 83 92 9 

New Jersey 118 124 7 
New York 107 122 15 

Ohio 90 102 12 
Pennsylvania 93 110 17 

Wisconsin 87 96 9 

 

Conclusion 

How does teacher pay compare in Michigan?  Based on ACS data, teachers in Michigan make, on 
average, less than in most other comparable occupations. The largest gap (about 28 percent) is for 
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average teacher salary relative to the salary for all professional and technical college educated workers. 
Gaps relative to the public sector tend to be smaller. Adjusting gaps for teacher characteristics reduces 
the gaps modestly. The gap between teacher salaries and salaries of related workers tend to be smaller 
in Michigan than the parallel gaps in the United States as a whole, but this is similar to the pattern in 
other states in the region. 
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Chapter 9: Results and Recommendations 
Chapters II through VIII provide detail on the various areas of analysis conducted by the study team for 
the Collaborative. This chapter combines findings from these multiple analyses to offer a set of 
recommendations. These recommendations synthesize the information from each of the different 
components of the study. Each of the recommendations focus on the development of a student based 
formula that allows all students to meet state standards. It also provides for adjustments related to 
district or charter school characteristic differences. The study team framed each recommendation 
around the need to fund actual costs faced by districts or charters.  

The base cost figures and weights identify the total resources needed to meet state standards, but do 
not delineate the sources of funding required to provide these resources. State, local, and federal 
dollars can be used to pay for the figures discussed in the recommendations. However the next step in 
implementing the recommendations is to locate and provide the needed resources. While outside of the 
scope of this current study, the study team feels it is important to highlight during the implementation 
of a new system that student and taxpayer equity will also need to be considered. Ensuring that each 
district and charter has the ability to raise funds needed to meet all resource needs is important to 
ensuring both an adequate and equitable school funding system.  

Recommendation 1 

Using the results of the study, create an adequacy based funding system using appropriate base cost, 
weights, and adjustments for district characteristics. The results of the three adequacy approaches 
provide the Collaborative with a wealth of information about the resources needed for students to meet 
Michigan’s standards. This includes three base cost figures, two different sets of special needs weights, 
and information on the cost differences districts face due to size. When deciding which figures to use in 
creating an adequacy based funding system, it is important to understand the differences in the results 
from the three studies.  

The study team believes both the EB and PJ approaches can stand on their own and the results for either 
could be utilized as the parameters for implementing a new funding system in Michigan. The 
recommendations below utilized the results of the three approaches, the national adequacy literature, 
and the study teams’ experience to provide a single set of parameters based on adequacy estimates and 
the other elements of the study.  

As was shown in Table 1.1 in the introductory chapter, the three approaches to adequacy offer the study 
team different types of information it can use to improve the adequacy of Michigan’s funding system. 
All three approaches generate a base cost figure. The SSD approach focuses on what it takes currently 
for districts to outperform other districts, but not necessarily meet all state standards for all students. 
The PJ and EB approaches provide a base cost figure that is more forward looking, examining the 
resources needed for all students to meet all state standards. Special need student weights are only 
developed through the PJ and EB approaches, and include weights for added resources needed to 
adequately serve students in poverty, ELL students, and special education students. It should be noted 
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that the PJ approach examined special needs weights based on various concentrations and/or levels, 
while the EB approach did not examine the various concentrations or levels. 

Base Costs 
Table 9.1 compares the base cost figures generated by the three approaches. All three base cost figures 
exclude costs for transportation, food service, and capital. Transportation will be discussed separately. 
For the PJ base cost, the large district base cost is the lowest cost and is set as the base cost for the 
approach. The table shows the base cost figures for all three approaches. It is important to note, the SSD 
approach includes all retirement costs districts pay and is not perfectly comparable to the other two 
base cost numbers. This is because the SSD base figure represents what districts actually spent to 
outperform other districts, not what is needed to meet all current state standards as noted above. The 
PJ and EB base cost figures are similar to each other and represent the same higher performance 
benchmark, with the PJ base figure estimated to be $546 dollars per student lower than the EB figure.  

Table 9.1 
Base Cost Figures from Three Adequacy Approaches*  

Professional 
Judgment 

Evidence-
based 

Successful 
School 
District 

Base Cost $9,590  $10,136  $8,188  

*The PJ, EB, and SSD base costs do not include transportation and food service.  
PJ and EB are costed out at 4.6% retirement while SSD includes full retirement. 

 
The SSD approach does not allow the study team to identify the specific allocation of resources that 
generates the successful school district base cost. However, the study team can compare the resource 
allocation differences in the PJ and EB base costs. The two models differ in resource allocation in a 
number of areas, but the area that accounts for the majority of cost difference between the two models 
is the K-3 class size ratio. The PJ panelists indicated that a 20 to 1 class size ratio in this grade range was 
adequate for a base school, while the EB approach identified a 15 to 1 class size ratio through its review 
of available research. This difference in class size ratio accounted for almost all of the cost difference in 
the between the PJ and EB base cost. Increasing the class size for grades K-3 for the EB approach 
produces a base cost of $9,582 per student, which is a $554 per student decrease from the 
recommended EB base cost figure and only $8 different than the recommended PJ figure. 

The base cost figure is the most important factor in any new school finance system. The EB and PJ base 
cost figures provide the Collaborative with cost-based estimates of what is needed at the base level for 
students to meet Michigan state standards. The two figures are very similar, with one recommended 
class size ratio (for grades K-3) accounting for the vast majority of difference in costs. The SSD figure 
provides the Collaborative with information on the base cost for districts to currently outperform other 
districts in the state today. Any new finance system would likely require a phase-in period and the use of 
some combination of the SSD and recommended PJ and EB base cost figures could provide a solid 
foundation for implementation. 
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The study team recommends utilizing the $9,590 base cost figure which ensures that almost all of the 
resources identified by both the EB and PJ approaches can be addressed through the base cost. Since 
the key difference between the EB and PJ is driven by the EB-recommended K-3 student-teacher ratio 
of 15:1, Michigan state officials should monitor student performance in grades K-3 and consider 
moving closer to 15:1 if further performance gains are viewed as necessary after implementing the PJ-
recommended base cost.  

Poverty  
The EB approach focused on one poverty concentration for one district size, while the PJ panel 
examined three different concentrations of weights and two levels of poverty across multiple school 
sizes. Table 9.2 shows the weights identified by the PJ and EB panels for regular poverty students, 
showing the EB model district weight and then the weights by the three concentration levels for each of 
the PJ districts. It is important to remember that the base cost figures described above provide 
resources for all students at a level that is likely higher than most Michigan districts currently spend. 
These higher figures include academic and social emotional supports for all students which reduce the 
number of students identified as having additional needs and reduce the cost of additional services for 
identified students. The weights below reflect the cost of additional services recommended for students.  

Table 9.2 
Poverty Weights by Approach  

Evidence-
based 

Professional 
Judgment 

25% 
Concentration 

Professional 
Judgment 

50% 
Concentration 

Professional 
Judgment 

75% 
Concentration 

EB Model District 0.32 
   

PJ Very Small 
 

0.27 0.37 0.39 

PJ Small 
 

0.28 0.40 0.42 

PJ Moderate 
 

0.29 0.41 0.43 

PJ Large 
 

0.29 0.42 0.44 

 
As illustrated, the EB weight is higher than the all of the 25 percent concentration PJ weights, but lower 
than the 50 and 75 percent concentration weights. The PJ weights are generally consistent across the 
district sizes, with the smaller districts having slightly lower weights. This is in part because the weights 
are derived from higher base cost figures, meaning the amount of resources across the district sizes is 
similar. The figures shown in Table 9.2 fall in the range of weights, generally between .30 and .60, found 
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in many adequacy studies across the country over the past decade and a half (A Comprehensive Review 
of State Adequacy Studies Since 2013).61  

Table 9.3 shows the high need poverty weights by district size from the PJ work. The study team believes 
that this was the first-time high need poverty was examined in an adequacy study. The PJ approach was 
the most effective approach to examine the costs especially since there is no national research to which 
the results can be compared or incorporated in an EB analysis. The high need poverty weights are 
highest at the 50 percent concentration, slightly lower at the 25 percent concentration, and lowest at 
the 75 percent concentration.  

Table 9.3 
High Need Poverty Weights by PJ District Size  

High Need 
Poverty 25% 

Concentration 

High Need 
Poverty 50% 

Concentration 

High Need 
Poverty 75% 

Concentration 

PJ Very 
Small 

0.45 0.53 0.39 

PJ Small 0.50 0.57 0.42 

PJ 
Moderate 

0.51 0.59 0.42 

PJ Large 0.51 0.60 0.43 

  
The PJ panelists were most comfortable talking about the additional resources needed school-wide 
when considering high need poverty, but it is likely most schools would have some high need poverty 
students but not have the high concentrations examined here. With that in mind, understanding the 
differences in resource needs between the poverty weights and high need poverty weights is important 
for the Collaborative. Focusing on the 50 percent concentration level, which the study team feels is the 
most appropriate level for most districts, the range of added cost weight between poverty and high 
need poverty students is 0.16 to 0.18. This means that high need poverty students need around 40 
percent more resources than poverty students. 

The study team recommends Michigan utilize a poverty weight of .35 for all students. A concentration 
factor is not recommended at this time. The current research base does not suggest the need for a 
concentration factor and the results of the two approaches also provide conflicting information. The 
study team believes further study of the cost of serving high need poverty students is important. This 
additional study should include an examination of the additional costs identified by the panels and 
further study on the appropriate and specific definition for what constitutes a high need poverty 

                                                           
61 http://marylandpublicschools.org/Documents/adequacystudy/AdequacyReviewReport_rev_091214.pdf 
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student. The study team believes that any definition should set a high bar for a student to qualify for 
this category and to receive the additional funding needed. Based on the study team’s current 
research in Michigan, these students are likely to require approximately an added .15 weight to be 
adequately served.  

English Language Learners 
The PJ and EB approaches each take a different view of ELL services. The EB approach assumes all ELL 
students, regardless of poverty status, would receive the 0.41 weight identified by the approach. PJ 
panelists identified the resources needed for the language needs of ELL students but felt that students 
that were both ELL and poverty would need both the ELL and poverty weight. Table 9.4 shows the 
additional resources identified by both approaches. The table looks at the 50 percent concentration for 
the PJ work and shows the results by WIDA level and district size. The EB examined just one 
concentration and looked at all ELL students together.  

Table 9.4 
ELL Weights by Approach (50% Concentration for PJ Results) 

 
Evidence-

based 
Professional 

Judgment 
WIDA 1-2 

Professional 
Judgment 
WIDA 3-4 

Professional 
Judgment 

WIDA 5-6/FELS 

EB Model District 0.41 
   

PJ Very Small 
 

0.56 0.45 0.38 

PJ Small 
 

0.48 0.36 0.28 

PJ Moderate 
 

0.43 0.33 0.22 

PJ Large 
 

0.40 0.29 0.18 

 
The EB approach identifies tutoring, extended day, summer school, additional pupil support services, 
and one ELL teacher per 100 ELL students along with additional material costs for each ELL student. The 
PJ approach resourced teachers at lower ratios for both WIDA 1&2 and WIDA 3&4 with ratios as low at 
30 students per teacher and included other services such as additional teacher coaching, language 
services, and parent engagement. Panelists in the PJ also resourced ELL looking at different WIDA 
groupings. Table 9.4 shows that the highest weights are for the WIDA 1&2 level, with the lowest weights 
for WIDA 5,6&FELS. The table also shows that PJ panelists felt it was costlier to serve ELL students in 
smaller districts than in larger districts. The weights in the table are in line with adequacy figures from 
other adequacy studies as well. (A Comprehensive Review of State Adequacy Studies Since 2013). The PJ 
weights are on the higher side if added to the poverty weights. 

The PJ results for the 5 percent concentration, shown in Table 9.5, show even higher weights needed 
due to the inefficiencies faced at the lower concentration levels. The weights continue the pattern 
shown in the 50 percent concentration of higher weights in smaller districts.  
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Table 9.5 
Weights for 5% ELL Concentration 

 
Professional 

Judgment 
WIDA 1-2 

Professional 
Judgment 
WIDA 3-4 

Professional 
Judgment 
WIDA 5-
6/FELS 

PJ Very Small 0.62 0.54 0.30 

PJ Small 0.51 0.44 0.34 

PJ Moderate 0.51 0.43 0.31 

PJ Large 0.46 0.35 0.28 

 
The study team recommends the use of weights for the three WIDA levels. The weights are for all ELL 
students and follow the EB approach of including all services for the students and assuming students 
would not be eligible for an additional regular poverty weight. The weights by WIDA level are .70 for 
WIDA 1-2, .50 for WIDA 3-4, and .35 for WIDA 5-6/FELS. The study team believes these weights reflect 
the results of the study approaches, including the input of Michigan educators, and the national 
research on ELL adequacy weights. 

Special Education 
The study team again has worked to combine the findings from both the PJ and EB approaches with 
regard to funding for special education students. There are several key differences between the two 
approaches. The PJ approach examined special education at the mild, moderate, and severe levels based 
on the amount of time students are in the regular education classroom, with severe need students 
spending the least amount of time in the regular classroom. The EB approach includes funding for 
special education mild and moderate students as a weight for all students, which could be included in 
the base, assuming a set percentage of mild and moderate students would be in a district (often 
referred to as a census approach) while assuming high cost students would be fully reimbursed by the 
state. Table 9.6 compares the additional resources identified by both approaches for special education 
students. In order to make as close to an “apples to apples” comparison as possible, the EB figures are 
converted into a weight to be applied only to the mild and moderate students (instead of all students) 
and the PJ weights are shown for all three levels, as well as with the mild and moderate weight 
combined.  
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Table 9.6 
Special Education Weights for Mild/Moderate Special Education Students  

Evidence-
based 

Professional 
Judgment Mild 

Professional 
Judgment 
Moderate 

Professional 
Judgment 

Mild/Moderate 

EB Model District 0.61 
   

PJ Very Small 
 

1.06 1.75 1.23 

PJ Small 
 

1.11 1.90 1.30 

PJ Moderate 
 

1.12 1.97 1.32 

PJ Large 
 

1.10 2.00 1.32 

 
The EB mild/moderate weight is less than half of the PJ mild/moderate weight. This is true regardless of 
the district size. The PJ weights are generally lower for the smaller districts. The special education 
weights from the PJ range from 1.39 to 1.52 when combining mild, moderate, and severe weight results 
for the four PJ districts. These weights would be on the high side of results from other adequacy studies 
(A Comprehensive Review of State Adequacy Studies Since 2013). 

The study team recommends that funding for severe students be fully funded by the state. Weights 
for mild and moderate would average about 0.80 for the state, which generates a mild special 
education weight of 0.70 and a moderate special education weight of 1.15. These weights are within 
the range of adequacy research from around the country and within the bounds of the results of the 
EB and PJ approaches in Michigan.  

District Size 
Michigan school district sizes vary widely. Table 9.7 shows the number of districts in four size ranges. 
Smaller districts often face higher costs per student due to economies of scale issues.  

Table 9.7  
Michigan District Sizes 

 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

District Size <1,000 1,000 – 2,999 3,000-7,499 7,500 + 

Number of 
Districts 

196 210  102 33 

  
While the EB approach is based upon one prototypical district size, the PJ approach examined the 
differences in costs that districts face due to district size and the size of schools within each district. 
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Table 9.8 shows the four base cost figures for the different district sizes. The largest district has the 
lowest base cost figure, which increases by about $400 per student moving from the large district to the 
moderate sized district and from the moderate district to the small district. There is more than a $1,100 
increase moving from the small district base cost to the very small district base cost.  

Table 9.8 
Base Costs by PJ District Size 

 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

Students 670 1,700 5,020 13,590 

Base Cost $11,482  $10,307  $9,954  $9,590  

 
A size adjustment can be created using these four data points, displayed in Figure 9.1 below. The graph 
plots the four base cost figures and applies a trend line to show the relationship between the data 
points. The resulting line is similar to what is seen in many school finance formulas, with costs increasing 
more steeply as districts become smaller.  

CHART 9.1: BASE COSTS BY DISTRICT SIZE 

 

The study team recommends applying the size curve described above with a minimum base figure of 
$9,590. 
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Preschool 
Both the EB and PJ approaches identified the resources needed for preschool services for both three- 
and four-year-old students. Table 9.9 shows the costs per student for both approaches. The EB approach 
has the same cost for three- and four-year-olds, while the PJ figures are different for three- and four-
year-olds. Additionally, the EB approach allows either a separate standalone setting (i.e. Head Start or 
other Pre-K program) or inclusion of the program within a K-5 building while the PJ assumes services 
within a K-5 building. Despite these differences, the figures are similar across the two approaches. The 
main differences in costs include an additional adult per classroom for three-year-olds in the PJ 
approach and the added costs of a standalone setting in the EB model. 

Table 9.9 
Preschool Costs per student 

 
Evidence-

based 3 and 4 
Year Old 

Professional 
Judgment 3 

Year Old 

Professional 
Judgment 4 

Year Old 

Cost per 
student 

$14,155  15,071 $13,154 

 
A major decision when considering preschool funding is how many students will participate in preschool 
programming in each age level and how funding will be allocated for the program. PJ panelists 
encouraged preschool programming for all students, often referring to “universal” preschool. It is clear, 
even if offered free of charge, a number of families would not choose to send their students to 
preschool programming. Additionally, many families currently provide these services to their students 
on their own. This means there are already many dollars being utilized for preschool services outside the 
school funding system.  

The report A Comprehensive Analysis of Prekindergarten in Maryland62 examines these issues in detail. A 
number of the main considerations any state should consider when designing a prekindergarten 
program include these research findings: 

1. Significant returns on investment for prekindergarten programing only flow to students who 
experience high quality programs, rather than to any student who participates in 
prekindergarten programming. 

2. Research suggests that states should invest in programs for 4-year-olds before investing in 3-
year-olds. 

3. Prekindergarten programming could be offered in either schools or private settings. Often high-
quality slots are concentrated in the public-school system. Many centers and homes would need 
to raise the quality of their programs to be included. 

                                                           
62 http://marylandpublicschools.org/Documents/adequacystudy/MDPreKComprehensiveAnalysis011316.pdf 
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4. ECE policy specialists recommend “universal preschool” as a goal. This is often defined as 
between 60 and 80 percent of 4-year-olds attending a quality preschool. 

5. All funding sources should be considered, including parent contributions. 

Reviewing these findings and other considerations will be important as decisions on prekindergarten 
funding are made in Michigan. 

The study team recommends the EB figure of $14,155 as the cost of preschool in Michigan. Additional 
study needs to be undertaken on how best to fully implement preschool in the state.  

Isolation 
The costing out of non-transportation operating  costs for isolated districts showed a $405 per student 
increase in costs. This equates to a weight of 0.04 above the PJ base cost of $9,590. The inclusion of a 
size adjustment for districts lessens the fiscal impact of addressing the diseconomies of scale associated 
with isolated districts. The additional resources identified by the PJ panel were built off of the Very Small 
district, the highest resourced base cost in the PJ study. If this size adjustment did not exist, the isolation 
weight would be much higher. 
 
Michigan’s current formula for isolated districts is limited to just five school districts. Panelists felt that 
the definition for isolated districts should be expanded, but did not identify a specific definition. The 
study team reviewed the definitions used by other states: 

 Maine provides additional funding subsidies to geographically isolated schools and island 
schools. Maine’s formula takes into account enrollment per grade and per school, availability of 
other school options, and distance to nearest school, with different thresholds for different 
grade configurations of schools,63  

 Minnesota’s general education formula awards sparsity revenue to districts located in isolated 
areas that have less than 400 pupils in grades 7-12, or under 140 pupils in grades K-6. The 
amount of revenue Minnesota awards to secondary pupils varies depending on the number of 
pupils, the distance to the nearest high school, and the attendance area. The amount of revenue 
Minnesota awards to elementary pupils varies depending on the number of pupils enrolled in 
schools located 19 or more miles from the nearest elementary school,64  

 Oregon gives a higher weight to students in a qualified small school based on grade level, 
average grade size, and distance to the nearest school. The weight is based on the size of each 
school, not the size of the district,65 and 

                                                           

63 Maine Department of Education. Draft: Essential Programs & Services Cost Component Calculations 
(ED279).  
64 Verstegen, D. A Quick Glance at School Finance: Density and Sparsity of Small Schools. 2015 
65 Verstegen, D. A Quick Glance at School Finance: Density and Sparsity of Small Schools. 2015 
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 North Dakota applies a weighting factor of 0.1 for school districts greater than 275 square miles 
in size with under 100 ADM. In addition, school districts greater than 600 square miles with 
fewer than 50 ADM are guaranteed funding at 50 ADM.  

The study team recommends that the current Michigan isolation definition be kept with the removal 
of the requirement that districts be in the Upper Peninsula. Districts would receive an additional 
weight of .04 for each student along with any size adjusted base funding allocated as part of the size 
adjustment discussed earlier. This additional funding would address the needs of these unique school 
districts but would not address transportation costs that will be discussed below.  

Table 9.10 shows the study team’s final set of cost recommendations.  
Table 9.10 

Final Recommended Per-Student Base Cost and Weights* 
Final Recommendation 

Base Cost $9,590  

Size Adjustment Adjusted by Formula 

Poverty Weight                                                                0.35  

ELL  
 

  WIDA 1-2                                                                0.70  

  WIDA 3-4                                                                0.50  

  WIDA 5-6/FELS                                                                0.35  

Special Education 
 

  Mild                                                                0.70  

  Moderate                                                                1.15  

  Severe State Reimbursement 

Preschool                                                            14,155  

Isolation                                                                0.04  

*The PJ and EB base costs do not include transportation and food service.  

Recommendation 2 

The base cost per student and special needs adjustments should be funded at the same levels for 
districts and brick and mortar charter schools. Providing the same funding for districts and charter 
schools produces a more equitable funding model for the state. While there are differences in the costs 
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that the two sectors face, such as differences in retirement costs and facilities costs, the study team 
feels that applying the $9,590 base cost figure derived using a 4.6 percent retirement rate and does not 
include funding for transportation, food service, or capital to both sectors is the correct approach. 
Charters school are also eligible for all weights associated with students with special needs. The district 
size adjustment was developed specifically for districts and policy makers would need to decide how or 
if to apply to charter schools. The study team recognizes that applying the adjustment to charters could 
create a perverse incentive for the creation of additional small settings simply for higher funding.  

Differences in the costs for retirement and facilities between the two sectors are discussed in further 
detail in recommendations below.  

Recommendation 3 

Retirement costs above the costs used in the costing out need to be funded for all entities facing the 
expense. The study team costed out the adequacy recommendations using a 4.6 percent retirement 
figure. This figure only represents the costs of a defined benefit program and does not fully account for 
the costs faced by districts and some charter schools. Table F.3 in Appendix F shows the base cost 
figures when applying the 25.56 percent retirement rate. This base figure needs to be used for districts 
or charters paying the higher retirement costs. Weights should be applied to this higher figure when 
determining the needed adequacy amounts.  

On top of the normal costs of retirement districts and charters face, an unfunded liability also exists. The 
study team recommends that this liability be funded outside the base cost per student amount.  

Recommendation 4 

Transportation funding should be provided outside of the base per student amount and funding 
should be tied to actual transportation costs. In the near term, the study team suggests funding 
transportation at the district per rider figure of $973 until a further transportation study can be 
conducted that designs a more specific transportation cost formula. As additional research is 
conducted on transportation needs for all districts, a specific focus should include the needs of 
isolated districts and whether a separate funding source is needed for these districts.  

The state’s current approach to funding transportation creates large inequities in the funding system. 
Districts that face larger transportation expenditures often need to take more dollars away from 
instructional programs to provide the service. In other cases, some districts and charters report no 
transportation expenses but still receive funding. 

The isolated district panel identified transportation as one of the main expenses for isolated districts. 
Panelists indicated that isolated districts face increased transportation costs for getting students to and 
from school, for before- and after- school programs, and for student activities.  
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Recommendation 5 

The state should undertake a full capital study that examines the costs faced by districts and charter 
schools. Michigan’s current funding model creates inequities in capital funding in a number of ways. 
Districts face variation in the availability of funding for capital projects. This impact both the ability to 
build new buildings and districts’ ability to maintain current buildings. Panelists throughout the PJ 
process mentioned the inequities in both areas for districts. The PJ CFO panel recommended a $400 per 
student figure to allow districts to address ongoing maintenance issues. The study team does not 
recommend including this amount in the base cost figure for districts or charters but thinks any study of 
capital needs should have a specific focus on the ongoing maintenance issues districts face. A 
determination needs to be made if an amount should be included in base funding for all districts. 

Charter schools also face facilities issues. Currently, charter schools do not have the ability to raise funds 
through local property taxes to fund buildings and are required to acquire space using current operating 
dollars. The study team suggests that a future capital study take a specific review of the costs charters 
face for facilities and that an amount of funding for the costs of facilities be included in base funding for 
charters above the base amount discussed in Recommendation 1.  

Recommendation 6 

The study team suggests utilizing a Comparable Wage Index (CWI) to adjust for cost differences due to 
geographic location. The data are easily and publicly available and the statistical method of estimation 
is straightforward. This makes annual updates relatively easy, minimizing the large changes in 
allocations that can result when updates are less frequent. The comparable wage approach does not 
require the analyst to make decisions about which specific variables to include or exclude (in contrast to 
the hedonic methodology). Moreover, the comparable wage methodology is well-established (see, for 
example, Taylor and Fowler, 2006) and analysts are in agreement about the specification of the model. 
Again, this simplifies estimation, as there is no need to collect data from multiple sources or to worry 
that variables available in one year are not available in another. The data used for estimation is outside 
the control of local districts so there can be no ‘gaming’ of the resulting index. 

Recommendation 7 

The study team suggests utilizing a 0.10 weight for every CTE student. Both the EB and PJ approach 
examined the resources needed to implement CTE classes at the high school level. The EB approach 
recommends $10,000 per every CTE teacher to cover costs such as materials and equipment. The PJ 
panels identified a cost per student for CTE centers, as well as the per student cost to run CTE 
programming within a high school. The panelists identified a cost of $752 per CTE student within a 
center (based on centers having a 1,000-student enrollment). The panelists identified an additional $147 
per student cost at the high school level. The recommendation of a 0.10 weight will cover the materials 
and costs to provide either a program within a high school or at a CTE center. 
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ADEQUACY	STUDY	PANEL	COMPOSITION	SUMMARY	
October	20,	2017	

• All	20	of	the	Adequacy	Study	panels	have	now	been	finalized	and	panelists	have	confirmed.
• A	total	of	266	Michigan	Educators	are	involved.
• 146	separate	educational	entities	located	within	42	ISD’s	(out	of	a	total	of	56	ISDs)	are	represented	in	the

final	panel	composition

Adequacy	Study	Panel	Representation	(Professional	Judgment	and	Evidence	Based	Methodologies)	
• 266	panelists
• 20	panels
• 25	PSA	representatives
• 46	ISD	representatives
• 195	LEA	representatives

Regional	Representation	
• MASA	Region	1	–	14	panelists
• MASA	Region	2	–	8	panelists
• MASA	Region	3	–	41	panelists
• MASA	Region	4	–	9	panelists
• MASA	Region	5	–	24	panelists
• MASA	Region	6	–	26	panelists
• MASA	Region	7	–	11	panelists
• MASA	Region	8	–	13	panelists
• MASA	Region	9	–	110	panelists
• MASA	Region	10	–	10	panelists
• Total	Regions	1	to	8:	146	panelists	or	54.9%

Region	9/10	Analysis	
• Macomb:	32	panelists
• Oakland:	48	panelists
• Wayne:	30	panelists	Note:	DPS	has	10,	so	a	total	of	40	for	Wayne	County	combining	Regions	9	&	10
• Total	Region	9	and	10:	120	panelist	or	45.1%

Gender	&	Race	Demographics	Representation	
• 188	Caucasian	-	70.7%
• 78	Minority	-	29.3%
• 148	Female	-	55.6%
• 118	Male	-	44.4%

Position	Composition	Summary	
• 36	Business	Office	Administrators
• 9	CTE	or	Curriculum	Directors
• 20	Special	Ed	or	Student	Services	Directors
• 29	Unclassified	Instructional	Leader
• 52	Principals
• 46	Superintendents
• 60	Teachers
• 7	Instructional	Coaches	and	Tutors
• 7	Technology	Administrators
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Professional Judgment Panelists 
 

Panelist Name School District 

Preschool Panel 

Kelly Adamek Macomb ISD 

Jane Dezinski Newaygo County RESA 

JoAnne Elkin Macomb ISD 

Jessica Gillard Lansing Public School District 

Sergio Keck Lansing Public School District 

Lena Montgomery Wayne RESA 

Jodi Ramos Genesee ISD 

Elizabeth Spaner Kalamazoo Public Schools 

Ericka Taylor Saginaw ISD 

Rick West Troy School District 

Kellye Wood Oakland Schools 

Elementary School Panel  

Anupam Chugh Wayne RESA 

Sharon Coil Utica Community Schools 

Emanuel Haley Oak Park School District 

Tracy Horodyski Kenowa Hills Public Schools 

LaDonna Mask Lansing Public School District 

Angela Rodriguez El-Hajj Malik El-Shabazz Academy 

Dan Romzek Genesee ISD 

Linda Schneider-Rediske Utica Community Schools 

Julie Williams Pontiac School District 

Alena Zachery-Ross Okemos 

Middle School Panel 

Allen Archer Farmington Public Schools 

Fred Borowski Huron Academy 

Danene Charles Dearborn Public Schools 

Brian Doepker Laingsburg Community Schools 

Mark Greathead Riverview Community School District 



Panelist Name School District 

Jan Harding Macomb ISD 

Dannon Holley Oak Park School District 

Jolene Kruse Grand Blanc Community Schools 

Steve Lenar Holly Area School District 

Jared McEvoy Utica Community Schools 

Jane Porath Traverse City Public Schools 

High School Panel  

Bill Barnes Charlotte Public Schools 

Cordelia Black Lansing Public School District 

Daniel Boggan III Lansing Public School District 

Sarah Giddings Washtenaw Educational Options Consortium 

Rodney Lewis Grand Rapids Public Schools 

Thomas Lietz Utica Community Schools 

Jeff Mozdzierz Oakland Schools 

Lisa Phillips Detroit Public Schools 

Steve Poole Midland Public Schools 

Jessica Shultz Gilbraltar School District 

Yvette Williams Pontiac School District 

Poverty Panel  

Daveda Colbert Oak Park School District 

Tracey French Muskegon Heights Public School Academy 

Michelle Krause Hazel Park Schools 

Paula Lightsey Southfield Public Schools 

Ryan McLeod East Detroit Public Schools 

Soledad Ramirez-Heiler Lansing Public School District 

Amy Taranko Hart Public Schools 

Marlo Thigpen Ecorse Public Schools 

Karlin Tichenor Lansing Public School District 

Lori Tubbergen Clark Newaygo County RESA 

Nikolai Vitti Detroit Public Schools 

Kevin Weber Wayne Westland 

English Language Learner Panel  



Panelist Name School District 

Hadeel Azzo Lamphere Public Schools 

Ramona Fletcher Kalamazoo Public Schools 

Rima Hassan Dearborn Public Schools 

Karyn Lange Melvindale North Allen Park School District 

Robert Livernois  Warren Consolidated School District 

Su McKeithen Polish Macomb ISD 

Rodney Thomas  Lamphere Public Schools 

Suzanne Toohey Oakland Schools 

Cyndi Willoughby Pontiac School District 

Special Education Panels  

Lori Abbott-Smith Lansing Public School District 

Beth Alberti Macomb ISD 

Barbara Bailey Grand Blanc Community Schools 

Paul Bodiya Macomb ISD 
Marcelle Carruthers * Lansing Public School District 
Heather Gauck  Grand Rapids Public Schools 
Karen Howey Wayne RESA 
Scott Koenigsknecht Ingham ISD 
Karen Olex Oakland Schools 
Rikki Saunders Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Camila Stewart Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Career and Technical Education  

Linda Blankenship Allegan ESA 
Claire Brisson Chippewa Valley Public Schools 
Dave Campbell Kalamazoo RESA 
Jason Clinkenscale Birmingham Public Schools 
George Dennis  Kent ISD 
Paul Galbenski Oakland Schools 
Jarrad Grandy Oakland Schools 
Ryan Irwin Airport Community Schools 
Steven Kay Wayne Westland 
Tirria Kendred Wayne RESA 
Chris Lamer Ottawa ISD 
Jacquie Rehkopf Ottawa ISD 
Very Small District Panel  

Bryan DeAugustine N.I.C.E. Community Schools 
 Rachel Fuerer Eastern Upper Peninsula ISD 



Panelist Name School District 

Dena Mayer Rudyard Area Schools 
Angie McArthur Engadine Consolidated Schools 
Brian Reattoir Brimley Area Schools 
Jason Stowe Leland Public Schools 
Stephanie Vittitow Ojibwe Charter School 
Wendy Warmuth Dickinson-Iron ISD 
Al Waters Honey Creek Community School 
Small District Panel 

Michelle Barsh Clarenceville School District 
Heidie Ciesielski Fenton Area Public Schools 
Jodi Ferris Fremont Public Schools 
Jennifer Johnson Clarkston Community Schools 
Janine Kopera Melvindale North Allen Park School District 
Tom Livezey Oakridge Public Schools 
Justin Michalak Warren Woods Public Schools 
David Moore Corunna Public Schools 
Michael Musary Armada Public Schools 
Nancy Stebbins Charter School Partners 
Dirk Weeldreyer School Equity Caucus 
Moderate District Panel  

Brian Davis Holland Public Schools 
John Deiter DeWitt Public Schools 
Kela Geisert Flint Community School District 
Rhoda Johnson Beecher Schools 
Charity Jones Oak Park School District 
Dennis McDavid Berkley School District 
Anthony Morey East Grand Rapids School District 
Kelly Newell Fraser Public Schools 
Michael Zopf Northville Public Schools 
Amy Swantek Dryden Community Schools and Imlay City 

Community Schools 
Large District Panel  

Mike Batten Waterford School District 
Kathy Duquette Dearborn Public Schools 
Cindy Green Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Christine Johns Utica Community Schools 
Laura LaMore Grand Rapids Public Schools 
Teri Les Walled Lake Consolidated School District 
Donya Odom Detroit Public Schools 
Robert Shaner Rochester Community Schools 



Panelist Name School District 

Paul Sibley Chippewa Valley Public Schools 
Isolated District Panel 

Donna Boughner Crawford AuSable School District 
Andy Claes Delta Schoolcraft ISD 
Heidi Homeister Burt Township Public Schools 
Mike Klosowski Laker School District 
Michele Lemire Menominee County ISD 
Tom McKee Whitefish Township Schools 
Becky Newell DeTour Area Schools 
David Patterson Charlton Heston Academy 
Joe Powers Crawford AuSable School District 
Angela Reed DeTour Area Schools 
George Rierson Cass City Public Schools 
Vaughn White Hesperia Community Schools 
Charter School Panel  

Steve Beyer Charyl Stockwell Academy 
Laura Carpenter Arts and Technology Academy of Pontiac 
Adam Holcomb West MI Academy of Environmental Science 
Ken Kander Holly Academy 
Shawn Leonard Detroit Merit Charter Academy 
Mary Kay Shields CS Partners 
Sarah Vander Baan Benton Harbor Charter School Academy 
Mark Weinberg International Academy Flint 
Waseem Younis The Dearborn Academy 
CFO Panel  

Lisa Abbey Grosse Pointe Public Schools 
Michael Cuneo Rockford 
Jodi DeKuiper Newaygo County RESA 
Stephanie Eagen Utica Community Schools 
John Fitzgerald Lake Orion Community School District 
Brian Marcel Washtenaw ISD 
Scott Sederlund Chippewa Valley Public Schools 
Gary Start Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Jeremy Vidito Detroit Public Schools 
Donna Welch Huron Valley 
Statewide Panel  

Yvonne Caamal Canul Lansing Public School District 
Steven Carlson Sandusky Community Schools 
Mike DeVault Macomb ISD 
Steven Ezikian Wayne RESA 



Panelist Name School District 

Ron Koehler Kent ISD 
Deborah Koepke Utica Community Schools 
Dedrick Martin St. John Public Schools 
Monica Merritt Plymouth Canton Schools 
Deborah Piesz Birmingham Public Schools 
Emily Pohlonski Novi Community School District 
Greg Socha Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Barb VanSweden Fitzgerald Public Schools 

 

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panelists 
 

Panelist Name School District 

Chris Frank Saginaw ISD 
Tammy Evans Oakland Schools 
Denise Belt Genesee ISD 
George Peña Lansing Public School District 
Lynette Lentz Newaygo County RESA 
Erin Senkowski Saginaw ISD 
Nick Orlowski CS Partners 
Karen Leslie Crawford AuSable School District 
Cyndi Nickel Walled Lake School District 
Chuck Fabbro Vassar Public Schools 
Chris Hodges Gaylord Community Schools 
Tom House Harrison Community Schools 
Doug Leisenring Delta Schoolcraft ISD 
Tim Tenneriello Mid-Michigan Leadership Academy 
May Denha West Bloomfield School District 
Shannon Scott Leland Public Schools 
April Medema Gladwin Community Schools 
Deborah Hasselschwert EPBP Laker Schools 
Tina Bennion Lanse Cruse Public Schools 
Liz Zajac Newaygo County RESA 
Theresa Swalec Fitzgerald Public Schools 
Elizabeth Longshore Lansing Public School District 
Denise Short Hesperia Community Schools 
Marios Demetriou Ann Arbor Public Schools 
Teresa Zigman Livingston ESA 
Phil Carolan Lenaway / Monroe ISD 



Panelist Name School District 

Paul Salah Wayne RESA 
Jennifer Taiariol Livonia Public Schools 
Cherie Vannatter Washtenaw ISD 
Chris Matheson CS Partners 
Nicholas Brown Detroit Public Schools 
Ben Edmonson Ypsilanti Community Schools 
Josha Talison Ecorse 
Sue Carnell Westwood Community Schools 
Khalil El-Saghir Wayne RESA 
Janice Ford Wayne RESA 
Russ Keberly Livonia 
Angela Ristau Farmington Public Schools 
Lois Vaughan-Hussain Wayne RESA 
Melissa Hyatt Genesee ISD 
Neil Cassabon Warren Woods Public Schools 
Mark Cummins Macomb ISD 
Shawn K. Wightman, Ed.D. Marysville Public Schools 
Judy Pritchett Macomb ISD 
Heidi Kattula Oakland Schools 
Jennifer Taylor Lapeer Community Schools 
Lisa Wujczyk Romeo Community Schools 
Sherrell Hobbs Detroit Public Schools 
Edward Hill Southfield 
Bilaal Tawwab Flint Community Schools 
George Heitsch Farmington Public Schools 
Gary Neihaus Grosse Pointe Schools 
Rojas Ricardo Northville Public Schools 
Kathy Slate Southfield 
Lauren Seals Saginaw township Schools 
Grayling Mercer Oak Park 
Amy Sheaffer Port Huron Area Schools 
Cecilia Valdivieso Warren Woods 
Victoria Wilson-Widman Waterford School District 
Kellie Chaney Southfield Public Schools 
John Maes Ferndale Public Schools 
Mike Hagerty Kent ISD 
Tom Johnson Kalamazoo RESA 
Nicole Airgood Sturgis Public Schools 
Greg Bodrie Fruitport Schools 
Shan Shaw Lansing Public School District 



Panelist Name School District 

Nicole Beard Lansing Public School District 
Maria Boyd-Springer Flint School District 
Ariel Rodriguez-Pena Lansing Public School District 
Mark Pogliano Jackson Public Schools 
Stiles Simmons Baldwin Community Schools 
Kimberly Carter Battle Creek Public Schools 
Patricia Dobias Holland Public Schools 
Cheryl Radecki East Grand Rapids Schools 
Sheree Bos Kentwood Public Schools 
Randy Cook Tri-County Area Schools 
Susie Hernandez Lansing Public School District 
Becky Martin East Grand Rapids Schools 
Erika Vann Kentwood Public Schools 
Catrina Wiskur Genesee ISD 
Lisa Little Fruitport Schools 
Melisa Mulder Kentwood Public Schools 
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Review of Michigan Standards and Requirements 

Minimum Days and Hours of Instruction1 

Beginning in 2016-2017, the required minimum number of days of pupil instruction is 180. If a collective 
bargaining agreement that provides a complete school calendar was in effect for employees of a district 
as of the effective date of the amendatory act that added this subdivision, and if that school calendar is 
not in compliance with this subdivision, then this does not apply to that district until after the expiration 
of that collective bargaining agreement.  

The State School Aid Act establishes a minimum of 1,098 hours of pupil instruction in a school year. The 
state superintendent may waive the minimum instructional hour requirement for a department-
approved alternative education program. School districts have the option of counting up to 38 hours of 
professional development time toward the 1,098 hours of pupil instruction requirement.  

Flexible Learning Options2 

Flexible learning options available to public school students in Michigan include: 

1) Seat Time Waivers: Section 101(9) of the State School Aid Act (MCL 388.1701) allows the State 
Superintendent to waive the required days and hours of student instruction for alternative 
education programs or another innovative program. This would include a four-day school week. 
The alternate program must be approved by the Michigan Department of Education (MDE).  

2) Options for Hours and Days Waivers: Under 388.1701 (9), waivers can be granted to districts for 
the minimum number of hours and days (to 146) of student instruction. This waiver can be 
granted for a MDE-approved alternative education program or another approved innovative 
program. The waiver can include a 4-day school week.  

3) Work-Based Learning Experiences: This program involves a work-based learning experience 
coordinated by the school district through a contract with the employer providing the 
educational experience. The experience must be related to school instruction and a training plan 
of supervised work is required. The work experience is to be monitored by a certified instructor 
employed by the district. Students may receive high school credit for the learning experience if 
the requirements of the program are met. The experience must not generate more than one-
half of the student’s full-time equivalency (FTE) and the employment of the student must not 
exceed the maximum hours set by the district.  

4) College Course Enrollment and Early/Middle Colleges: Public school and approved nonpublic 
school students are potentially eligible to take up to 10 college courses while in grades 9-12. A 

                                                           
1 
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(5vzbprk5mvdlaqwwfr2pattt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectNam
e=mcl-388-1701; https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/compulsory_attendance_257944_7.pdf 

2 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Flexible_Learning_Document_3_458395_7.pdf 
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district or ISD may apply to implement an Early/Middle College school or program where a 
student may earn a high school diploma, an associate’s degree, 60 transferable credits, or a 
certificate of merit over the course of 5 years. 

5) Career and Technical Education (CTE) Options: The Michigan Merit Curriculum (MMC) specifies 
that credit is based on proficiency with the expectations outlined in the state’s academic 
standards. This opens the door for alternative delivery methods of the academic content, 
including academic content naturally embedded in CTE instructional programs. Click here for 
more information on using CTE to deliver academic content. 

6) Testing Out: Students can earn credit for content required under the MMC by simply testing out. 
According the MMC Law, Section 380.1278(1)(4)(c), a public school can grant credit to students 
for earning a score, determined by the MDE or by the school district, on the assessments 
developed or selected for the subject area. The school is responsible for ensuring that a 
student’s understanding of the subject area content applies to the credit.  

7) Personal Curriculum: The Personal Curriculum (PC) is a process to modify specific credit 
requirements and/or content expectations based on the individual learning needs of a student. 
PC is designed to serve students who want to accelerate, or go beyond, the MMC requirements 
and for students who need to individualize learning requirements to meet MMC expectations.  

Early Literacy Initiative3 

Michigan as a state is focusing on increasing the early literacy skills of its students through MDE’s Early 
Literacy Initiative. The MDE believes that to ensure the early literacy skills of all Michigan’s students, it 
needs to develop and deliver an educational system that provides high-quality instruction to all 
students, provides regular information on student progress and strategically intervenes with research-
based strategies when students fall behind. The MDE also believes that prior to children becoming 
students (at kindergarten entry), engaging and supporting parents and other family members in 
supporting language and age-appropriate early literacy development will provide the foundation for 
later success for students, as well as increased engagement of families in their children’s schooling. 

The Early Literacy Initiative is a core component of supporting the implementation of College- and 
Career-Ready standards in Michigan, particularly in the earliest grades. MDE is making a concerted effort 
to consistently focus on the foundations described above and build capacity to support districts on 
literacy. 

“Third Grade Reading Law”4 

Enacted in October 2016, House Bill 4822 establishes requirements to provide assistance to students to 
“help ensure that more pupils will achieve a score of at least proficient in English language arts on the 
grade 3 state assessment.” It requires that school districts and school academies utilize valid and reliable 
screening, formative, and diagnostic reading assessment systems, and requires that K-3 students who 

                                                           
3 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-28753_74161---,00.html 

4 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/3rd_Grade_Reading_Law_FAQ-June_2017_573055_7.pdf 



exhibit a reading deficiency are provided reading intervention programs. Students who score more than 
grade level behind on the end of third grade assessment will be retained. The 3rd grade state 
summative assessment will be used to ‘trigger’ retention beginning with the 2019-2020 school year (this 
year’s first-graders). The “Third Grade Reading Law” also provides opportunities for students 
determined to be retained by the state assessment to demonstrate a grade 3 reading level through an 
alternative standardized reading assessment approved by the superintendent of public instruction or 
through a pupil portfolio demonstrating competency in grade 3 English language arts standards.  

Michigan Merit Curriculum (MMC)5 

Districts must ensure that any student who entered 8th grade during or after the 2005-2006 school year 
and wishes to receive a high school diploma from a public school must meet the requirements of the 
MMC. This includes alternative and adult education students. Modifications can be made to the MMC 
based on student needs. 

The MMC is crafted around the philosophical belief that all students will need postsecondary learning 
opportunities beyond high school. It is not a curriculum in the traditional sense in that it doesn’t 
describe instructional materials and approaches. Instead it specifies that all students who earn a 
diploma, at a minimum, have demonstrated proficiency with the content outlined by the state academic 
standards or guidelines. Since districts are responsible for awarding diplomas, so too are they 
responsible for providing all students the opportunity to learn the content outlined by the standards. As 
the learning skills for college and the workplace have merged, the MMC, if properly implemented, will 
prepare students with the skills and knowledge needed to be successful in our global economy and 
workplace. It supports the need for personalization, acceleration, and innovation in an atmosphere of 
high expectations and high support for students. 

                                                           
5 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Complete_MMC_FAQ_August_2014_467323_7.pdf 



 

Awarding of Credits 

The MMC requires that credit be awarded not by the commonly used Carnegie unit, which is based on 
seat time, but based on a student’s demonstration that he or she has successfully met the content 
expectations for the credit area. The content area standards and guidelines outline the content required 
for earning the total credit in each content area as specified in the legislation. Credit assigned to courses 
and other learning opportunities are at the discretion of the district, and may or may not be the same as 
the credit earned by the student. 



Students may earn credit if they successfully demonstrate mastery of subject area content expectations 
or guidelines for the credit. The assignment of credit must be based, at least in part, on student 
performance on assessments designed to measure the extent to which they meet the credit 
expectations and guidelines. Districts determine the assessments and criteria of success for determining 
student proficiency.  

As noted under Flexible Learning Options, beyond earning credit through a traditional course setting, a 
student may earn a credit in a variety of ways, including, but not limited to:  

 Work-based learning programs  
 Integrated sequences  
 Project-based learning  
 Independent teacher-guided study  
 Testing out  
 Career and Technical Education  
 College Coursework  
 Early College  
 Advanced Placement Courses  
 International Baccalaureate  
 On-line classes  

Educational Development Plan (EDP)  

The MMC legislation 380.1278b (11) states: The board of a school district or board of directors of a 
public school academy shall provide the opportunity for each pupil to develop an educational 
development plan during grade 7, and shall ensure that each pupil reviews his or her educational 
development plan during grade 8 and revises it as appropriate before he or she begins high school. An 
educational development plan shall be developed, reviewed, and revised by the pupil under the 
supervision of the pupil's school counselor or another designee qualified to act in a counseling role 
under section 1233 or 1233a selected by the school principal and shall be based on high school 
readiness scores and a career pathways program or similar career exploration program. An educational 
development plan shall be designed to assist pupils to identify career development goals as they relate 
to academic requirements. During the process of developing and reviewing a pupil's educational 
development plan, the pupil shall be advised that many of the curricular requirements of this section 
and section 1278a may be fulfilled through career and technical education.  
 

College and Career Ready Skills6 

Career & college-ready students possess the skills necessary to earn a self-sustaining wage and 
participate in postsecondary opportunities without remediation.  

                                                           
6 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-28753---,00.html 



This means that they: 

 Use technology and tools strategically in learning and communicating 
 Use argument and reasoning to do research, construct arguments, and critique the reasoning of 

others 
 Communicate and collaborate effectively with a variety of audiences 
 Solve problems, construct explanations and design solutions 

These characteristics of career & college-ready students are evident within all of the academic 
standards, including the arts and the CTE Career Ready Practices. Students that are career & college-
ready are provided with opportunities throughout their K-12 education to use technology and tools; 
engage in argument, reasoning, and problem solving; and to communicate and collaborate. 

Executive Directive to Implement Recommendations of the Career Pathway Alliance7 

The June 26, 2017 Executive Directive issued by State Superintendent Brian J. Whiston directed the MDE 
staff to administratively implement nine recommendations of the Career Pathway Alliance, including: 

 Required productive use of education development plans (EDPs) and talent transcripts – Put 
meaningful and regular use of education development plans in School Improvement Plans. 
(Recommendation 3A) 

 Require career exploration and job readiness education – As part of School Improvement Plans, 
schools must submit a plan with a series of milestones for career exposure in elementary, 
middle, and high school. (Recommendation 3B) 

 Externships for continuing education and professional development – Allow teachers and 
counselors to use externships with employers and meaningful job shadow opportunities to 
qualify as professional development and continuing education credit. (Recommendation 4D) 

 Maximize Michigan Merit Curriculum Flexibility – Provide technical assistance to local school 
districts on how to integrate Michigan Merit Curriculum requirements with career programs (ex. 
carpentry and geometry) and extracurricular activities, such as FIRST Robotics and Square One. 
(Recommendation 5A) 

 Require state-funded CTE programs must lead to an industry-recognized credential - Require an 
industry-recognized credential as determined by the state (TED & MDE) through discussions 
with regional employers. (Recommendation 6) 

 Establish a “Rising Tide” (technical assistance teams) for professional trades programs – Bring 
education, parents and employers together to identify needs, gaps, and solutions. 
(Recommendation 9) 

Michigan Assessments 8 

                                                           
7 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Career_Pathways_ED_576698_7.PDF 

8 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709---,00.html 



The following assessments are required to be administered: 

• Early Literacy and Mathematics Benchmark (K-2) assessments (also referred to as the K-2s) 
• M-STEP (Michigan Student Test of Educational Progress) 

o English language arts and mathematics will be assessed in grades 3–8, science in grades 
4 and 7, and social studies in grades 5 and 8. 

• PSAT 8/9 and PSAT 10 
o The PSAT 8/9 is given to students in grade 9 only and the PSAT 10 given to grade 10 

students 
• The Michigan Merit Examination (MME)  

o Administered to students in grade 11 and eligible students in grade 12 based on 
Michigan high school standards.  

o Consists of three components that include the College Board SAT, ACT WorkKeys job 
skills assessment in reading, mathematics, and locating information and the M-STEP 
science and social studies. 

• MI-Access  
o Michigan's alternate assessment system designed for students who have, or function as 

if they have, cognitive impairments whose IEP (Individualized Educational Program) 
Team has determined that General Assessments, even with accommodations, are not 
appropriate. The three MI-Access assessments are Functional Independence, Supported 
Independence, and Participation. 

• W-APT (WIDA-ACCESS Placement Test)  
o An English language proficiency "screener" test given to incoming students who may be 

designated as English language learners. 
• WIDA ACCESS for ELLs  

o An English language proficiency assessment given to Kindergarten through 12th graders 
who have been identified as English language learners (ELLs). 

Michigan District and School Accountability9 

MDE releases school accountability reports including the Michigan School Scorecards for districts and 
schools, as well as Top-to-Bottom School Rankings. MDE also recognizes schools that outperform others 
on these diagnostics as Reward Schools. 

Michigan Top-to-Bottom School Rankings 

The Top-to-Bottom School Rankings are a part of Michigan's current school accountability system which 
ranks schools on student performance in mathematics, English language arts, science, and social studies. 
Graduation rate data is also used for high schools. Each school receives an Overall Ranking based on the 
performance components of student achievement and student improvement. Additionally, each school 
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receives an Achievement Gap Ranking based solely on the achievement gaps between the highest and 
lowest scoring 30 percent of students within the school. 

These rankings are used to recognize the top 5% of schools in the Overall Ranking and the top 5% of 
schools with the highest improvement values as Reward Schools. Schools that outperform their 
expected ranking or outperform other similarly-situated schools by "Beating the Odds" are also 
considered Reward Schools. 

All schools are included in the rankings if they have two years of assessment data for 30 or more 
complete academic year students in two or more tested subjects. These measurements were developed 
in conjunction with a diverse set of education stakeholders as part of Michigan's approved federal No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) flexibility waiver. 

Educator Evaluations10 

Requirements for Teacher Evaluations 

• The performance evaluation system shall include at least an annual year-end evaluation for all 
teachers. 

• For the 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 school years, 25% of the annual year-end evaluation 
shall be based on student growth and assessment data. 

• Beginning with the 2018-2019 school year, 40% of the annual year-end evaluation shall be based on 
student growth and assessment data. 

• Beginning with the 2018-2019 school year, for core content areas in grades and subjects in which 
state assessments are administered, 50% of student growth must be measured using the state 
assessments. Districts may choose to use state assessment data prior to 2018-19, but are not 
required to do so. The MDE will provide student growth percentiles (SGPs) as the state measure of 
student growth starting with the 2015-16 state assessments.  

• Student assessment and growth data not based on the state measure must be measured using 
multiple research-based growth measures or alternative assessments that are rigorous and 
comparable across schools within the school district, ISD, or PSA. They may include student learning 
objectives (SLOs) or nationally normed or locally adopted assessments that are aligned to state 
standards or based on achievement of individualized education program goals. 

• The portion of a teacher’s annual year-end evaluation that is not based on student growth and 
assessment data shall be based primarily on a teacher’s performance as measured by the 
observation tool developed or adopted by the school district, ISD, or PSA. 

• The system must assign to each teacher an effectiveness rating of highly effective, effective, 
minimally effective, or ineffective. 

• Midyear progress reports are required for teachers who are (a) in the first year of the probationary 
period or (b) received a rating of minimally effective or ineffective on the most recent annual 
evaluation. 

                                                           
10 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Educator_Evaluations_At-A-Glance_522133_7.pdf 



• Teachers who are rated as highly effective on three consecutive annual evaluations may be 
evaluated biennially instead of annually. 

• Unless a teacher has received a rating of effective or highly effective on his/her two most recent 
annual year-end evaluations, there must be at least two classroom observations of the teacher each 
school year. Beginning with the 2016-2017 school year, at least one observation must be 
unscheduled. The school administrator responsible for the teacher’s performance evaluation shall 
conduct at least one of the observations. Within 30 days after each observation, the teacher must 
be provided with feedback from the observation. 

• Teachers who are rated ineffective on three consecutive annual year-end evaluations must be 
dismissed from employment by the district. 

Requirements for Administrator Evaluations 

• The performance evaluation system shall include at least an annual year-end evaluation for all 
administrators regularly involved in instructional matters.  

• For the 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 school years, 25% of the annual year-end evaluation 
shall be based on student growth and assessment data. 

• Beginning with the 2018-2019 school year, 40% of the annual year-end evaluation shall be based on 
student growth and assessment data. 

• The student growth component of the evaluation must be an aggregate of all of the student growth 
and assessment data used in teacher evaluations in the school or district. 

• The portion of the evaluation that is not based on student growth data and the district’s adopted 
evaluation tool must be based on the administrator’s proficiency in using the observation tool for 
teachers; the progress made by the school or district in meeting the goals set forth in the school or 
district improvement plan as applicable; student attendance in the school or school district; and 
student, parent, and teacher feedback. 

• The system must assign to each school administrator an effectiveness rating of highly effective, 
effective, minimally effective, or ineffective. 

• An improvement plan is required for a school administrator who is rated as minimally effective or 
ineffective. 

• Administrators who are rated as highly effective on three consecutive annual year-end evaluations 
may be evaluated biennially instead of annually. 

• Administrators who are rated as ineffective on three consecutive annual year-end evaluations must 
be dismissed from employment by the district. 

Additional Requirements for Special Needs Students 

ELL Students 

Title III - Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students11  

The Title III program is designed to assure speedy acquisition of English language proficiency, assist 
students to achieve in the core academic subjects, and to assist students to meet State standards. It also 
                                                           
11 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-6530_30334_40078---,00.html 



provides immigrant students with high quality instruction to meet challenging State standards, and 
assists the transition of immigrant children and youth into American society. 

Michigan English Language Proficiency Standards12  

The Michigan English Language Proficiency Standards are correlated with the national Teachers of 
English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) English as a Second Language (ESL) Standards for Pre-K-
12 Students and the Michigan Curriculum Framework: English Language Arts Standards. The Michigan 
English Language Proficiency Standards are “applied standards” relevant to the language acquisition 
process for English language learners and are presented in the language acquisition domains of listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing. Although the skill domains (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) are 
addressed separately, they are integrated in classroom instruction. Within each domain, standards apply 
to each level of proficiency. The benchmarks clarifying each standard are designed to outline the 
progression of achievement within the standard. Proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing 
as outlined in these standards will allow English language learners to make a successful transition to full 
participation in the English language arts curriculum and achievement of the English Language Arts 
Standards. 

Local school districts are encouraged to use the standards as a framework for developing programs 
designed to meet the needs of English language learners. 

Common Statewide Entrance and Exit Protocol (EEP)13 

The Entrance and Exit Protocol constitutes the official MDE road map for identifying and placing English 
learners in local English Language Acquisition, language assistance program/Title III supplemental 
services as well as for exiting them from such programs. As of the beginning of the 2012/2013 school 
year, the Michigan Department of Education expects all teachers and administrators to adhere to the 
protocol and procedures delineated in the EEP document.  

The purpose of the common Entrance and Exit Protocol is to: 
• Adhere to and apply federal requirements 
• Provide a uniform and consistent method for determining eligibility for English learner services to 

students who are identified as potentially Limited English Proficient based on the Home Language 
Survey across Michigan schools 

• Ensure that English learners are able to demonstrate proficiency in English and on local 
assessments before they are exited from bilingual/ESL services and programs 

                                                           
12 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/English_Lang_153694_7._Proficiency_Standards.pdf 

13 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Entrance_and_Exit_Protocol_updated_May_2016_550634_
7.pdf 



The Michigan's English learner Entrance and Exit Protocol was last updated in 2017 to align with the new 
WIDA standard setting cut scores. 

 

Special Education Students 

Michigan Administrative Rules for Special Education (MARSE) With Related Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) Federal Regulations14 

Federal law requires states to provide a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to all students with 
disabilities through age 21 who are found to be in need of special education services. In Michigan, 
schools and districts must meet all Michigan Administrative Rules for Special Education (MARSE) and 
related Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Federal Regulations. According to MARSE and 
IDEA, education programs for disabled students must be designed to meet their individual needs and 
could include specially designed instruction in classrooms, at home, or in private or public settings. 
Examples of these services include speech, occupational, and physical therapy, psychological counseling, 
and medical diagnostic services that are necessary to a child’s education. Teachers of students with 
disabilities are required to be trained in the instruction of disabled students. Services begin as soon as 
eligibility is determined. 

Standards for Extended School Year Services in Michigan15 

The need for extended school year (ESY) services must be considered for every student with a disability 
at each Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team meeting. ESY services must be provided if the IEP 
Team determines that such services are necessary for the provision of a FAPE to the student. The need 
for ESY must be determined individually and may not be provided or denied based upon category of 
disability or program assignment. Related services (including therapy services and transportation) and 
supplemental aids and services must be considered, as well as instructional programming when 
developing a plan for ESY services. 

                                                           
14 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/MARSE_Supplemented_with_IDEA_Regs_379598_7.pdf 

15 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/StandardsForESY_245917_7.pdf 
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Appendix C: Instructions for Professional Judgment Panel 
(Statewide) 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO MICHIGAN 
PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT PANEL MEMBERS 

 
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates 

Denver, Colorado 
 
 

November 9th, 2017 
 

The work you are doing today is part of an adequacy study being conducted in Michigan on behalf 
of the School Finance Research Collaborative. It relies on your professional experience to identify 
the resources needed so that all students, schools, and districts can fulfill all state standards. Below 
you will find a number of instructions to help you in this process. It is important to remember that 
you are not being tasked to build your “Dream School.” Instead, you are being asked to identify the 
resources needed to meet the specific standards and requirements that the state expects students, 
schools and districts to fulfill. You should allocate resources as efficiently as possible without 
sacrificing quality. 

 
 
1. You are a member of a panel that is being asked to design how programs and services will 

be delivered in representative school settings. These panels are being used to identify the 
resources that schools with a particular set of demographic characteristics should have in 
order to meet a specific set of “input” requirements and “output” objectives.  

 
2. Previously, four school-level professional judgment panels were convened to address: (1) 

elementary schools; (2) preschool programs; (3) middle schools; and (4) high schools. Each 
panel discussed more than one representative school for that grade configuration of varying 
size, and addressed resources needed to serve all students (“base” resources). Five 
additional panels were then held to review the work of the school-level panels and address 
the resources needed for (1) special education students, (2) English Language Learners (ELL), 
(3) different concentrations of students in poverty, (4) career and technical education, and 
(5) charter schools. District-level panels were also held to review the work of all prior 
panels, and identify the district-level resources needed to support schools. Finally, a CFO 
panel was held earlier this week to specifically review non-personnel costs at the school and 
district level. 

 
3.  Today, you are serving on a statewide review panel to review the work of all prior panels 

and address any inconsistencies across schools/districts and discuss any outstanding issues. 
 
4. The characteristics of each representative school(s) are identified, including: (1) grade span; 

(2) enrollment; and (3) the proportion of students in each special needs category. 
 
5. The “input” requirements and “outcome” objectives that need to be accomplished by the 

representative school(s) are those required by the state. These requirements or objectives 
can be described broadly as education opportunities, programs, services or as levels of 
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education performance. You will be provided a short summary of state expectations and 
performance standards; it is not meant to be exhaustive of all requirements that the state 
requires schools and districts to fulfill, but instead should be considered a refresher or 
reminder. 

 
6. In designing the representative school(s), we need you to provide some very specific 

information so that we can calculate the cost of the resources that are needed to fulfill the 
indicated requirements or objectives. The fact that we need that information should not 
constrain you in any way in designing the program of the representative school(s). Your job 
is to create a set of programs, curriculums, or services designed to serve students with 
particular needs in such a way that the indicated requirements/objectives can be fulfilled. 
Use your experience and expertise to organize personnel, supplies and materials, and 
technology in an efficient way you feel confident will produce the desired outcomes.  

 
7. For this process, the following statements are true about the representative school(s) and 

the conditions in which they exist: 
 

Teachers: You should assume that you can attract and retain qualified personnel and 
that you can employ people on a part-time basis if needed (based on tenths 
of a full-time equivalent person). 

 
Facilities:  You should assume that the representative school has sufficient space and 

the technology infrastructure to meet the requirements of the program you 
design.  

 
Revenues:  You should not be concerned about where revenues will come from to pay 

for the program you design. Do not worry about federal or state 
requirements that may be associated with certain types of funding. You 
should not think about whatever revenues might be available in the school 
or district in which you now work or about any of the revenue constraints 
that might exist on those revenues.  

 
Programs:  You may create new programs or services that do not presently exist that 

you believe address the challenges that arise in schools. You should assume 
that such programs or services are in place and that no additional time is 
needed for them to produce the results you expect of them. For example, if 
you create after-school programs or pre-school programs to serve some 
students, you should assume that such programs will achieve their intended 
results, possibly reducing the need for other programs or services that might 
have otherwise been needed.  

 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX D: SALARIES AND BENEFITS 
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Salaries and Benefits 
 

Both the evidence-based (EB) and professional judgment (PJ) approaches to adequacy identify the 
resources needed to meet Michigan standards. Once these resources are identified, the study team 
needed to apply cost figures to estimate the costs associated with meeting standards. The key 
components of costs for both studies are the salaries and benefits of the personnel identified by the 
approaches. Each approach uses a high level of specificity for personnel categories to provide the best 
possible estimate of costs. This means that the study team needs specific salary information for various 
school and district level staff, including categories such as teachers, media specialists, counselors, 
principals, superintendents, and secretaries. 
 

Salaries 
In most states in which the study team has worked, this type of personnel position data is readily 
available from the state at a statewide average level. The study team worked over the length of the 
study to acquire this level of detail from the state, including multiple requests to the Center for 
Educational Performance and Information (CEPI). These requests came from both the study team and 
Collaborative partners. CEPI was unable to provide this data in a timely manner for the study and at the 
time of this report had not provided the study team with the information. 
 
In the absence of CEPI data, the study team turned to many other options across the state to try and 
find statewide average salary information for the necessary personnel categories. This included 
reviewing work done by The School Superintendents Association16 and Ramberg and Associates. The 
study team also consulted with a number of private businesses that work with school districts across the 
state. None of these avenues produced the full set of data needed.  
 
In a few states, the study team has been faced with a similar lack of available salary data and has turned 
to salary data from other states to produce the costs needed for a study. In Michigan, the study team 
was able to identify the statewide average teacher salary for 2015-16 through the state’s Bulletin 1014 
information. This data point was then combined with actual salary data from Colorado, Maryland, and 
Wyoming, three states with recent adequacy studies. The study team explored the relationship between 
personnel positions and statewide teacher average salary for the three states. The team then, where 
available, averaged the ratios across the three states and applied those ratios to Michigan’s teacher 
salary to produce salaries for the Michigan study. The table on the page below shows the ratios for the 
three states, the average ratio, and the salaries used for this study.  
 

Benefits 
Benefit information was provided to the study team by CFOs from around the state. Benefits include the 
costs of retirement, social security and Medicare, and healthcare benefits.  The amounts used include 
4.6% for retirement. Districts across Michigan pay different retirement rates. The traditional districts 
retirement system includes 25.56% retirement rate and charters school retirement rates vary by charter. 
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The study team used a 4.6% rate encompass the minimum amount that most districts spend. FICA has a   
7.65%, 0.60% for unemployment, and $12,000 per eligible employee for healthcare and other benefits.  

 



 

  

Wyoming Maryland Colorado
Three State 

Average

Salaries Used 
for Michigan 

Study

Teaching 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Administrative Assistant 0.55           0.67           0.61           0.61                   $37,826
Assistant Principal 1.49           1.54           1.40           1.48                   $91,430

Assistant Superintendent 2.20           2.39           2.17           2.25                   $139,396

Behavior Specialist 1.03           1.16           1.02           1.07                   $66,122

Bookkeeping 0.55           0.67           0.61           0.61                   $37,826

Coordinator 1.32           1.61           1.23           1.38                   $85,661

Counseling 1.03           1.11           1.05           1.06                   $65,660
Custodians N/A 0.65           N/A 0.65                   $40,219

Director 1.32           1.92           1.68           1.64                   $101,539

Educational Media Specialist 1.08           1.11           1.16           1.12                   $69,125

ELL Coordinator 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Family Liaison 0.39           0.67           0.61           0.56                   $34,359
Groundskeepers N/A 0.86           N/A 0.86                   $53,213

Health Aide 0.39           0.42           0.32           0.38                   $23,280

IEP Coordinator 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Information Management 0.93           0.82           0.82           0.86                   $52,961
Instructional Aide 0.39           0.45           0.31           0.38                   $23,659
Instructional Coaches 1.14           1.00           1.19           1.11                   $68,703

Instructional Consulting 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Manager N/A 1.61           1.00           1.30                   $80,596

Media Aide N/A 0.50           0.31           0.41                   $25,101

Nursing 0.89           0.87           1.01           0.92                   $57,168

Occupational Therapy 1.04           1.21           1.14           1.13                   $69,969

Other Professional Educational 1.00           1.16           N/A 1.08                   $66,749

Physical Therapy 1.04           1.21           1.14           1.13                   $69,969

Principal 1.66           1.82           1.60           1.69                   $104,692

Psychological 1.29           1.32           1.10           1.24                   $76,495

Salaries for Specials Teachers 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Secretary-Clerical-Bookkeeper 0.55           0.67           0.61           0.61                   $37,826

Social Work 1.03           1.23           1.09           1.12                   $69,138

Speech and Language Therapist 1.06           1.14           1.14           1.11                   $68,895

Substitutes 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Superintendent 2.40           3.05           2.07           2.51                   $155,096

Supervision/Direction- Staff 1.32           1.61           N/A 1.46                   $90,367

Supervisor 1.32           1.61           1.68           1.54                   $94,990

Teacher/tutor interventionist 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875
504 Aide 0.39           0.45           0.31           0.38                   $23,659

Ratio from Teacher Salary
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Technology Hardware Costs 
    

     

  
Cost 
per 
Unit 

Replacement 
Cycle 

Annual 
Price 

Administration/Main Office 
    

Computers Admin $900 4 $225 
Laptops Admin $1,000 4 $250 
Mobile Devices Admin $600 1 $600 
Phone Stipend Admin $700 

 
$700 

Printers Admin $200 4 $50 
Copier/Printer Admin $10,600 8 $1,325 

Faculty 
    

Computers Faculty $900 4 $225 
Laptops Faculty $850 4 $213 
Mobile Devices Faculty $425 3 $142 

Classroom 
    

Computers Classroom $900 4 $225 
Printers  Classroom $200 4 $50 
Visual Presentation System Classroom $9,500 10 $950 
Document Camera Classroom $400 4 $100 

Computer Lab(s)- Fixed 
    

# of fixed labs Fixed 
   

Computers Fixed $900 4 $225 
Printers Fixed $200 4 $50 
Visual Presentation System Fixed $9,500 10 $950 
Document Camera Fixed $200 4 $50 
Headphones Fixed $5 

 
$5 

Computer Lab(s)- Mobile Fixed Lab $1,000 4 $250 
# of mobile labs Fixed Lab $900 4 $225 

Computer Lab(s)- Mobile 
    

# of mobile labs Mobile 
   

Laptops Mobile $850 4 $213 
Other Hardware Item Mobile 

   

Other Hardware Item Mobile 
   

Media Center 
    

Computers Media $900 4 $225 
Printers Media $200 4 $50 
Visual Presentation System Media $9,500 10 $950 
     



Other 
    

Student Devices Other $500 3 $167 
3D Printer Other $2,500 5 $500 
Video Cameras Other $400 4 $100 
Infrastructure Hardware Other $25 1 $25 
Maker Space other $15,000 10 $1,500 
Copier/Printer Other 10600 8 $1,325 
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Adequacy Estimates Without Retirement 
The retirement system requires that districts to pay 25.56 percent on certified and classified staff’s 
salary for retirement. Some charters also pay into the retirement system while others hire staff through 
a third party which does not require the 25.56 retirement contribution.  Additionally, the retirement 
system has an unfunded liability of 11 percent. The Collaborative asked the study team to look at the 
base figure in three ways: 

 What districts currently pay, which is what the study team used throughout the study and the 
chapters above; 

 What base costs would be without retirement, seen below in table F.1; and  
 What base costs would be if the unfunded liability was included, seen below in table F.2. 

Table F.1 and F.2 look at the base cost for the EB and PJ costs without retirement, as well as with the 
unfunded liability. The new base numbers below would also change the weights for students with 
special needs. 

Table F.1 
Adequacy Estimates Without Retirement  

 Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

EB Base 
Cost 

$9,844     

PJ Base 
Cost 

 $11,179 $10,039 $9,697 $9,351 

 

The PJ base without retirement is $9,351 per student, which is a $1,352 decrease from the base for the 
study. The EB base decreases by $1,624 to $9,844 per student when excluding retirement. These new 
bases allow the Collaborative to see the impact of retirement on the per student base.  

Table F.2 
Adequacy Estimates Including Unfunded Liability  

 Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

EB Base 
Cost 

$12,168     

PJ Base 
Cost 

 $13,585 $12,168 $11,734 $11,291 

 
In table F.2 the study team included retirement and the 11 percent unfunded liability in the base costs. 
This increased the PJ base by $588 per student and the EB base by $700 per student. These new bases 
show the impact of cost per student for the district to fund the unfunded liability.  

 
 
 
 

BoikeK
Typewritten Text



Table F.3 
Adequacy Estimates with 25.56% Retirement rate   

 Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

EB Base 
Cost 

$11,469     

PJ Base 
Cost 

 $12,861 $11,527 $11,121 $10,703 

 

In table F.3 the study team included the adequacy estimates with a 25.56 percent retirement rate that is 
used by traditional districts and some charters. The cost would be $11,121 in a moderate district and 
using the PJ approach and it would be $11,469 using the EB approach. 
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District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

2080 Superior Central School District 1 0 0 0 0 
3010 Plainwell Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3020 Otsego Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
3040 Wayland Union Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3070 Hopkins Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3080 Saugatuck Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3100 Hamilton Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
5060 Elk Rapids Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
7010 Arvon Township School District 1 0 1 0 1 
7040 L'Anse Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
8030 Hastings Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
8050 Thornapple Kellogg School District 1 0 0 0 0 
9090 Pinconning Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 

10015 Benzie County Central Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
10025 Frankfort-Elberta Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
11020 St. Joseph Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
11030 Lakeshore School District (Berrien) 1 0 0 0 0 
11200 New Buffalo Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
11340 Bridgman Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
13110 Marshall Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
14030 Edwardsburg Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
15020 Boyne City Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
16015 Cheboygan Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
16070 Mackinaw City Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
17010 Sault Ste. Marie Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
17050 DeTour Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
17140 Brimley Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
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District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

18010 Clare Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
19010 DeWitt Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
19070 Fowler Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
19100 Bath Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
19120 Ovid-Elsie Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
19125 Pewamo-Westphalia Community 

Schools 
1 0 0 0 0 

19140 St. Johns Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
20015 Crawford AuSable Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
22030 Breitung Township School District 1 0 0 0 0 
23060 Grand Ledge Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
23080 Olivet Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
23490 Oneida Township S/D #3 1 0 1 0 1 
24020 Harbor Springs School District 1 0 0 0 0 
24070 Public Schools of Petoskey 1 0 0 0 0 
25030 Grand Blanc Community Schools 1 0 0 1 1 
25050 Goodrich Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25100 Fenton Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25120 Flushing Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25140 Davison Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25150 Clio Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
25200 Lake Fenton Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25250 Linden Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
26040 Gladwin Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
27010 Bessemer Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
28010 Traverse City Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
28090 Kingsley Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

31010 Hancock Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
31030 Public Schools of Calumet, Laurium & 

Keweenaw 
1 0 0 0 0 

31050 Chassell Township School District 1 0 0 0 0 
31100 Dollar Bay-Tamarack City Area 

Schools 
1 0 0 0 0 

31110 Houghton-Portage Township School 
District 

1 0 0 0 0 

32060 Harbor Beach Community Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
32170 Ubly Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
33010 East Lansing School District 1 0 0 0 0 
33060 Haslett Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
33070 Holt Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
33130 Mason Public Schools (Ingham) 1 0 0 0 0 
33170 Okemos Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
33200 Stockbridge Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
33230 Williamston Community Schools 1 1 0 1 1 
34090 Lakewood Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
34110 Portland Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
35030 Tawas Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
36015 Forest Park School District 1 0 1 1 1 
37040 Beal City Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
38010 Western School District 1 0 0 0 0 
38040 Columbia School District 1 0 0 0 0 
38100 Hanover-Horton School District 1 0 0 0 0 
39065 Gull Lake Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
39140 Portage Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
39160 Schoolcraft Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

39170 Vicksburg Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41025 Northview Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41040 Byron Center Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41050 Caledonia Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41070 Cedar Springs Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41090 East Grand Rapids Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41110 Forest Hills Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41130 Grandville Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41170 Lowell Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41210 Rockford Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41240 Sparta Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
42030 Grant Township S/D #2 1 1 0 0 1 
44020 Almont Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
44090 North Branch Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
45010 Glen Lake Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
45020 Leland Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
46040 Blissfield Community Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
46060 Clinton Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
46140 Tecumseh Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
47010 Brighton Area Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
47060 Hartland Consolidated Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
47070 Howell Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
47080 Pinckney Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
49040 Les Cheneaux Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
49110 Mackinac Island Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50040 Anchor Bay School District 1 0 0 0 0 
50050 Armada Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

50080 Chippewa Valley Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50130 Lakeview Public Schools (Macomb) 1 0 1 0 1 
50140 L'Anse Creuse Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50190 Romeo Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50210 Utica Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
52015 NICE Community School District 1 0 0 0 0 
52090 Negaunee Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
52100 Powell Township Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
52160 Wells Township School District 1 1 1 1 1 
52170 Marquette Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
55120 Stephenson Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
56010 Midland Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
56020 Bullock Creek School District 1 0 0 0 0 
57030 McBain Rural Agricultural Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
58030 Bedford Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
58070 Ida Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
61060 Mona Shores Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
61180 Montague Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
61230 North Muskegon Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
61240 Whitehall District Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
62040 Fremont Public School District 1 0 1 0 1 
62050 Grant Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63010 Birmingham Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
63040 Royal Oak Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
63050 Berkley School District 1 0 1 0 1 
63070 Avondale School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63080 Bloomfield Hills Schools 1 1 0 1 1 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

63100 Novi Community School District 1 1 0 0 1 
63110 Oxford Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
63150 Troy School District 1 1 0 1 1 
63160 West Bloomfield School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63190 Clarkston Community School District 1 1 0 0 1 
63200 Farmington Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63210 Holly Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63220 Huron Valley Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
63230 Lake Orion Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
63240 South Lyon Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
63260 Rochester Community School District 1 1 0 1 1 
63270 Clawson Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
63290 Walled Lake Consolidated Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
65045 West Branch-Rose City Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
69020 Gaylord Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
69030 Johannesburg-Lewiston Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
70010 Grand Haven Area Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
70040 Allendale Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
70070 West Ottawa Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
70120 Coopersville Area Public School 

District 
1 0 0 0 0 

70175 Jenison Public Schools 1 1 1 0 1 
70190 Hudsonville Public School District 1 1 1 0 1 
70300 Spring Lake Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
70350 Zeeland Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
72010 Roscommon Area Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
73110 Chesaning Union Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

73190 Frankenmuth School District 1 0 0 0 0 
73200 Freeland Community School District 1 0 0 0 0 
73255 Swan Valley School District 1 0 0 0 0 
74050 East China School District 1 0 0 0 0 
74100 Marysville Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
74120 Memphis Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
74130 Yale Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
76060 Brown City Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
76080 Croswell-Lexington Community 

Schools 
1 0 0 0 0 

76090 Deckerville Community School 
District 

1 0 0 0 0 

78070 New Lothrop Area Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
80110 Gobles Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
80140 Lawton Community School District 1 0 0 0 0 
80150 Mattawan Consolidated School 1 0 0 0 0 
80160 Paw Paw Public School District 1 0 1 0 1 
81010 Ann Arbor Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
81040 Chelsea School District 1 1 1 0 1 
81050 Dexter Community School District 1 1 0 0 1 
81080 Manchester Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
81120 Saline Area Schools 1 1 0 1 1 
81140 Whitmore Lake Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
82055 Grosse Pointe Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
82095 Livonia Public Schools School District 1 0 0 0 0 
82100 Plymouth-Canton Community Schools 1 1 0 1 1 
82155 Trenton Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
82300 Grosse Ile Township Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

82390 Northville Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
83010 Cadillac Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
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District 
Code 

District Name 

2010 AuTrain-Onota Public Schools 
2020 Burt Township School District 
7010 Arvon Township School District 

11200 New Buffalo Area Schools 
15010 Beaver Island Community School 
17050 DeTour Area Schools 
17160 Whitefish Township Schools 
31070 Elm River Township School District 
42030 Grant Township S/D #2 
45040 Northport Public School District 
49020 Bois Blanc Pines School District 
52100 Powell Township Schools 
52160 Wells Township School District 
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Glossary of Key Terms Used in This Report 
Term Definition 

Adequacy Study/Costing Out 
Study 

An adequacy or costing out study is undertaken to understand what level of 
resources are necessary to ensure students, teachers, schools, and districts 
can meet the standards set by the state. Researchers have developed four 
approaches to creating estimates for the level of funding necessary to provide 
all students with the opportunity to receive an adequate education: the 
evidence-based approach, professional judgment approach, successful 
schools/school district approach, and cost function or statistical approach. 

Average Daily Membership 
(ADM) 

Average Daily Membership (ADM) refers to the average number of students 
enrolled within a school or district each day over a specific time period. 

Base per Student Cost In a school funding formula, the "base" amount refers to the amount of 
funding per student for every student, regardless of student need or district 
characteristics (also referred to as a foundation amount in some states). 

Coefficient of Variation The coefficient of variation is a statistic that measures the amount of 
variation around the average for a set of values. A coefficient of variation of 
0.0 shows that there is no variation and a variation above 1.0 shows high 
variation.  

Evidence-Based Approach  The evidence-based (EB) approach assumes that information from research 
can be used to define the resource needs of a prototypical school or district 
to ensure that the school or district can meet state standards. The approach 
not only estimates resource levels but also specifies the programs and 
strategies through which such resources could be used efficiently. The 
approach is used to identify a base cost figure and adjustments for special 
needs students.  

Geographic Cost Difference Geographic cost difference refers to a measure of differences in costs 
associated with providing a comparable education in different locations 
across a state. 

Professional Judgment 
Approach 

The professional judgment (PJ) approach relies on the experience and 
expertise of educators in the state to identify the resources needed to ensure 
that all districts, schools, and students can meet state standards and 
requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, 
additional supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. The 
approach identifies both a base cost and adjustments for special needs 
students. 

Standard Deviation Standard deviation is a measure that is used to quantify the amount of 
variation or dispersion of a set of data values.  

Students in Poverty Often referred to as "at-risk" students in other states, this refers to the 
number of students expected to struggle academically, using the number of 
students eligible for the free and reduced price lunch program as a proxy. 

Students in Poverty, High 
Need 

Refers to students from a poverty background with needs significantly higher 
than the average poverty student. At this time, the study team does not have 
a recommendation on the definition for these students.  
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Successful School District 
Approach 

The successful schools/school district (SSD) approach determines an adequate 
per student base cost amount by using the actual expenditure levels of 
schools or school districts that are currently meeting or exceeding state 
performance objectives. This approach assumes that every school and school 
district, in order to be successful, needs the same level of base funding that is 
available to the most successful schools and districts. The approach does not 
identify adjustments for special needs students. 

Weight In a school funding formula, weights represent the additional resources 
needed above the base per student cost for student and district 
characteristics. For example, if the base cost for a student is $10,000 and the 
additional needs related to poverty are $3,000, then the weight is 0.30. The 
district serving this student in poverty would therefore receive a total of 
$13,000 to provide an adequate education for that student.  

 

 



Member District Ballot  2023 

Proposal to Amend the Bylaws             
 

INTRODUCTION.  The Oakland County School Boards Association Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
reviews and recommends amendments to the Association’s bylaws annually. The OCSBA Board of 
Directors has reviewed the proposed changes and recommends approval of all bylaws amendments as 
presented. Every Member District Board of Education has been provided with the proposed 
amendments and a summary of proposed changes with a rationale for each change.  

VOTING PERIOD AND ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.  OCSBA Bylaws Article XVI Section 1.  These Bylaws may be 
altered or amended by the vote of the Member School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide 
written ballot with the proposed amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty 
(40) day period in which to vote. Each Member School District will have one vote.  

The proposed amendments and written ballot were transmitted to Member School Districts on 
Monday, January 23, 2023.  Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023. 
Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to 
the deadline or your District’s vote cannot be counted! 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE ALL PROPOSED 

AMENDMENTS TO THE OCSBA BYLAWS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the ________________________________________________________ School District  
Insert District Name  

Board of Education on __________________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date  

   [   ] YES.  The Board approves all bylaws amendments as presented.               

 [   ] NO.  The Board does not approve all bylaws amendments as presented.                         

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of a vote of the Board of Education.  

  
___________________________________________________________________________________  

Printed Name                                                                                                             Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)         Board Secretary         Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

  

Email the completed & signed ballot to OCSBABoard@gmail.com 

Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3,  2023   

Questions?  Contact Marc Katz at marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us  (248) 219-5949 
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Member District Ballot  2023  

New & Amended Resolutions   
  

Introduction.  Annually, the Oakland County School Boards Association (OCSBA) Government Relations Committee 
(GRC) establishes Legislative Priorities for the current legislative session. The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
then reviews the adopted legislative priorities and drafts resolutions based on those legislative priorities. When 
there is alignment with MASB and/or NSBA resolutions, the MASB/NSBA resolution information is referenced.   

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, the proposed resolutions are presented to our member districts for 
consideration. Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member School Districts shall be the official 
position of the Association as interpreted and pursued by its Board of Directors. 

Eligibility to Vote.  Each Member District receives one (1) vote on the proposed Resolutions. 

Voting Period.  The proposed resolutions, legislative priorities and a written ballot were transmitted to Member 
School Districts on Monday, January 23, 2023. Completed ballots must be received no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, 
March 3, 2023. 

Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to the deadline 
or your District’s vote cannot be counted! OCSBA bylaws Article III, Section 2: Member School District votes shall be 
recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot indicating the vote of the Member School District’s 
Trustees. Member School District votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE THE PROPOSED                                      

NEW AND AMENDED RESOLUTIONS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the __________________________________________________ School District 
Insert District Name 

Board of Education on _______________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date 

[   ] YES. The Board approves all proposed new and amended resolutions as presented.              

[   ] NO. The Board does not approve all proposed new & amended resolutions as presented. 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of the vote by the Board of Education. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Printed Name                                  Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)           Board Secretary            Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

Email your completed & signed ballot to OCSBAboard@gmail.com  

no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023  

Questions? Contact Marc Katz:   marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us   (248) 219-5949 
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February 7,  2023
Regular Meeting of the Board of Education

X. ACTION ITEMS

A. FOUNDATIONAL SKILLS PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION FOR ADOPTION
APPROVAL.
Presenters: Margaret Hendrickson, Director of Curriculum, Instruction &
Assessment; Kathy Olenczuk, K-5 Literacy Coordinator; Laura Koralewski,
Instructional Coach, Lanigan; Angelina Lowe, Teacher, Lanigan; Beth Tandeski,
Teacher, Hillside; Jordan Holmes, Teacher, Gill; Tiphany Vietor, Teacher, Forest;

This item was presented in detail at the January 24, 2023, regular meeting.

MOTION: I move that the Board of Education adopt the EL Education Skills Block
(Imagine Learning) Foundational Skills Program, as presented.

B. OCSBA RESOLUTIONS & BYLAWS DISTRICT VOTE FOR APPROVAL.
Presenter:  Claudia T. Heinrich, Board Vice President, and OCSBA
Representative

1. 2023 BALLOT-PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE OCSBA BYLAWS

This item was presented in detail earlier in the meeting.

MOTION: I move that the Board of Education approve all amendments to the
OCSBA bylaws, as presented.

2. 2023 BALLOT-PROPOSED NEW AND AMENDED OCSBA RESOLUTIONS

This item was presented in detail earlier in the meeting.

MOTION: I move that the Board of Education approve the OCSBA proposed
new and amended resolutions, as presented.



K-2 Foundational Skills
PROGRAM ADOPTION 

PROPOSAL
Kathy Olenczuk

K-5 Literacy Coordinator



Introductions

● Margaret Hendrickson, Director of Curriculum & Instruction

● Laura Koralewski, Instructional Coach, Lanigan

● Angelina Lowe, Teacher, Lanigan

● Beth Tandeski, Teacher, Hillside

● Jordan Holmes, Teacher, Gill

● Tiphany Vietor, Teacher, Forest



Documents to Review

● Michigan Foundational Skills Standards for K-2

● Program Selection Process

● Choosing a supplemental phonics curriculum: An Evaluation Guide and 
Rubric for Grades K-3 by LXD Research

● EL Education Skills Block Resource Manual (PDF Version)

● Publisher Materials Quote - outlines startup costs for the 2023/24 school 
year

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZX0lNbvgTlsxKC025ThnBh4Ip8zKzjmB/view?usp=share_link
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1Xd7W5d29tFeIeHADXMkJxk96C16DEfjw54JmcTapcuY/edit?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/12ONyFYxlovBwKSM0mmj5WVXRYSwrINaa/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/12ONyFYxlovBwKSM0mmj5WVXRYSwrINaa/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wLv6MQrPGJv0hYKxmaiq7CWfeLN2jDs_/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/186lhe-6oPXSnKp-NmfdTPCkT-iva4q9d/view?usp=sharing


PROPOSAL

Adoption of the EL Education Skills Block 
(Imagine Learning) to provide explicit and 

systematic instruction of the Michigan 
foundational skills standards for K-2.



SHOUT OUT to the teachers!

Rebecca Kunselman 2nd STEAM

Tiphany Vietor K Forest

Denise Mykrantz 2nd Forest

Katelyn Riley K Kenbrook

Holly Wasilewski 1st Kenbrook

Mollie Brendel 1st Beechview

Lillian Godoy K Beechview

Sunny Abbo 2nd Wood Creek

Lisa Lapko 1st Wood Creek

Jordan Holmes K Gill

Lloyd Weishap 2nd Gill

Beth Tandeski 1st Hillside

Rebecca Gersten K Hillside

Angelina Lowe 2nd Lanigan

Colette Amenson K Lanigan



What are
FOUNDATIONAL SKILLS?

Foundational Skills include:

◻ Basic Print Concepts  - understanding 
how print works

◻ Phonological Awareness - words are 
made up of individual sounds and sound 
parts

◻ Phonics - knowledge of letter-sound 
relationships in written language

◻ Fluency - Application of above skills 
automatically and fluently in and out of 
context.



What it looks like…



WHY A PROGRAM?
◻ District data shows a need for 

increased focus in the area of 
foundational skills

◻ Research supports a systematic 
scope & sequence for explicit 
instruction of foundational skills 
across grades K-2  

◻ Alignment with ongoing district 
literacy improvement goals 



OUR SELECTION PROCESS
We used a “preview cycle” model  with 
Kindergarten, First and Second Grade 
representation from elementary buildings:

◻ Teachers with a range of teaching 
experience, who had participated in 
relevant professional learning.

◻ Fundations Group & EL Skills Block Group

◻ 2+ week Implementation Cycles

◻ Debrief & Review

◻ Informal Previewing Opportunities for ALL 
teachers & teacher survey



LOOK-FORS
◻ We considered the following priorities in 

program selection…

◻ Alignment -  Essential Practices in Early 
Literacy & State Standards (addresses 
what and how of content instruction)

◻ Responsiveness - how the program meets 
the unique and individual needs of each of 
our students

◻ Teacher Usability - accessibility of 
resources for Tier 1 & Tier 2 instruction, 
and capacity for implementation (time 
requirements and learning needs)



“resources for 
teachers for both 

whole group 
lessons and small 

group lessons”

“consistency 
throughout 

grade levels”

“explicit 
instruction for 

phonics & 
phonemic 

awareness”

“I hope to see a 
phonics program 
that is engaging 

and inclusive for all 
students at all 

learning levels.”

“easy ways to 
help meet the 
needs of my 
struggling 
readers”

“a scope and 
sequence that is 

grade 
appropriate”

TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES



HIGHLIGHTS OF 
SKILLS BLOCK

◻ Assessment Plan based on 
progression skills across K-2

◻ Differentiated Resources aligned 
with skills progression

◻ Decodable text aligned with 
scope & sequence is included



SKILLS BLOCK
Daily Routine

◻ 15-30 minutes of explicit 
instruction with the whole class

◻ 30-45 minutes of differentiated 
small group instruction

◻ Purposeful Independent Work 
Rotations



Teacher 
Testimonials…

Beth Tandeski
Angelina Lowe
Jordan Holmes



PROGRAM RESOURCES 

Teacher Resource 
Manual & Modules

Student 
Decodable Text

Digital Access for 
Teachers & 
Students



NEXT STEPS

IMPLEMENTATIONPURCHASE 
MATERIALS
Materials will be 

purchased this year with 
funds from our 2022 
Additional Instruction 

Time Grant (35a - Read 
by Grade 3), and 

distributed to teachers 
this spring.

Optional and required 
learning opportunities will 

be provided for K-2 
teachers, including 

in-person, virtual and 
asynchronous learning 

sessions.

The program will be fully 
implemented with all 

kindergarten-2nd grade 
students, and as needed 

in third grade.

PROFESSIONAL 
LEARNING



CORE ELA PROGRAM K-5

★ We will be previewing Core ELA programs beginning 
in the fall of 2023/24 with the intention of adopting a 
new Core ELA curriculum for K-5.

★ We hope to select a resources by next spring, and 
begin implementation in the 2024/25 school year.



CREDITS: This presentation template was created 
by Slidesgo, and includes icons by Flaticon, 
infographics & images by Freepik

THANK YOU!
#FPSSUCCESS!

https://bit.ly/3A1uf1Q
http://bit.ly/2TyoMsr
http://bit.ly/2TtBDfr
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4ii_FarO-kM


PROPOSED 3-YEAR TIMELINE

2022/23 Foundational Skills Program Preview Cycles

Select Foundational Skills Program for adoption

2023/24
Begin implementation of new FS program

ELA Program Preview Cycles

Select ELA Program for adoption

2024/25 Begin implementation of new ELA program



FOUNDATIONAL SKILLS PROGRAMS
PREVIEWING OPPORTUNITIES

2022/23 School Year

Maximize K-2 Stakeholder 
Voice

What? FPS is looking to purchase a foundational 
skills program.

Why? To provide explicit and systematic 
instruction in foundational skills that is consistent 
across the district

How? Through multiple opportunities for staff to 
interact with each program to highlight its  
philosophy, structure and storyline to inform a 
decision

➢ Some experiences will involve cohorts of staff using 
the materials within the classroom while experience 
will allow staff to interact with the materials through 
guided previews outside of the classroom

➢ Two programs will be previewed in this way:

○  EL Education

○  Wilson Fundations

Through:
★ Cross-building and grade level 

representation in K-2
★ Potential for each program to be 

previewed in each building
★ Inside and outside of classroom 

interactions with the programs
★ Opportunities that vary in scope and 

intensity
★ Synthesizing noticings across the 

opportunities through collaborative 
conversations and artifact sharing

★ Building readiness for implementation



EYES ON LESSON STUDY

★ Staff participates in a lesson study from each program during 
after school sessions.

★ A lesson study includes professional learning, previewing a 
written lesson plan, and  debrief time. 

★ Any staff who wishes to participate can register. 

EYES ON OBSERVATIONS of  MODELED LESSON(S)

★ Staff observe a lesson in action (model) from each program 
during after school sessions.

★ Observations will include professional learning and debrief time. 

★ Any staff who wishes to participate can register. 

HANDS-ON PREVIEW CYCLES

★ Small cohorts of staff use lessons from each program in their 
classrooms (length ranging from 2-4 weeks)

★ Preview cycles will include professional learning, co-planning and 
cycle debriefs. 

★ Cohorts include staff members from each building (selected by 
district and building admin) that participated in foundational skills 
professional development in the 21/22 school year

More About the 
How?

Preview Cycles

Observe Modeled Lessons

Lesson Study



Why were these two programs selected for preview?

Selection Criteria
★ Direct & Systematic Instruction Including Scope & Sequence

★ Alignment with Essential Practices 4 & 5

★ Aligns with Research on “Good Phonics Instruction.” (Stahl, 1998)

★ Structured Phonics and/or Multisensory Approach

★ Ed Reports Review - Meets or Partially Meets

★ Includes Plan/Suggestions for Differentiating (Tier 2, 3, ELLs, etc)

★ Embedded Assessment

★ Component of Full ELA Program

★ High Quality Resources (Teacher’s Manual, Decodable Text, Student Materials, etc)

★ Teacher-Friendly Usability

★ Integrated Technology (Digital resources, slides, etc)
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Reading Standards for Informational Text K–5	
Grade 3 students: Grade 4 students: Grade 5 students:

Key Ideas and details
1. Ask and answer questions to demonstrate

understanding of a text, referring explicitly to the
text as the basis for the answers.

1. Refer to details and examples in a text when
explaining what the text says explicitly and when
drawing inferences from the text.

1. Quote accurately from a text when explaining
what the text says explicitly and when drawing
inferences from the text.

2. Determine the main idea of a text; recount the
key details and explain how they support the
main idea.

2. Determine the main idea of a text and explain
how it is supported by key details; summarize the
text.

2. Determine two or more main ideas of a text and
explain how they are supported by key details;
summarize the text.

3. Describe the relationship between a series of
historical events, scientific ideas or concepts,
or steps in technical procedures in a text, using
language that pertains to time, sequence, and
cause/effect.

3. Explain events, procedures, ideas, or concepts in
a historical, scientific, or technical text, including
what happened and why, based on specific
information in the text.

3. Explain the relationships or interactions between
two or more individuals, events, ideas, or
concepts in a historical, scientific, or technical
text based on specific information in the text.

Craft and Structure
4. Determine the meaning of general academic

and domain-specific words and phrases in a text
relevant to a grade 3 topic or subject area.

4. Determine the meaning of general academic
and domain-specific words or phrases in a text
relevant to a grade 4 topic or subject area.

4. Determine the meaning of general academic
and domain-specific words and phrases in a text
relevant to a grade 5 topic or subject area.

5. Use text features and search tools (e.g., key
words, sidebars, hyperlinks) to locate information
relevant to a given topic efficiently.

5. Describe the overall structure (e.g., chronology,
comparison, cause/effect, problem/solution) of
events, ideas, concepts, or information in a text
or part of a text.

5. Compare and contrast the overall structure
(e.g., chronology, comparison, cause/effect,
problem/solution) of events, ideas, concepts, or
information in two or more texts.

6. Distinguish their own point of view from that of
the author of a text.

6. Compare and contrast a firsthand and
secondhand account of the same event or
topic; describe the differences in focus and the
information provided.

6. Analyze multiple accounts of the same event
or topic, noting important similarities and
differences in the point of view they represent.

Integration of Knowledge and Ideas
7. Use information gained from illustrations (e.g.,

maps, photographs) and the words in a text to
demonstrate understanding of the text (e.g.,
where, when, why, and how key events occur).

7. Interpret information presented visually, orally, or
quantitatively (e.g., in charts, graphs, diagrams,
time lines, animations, or interactive elements
on Web pages) and explain how the information
contributes to an understanding of the text in
which it appears.

7. Draw on information from multiple print or digital
sources, demonstrating the ability to locate
an answer to a question quickly or to solve a
problem efficiently.

8. Describe the logical connection between
particular sentences and paragraphs in a text
(e.g., comparison, cause/effect, first/second/third
in a sequence).

8. Explain how an author uses reasons and evidence
to support particular points in a text.

8. Explain how an author uses reasons and evidence
to support particular points in a text, identifying
which reasons and evidence support which
point(s).

9. Compare and contrast the most important points
and key details presented in two texts on the
same topic.

9. Integrate information from two texts on the same
topic in order to write or speak about the subject
knowledgeably.

9. Integrate information from several texts on the
same topic in order to write or speak about the
subject knowledgeably.

range of reading and Level of text Complexity

10. By the end of the year, read and comprehend
informational texts, including history/social
studies, science, and technical texts, at the high
end of the grades 2–3 text complexity band
independently and proficiently.

10. By the end of year, read and comprehend
informational texts, including history/social studies,
science, and technical texts, in the grades 4–5 text
complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as 
needed at the high end of the range.

10. By the end of the year, read and comprehend
informational texts, including history/social
studies, science, and technical texts, at the high
end of the grades 4–5 text complexity band
independently and proficiently.

RI
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Reading Standards: Foundational Skills (K–5) RF

These standards are directed toward fostering students’ understanding and working knowledge of concepts of print, the alphabetic principle, and other basic 
conventions of the English writing system. These foundational skills are not an end in and of themselves; rather, they are necessary and important components 
of an effective, comprehensive reading program designed to develop proficient readers with the capacity to comprehend texts across a range of types and 
disciplines. Instruction should be differentiated: good readers will need much less practice with these concepts than struggling readers will. The point is to teach 
students what they need to learn and not what they already know—to discern when particular children or activities warrant more or less attention.

Note: In kindergarten, children are expected to demonstrate increasing awareness and competence in the areas that follow.

Kindergartners: Grade 1 students:
Print Concepts
1. Demonstrate understanding of the organization and basic features of print.

a. Follow words from left to right, top to bottom, and page by page.
b. Recognize that spoken words are represented in written language by

specific sequences of letters.
c. Understand that words are separated by spaces in print.
d. Recognize and name all upper- and lowercase letters of the alphabet.

1. Demonstrate understanding of the organization and basic features of print.
a. Recognize the distinguishing features of a sentence (e.g., first word,

capitalization, ending punctuation).

Phonological awareness

2. Demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds

(phonemes).
a. Recognize and produce rhyming words.
b. Count, pronounce, blend, and segment syllables in spoken words.
c. Blend and segment onsets and rimes of single-syllable spoken words.
d. Isolate and pronounce the initial, medial vowel, and final sounds (phonemes)

in three-phoneme (consonant-vowel-consonant, or CVC) words.* (This does
not include CVCs ending with /l/, /r/, or /x/.)

e. Add or substitute individual sounds (phonemes) in simple, one-syllable
words to make new words.

2. Demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds

(phonemes).
a. Distinguish long from short vowel sounds in spoken single-syllable words.
b. Orally produce single-syllable words by blending sounds (phonemes),

including consonant blends.
c. Isolate and pronounce initial, medial vowel, and final sounds (phonemes) in

spoken single-syllable words.
d. Segment spoken single-syllable words into their complete sequence of

individual sounds (phonemes).

*Words, syllables, or phonemes written in /slashes/refer to their pronunciation or phonology.
Thus, /CVC/ is a word with three phonemes regardless of the number of letters in the spelling of the word.
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SUPPLEMENTAL 

PHONICS CURRICULUM 

An Evaluation Guide and Rubric for Grades K-3 

 

Integrating the Science of Reading with Learning Sciences 
to Enable Equitable Literacy Education 
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Introduction 

Teachers no longer use a single program to meet all their students’ needs. In fact, teachers 

themselves are learning experience designers. They review the available materials, evaluate what 

will meet their students' needs, and create their own teaching and learning experiences. School 

leaders supporting teachers transitioning to structured literacy instruction need to assess how well 

a program aligns with research-based principles from the Science of Reading (systematic, 

cumulative, explicit, diagnostic) and Learning Sciences (feedback, motivation, differentiation). This 

guide helps educators choose a supplemental phonics curriculum to support structured literacy 

instruction in early elementary school.  

About LXD Research 

Charles River Media Group’s LXD Research team designs and executes studies to provide 

evidence and insights for educational technology companies to ensure equity in education. With 

curriculum companies, we improve media-enhanced learning environments to provide 

opportunities for all students to succeed. LXD Research flexibly works with product leaders to 

design research plans that include multiple perspectives to provide a deep understanding of 

program implementation, teaching impact, and learner outcomes.  

Visit us at www.lxdresearch.com to learn more. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.lxdresearch.com/
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Why the Science of Reading and Learning Sciences? 

This guide supports administrators who know their phonics instruction is lacking but may not know 

where there are gaps and emotional aspects of learning sciences to support educators in selecting 

curricular materials that accelerate literacy development and ensure that all students receive what 

they need what they need to fill them. No one program does everything for every teacher or 

student. This guide uniquely combines research on content and pedagogy from the science of 

reading with research on the cognitive, social, and to learn to read.  

Rubric Guidance 

The design of the rubric is intentionally flexible to support reviewing curricular materials before use 

or finding the gaps in materials once implemented. Whether you work at a school or district using 

this rubric to review a list of supplemental phonics programs under consideration for piloting or 

purchasing, or you are reviewing supplemental phonics programs already in place, this rubric will 

give you the information needed to make informed choices about curriculum use and planning. 

This rubric builds on the previous experience of educators in reviewing programs and aims to help 

them identify effective supplemental phonics programs, whether they are already in use at the 

school or district or whether educators are looking for an additional program to fill the gaps. This 

rubric document is a compilation of materials that can be used for further learning and is 

developed on the foundational idea that no one program does everything for everyone - school 

leaders and educators must design their own toolkit. 

While the review process will vary based on individual circumstances and settings, general 

guidelines for use include designating a facilitator to become familiar with the rubric criteria and 

scoring, assembling a team to review materials individually, and training the reviewers so that each 

person interprets the criteria in similar ways (i.e., by reviewing a subset of materials together to 

build understanding). Team members should study the Sample Evaluation Worksheet (page 14) 

prior to beginning the review process to ensure they have a comprehensive sense of the elements 

they will be scoring and ready access to the interactive and collaborative tool. During a review 

cycle, the facilitator will work with designated reviewers as well as stakeholders from the publisher, 

including representatives from sales and product development, to understand the program and 

evaluate whether it meets the needs of students and their teachers. 

 

https://researchmap.digitalpromise.org/topics/introduction-learning-sciences/
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The specific materials needed to conduct a review will vary based on the goals and depth of the 

review process. Facilitators may review and choose from available materials provided by 

educational publishers or develop a specific checklist of items to review. A sampling of items that 

a facilitator might request from publishers includes a curriculum overview, scope and sequence, 

lessons, instructor guides, assessment items, standards mapping, digital components, and 

ancillary materials. Materials may include slide decks, videos, printed documents, classroom 

materials, and more. 

 

 

 

 

Once the facilitator and reviewers have had sufficient time to review the materials, the facilitator 

will bring the group together to share results and come to a consensus. As a reminder, curriculum 

review is time intensive. While the exact amount of time will be determined by the scope of 

materials being reviewed and the review team’s goals and process, best practice requires 

allocating sufficient time and explicit acknowledgment of the time commitment inherent in the 

work. 

Once a consensus has been reached by the review team, the facilitator will work with school and 

district leadership to determine the next steps regarding how to use the findings to support their 

students’ engagement with supplemental phonics programs. For example, subsequent tasks may 

include engaging with the publisher to purchase materials, scheduling initial training, and 

establishing a communication plan with all stakeholders. 

Resources Used to Create Rubric  

Each content area includes a list of curated criteria for evidence-based instructional practices. Skill 

requirements, focus areas, and definitions were drawn from best-practices materials produced by 

The Reading League, the Florida Center for Reading Research, Digital Promise, the International 

Society for Technology in Education, and the Regional Educational Laboratory housed at the U.S. 

Department of Education.  

This rubric document is a compilation of materials that can be used for further learning 

and is developed on the foundational idea that no one program does everything for 

everyone - school leaders and educators must design their own toolkit. 
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Additional resources about literacy accelerators and designing equitable learning environments 

can be found at AchievetheCore.org and The National Equity Project: 

 

 

 

 

The Early Reader Accelerator’s Guide                Equity-Centered Design 

 

 

 
 

  

https://achievethecore.org/content/upload/ERA%20Quick%20Start%20Guide.pdf
https://dschool.stanford.edu/resources/equity-centered-design-framework
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Scoring Criteria 

Criteria for each Focus Area (Table 1) are listed below and in the Sample Evaluation Worksheet at 

the end of this guide. Use a three-point rating scale (0-2) to record the extent to which the criteria 

were met: 

 

0 the criterion was not met 

1 the criterion was partially met 

2 the criterion was completely met 

 

 

For each focus area: 

Assess whether the criterion was met. 

Decide to what extent the criterion was met and assign a corresponding 0-2 rating number. 

Add a comment to give context to the ratings in each section. 

Use this rating to inform the holistic evaluation of the instructional materials. 

 

Consistent engagement with each focus area will support balanced, standardized, and 

comprehensive evaluation.   
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Table 1. Rubric Focus Areas and Points 

Section Focus Area Points per Focus Area 

Content  
34 points 

Phonological & Phonemic Awareness 
Basic Phonics 
Advanced Word Analysis 
Other Areas  
(Print Concepts, Fluency, Knowledge of 
Language, Writing) 

4 
10 
8 

12 

Pedagogy  
22 points 

Explicit 
Systematic 
Coordinated Instructional Sequence and 
Routines 
Scaffolded Instruction 

8 
6 
4 
4 

Acceleration & Equity  
30 points 

Motivation 
Feedback & Assessment 
Learner Variability 
Deliberate Interactive Practice 

6 
8 
8 
8 

Total  
86 points 

Cumulative Score 86 

 

Want to have your reviewers record their scores and comments digitally?  A prepared Google 

Sheet is all ready for you!  This interactive rubric spreadsheet will tally the points automatically 

as your reviewers enter them using prepopulated formulas. Click here to save a copy. 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1tp7b9suarDbURWL-N7dO-ATjoZ8xbzlxzsPL8hp4ZDs/edit
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Criteria Focus Areas 

The next three sections of this document define and operationalize each focus area in the context 

of K-3 literacy. Once familiar with the criteria, we encourage you to use or modify the Sample 

Evaluation Worksheet (page 14) for each evaluator to review potential programs. The worksheet 

uses the sample point system above to weigh and measure the key elements in each section of 

this rubric. With your team, you can evaluate your priorities and assign points accordingly. 
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 Content  

“What is being taught?” 

 

There is a clear and consistent instructional framework, featuring a comprehensive scope and 

sequence of foundational skills taught in an explicit system. The system features the application 

of skills taught in reading and writing. The main areas include: 

 

Phonological and Phonemic Awareness 

Basic Phonics 

Advanced Word Analysis 

Other Areas: Fluency, Knowledge of Language, Writing, And Spelling 

 

Phonological & Phonemic Awareness  

● Instruction follows a progression from larger to smaller phonological units: sentences, 

words (including rhyming and alliteration), syllables, onsets and rimes, and phonemes. 

● Within each unit, instruction follows a developmental progression and includes 

identification, isolation, blending, segmentation, addition, substitution, and deletion, 

culminating in full phonemic segmentation (first, final, and medial sounds) and 

manipulation.  

○ Awareness of individual phonemes is established using manipulatives and 

kinesthetic activities (e.g., clapping, counting on fingers) before the introduction of 

corresponding graphemes (letters), which are gradually integrated into phonemic 

awareness instruction as students become more skilled.  

● Phonemic awareness instruction features advanced manipulation beyond K-1. 

Basic Phonics 

● Basic phonics instruction includes alphabet knowledge, letter-sound correspondences, 

blending, word families, and high-frequency words.  

● The initial instructional sequence includes a mixture of short vowels and consonants, with 

frequent, high-utility letter-sounds introduced first. Instruction proceeds to consonant 
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blends, final -e spellings of long vowels, secondary consonant sounds, doubled 

consonants, and common long vowel digraphs. 

● Phonics skills are introduced and modeled in an explicit, systematic, and sequential 

fashion, from simple to complex, with cumulative review spiraled through program. 

● Segmenting and blending letter-by-letter, using onset and rime, and using letter 

combinations are introduced and modeled explicitly. 

● Both decoding and encoding (spelling) are practiced regularly, first in isolation, and then in 

context.  

● Decodable texts that contain previously introduced phonics elements are used to secure 

phonic decoding in context. 

● Explicit instruction directs students’ attention to the structure of the word before using 

context to confirm accuracy. 

● High-frequency words, including those with irregular spellings and those with spellings not 

yet introduced, are taught by drawing attention to both regular and irregular sounds. 

 

 

 

Advanced Word Analysis  

● Advanced word analysis builds on basic phonics instruction to teach the more challenging 

letter-sound correspondences, including three-consonant blends, consonant and vowel 

digraphs and trigraphs, diphthongs, variant vowels, silent letters, and less-frequent spelling 

patterns. 

● The six syllable types (closed, open, VCe, vowel team, r-controlled vowel, and final stable) 

are taught to help students determine vowel sounds. 

● Syllable division patterns (e.g., V/CV, VC/V, VC/CV) are taught to help students break 

multisyllabic words into manageable parts when reading or spelling. Compound words are 

an accessible way to introduce syllable division. 

● Students are taught to read and spell words with inflectional suffixes, including the 

application of spelling changes (e.g., doubling consonants), how inflections change a 

word’s meaning, and irregular past tense and plurals.  

Phonics skills are introduced and modeled in an explicit, systematic, and sequential 

fashion, from simple to complex, with cumulative review spiraled through program. 
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● Morphological awareness and structural analysis are developed to help students recognize 

meaningful word parts when reading, spelling, and understanding multisyllabic words with 

common prefixes, suffixes, and Greek and Latin roots. 

Other Areas of Skills in K-3 

Print Concepts 

● Students are taught basic concepts about books and text, including book orientation, book 

parts, print directionality, and the meaning of basic punctuation. 

Fluency  

● Fluency instruction begins when students have developed accuracy with a particular set of 

phonics skills and starts with word-level fluency practice with immediate feedback.  

● Text-based fluency instruction includes teacher-led modeling, repeated oral reading by 

students, and immediate feedback. 

● Reading accuracy and automaticity are emphasized, as are phrasing, intonation, and 

expression.  

● Fluency is practiced using a variety of text types (narrative, informational, poetry, lists, etc.), 

and comprehension is always emphasized over speed. 

● Fluency is frequently measured using a normed Oral Reading Fluency assessment.  

 

 

 

 

Knowledge of Language Structures 

● There is explicit instruction in high-utility vocabulary, including words from oral language 

and academic words. Students learn words in and out of context, with multiple exposures 

and opportunities to use each word. 

● Grammar instruction, covering both parts of speech and syntax (sentence structure), is 

provided to support students in reading and writing increasingly complex texts.  

Fluency instruction begins when students have developed accuracy with a particular set 

of phonics skills and starts with word-level fluency practice with immediate feedback. 
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Writing 

● There is explicit instruction related to letter formation, posture, grip, and opportunities for 

cumulative practice. 

● Handwriting instruction utilizes lined paper that guides letter formation.  

● Handwriting instruction is integrated into reading and writing instruction and follows the 

sequence of letter learning. 

● There is a clear scope and sequence for explicit spelling instruction, closely aligned with 

the basic phonics and advanced word analysis scope and sequence. Patterns taught for 

decoding are also practiced in encoding/spelling lessons. 
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Pedagogy  

“How is content taught?”  

 
Phonics instruction is conceptualized and built within a specific pedagogical framework and 

approach. Evaluating the pedagogical merit and effectiveness of a particular phonics program 

requires unpacking and deeply engaging with the elements of instruction. Definitions for these 

characteristics are from the Florida Center for Reading Research Glossary of Reading Terms. 

Pedagogical variables to be looked for and evaluated in a phonics program include:  

 

Explicit instruction 

Systematic instruction 

Coordinated instructional sequences and routines 

Scaffolded instruction 

 

Explicit Instruction  

Explicit instruction involves direct explanation. The teacher’s language is concise, specific, and 

directly related to the objective. Explicit instruction means that the actions of the teacher are clear, 

unambiguous, direct, and visible, and that it is clear what students are expected to do and learn. 

Nothing is left to guesswork, and students are not expected to deduce concepts on their own. In 

particular, all letter-sound correspondences are directly and sequentially taught while drawing 

students’ attention to word structure, rather than expecting students to figure out patterns on their 

own, guiding them to guess based on context, or only providing them with explicit instruction when 

an error is made. Another characteristic of explicit instruction is a high level of teacher/student 

interaction so that teachers can gauge their students’ level of understanding and address 

misconceptions in the moment.  

 

 

  

 

Explicit instruction means that the actions of the teacher are clear, unambiguous, direct, 

and visible, and that it is clear what students are expected to do and learn. 
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Systematic Instruction 

The program includes a carefully planned sequence for instruction, similar to a builder’s blueprint 

for a house. A blueprint is a well-thought-out model of the end goal, and it is designed with step-by-

step plans before building materials are gathered and construction begins. Likewise, systematic 

instruction is carefully thought out with clear learning objectives delineated and strategically 

designed to follow a developmental sequence before specific activities and lessons are planned. 

Instruction covers the five components of reading development in depth (phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension). Systematic instruction is also cumulative: 

lessons build on previously taught information, from simple to complex, and frequent review and 

practice is spiraled throughout the program.  

Coordinated Instructional Sequences and Routines 

The program takes into consideration how skills are selected, sequenced, organized, and practiced. 

Coordinated instructional sequences occur within each component of reading: in general, easier 

and higher-utility skills are introduced before more difficult and lower-utility skills so that skills 

build progressively. Coordinated instructional sequences evidence clear and meaningful 

relationships of instruction across the five components of reading: phonological awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension. For example, if students are taught to connect the 

sound /f/ with the letter f during a phonics lesson, we would expect this instruction to be preceded 

by orally segmenting and blending words with the phoneme /f/ during phonemic awareness 

instruction. This would be followed by accuracy and then fluency practice in reading words, 

sentences, and/or passages with the letter-sound f-/f/. Spelling practice would include f-/f/ and 

other previously learned letter sounds.  

Instructional routines that use consistent language and familiar activities help students know what 

to expect and where to focus their attention as they develop skills. Instructional routines include 

the following sequence of steps: explicit instruction (with modeling); guided practice (student 

practice, application, and feedback); and generalization (application to a new context). 

 

  

Coordinated instructional sequences evidence clear and meaningful relationships of 

instruction across the five components of reading: phonological awareness, phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary, comprehension. 
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Scaffolded Instruction 

Scaffolding refers to the support that is given to students to help them arrive at the correct answer. 

Additionally, teachers offer immediate, specific feedback during student practice. For instance, the 

teacher may break the problem into smaller steps, demonstrate using a graphic organizer, or 

provide an example the student can relate to. Scaffolding may be embedded in the instructional 

design by first targeting lower levels of proficiency in a skill and building progressively to higher 

levels of mastery. Providing students with temporary instructional support assists them in 

achieving what they could not otherwise have done alone as they work towards independent 

execution of a skill.  

 

 

  
Providing students with temporary instructional support assists them in achieving what 

they could not otherwise have done alone as they work towards independent execution 

of a skill. 
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   Ensuring Acceleration and Equity 

“How are all my students' needs being met?” 

 

Supplemental phonics programs have an important role in ensuring student acceleration and 

equity. It is in this student-specific realm of learning and communication that educators may feel 

empowered to customize phonics learning for the needs of their students. By supporting the 

relationship between students and educators, supplemental phonics programs have the potential 

to recognize teachers as active learners themselves and allow them to leverage knowledge about 

their students to foster acceleration and equity. Evaluating how well a supplemental phonics 

instruction program promotes and ensures acceleration and equity for students requires an 

examination of the following teacher-informed and teacher-customized features:  

 

Motivation 

Feedback and assessment 

Learner variability 

Deliberate interactive practice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Motivation 

Reading motivation refers to an individual’s personal goals, values, and beliefs about the topics, 

processes, and outcomes of reading. Reading motivation contributes to reading achievement 

across grade levels and cultures, and it can come from internal and external sources. For instance, 

an elementary-aged student may read books about how to train a dog to learn when their family 

agrees to adopt a puppy. A high schooler may carefully read each school-assigned novel, even if 

they don’t enjoy them, to earn a high grade. To foster intrinsic motivation, focus on a student's 

 

By supporting the relationship between students and educators, supplemental phonics 

programs have the potential to recognize teachers as active learners themselves and 

allow them to leverage knowledge about their students to foster acceleration and 

equity 
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sense of autonomy (by giving them choices), sense of competence (by supporting their skill 

mastery at the right level of difficulty), and sense of belonging (by offering materials that make 

them feel that “this is for me”).  

Feedback and Assessment 

Feedback that focuses on the process of developing skills and conveys the importance of effort 

motivates students to persist when learning. When students believe that their skills can be 

developed through dedication and hard work instead of innate abilities, they can apply a growth 

mindset to learning. Having students explain their thinking process aloud helps them recognize 

and evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies they use and solidify their understanding. 

Research has shown that this type of feedback is particularly supportive of marginalized students. 

During learning, all levels of phonological awareness, phonics, and fluency are assessed and 

monitored regularly. Setting overall goals, as well as smaller, interim goals, encourages consistent, 

achievable progress and helps students feel confident in their skills and abilities. When students 

create reading-focused goals, plan out steps to achieve them, and check their progress against 

these steps, they strengthen their self-efficacy as they build their capacity to successfully tackle 

difficult challenges. Frequent assessment also gives teachers a view into their students’ progress, 

creating a data-feedback loop in which teachers can evaluate the effectiveness of their instruction, 

provide differentiated support to students who need it, and plan instructional next steps that are 

responsive to their students’ learning paths. 

 

 

 

 

Learner Variability 

Lessons are crafted to support the full diversity of students. Students may become marginalized 

when systems do not consider learner variability. For example, a student who is slower to decode 

but has a high level of listening comprehension needs different support than a student who is a 

fluent decoder but has a lower level of vocabulary. All students differ, and learning sciences 

When students create reading-focused goals, plan out steps to achieve them, and 

check their progress against these steps, they strengthen their self-efficacy as they 

build their capacity to successfully tackle difficult challenges 

https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/factors
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research shows that these differences, based on factors related to student background, social and 

emotional skills, cognition, and language and literacy, matter for learning. Learner variability may 

be defined as any student struggling with a learning difference that rubs up against the expectation 

of sameness of students. Learner variability can be addressed through differentiated instruction 

delivered in small groups or during individualized intervention. 

 

 

 

Specific strategies identified by Digital Promise that support a wide range of student profiles for K-

3 readers include: 

● Gestures: Adding motions to complement learning activates more cognitive processes for 

recall and understanding. 

● Manipulatives: Providing physical representations of concepts makes mental processes 

more concrete. 

● Multimodal Instruction: Instruction in multiple formats allows students to activate different 

cognitive skills to understand and remember the steps they are to take in their reading 

work. 

● Verbal Repetition: Having students verbally repeat information such as instructions ensures 

they have heard it and supports remembering. 

● Word Sorts: Word sorts are multisensory activities that help students identify patterns and 

group words based on different categories. 

● Explaining Their Thinking: When students explain their thinking process aloud, they 

recognize the strategies they use and solidify their understanding. 

● Model Assignment or Skill: By talking through their thinking during each step of a process, 

teachers can model what learning looks like. 

Deliberate Interactive Practice 

Practicing a targeted skill or subskill until achieving several error-free attempts is critical for 

retention, particularly in the foundational skills of literacy, which must be learned to automaticity to 

achieve a level of fluency required for comprehension. Interactive practice is hands-on, engaging, 

and multimodal, such as moving tiles into sound boxes as words are analyzed, using hand 

All students differ, and learning sciences research shows that these differences, based 

on factors related to student background, social and emotional skills, cognition, and 

language and literacy, matter for learning 

https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/gestures-literacy-pk-3/summary
https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/manipulatives-literacy-pk-3/summary
https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/multimodal-instruction-literacy-pk-3/summary
https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/verbal-repetition-literacy-pk-3/summary
https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/word-sorts-literacy-pk-3/summary
https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/think-alouds-literacy-pk-3/summary
https://lvp.digitalpromiseglobal.org/content-area/literacy-pk-3/strategies/model-assignment-literacy-pk-3/summary
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gestures to support memory for associations, building and manipulating words with letter tiles, or 

assembling sentences with word cards. Listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills are often 

paired with one another to foster multimodal language learning (adapted from International 

Dyslexia Association). Effective, guided practice is deliberate in its selection of activities that 

provide an appropriate level of challenge to a student that is just beyond their current level of 

understanding, and it is interactive through its provision of timely corrective feedback and relevant 

strategies. 

Totaling and Using Program Scores 

Sample Total Table 

 

Total  Max Program 1 Program 2 

Content 34   

Pedagogy 22   

Acceleration & Equity 30   

Total (86 points) 86   

 

How to Use Program Scores 

Congratulations! You've completed the careful and hard work of evaluating the components of one 

or more supplemental phonics curricula. Now that you have tallied points in hand for each section 

and the overall scores for two or more programs, the evaluation team can use this vital data as 

part of a larger discussion about district learning goals, priorities, and requirements. Note that the 

overall scores you've carefully tallied are not to be considered grades but rather information about 

how well the programs match your district’s needs. For example, if a program scores higher in 

Acceleration & Equity but has a lower score overall, your evaluation team might still consider using 

it if your district is prioritizing equity-informed learning programs.  

To access the digital spreadsheet, please visit here.

https://dyslexiaida.org/structured-literacy-effective-instruction-for-students-with-dyslexia-and-related-reading-difficulties/
https://dyslexiaida.org/structured-literacy-effective-instruction-for-students-with-dyslexia-and-related-reading-difficulties/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1tp7b9suarDbURWL-N7dO-ATjoZ8xbzlxzsPL8hp4ZDs/edit#gid=0
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Sample Evaluation Worksheet 

The table below presents a sample points system for a district to use in weighing and measuring the key elements in each section of the 

rubric. With your team, you can weigh your priorities and assign or adjust points accordingly. Each section does not have to be weighted 

equally and the total does not have to equal 100. In this example, up to two points are assigned per item listed under each topic. Reviewers 

can circle the number and total them when the review is complete. 

 

Content Section Max Program 1 Program 2 

Phonological & Phonemic Awareness 
● Instruction follows a developmental progression from larger to smaller phonological units and 

culminates in full phonemic segmentation and manipulation. 
● Advanced phonemic instruction that features manipulation is evident beyond K-1. 

4 
 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

Basic Phonics 
● Instruction includes alphabet knowledge, letter-sound correspondences (consonants, short 

vowels, long vowels), blending, word families, and high-frequency words.  
● Phonics skills are introduced and modeled in an explicit, systematic, and sequential fashion, 

from simple to complex, with cumulative review spiraled throughout the program.  
● Segmenting and blending are taught explicitly and practiced regularly, in both decoding and 

encoding. 
● Students first practice decoding words in isolation. 
● Students apply letter-sound knowledge in decodable texts that match the phonics elements 

taught, securing phonic decoding. 

10  
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

Advanced Word Analysis 
Advanced word analysis builds on basic phonics instruction to teach the more challenging 
letter-sound correspondences in both reading and spelling. 

● The six syllable types are taught to help students determine vowel sounds. 
● Syllable division patterns are taught to help students break multisyllabic words into 

manageable parts when reading and spelling.  
● Morphological awareness and structural analysis are developed to help students recognize 

meaningful word parts when reading, spelling, and understanding multisyllabic words. 

8  
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
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Content Section Max Program 1 Program 2 

Other Areas (Print Concepts, Fluency, Knowledge of Language, Writing) 
● Students are taught basic concepts about books and text. 
● Word- and text-level fluency practice are provided with immediate feedback.  
● There is explicit instruction in high-utility vocabulary.  
● Grammar instruction is provided to support reading and writing increasingly complex texts. 
● There is explicit instruction related to letter formation, posture, grip, and opportunities for 

cumulative practice. 
● There is a clear scope and sequence for explicit spelling instruction, closely aligned with the 

basic phonics and advanced word analysis scope and sequence.  

12  
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 

Total  34   

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

Pedagogy Section Max Program 1 Program 2 

Explicit 
● The instructional language is concise, specific, and related to the objective. 
● There is direct explanation and modeling of rules, patterns, concepts, and terms.  
● Explicit instruction directs students’ attention to the structure of the word. 
● Instruction is interactive, giving students multiple opportunities to demonstrate 

understanding during each learning experience, addressing misconceptions. 

8  
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
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Systematic 
● Skills are taught systematically and sequentially, from simple to complex. 
● Lessons build on skills that have been taught in previous lessons.  
● Frequent, cumulative review is spiraled throughout the program.  

6  
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

Coordinated Instructional Sequence and Routines 
● Instructional routines include the following sequence of steps: explicit instruction (with 

modeling); guided practice (student practice, application, and feedback); and generalization 
(application to a new context). 

● Instruction is meaningfully coordinated across the five components of reading (phonemic 
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension). 

4  
0  1  2 

 
 

0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
 

0  1  2 

Scaffolded Instruction 
● Students are provided with temporary instructional support to assist them in achieving what 

they could not otherwise have done alone.  
● Guidance is provided on how teachers provide instructional support: breaking problems down 

into smaller steps, using a graphic organizer, or providing examples. 

4  
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

Total 22   

Comments:  
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Acceleration & Equity Max Program 1 Program 2 

Motivation 
● A sense of autonomy is developed by providing students with choices. 
● A sense of competence is developed through activities with options to adjust the level of difficulty 

to the student’s level of skill. 
● A sense of belonging is developed by incorporating students’ personal goals, values, and beliefs 

about the topics, processes, and outcomes of reading. 

6  
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

Feedback & Assessment 
● Techniques such as having students explain their thinking process aloud are present, allowing 

teachers to understand the strategies students use and help solidify their understanding.  
● During learning, all levels of phonological awareness, phonics, and fluency are assessed and 

monitored regularly.  
● Teachers and students create reading-focused goals, plan out steps to achieve them, and check 

their progress against these steps. 
● Information shared with students focuses on the process of developing skills and conveys the 

importance of effort in order to support a growth mindset. 

8  
0  1  2 

 
 

0  1  2 
 

0  1  2 
 

0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
 

0  1  2 
 

0  1  2 
 

0  1  2 

Learner Variability 
● Small-group or individualized options for differentiation are provided. 
● Lesson strategies include multimodal instruction such as using gestures, manipulatives, and word 

sorts. 
● Students are prompted to verbally repeat information, which ensures they have heard it and 

supports remembering the steps.  
● Students are prompted to explain their thinking process to help them recognize the strategies 

they use and solidify their understanding. 

8  
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

Deliberate Interactive Practice 
● Lessons include multiple, focused opportunities to achieve several error-free attempts at a 

specific skill or subskill.  
● Interactive practice is hands-on, engaging, and multimodal. 
● Listening, speaking, reading, and writing are often paired with one another to foster multimodal 

language development. 
● Practice is delivered at a level just beyond the student's current level of understanding and 

includes timely corrective feedback. 

8  
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 
0  1  2 

 
0  1  2 

 



 
LXD Research ⓒ 2022 

 

25 
 

    

Acceleration & Equity Max Program 1 Program 2 

Total 30   

Comments: 

Copy the totals from the worksheet and make note of any additional overall comments.
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Glossary 

Adapted from Reading League Curriculum Evaluation Tool, January 2021  

● Assessment: Using a measure to evaluate the nature, quality, efficacy, or impact of a 

person, thing, or process. 

● Automaticity: Performing a reading task without conscious effort. For example, reading 

connected text with automaticity means that there is no conscious attention paid to 

decoding words.  

● Background knowledge: A specific subset of knowledge needed to comprehend a 

particular situation, lesson, or text.  

● Differentiation: Tailoring instructional methods and content to meet the individual needs of 

students.  

● Explicit: Explicit instruction involves direct explanation. The teacher’s language is concise, 

specific, and related to the objective. Another characteristic of explicit instruction is a 

visible instructional approach which includes a high level of teacher/student interaction. 

Explicit instruction means that the actions of the teacher are clear, unambiguous, direct, 

and visible, which makes it clear what students are to do and learn. Nothing is left to 

guesswork.  

● Feedback: Information about performance provided to a student or educator. 

● Implicit: Implicit instruction does not provide direct or specific guidance on what is to be 

learned.  

● Irregular high-frequency words: Words that are BOTH highly frequent in text and not 

spelled phonetically (e.g., said, of, one).  

● Learner Variability: The understanding that variety in learners is the norm. All learners 

come with unique circumstances, histories, and resources that necessitate different 

learning approaches and cadences.  

● Metacognition: Thinking about thinking.  

● Morpheme: The smallest meaningful unit of a word.  

● Motivation: Impetus for beginning or continuing a behavior.  

● Normed: A normed assessment results in scores that are norm-referenced; test takers’ 

scores can be compared to how others in that same age/grade group performed. It allows 

results to have meaningful interpretation and it allows educators to understand if a student 

is performing below, at, or above expectations.  

 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1OR5Wcxh2EtZfyIX8hLkyjDdy7pxJHZP8
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● Phoneme: The smallest unit of sound within our language system. A phoneme combines 

with other phonemes to make words. Grapheme: A letter or letter combination that spells a 

phoneme or phonemes; it can be one, two, three, or four letters in English (e.g., i, ou, igh, 

ough).  

● Phonemic awareness: The ability to notice, think about, or manipulate the individual 

phonemes (sounds) in words. It is the ability to understand that sounds in spoken language 

work together to make words. This term is used to refer to the highest level of phonological 

awareness: awareness of individual phonemes in words.  

● Phonological awareness: One’s sensitivity to, or explicit awareness of, the phonological 

structure of words in one’s language. This is an “umbrella” term that is used to refer to a 

student’s sensitivity to any aspect of phonological structure in language. It encompasses 

awareness of individual words in sentences, syllables, and onset-rime segments, as well as 

awareness of individual phonemes.  

● Systematic: The material follows a sequence beginning with the easiest/most basic 

elements and proceeding to the most difficult.  
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About EL Education

“There is more in us than we know. If we can be made to see it, 
perhaps, for the rest of our lives, we will be unwilling to settle 
for less.” – Kurt Hahn

EL Education (formerly Expeditionary Learning) is redefining student achievement in diverse 
communities across the country, ensuring that all students master rigorous content, develop 
positive character, and produce high-quality work. We create great public schools where they 
are needed most, inspiring teachers and students to achieve more than they thought possible.

EL Education’s portfolio of instructional materials and coaching services draws on 25 years of 
success in more than 150 schools in the EL Education network, serving over 4,000 teachers and 
50,000 students in 30 states. Based on our founding principles of meaningful work, character, 
and respect for teachers, EL Education’s offerings transform teaching and learning to promote 
habits of scholarship and character that lead to high student achievement, regardless of student 
background. In addition to success on standardized tests, EL Education students demonstrate 
critical thinking, intellectual courage, and emotional resilience; they possess the passion and 
the capacity to contribute to a better world.

EL Education’s curriculum is a comprehensive, standards-based core literacy program that 
engages teachers and students through compelling, real world content. Our Language Arts 
curriculum is used across the country, and has been downloaded more than 8 million times.  
The curriculum has received the highest marks from EdReports.org and Educators Evaluating 
the Quality of Instructional Products (EQuIP).

For more information, visit www.ELeducation.org.
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Getting Started

Getting Started with the Reading Foundations Skills Block Materials

Welcome to EL Education’s curriculum. This is your guide to get started with the materials 
for the Reading Foundations Skills Block.

Start with your K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block: Resource Manual. The first thing you will need to do 
is to get oriented to the assessment structure and materials. Our framework for understanding how students 
are progressing as readers may be different from what you are used to. The assessments will help you accurately 
identify your student’s Phase of Reading and Spelling Development so you can provide targeted instruction based 
on strengths and areas of need.

• Check out the Benchmark Assessments section.

• Read the Assessment Overview. 

• Identify assessments for your grade level (in addi-
tion to any district-mandated assessment). 

Create an assessment plan.

• Gather your assessment materials from the Re-
source Manual. 

• Administer the assessments to your students.

• Score to identify the student’s Phase.

• Use the Assessment Conversion Chart to identify 
cycles of lessons that would best meet students’ 
needs during differentiated small group instruction.

Prepare to teach: now you’re ready to 
prepare your lessons.

Full lessons and supporting materials are found in 
your Teacher Guide and Supporting Materials.

The K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block: Re-
source Manual contains key guidance on assess-
ments, handwriting, syllabication, and independent 
and small group work, along with an Activity Bank 
with ideas and materials for differentiated small 
group instruction.

Refer to your Differentiation Packs if you have iden-
tified students who need instruction above or below 
their grade level. These materials will support your 
differentiated small group instruction for those stu-
dents.

Learning Letters is geared toward the early stages 
of literacy, for students in Kindergarten or in later 
grades who need support learning or re-learning let-
ter names, letter sounds,  letter formation, and hand-
writing. Learning Letters contains all of our keyword  
cards for your ABC line or word wall, letter forma-
tion charts and handwriting sheets, and letter stories 
and activities for students who need more time with 
a certain letter.

As you plan for the year, the Year-at-a-Glance chart 
in the front of your Module 1 Teacher Guide and 
Supporting Materials will help you understand how 
the Reading Foundations Skills Block unfolds over 
the year.

Instructional Practices are routines used over and 
over with your students. Take note of the Overview of 
Instructional Practices in Module 1 of each grade lev-
el. Here you’ll find a list and explanation of each in-
structional practice that will be used over the whole 
year, and Module and Cycle Overviews let you know 
when each will be introduced.

Student Decodable Readers, matched to the spelling 
patterns students are learning in each cycle, can 
be found in the grade-level Student Workbooks, 
and in the Differentiation Packs for students who 
are reading above or below grade level to use in 
differentiated small groups. Larger teacher versions 
of the Decodable Readers are in your Teacher Guide 
and Supporting Materials by lesson.
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Prepare to teach: now you’re ready to 
prepare your lessons.

Full lessons and supporting materials are found in 
your Teacher Guide and Supporting Materials.

The K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block: Re-
source Manual contains key guidance on assess-
ments, handwriting, syllabication, and independent 
and small group work, along with an Activity Bank 
with ideas and materials for differentiated small 
group instruction.

Refer to your Differentiation Packs if you have iden-
tified students who need instruction above or below 
their grade level. These materials will support your 
differentiated small group instruction for those stu-
dents.

Learning Letters is geared toward the early stages 
of literacy, for students in Kindergarten or in later 
grades who need support learning or re-learning let-
ter names, letter sounds,  letter formation, and hand-
writing. Learning Letters contains all of our keyword  
cards for your ABC line or word wall, letter forma-
tion charts and handwriting sheets, and letter stories 
and activities for students who need more time with 
a certain letter.

As you plan for the year, the Year-at-a-Glance chart 
in the front of your Module 1 Teacher Guide and 
Supporting Materials will help you understand how 
the Reading Foundations Skills Block unfolds over 
the year.

Instructional Practices are routines used over and 
over with your students. Take note of the Overview of 
Instructional Practices in Module 1 of each grade lev-
el. Here you’ll find a list and explanation of each in-
structional practice that will be used over the whole 
year, and Module and Cycle Overviews let you know 
when each will be introduced.

Student Decodable Readers, matched to the spelling 
patterns students are learning in each cycle, can 
be found in the grade-level Student Workbooks, 
and in the Differentiation Packs for students who 
are reading above or below grade level to use in 
differentiated small groups. Larger teacher versions 
of the Decodable Readers are in your Teacher Guide 
and Supporting Materials by lesson.
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Turn to the Module Overview in your Teacher Guide 
and Supporting Materials to understand where you 
will begin and where you will end each module. The 
introduction to the Module Overview outlines where 
students should be at the end of the module to help you 
understand where you’re going. The Cycle-at-a-Glance 
lays out all the steps you will take to get there.

The Pacing Guidance gives you important infor-
mation about time management, to help you stay on 
track and also understand where you have time to fit 
in extra practice, review, or other necessary breaks in 
the routine.

You’ll start a new cycle every week. The Cycle 
Overview will give you a summary of what’s com-
ing up and is where you’ll find the Word Lists, with 
word patterns that your students will be learning in 
that cycle. The Teaching Notes in the cycle overview 
are intentionally highly scaffolded to give you all the 
information you need to adapt the lessons to your 
classroom. At the end of the Cycle Overview is a list 
of all the materials you’ll need for those lessons.
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Meeting Students’ Needs is 
where you’ll find additional 
adaptations for students who 
may require extensions or sup-
ports to reach the rigor of the 
grade-specific lesson. There are 
specific supports for different 
learning modalities from the 
Universal Design for Learning 
framework.

Habits of Character is where 
social-emotional learning is em-
bedded within every module, 
to guide students as they work 
independently, collaborate with 
peers, and care for one another 
and their classroom. You’ll find 
the character focus for each 
module in Module Overview. 
Refer to this focus in the closing 
and reflection section of each 
lesson. 

There are a few useful resources you’ll likely want to reference throughout the year. 

The Independent and Small Group Work section of the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block: Resource Manual 
explains the purpose and structure of the Differentiated Small Group instruction and Independent Rotations por-
tions of the block. It includes sample schedules, descriptions of suggested rotations and activities, and a variety of 
other resources for small group planning. 

The Activity Bank in the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block: Resource Manual is a collection of games and 
activities, searchable by skills and standard, to be used during Differentiated Small Group instruction and for inde-
pendent rotations (once students are familiar with the activity). 

The Syllabication section of the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block: Resource Manual covers syllable types—
what they are and how to teach them to your students. 

The Letter Formation section of Learning Letters contains essential instructions about forms when teaching a 
letter to your students for the first time. 

Additional Resources

Read Your Curriculum Companion: The Essential Guide to the EL Education K–5 Language Arts Curriculum, a 
complete guide to implementing our curriculum, available on ELeducation.org and through booksellers.

Watch instructional videos showing our Instructional Practices at work in real classrooms on
Curriculum.ELeducation.org.

Dig into our online set of Reading Foundation Skills Block implementation resources along with open on-
line versions of the K–2 Skills Block Resource Manual, Learning Letters, and the Differentiation Packs on
Curriculum.ELeducation.org.
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This document provides guidance for Differentiated Small Group: Work with Teacher and 
Independent Rotations:

	 What happens during differentiated small group instruction?

	 What a daily rotation looks like

	 How and when to confer with individual students about Accountable Independent Reading

	 What guidance and materials are provided for differentiated small group instruction?

	 How the decodable student readers are used in small group instruction

	 What about guided reading?

	 What happens during independent rotations?

	 What a daily independent rotation looks like.

	 Suggested independent activities.

In the Skills Block, approximately 75% of each hour of daily instruction is devoted to differenti-
ated small group instruction. This heavy emphasis on small group work is intentional:

	 All students need exposure to on-grade-level material. This happens during the 15-minute 
whole group lesson. 

	 Each student needs differentiated instruction and sufficient practice to meet individual 
needs. This happens during small group and independent work time.

Reading Foundations Skills Block: One Hour of Instruction Daily

Small Group 
Differentiated 

Instruction
40-45 min

Whole Group 
Instruction
15-20 min
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Differentiated Small Group: Work with Teacher

Teachers group students based on microphase (as determined by Benchmark Assessments). 
Teachers should regroup students on an ongoing basis throughout the year, based on other 
assessments (cycle and snapshot) and observational information (for more details, refer to the 
Assessment Overview).

Teachers may choose to tell individual students their microphase as a way to discuss what 
they are able to do now and what they are working toward next (e.g., a student reading in the 
Early Full Alphabetic Phase is able to decode most CVC words and words with consonant 
blends, but might need to work on CVCe words). Or teachers may choose to name each group 
in a more student-friendly term, such as a color or an animal (teachers should avoid names 
that reference reading or achievement levels such as “High” and “Low” group or “Advanced” 
and “Intermediate” group). Note:  It is important that teachers consistently use “person first” 
language when describing the microphase where a student is (e.g., “a student in the early 
partial alphabetic phase”) rather than the fixed language of labeling (e.g., NOT “my early 
partial alphabetic students”). Emphasize a growth mindset with students: they will continue 
to move through the phases as they apply effort. 

What happens during differentiated small group instruction? 
During this time, the teacher works with two or three groups per day for 10–15 minutes 
each. Between groups, the teacher also might confer with individual students about their 
Accountable Independent Reading. 

Small group time with teacher

Students reading below grade level Every day

Students reading on or above grade level 1-2 times/week

What does a daily rotation look like? 

The chart on the next page illustrates a sample daily rotation chart for a Grade 1 class, Days 
1–4 of a cycle. It includes approximate meeting duration for each group. A separate chart 
shows a modified schedule for Day 5 assessment and goal setting. 
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Sample Daily Rotation Chart

Key:

Group 1: Late Pre-Alphabetic and Early Partial Alphabetic
Group 2: Middle and Late Partial Alphabetic
Group 3: Early and Middle Full Alphabetic
Group 4: Late Full and Early Consolidated Alphabetic

Days 1–4: Differentiated Small Group Instruction and Individual Conferences

Whole Group Work Time (15–20 minutes)

Differentiated Small Group: Work with Teacher (40–45 minutes)

Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4

Group 1 

(15 minutes)

Group 1 

(12 minutes)

Group 1 

(12 minutes)

Group 1 

(10 minutes)

2–3 minute transition

Group 2 

(12 minutes)

Group 2 

(12 minutes)

Group 2 

(12 minutes)

Group 2 

(10 minutes)

2–3 minute transition

Group 3 

(10 minutes)

Group 4 

(12 minutes)

Group 3

 (12 minutes)

Confer with individual 
students 

(20 minutes)

Day 5: Assessment and Goal Setting*

Abbreviated Whole Group Work Time (5–10 minutes)

Extended Differentiated Small Group Instruction (50–55 minutes) 

Rotation 1
Group 1: Assessment and Goal Setting 

(10–15 minutes)

Rotation 2
Group 2: Assessment and Goal Setting

(10–15 minutes)

Rotation 3
Group 3: Assessment and Goal Setting

(10–15 minutes)

Rotation 4
Group 4: Assessment and Goal Setting

(10–15 minutes)

*It is not necessary to set goals with each student every week. For goal setting, consider meeting with one group per week or with some groups at another time of the day.
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How and when can I confer with individual students about their Accountable 
Independent Reading?

The Differentiated Small Group: Work with Teacher is a time to teach, reteach, and extend 
skills taught in the whole group work time. The teacher also should regularly meet with 
individuals to confer. The “Work with Teacher” portion of the schedule is a possible time to 
do this. 

The teacher can set aside time either between meeting with groups or on a flex day to meet 
with individual students. During this time, the teacher can lead a discussion around students’ 
application of reading goals and their comprehension of texts they read during Accountable 
Independent Reading. For details, see the Accountable Independent Reading section below. 

The K–2 Skills Block lessons do not provide guidance for individual conferences with 
students. But this document includes sample Reading Response sheets by phase. (See 
Accountable Independent Reading section.)

What guidance and materials are provided for differentiated small group instruction?

Resource Best for students who... Where to find

Daily lessons: Suggestions aligned 
with whole group instruction

are somewhat above or below 
grade  level

In daily lessons: Differentiated Small 
Group Instruction section

Activity Bank are significantly below grade level K–2 Skills Block Resource Manual

Differentiation Pack: lesson content 
from the grade level above or below

are significantly above or below 
grade level grade-level Differentiation Pack†

Suggestions aligned with whole group instruction

At the end of every lesson is a section titled “Differentiated Small Group: Work with Teacher.” 
This section includes suggestions for teaching, re-teaching, and extension by phase. 

	 For students reading below grade level, there are daily suggestions.
	 For students reading on grade level and above grade level, there are suggestions only 

on alternate days because the teacher will not meet with these groups daily.  

Activity Bank

The Activity Bank is a collection of games and fun activities aligned to standards and specific 
skills covered in the Skills Block. The full collection can be found in the K–2 Skills Resource 
Manual and can be searched by title of activity, standard, or category of skill (e.g., rhyming, 
letter identification, etc.). The differentiated small group section also includes specific Activity 
Bank suggestions for teaching, re-teaching, or extending instruction from the whole group 
instruction.

†Teachers may also choose to use or reference full lesson content of a given grade level and cycle by accessing the specific grade-level materials (hard copy or online). 
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Differentiation Pack

The Differentiation Pack is a stand-alone resource, one for each grade-level. If a student is 
reading significantly below or above grade level, teachers can use the Assessment Conversion 
chart to identify a group of lessons within the K–2 Continuum (all K–2 lessons; not necessarily 
from the current grade level of the student) that would best meet that student’s instructional 
needs. The teacher then can refer to the Differentiation Pack to find that cycle of lessons and 
plan activities using the cycle word list and instructional practice suggestions by microphase 
(see grade level Differentiation Packs for more details). 

How are the decodable student readers used in small group instruction? 

The decodable student readers, and the engagement text read-aloud, are introduced during 
whole group. But they should be used in small group also to reinforce taught spelling patterns, 
fluency, and basic comprehension. See Additional Materials section of this document for the 
suggested Decodable Student Reader Routine.

What about guided reading?

There is no time set aside in the Skills Block hour for traditional guided reading. The Skills 
Block explicitly teaches and assesses the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) Reading 
Foundation standards and Language standards associated with spelling and letter formation. 
This means that students are taught to look first at the visual cues, or the actual letters and 
spelling patterns (rather than pictures, for example) when solving an unknown word, while 
traditional guided reading places equal importance on all three cueing systems (meaning, 
structure, and visual).

However, the Reader’s Toolbox routine does address all three cueing systems. Once 
teachers have focused on the visual cueing system sufficiently in whole group, this routine is 
introduced as a differentiated small group instruction routine in each grade level. Teachers 
may also use a flex day to use this routine in whole group. The suggested routine is included 
in the Additional Materials section of this document and in the first lesson where used each 
grade level, along with a planning template.

Independent Rotations

When students are not working with the teacher, they rotate through a variety of purposeful 
independent activities that reinforce, remediate, or extend skills taught during whole group.

What happens during this time?

Students rotate through four purposeful, independent activities.

What does a daily rotation look like?

The chart below provides a sample rotation schedule with groups based on phase. It is up to 
the teacher to decide whether students will rotate through the independent activities with 
their phase group or in some other grouping structure (e.g., individual students may choose 
their rotation on a daily basis, but must go to each one X amount of times during the week 
based on their phase or their individual strengths and needs).
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The chart below illustrates a sample rotation for one day in a Grade 1 class.

Daily Example: Independent Rotations (40–45 minutes)

Whole Group Work Time (15–20 minutes)

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

Rotation 1 Work with Teacher Word Work Accountable Independent 
Reading (AIR) Fluency

2–3 minute transition

Rotation 2 Word Work Work with Teacher Fluency Accountable Independent 
Reading (AIR)

2–3 minute transition

Rotation 3 Writing Practice Fluency Work with Teacher Word Work

What are the suggested independent activities?

There are four suggested activities for independent rotations: 

	� Accountable Independent Reading (AIR)

	� Fluency
	� Word Work

	� Writing Practice

This chart provides a brief description of each independent-rotation activity. Then, the following pages provide 
more details about each.

Component Description Why this mattters / How it helps students

Accountable 
Independent 
Reading (AIR)

Students choose books 
to read independently. 

During and after 
reading, students fill 
out Reading Response 
sheets (differentiated 
by phase). 

Students apply the skills and build stamina, automaticity, and comprehension 
by reading a large volume of texts of their own choice, with a specific focus on 
their own personal reading goals.

Fluency
Students reread poems, 
decodables, and 
Readers Theater texts.

Reading fluency refers to accurate and automatic decoding of the words in the text, 
along with expressive interpretation of the text. Students practice with familiar texts 
to help build fluency and, ultimately, comprehension. 

Word Work

Students explore 
words and word parts 
through word sorts, 
manipulation of word 
parts, and games. 

In order to decode and spell increasingly more complex words with 
automaticity, students must deeply analyze words and how they are built. 
Students learn spelling pattern generalizations through repeated practice 
and exposure.

Writing Practice

Students freewrite, write 
to prompts, and practice 
handwriting and letter 
formation.  

The relationship between reading and writing is reciprocal; development of one 
supports the development of the other. Students apply the skills they are learning 
by writing a variety of texts, with a focus on their own personal spelling goals. 

Students develop stamina, perseverance, and overall writing fluency through this 
repeated practice. 
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Accountable Independent Reading (AIR)

Accountable Independent Reading is a time for students to choose from a variety of texts 
based on interest and/or reading goals. Teachers can use this time, possibly during a rotation 
or in between, to observe and/or confer with students around their reading proficiency goals 
and to monitor fluency and comprehension.

The purpose is to get as many texts in students’ hands as possible; volume of reading 
reinforces the skills being taught and practiced during whole group and differentiated small 
group instruction, while also building automaticity, stamina, and knowledge. AIR is the only 
time set aside (other than during the Reader’s Toolbox instructional practice) for students to 
apply all they are learning in both the Skills Block (decoding and fluency skills) and Integrated 
Block (comprehension and vocabulary skills) while independently reading a wide range of 
texts of their choice. 

Teachers should consider the degree of choice to offer the class or a group of students. 
For example, the teacher might allow all (or some groups) to choose from any text in the 
classroom. If the teacher prefers to provide more controlled choices, he or she can consider 
the following options:

	� Create a collection of decodable texts (EL and/or non-EL created)

	� Create a collection of texts that approximately align to a group’s current phase (refer 
to Chart B in the Assessment Overview: Approximate Alignment of Phase with 
Common Reading Assessments)

	� Required complex texts from Integrated module lessons (rereading after they have 
been introduced)

	� Recommended texts on the module topic (leveled or not leveled)

In order to be accountable for their independent reading, students fill out differentiated 
Reading Response sheets for all (or some) books read during this time. (For samples, see 
the end of this document.) The teacher can later review the sheets and/or use as a guide for 
conferring with the student.

Accountable Independent Reading: Suggested Activities

Suggested Activities Description Materials Needed

Independent Reading

	Student chooses a text (book, 
poem, magazine, etc.) and reads 
independently.

	Student tracks books read, connects 
to goals, and demonstrates 
comprehension by filling out a 
Reading Response sheet.

	A library or other collection of books 
and other texts

	Reading Response Sheet

	Writing utensil(s)

Confer with Teacher

	Teacher observes student reading 
and/or goes over reading response 
sheets with the student. Teacher 
provides guidance, teaching points, 
encouragement, or celebration based 
on observations and response sheet.

	Student’s book of choice

	Completed reading response sheet (or 
can be completed with teacher)

	Writing utensil
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Suggested Activities Description Materials Needed

Reading Poems and Songs

	Students read taught poems and 
songs.

	A collection of taught poems and 
songs, written on chart paper, and 
posted somewhere in the classroom 
(if students do not have a copy in their 
fluency notebooks)

	Fluency notebooks

Choral Reading with a Partner 
or Small Group

	Students chorally read familiar or 
decodable texts with a partner or 
small group.

	Student’s book of choice

	Completed reading response sheet (or 
can be completed with teacher)

	Writing utensil

Time Your Partner

	Students chorally read familiar or 
decodable texts with a partner or 
small group.

	Each partner takes turns reading 
the text while the other times.

	The partner provides feedback 
(e.g., “You read with feeling” or 
“You read that a little too fast”). 

	Partners record their times to 
notice progress.

	Timer

	Recording sheet

	Familiar or decodable text

Readers Theater

	Students choose a Readers Theater 
text.

	Students are assigned a “part.”

	Students read and continue to 
rehearse the Readers Theater text, 
possibly with props. 

	Readers Theater text (or other source) 
for each student in the group

	Props (optional)

Buddy Reader

	Student chooses a text (book, 
poem, magazine, etc.) and reads 
aloud to a person (buddy) or a 
stuffed animal.

	Familiar or decodable text

	Stuffed animals (optional)

Fluency

Fluency involves lots of rereading. A variety of familiar texts from the Skills Block or from 
current classroom material can be used for fluency work. The teacher should give students 
texts that are familiar and/or easily decodable for a given student or group (based on phase). 
For example, readers in the Pre- or Partial Alphabetic phase are not yet able to decode, so they 
should “read” familiar classroom poems or songs that they have memorized. 

Possible texts that can be used from the Skills Block are: Decodable Student Readers, poems 
from lessons, or Readers Theater texts. Consider posting a student-friendly version of the 
Fluency Rubric (or provide individual copies) as a reminder of the “rules” of fluency (provided 
at end of this document).

Fluency: Suggested Activities  
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Word Work

This is a time for students to analyze words and word parts. Materials from the Skills Block 
(e.g., suggested Word Sorts and Activity Bank activities) or existing classroom materials 
(games, letter tiles, etc.) may be used. 

Note: If outside materials are used, the teacher should still choose activities or materials 
that include letter, sounds, or spelling patterns that a particular group needs to practice; it is 
essential that students have as much time as possible working with these patterns in order to 
develop automaticity.

Word Work: Suggested Activities

Suggested Activities Description Materials Needed

Word Sorts

	 Students sort words based on 
features to compare and contrast 
spelling patterns.

	 Word cards

Word Parts: Create New Words 

	 Students identify word parts 
(prefix, base word, suffix) and 
use word comprehension to build 
familiar words.

	 Word Parts cards

Building Words

	 Students use letters to make 
familiar words based on focus of 
instruction (e.g., specific spelling 
patterns).

	 Letter tiles or letter magnets
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Writing Practice

Writing practice builds students’ ease with the skills and habits needed to generate ideas on 
paper—everything from letter formation to spacing to knowing how to begin a sentence and 
continue a thought. 

In a primary classroom, a wide variety of mediums can be used for students to practice 
writing and letter formation. The teacher can be creative, thinking of ways to help students 
practice skills, build stamina as writers, and write about topics of interest in a creative way. 

Writing Practice: Suggested Activities 

Suggested Activities Description Materials Needed

Freewrite

	To promote stamina, engagement, 
and practice with letter formation and 
spelling, students can write about a 
topic of their choosing.

	Paper

	Writing utensil(s)

Write to a prompt

	Teacher provides student with 
a prompt related to content, the 
Decodable Student Reader, or any 
other topic of the teacher’s choosing.

	Paper

	Writing utensil

Content or topic-related 
writing

	Teacher provides a variety of writing 
materials related to current content or 
interest.

	Varies; examples include paper, 
stamps, and envelopes if students are 
learning about the postal service

Letter formation practice

	Students in the Pre-Alphabetic phase 
who still need to work on this can use 
a variety of mediums to practice letter 
formation.

	Varies; for example, students can use 
bingo dotters to fill in large versions 
of letters
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Additional Materials

Contents of this section
–	Decodable Student Reader routine
–	Reader’s Toolbox routine
–	Fluency Rubric
–	Accountable Independent Reading Response Sheets
–	Suggestions for differentiation of Accountable Independent Reading Response Sheets

Decodable Student Reader Routine

	 Students whisper-read the text independently while teacher listens in, noting who might 
need more support. If teacher notices that the majority of the group needs more support 
reading some words or pages with automaticity and fluency, he or she might choose to:

	� Echo read the text again (teacher reads a page then students echo)

	� Choral read as a group so that teacher can support and guide as needed

	� Revisit a specific word or group of words in the text and remind students of the spelling 
pattern, pronunciation of the high-frequency word, etc.

	 Students respond to basic comprehension questions (see “Example Comprehension 
Questions” for more details).

	 Students respond to questions about individual words in the text. These questions 
should connect first to the spelling pattern and high-frequency words from the current 
cycle, but can also include questions about other taught spelling patterns and high-frequency 
words.

	 Example questions (fictional):

	� In the word “peach” on page 2. What letter or letters are making the long “e” sound in 
that word?

	� Does the letter “a” make the same sound in “Sam” as it does in “James”? Why or 
why not?

	� How many words on page 4 include a short vowel sound? A long vowel sound?

	� Which word on this page has a suffix? How does the suffix change the meaning of the 
base word?

	 Students buddy read the text (one student reads aloud while the other follows along then 
switch), possibly using this time to provide fluency feedback if students are familiar with this 
routine (see “Fluency” section on page 9 of this document for more details).

Example Comprehension Questions:

	� Is this fiction or nonfiction? How do you know? (RL.5, RI.5)
	� What happened in the story (response should include characters, important details, and 

be told in the order the events happened in the story)? (RL.2)
	� Who are the characters in the story? (RL.1)

	� What was the problem in the story? (RL.1)
	� What was the solution of the story? (RL.1)

	� What is the main topic of the text? (RI.2)
	� Name 3 key details about the main topic. (RI.1)
	� What does this text feature tell you about the main topic? (RI.5)
	� How does the illustration help you understand the topic? (RI.7)
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Decodable Student Reader Routine Planning 
and Recording Template

Students: Microphase of 
Students:

Text Title: 

Components Planning Record   
Observations

Whisper Read
If the majority of the group needs more 
support reading some words or pages with 
automaticity and fluency:
•  �Echo read the text again (teacher reads a 

page then students echo) 
•  �Choral read as a group so that teacher 

can support and guide as needed
•  �Revisit a specific word or group of words 

in the text and remind students of the 
spelling pattern, pronunciation of the 
high-frequency word, etc. 

Note potential 
teaching 
point(s):

Possible Comprehension Questions
•  �Is this fiction or nonfiction? How do you 

know? (RL.5, RI.5)
•  �What happened in the story  

(response should include  
characters, important details, and be told 
in the order the events happened in the 
story)? (RL.2)

•  �Who are the characters in the  
story? (RL.1)

•  �What was the problem in the  
story? (RL.1)

•  �What was the solution of the  
story? (RL.1)

•  �What is the main topic of the text? (RI.2)
•  �Name 3 key details about the main topic. 

(RI.1)
•  �What does this text feature tell you about 

the main topic? (RI.5)
•  �How does the illustration help you under-

stand the topic? (RI.7)

Questions to 
Ask:
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Word and Patterns Questions
These questions should connect first 
to the spelling pattern and high-
frequency words from the current 
cycle, but can also include questions 
about other taught spelling patterns 
and high-frequency words.

Words and 
patterns to 
call out:

Buddy Reading
Students buddy read the text (one 
student reads aloud while the other 
follows along then switch), possibly 
using this time to provide fluency 
feedback if students are familiar 
with this routine
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Reader’s Toolbox Routine

Purpose: Almost all primary teachers are familiar with the three different “cueing systems,” 
or the type of information a student uses to process text:

	 Visual: helps the reader attend to the visual information of the actual word on the page (the 
letters, spelling patterns, affixes, etc. in the word).

	 Meaning: helps the reader predict a word based on what they already know about the topic 
or story. Clues from the illustrations are also based on meaning.

	 Syntax: helps the reader predict what word might come next in a sentence based on 
knowledge of sentence structure in the English language.

What may seem counterintuitive is that research indicates that, rather than focusing students 
on meaning first (as many of us learned in our teacher education programs), the most efficient 
way for readers to solve an unknown word is to use the visual cueing system: to notice the 
letters or word parts in the word and decode based on knowledge of the sounds that match 
each letter. In fact, relying too heavily on meaning and structure, which encourage students to 
predict a word rather than actually decode it, may impede students’ ability to solve unknown 
words in a more complex text if the student does not have strong foundational skills.

That is why the Skills Block heavily emphasizes the visual cueing system.

However, there is a caveat. Although students should be taught to first attend to the visual 
cues of a word (the actual letters and spelling patterns in the word), the other cueing 
systems are necessary tools in a “reader’s toolbox” when he or she is reading a text that is not 
controlled for decodable words.

So, a student should be encouraged to first look at the visual cues of the word, but if they 
determine that it is “undecodable” (because either the spelling patterns are irregular or 
haven’t been taught yet), then they can attend to the meaning or syntax cues available to them 
to solve an unknown word. 

Details of the Reader’s Toolbox Routine

This routine is a model for teacher planning. But ultimately the teacher must choose teaching 
points based on students’ needs on the text the teacher chooses.

Target: I can use different tools from my Reader’s Toolbox to read words I don’t know in a text

Teaching Notes

	 The routine is designed for small group instruction (see daily lessons, Differentiated and Small 
Group section). But it also can be used whole group at the teacher’s discretion. 
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	 The mini-lesson example includes a focus on one “tool”: “looking at the picture clues.” Use this 
as a model. As students are ready, you can introduce more tools. See suggestions at the end of 
the lesson.

	 Consider creating a Reader’s Toolbox anchor chart, with a drawing of a large toolbox. As you 
introduce each tool, add it to the chart. Refer back to the chart as needed.

	 Always encourage the students to first use all of the visual cueing system they can to solve a 
word and only then to use the other tools in their toolbox.

Materials

✓	White board or chart paper and marker
✓	A big book (shared text that all students can see). It should meet these guidelines:

	� illustrations that support the text
	� some words that are decodable for most of the class (e.g., includes words with taught 

spelling patterns and taught high-frequency words)

	� some words that are not decodable (words with untaught spelling patterns or irregular 
spelling)

✓	A book or other text for each pair of students. This may be the same or different text from the 
shared reading, but should follow the same guidelines as the big book/shared reading text

Routine

	 Teacher says: When a reader comes to a word they don’t know, there are tools the reader 
can use to try to figure out the word. We have been learning a lot about the most important 
tool we have as readers: looking at the letters in a word and saying the sounds that match 
each letter. This is the most important tool because as we learn more and more letter 
sounds and spelling patterns, the more words we will be able to read quickly.

	 Teacher writes the word “cheat” on the board. 

	 Teacher says: So, for this word, I see a “ch-” at the beginning. I know those letters together 
say “/ch/.” And I see “ea.” I know those letters together make the /ē/ sound. And then I 
see a “t” at the end, which makes the “/t/” sound. Because I know all the sounds that 
match with those letters, my brain automatically, or very quickly, decodes/reads the 
word: “cheat.” 

	 Teacher says: Another tool readers can use is to look at clues in the picture.

	 Teacher writes “look at the picture clues” on the Toolbox anchor chart.

	 Teacher says: Picture clues don’t always work because we don’t always have pictures when 
we read. And sometimes the pictures don’t really match the words. But if you’ve tried your 
first tool, looking at the letters, and you realize there are parts of the word that you aren’t 
sure how to decode/read, then you can try this tool.

	 Teacher opens up the shared reading text to the first page with an example of a difficult word 
with strong illustration support. (Ex: “The man is driving to the store.”)

	 Teacher says: When I come to this word (teacher points to, but does not read aloud): 
“driving,” I realize this is a long word and it has some spelling patterns I don’t recognize, 
so I might need to look for some clues in the picture to figure it out. Hmmm, I see the man 
is in a car. 

	 Teacher reads the sentence and skips over the word.
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	 Teacher says: The man is _____ to the store. I see that it starts with a “d” and the man is 
driving a car. Driving starts with “/d/” and I see the “-ing” at the end, and I know that says 
“/ing/,” so I think this says: The man is driving to the store.

	 Teacher says: Notice that I first tried using our most important tool, looking at the letters. 
When that didn’t help enough, then I used the picture clues tool also to help me figure out 
the  word.

Guided Practice

	 Teacher says: Now you will try out this new tool. You and your partner will get a book to 
read together. You will take turns reading a page. When you come to a word you are not 
sure how to read, put your finger on it. As always, first try to look at the letters. Then 
try the new tool from your Reader’s Toolbox. Tell your partner what information you are 
using to help you figure out the difficult word.

	 Teacher models with a student. 

	 Teacher distributes texts to partners and explains management of activity as needed. 

Independent Practice

	 Students practice during independent rotations (Accountable Independent Reading or 
partner  reading). 

	 Students list the difficult words they solved so they can share with the teacher when  
conferring.

	 Teacher confers with each student at least once per month; see Independent and Small Group 
work document for details.

	 For accountability, students use either the Differentiated Response Sheets (see Independent 
and Small Group work document) or other form of response sheet such as a reading journal.

Other Tools to Teach

Use the Reader’s Toolbox routine model to guide planning for teaching of other tools. Keep 
in mind that readers often use more than one strategy at a time to solve an unknown word. 
So, although these might be introduced in isolation at first, it will be important to recognize 
when and guide students to use all the available tools, or strategies, they can to solve an 
unknown  word.

Suggested tools to teach:

	 Look at the sentence: students use what they know about syntax and sentence structure and 
think about what sounds right in a sentence. Example:

	� A reader comes to the word “there” in the sentence “Are you there, mom?” and is unsure 
how to read it. 

	� She might try out a few other “th-” words like “think” and “this,” but ultimately would 
realize that “there” makes the most sense, or sounds right, in the sentence. 
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	 Use background knowledge: similar to using picture clues, or “look at the picture,” students 
use what they know about the topic in an informational text or about the story in a fiction text 
to help solve an unknown word. Example:

	� A reader comes to the word “feathers” in the sentence “The mom’s feathers help keep the 
baby bird warm.”

	� He knows that “feathers” starts with the /f/ and ends with a /s/ sound and knows from the 
bird book they read in class that feathers can keep birds warm.

	 Analogy: This is a visual cueing system strategy in which students use what they know about 
words to help them read new ones. Example:

	� A reader comes to the word “mouth.”
	� She sees “ou” and recognizes it from the sight word, “out.”
	� She tries the /ow/ sound in the middle of /m/ and /th/ and reads the word: “mouth.”
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Reader’s Toolbox Routine: Lesson Planning and 
Recording Template
Teaching Notes

•	 �The most effective way to read words is by using letter-sound information 
(the visual cueing system). Other cueing systems (including meaning and 
syntax) are confirmatory tools. The purpose of this routine is to show readers 
how to use these tools in tandem when solving an unknown word in a text. 

•	 �Always encourage the students to first use all of the visual cues (letter sound 
information) they can to solve a word and only then to use the other tools in 
their toolbox. 

Setting (circle one):      small group              whole group           other (describe)

“Tool” to be introduced and/or reviewed in this lesson (circle one):

Look at the picture(s)

Use background knowledge

Look at the sentence (syntax; what would sound right in the sentence)

analogy (does it look like a word you know?)

Other:

Long Term Target: I can use different tools from my Reader’s Toolbox to read 
words I don’t know in a text.

Daily target: 
•  �I can use                                             (e.g., “picture tool”) from my  

 
Reader’s Toolbox to read words I don’t know in a text. 

Text for this lesson: Other materials needed:
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Component Planning Notes Record  
Observations

Introduce Purpose 
(target)
“If using my knowledge 
of letter-sound 
patterns (my main 
tool) isn’t working 
I can STOP and try 
another tool. Today 
we’ll be learning about 
using                as a 
tool.”

Modeling for Students
•  �Teacher models 

trying to use the 
letter-sound infor-
mation (main tool) 
on a word first, then 
introduces the new 
tool and how to use 
it.

Guided Practice
•  �Teacher invites stu-

dents to try out this 
new tool on the text 
with a partner. 

•  �Reminds students 
to try main tool 
(letter-sound infor-
mation) when they 
get stuck on a word, 
then try new tool. 

•  �Teacher models with 
a student. 

•  �Teacher distributes 
texts to partners 
and explains man-
agement of activity 
as needed.
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Fluency Rubrics

I Can Read: 1 2 3 4

Smoothly

I regularly pause while 
reading to decode 
words (by phonemes). I 
frequently repeat words 
and/or short phrases 
during reading. My reading 
sounds choppy throughout 
the text.

I often pause while reading 
to decode words. I repeat 
some words or short 
phrases during reading. 
My reading sounds choppy 
in a majority of the text.

I read mostly in phrases 
and occasionally pause 
for unfamiliar words. 
My reading generally 
sounds even with some 
interruption when I 
encounter challenging 
sentence structures.

I read in phrases while 
self-correcting unfamiliar 
words and challenging 
sentence structures to 
maintain consistency in 
smoothness. 

With expression

My reading does not 
sound like natural talking. 
I read in a monotone voice 
that does not express 
interpretation of the text.

My reading sounds like 
natural talking in some 
parts of the text. I read 
in some small phrases 
that rarely express 
interpretation of the text.

My reading sounds like 
natural talking during most 
of the text. I read in longer 
phrases that express some 
interpretation of the text.

My reading sounds like 
natural conversation 
throughout the text. I read 
in phrases that express 
accurate interpretation of 
the text.

With meaning

During reading, my 
inflection does not reflect 
punctuation in the text. I 
rarely read in syntactically 
meaningful phrases.

I often read without 
attention to punctuation or 
intonation. I read in some 
syntactically meaningful 
phrases. 

I read with some attention 
to punctuation and 
intonation to support 
meaning. Most of my 
phrasing is syntactically 
meaningful.

I read with attention to 
punctuation, intonation, 
and stress to support 
meaning. My phrasing is 
syntactically meaningful.

At just the right 
speed

My reading is slow and 
labored throughout 
the  text.

My reading is mostly slow 
throughout the text.

My reading varies from 
slow to fast throughout 
the text.

My reading is consistently 
appropriate throughout 
the text.
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Reading Response Sheet: Fiction Text  
Full and Consolidated

Name:	 ____________________________________________________________	 Date:  ______________

Text title:  ________________________________________________________________________________

Main Characters Setting

In the beginning ... In the middle ... At the end ...

My Goal for Reading Evidence from the Text
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Reading Response Sheet: Informational Text  
Full and Consolidated

Name:	 ____________________________________________________________	 Date:  _____________

Text title:  ________________________________________________________________________________

Topic Most Important Thing the Author Wants Me 
to  Know

Three Facts I Learned:

Topic Most Important Thing the Author Wants Me 
to  Know
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Reading Response Sheet: Fiction Text  
Pre-Alphabetic and Partial Alphabetic 

Name:	 ____________________________________________________________	 Date:  ______________

Text title:  ________________________________________________________________________________

Main Characters Setting

In the beginning ... In the middle ... At the end ...

My Goal for Reading Evidence from the Text
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Reading Response Sheet: Informational Text  
Pre-Alphabetic and Partial Alphabetic

Name:	 ____________________________________________________________	 Date:  ______________

Text title:  ________________________________________________________________________________

Topic Most Important Thing the Author Wants Me 
to  Know

Three Facts I Learned:

Topic Most Important Thing the Author Wants Me 
to  Know
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Suggestions for Differentiation of Reading Responses Sheets

Pre-Alphabetic and Partial Alphabetic Phases: Fiction Text

	 Provide symbols for the headings to guide students in their responses. For example, use a stick 
figure icon for “Main Characters” and house icon for “Setting.” In addition, provide a visual 
to support understanding of beginning, middle, and ending of the story. For example, use a 
picture of a fish divided into three parts (head, body, tail) to scaffold for students.

	 Provide initials to identify beginning, middle, and ending: “B,” “M,” and “E.”

	 If students have difficulty recalling beginning, middle, and ending of the story, allow students 
to instead draw a picture of their favorite part of the story and favorite character. Encourage 
students to explain why they identified these as their favorites, and transcribe their responses 
under the drawings.

Pre-Alphabetic and Partial Alphabetic Phases: Informational Text

	 Provide symbols for the headings to guide students in their responses. For example, use a 
camera icon for “Topic” and a number one icon for the “Most Important Thing.” 

	 If students have difficulty identifying three important facts, consider inviting them to identify 
one or two facts to draw.

	 Invite students to add a drawing to represent a question they have about the topic after reading 
the text.

Full and Consolidated Phases: Fiction Text

	 Add lines or space for students to respond to the text with identification of their favorite part 
of the story and/or their favorite characters. Encourage students to explain why they identified 
these as their favorites.

	 Add lines or space for students to identify the problem and solution in the story. Encourage 
students to cite textual evidence of the problem and solution as identified.

Full and Consolidated Phases: Informational Text

	 Add lines or space for students to respond to the text with questions they have about the topic

	 Add lines or space for students to make connections (text-to-self, text-to-text, text-to-world) 
to the topic. 

	 Activate their prior knowledge by providing the prompt: “What do you already know about 
<topic>?”
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Syllabication Guidance 

Purpose Statement: This document identifies and describes the six syllable types and how 
knowledge of each can support decoding of multisyllabic words. 

Syllable Types: 

A syllable is a unit of pronunciation that has one vowel sound, with or without surrounding 
consonant sounds. A syllable can form a whole word or part of a word. For example, “be” 
has one syllable while “window” has two (/win/ and /dō/).

Although there is only one vowel sound in every syllable, this does not necessarily mean 
there is only one vowel letter in the written representation of the syllable. For example, 
“bead,” a one-syllable word, includes two vowel letters but just one vowel sound (/ē/).

A syllable type is a spelling pattern that produces a particular vowel sound. There are 
six syllable types: closed, open, vowel teams, CVCe, r-controlled, and C-le. Knowledge of 
syllable types helps students know how to pronounce vowels in new words. When a reader 
sees a particular pattern, she or he instantly recognizes the sound made by the vowel and 
can more easily decode the word. 

1.	 Closed: contains a single vowel followed by one or more consonants. The vowel is “closed” 
by the consonant. Closed syllables produce a short vowel sound. 
		 a. Examples: cab, dog, in, dish.

2.	 Open: ends with a single vowel. The vowel is not “closed” by a consonant. It is left “open.” 
Open syllables produce a long vowel sound. 
		 a. Examples: shy, be, go, hi.

3.	 Magic or Silent “e” (CVCe): contains a single vowel followed by a consonant then the 
vowel “e.” The first vowel is usually long, and the final “e” in the syllable is silent. Magic “e” 
syllables produce a long vowel sound. 
		 a. Examples: bike, close, snake, rope.

4.	 Vowel Team: contains two vowels next to each other that produce one sound. Note that the 
letters w and y act as vowels in vowel team syllables (e.g., pay, show). Often the first vowel 
is long, and the second is silent. 
		 a. Examples of long vowel teams: train, seed, coat. 
		 b. Examples of variant vowel teams: look, shout, saw.

5.	 R-controlled (or “bossy” r): the vowel is followed by the letter r. The r “controls” the vowel, 
altering its sound.  
		 a. Examples: cart, her, first, cord, burn. 

6.	 C-le: contains a consonant followed by “le.” It is not found in one-syllable words. When 
present in a word, it is always the last syllable. The vowel sound is the schwa (/ ə /). 
		 a. Examples: bugle, bubble, hurdle, chuckle. 

S
yl

la
bi

ca
ti

on
G

ui
da

nc
e

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   28 1/23/19   6:30 PM



K–2 Resource Manual: Sylllabication Guidance

EL Education Curriculum      29

Using Knowledge of Syllable Types to Decode Multisyllabic Words:

Students effectively decode multisyllabic words by instantly recognizing the spelling patterns 
(syllable types) within the word and the sounds they produce to quickly and accurately 
pronounce the word. In the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block, students become “syllable 
sleuths” in order to develop automaticity with this process. They actively look for the syllables 
within words, identify the syllable types, use that information to pronounce each syllable, and 
blend them to pronounce the word. This is called syllabication or syllable division.

For example: in the word “cargo,” readers locate the vowels “a” and “o,” see that the “a” is 
controlled by the “r” to produce the syllable “/car/” and the “o” is open to produce the syllable 
“/g ō /,” then they blend the syllables to read the word.

car / go

Useful Division Principles

There are some useful division principles that can support students with this process. It is 
important, however, to recognize that spoken language divisions do not always match with 
the conventions for dividing written syllables. Example: When saying the word “robin,” we 
naturally say “/ro/- /bin/” while the written division is rob-in. Students should learn that they 
can be flexible when dividing a word into parts as long as they can ultimately make the word 
into a real word. For example, students can divide the word “market” as mar-ket or mark-et 
and still produce the real, recognizable word.

	 Two consonants between two vowels: Divide between the consonants. Example: nap-kin.

	 One consonant between two vowels: First try dividing after the first vowel. This makes the 
first syllable an open syllable (giving it the long sound). That works with about 75 percent of 
these words. Examples: re-quest, e-ven, ro-bot, mu-sic.

		  —  �If doing this does not produce a recognizable word (about 25 percent of the time), 
then divide after the consonant, making it a closed syllable (giving the first vowel a 
short sound).

		  —  �Example: ro-bin doesn’t work as it would be pronounced “/rō/-/bin/,” so try rob-in.

	 Three consonants between two vowels: Usually divide between the first two consonants. 
However, letters in a consonant blend or digraph stay together in the same syllable.

		  —  �Examples: sur-prise, ath-lete.

	 Four consonants between two vowels: Usually divide between the first two consonants. 
Remember that letters in a consonant blend or digraph stay together. Words with four 
consonants between two vowels will often be compound words. Example: kick-stand.

	 Consonant -le is its own syllable: Divide just before the consonant -le. If the syllable before it 
is a closed syllable, the vowel will make the short sound. Example: bub-ble.

		  —  �If the syllable before it ends with a vowel (i.e., is an open syllable), make the long 
sound. Example: bu-gle.

	 Words with affixes: Divide the root word from the prefix and/or suffix. Examples: un-kind, 
kind-ness, un-friend-ly.
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Letter Formation Guidelines

Purpose of this document: Efficient letter formation is a critical Kindergarten skill, 
directly supporting the writing-to-read process. This document aligns with instruction 
provided in Kindergarten lessons and provides guidelines for teaching the formation of all 
the letters of the alphabet. 

Paper 

Each lesson with direct handwriting instruction includes, in the supporting materials, lined 
paper that is specific to the letters introduced in that lesson. Students use the language of the 
“head line,” “belly line,” “feet line,” and “tail line” to describe top, middle, bottom, and lowest 
line of the paper. A character (a mouse) is included on all of the lined paper, illustrating the 
parts of the body that align with each of the lines, which helps students make connections to 
their own bodies.

Pencil Grip Directions 

Teacher says: “Hold up your writing hand. Before you pick up your pencil, make a circle by 
touching your pointer finger to your thumb. Make the other three fingers stand straight up. 
If you are left-handed your hand makes a letter b. If you are right-handed your hand makes a 
letter d. Now pick up your pencil with your pointer finger and thumb. The eraser should be 
pointing at your left elbow or your right shoulder. 

Pre-Writing Activities  

To strengthen fine motor skills, consider using the following activities to support handwriting 
grip. Students benefit from experiences that enhance the development of their fine motor 
skills enabling them to use their hands and fingers. Students need to have strength and 
dexterity in their hands and fingers, as well as eye-hand coordination, before being able to 
manipulate a pencil on paper:

1.	 Use scissors to cut  

2.	 Practice writing shapes and letters in shaving cream 

3.	 Tracing shapes and letters in sand or rice  

4.	 Make letters out of modeling clay  

5.	 Finger paint  

Letter Types (based on paper orientation) 

	 “head letters” – lowercase letter production starts on “head” line: b, f, h, k, l, t  

	 “belly letters” – lowercase letter production starts on “belly” line: a, c, d, e, g, i, j, m, n, o, p, q, 
r, s, u, v, w, x, y, z  

	 All uppercase letters begin on the “head” line 
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Lowercase Letter Formation Directions

a starts at the middle line (belly line)
	point to middle line
	pull straight back on belly line, curve 
down and around to feet line 
	pull straight back down to feet line 
NOTE: Close up letter c

b starts at the top line (head line)
	point to head line
	pull down to the feet line
	trace up to belly line
	go forward on belly line, curve down and 
around to feet line 

c starts at the middle line (belly line)
	point just under the belly line
	curve up and around to the left
	pull down and around to the feet line
	curve up just a little above the feet line 

d starts at the middle line (belly line)
	point to belly line  
	curve around to make a c
	pull up, make straight line all the way up 
to head line and back down to feet line 

e starts between middle and bottom 
line (belly and feet line)

	point in between belly and feet line 
	go forward (across mouse body)
	curve up and around to belly line 
	curve down and around to feet line 

f starts at the top (head line)
	point to head line
	curve up and around to the left
	pull straight back down to the feet line
	lift pencil and draw a straight line from left 
to right on the belly line

g starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to belly line  
	pull straight back on belly line, curve 
down and around to feet line 
	go back up to belly line
	pull straight back down to tail line and 
make a curve 

h starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to head line 
	pull down to feet line 
	trace back up to belly line
	go forward on the belly line, curve down 
to feet line (make a hump) 

i starts at the center line (belly line) 
	point to belly line  
	pull a straight line down to feet line
	draw a dot over the top of the line

j starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to belly line  
	pull a straight line down below the 
feet  line
	curve around slightly to the left ending on 
the tail line (making a little tail)
	draw a dot just above the belly line

k starts at the top (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a line straight down from the head 
line to the feet line 
	put your pencil to the right of where you 
started on the belly line
	pull a slanted line to the middle of the 
straight line and then pull out, making 
another slanted line to the feet line

l starts at the top (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to feet line

m starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to belly line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line
	push back up, around to the right and 
down making a little hump twice
	stop on the feet line

n starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to belly line  
	pull a line straight down
	push back up to the belly line and curve 
around to the right
	stop on the feet line 

o starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to the belly line
	curve around to the left and down to the 
feet line 
	curve back up to where you started

NOTE: Two c letters facing each other

p starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to belly line 
	pull a straight line down to the tail line 
	go back up to belly line and curve around 
to the right making a small backwards c
	stop (close c) at feet line

q starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to the belly 
	pull to the left and down, making a curve 
to the feet line (make a c)
	go back up to belly line
	push straight down to the tail line
	curve around to the right (making a tail) 

r starts at the middle line (belly line)
	point to the belly line  
	pull straight down to the feet line
	push back up and around to the right, 
making a small round curve 
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s starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point just under the belly line
	pull straight back to the left and down, 
making a curve between the belly and feet 
line (skinny c) 
	curve back around the other way to the 
feet line
	curve up just a little above the feet line

t starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull straight down to the feet line
	pull a straight line from left to right across 
the belly line

u starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to the belly line  
	pull straight down to the feet line
	curve around and up to the belly line
	push straight back down to the feet line

v starts at the middle line (belly line)
	point to the belly line 
	pull down on a slant to the right to the 
feet line 
	stop at the feet line
	push back up slanting to the right up to 
the belly line

w starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to the belly line 
	pull down to the feet line on a slant to the 
right 
	push back up slanting to the right up to 
the belly line (making a v) 
	repeat 

x starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to the belly line 
	pull down to feet line on a slant to the 
right
	lift up your pencil and move to the right of 
where you started
	pull down to feet line on a slant to the left, 
crossing the first line

y starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to belly line  
	pull down on a slant to the right 
	lift up your pencil and move to the right of 
where you started
	pull down on a slant to the left, continue 
down to the tail line

z starts at the middle line (belly line) 
	point to the belly line 
	pull across to the right on the belly line)
	slant down and to the left, stopping at the 
feet line 
	pull across to the right on the feet line
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Uppercase Letter Formation Directions

A starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull down on a slant to the left, stopping 
at the feet line 
	pick up your pencil and pull down (again) 
on a slant to the right, stopping at the feet 
line
	pull a straight line from left to right across 
the belly line 

B starts at the top line (head line)
	point to the head line
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	pick up your pencil and go back up to the 
head line. Curve around to the right to 
the belly line and then again to the feet 
line, making two backward “c” letters 
connected to the belly line

C starts at the top line (head line)
	point just under the head line
	curve up and around to the left
	pull down and around to the feet line
	curve up just a little above the feet line 

D starts at the top line (head line)
	point to the head line
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	pick up your pencil and curve down and 
around to the right
	end on the feet line 

E starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line
	pull a straight line across from left to right 
on the head line  
	pull a straight line across from the left to 
right on the belly line  
	pull a straight line across from the left to 
right on the feet line  

F starts at the top line (head line)
	point to head line
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	pull a straight line across from left to right 
on the head line 
	pull a straight line across from left to right 
on the belly line

G starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull straight back on belly line, curve 
down and around to the feet line 
	push up to the belly line and back straight 
across the belly line

H starts at the top line (head line)
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	leave a space and point to the head line 
	pull another straight line down to the  
feet line
	pull a straight line across the belly line  

I starts at the top line (head line)  
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line  
	pull a straight line across the head line
	pull a straight line across the feet line 

J starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line  
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
and curve back and up to the belly line 
	pull a straight line across the head line  

K starts at the top line (head line)
	point to the head line  
	pull a straight line down to the feet line  
	leave a space and point to the head line 
	pull down on a slant to the left on the 
belly line
	pull down on a slant to the right on the 
feet line

L starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line
	pull a straight line across the feet line 

M starts at the top line (head line)
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	go back to the head line and pull down on 
a slant to the feet line, and push back up 
on a slant to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line

N starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line
	go back to the head line and make a 
diagonal line down to the feet line 
	go back to the head line and make a 
straight line down to the feet line  

O starts at the top line (head line)
	point to the head line  
	curve around to the left and down to the 
feet line
	curve back up to where you started

NOTE: Two c letters facing each other

P starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	push back up to head line and curve to 
the right and down, finishing on the  
belly line

Q starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	curve around to the left and down to the 
feet line 
	curve back up to where you started
	pull down on a slant to the right (make a 
kickstand) 

R starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	go back to head line and pull to the right 
and around to the belly line
	pull down on a slant to the right, stopping 
on the feet line
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S starts at the top line (head line)  
	point just under the head line
	pull straight back to the left and down, 
making a curve to the belly line 
	curve back around the other way to the 
feet line
	curve up just a little above the feet line

T starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull a straight line down to the feet line 
	pull a straight line from the left to the 
right across the head line

U starts at the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line 
	pull straight down to the feet line
	curve around and up to the head line

V starts on the top line (head line) 
	point to the head line  
	pull down on a slant to the right 
	stop at the feet line
	push back up slanting to the right up to 
the head line

W starts on the top line (head line)
	point to the head line 
	pull down to the feet line on a slant to the 
right 
	push back up slanting to the right up to 
the belly line (making a v) 
	repeat 

X starts on the top line (head line)  
	point to the head line 
	pull down on a slant to the right, stopping 
on the feet line
	lift up your pencil and move to the right of 
where you started
	pull down to feet line on a slant to the left, 
crossing the first line, stopping at the feet 
line

Y starts on the top line (head line)  
	point to head line
	pull down to the belly line on a slant to the 
right 
	leave a space and point to the head line, 
pull down to the belly line on a slant to the 
left (make a v) 
	pull straight down to feet line

Z starts on the top line (head line)
	point to the head line  
	pull across to the right on the head line
	slant down and to the left, stopping at the 
feet line
	pull across to the right on the feet line
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The purpose of this document is to describe the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block 
assessments and assessment resources. It includes a brief description of the purpose, 
content, materials, and administration guidance for each specific assessment. 

The K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block explicitly teaches and formally assesses 

	 the Reading Foundations standards, and 

	 the Language standards (select sub-standards from L.1 and L.2) associated with letter 
formation and spelling.

The overarching purpose of all of the assessments is to give the teacher targeted information 
to identify students’ instructional needs. Based on the assessment results (particularly from the 
Benchmark Assessments), teachers can first identify the current Phase of Reading and Spelling 
Development and Word Acquisition that a given student is in, and then use the Assessment 
Conversion chart to locate actual lessons and materials to use to address each student’s needs. 

The K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block is designed as a seamless K–2 Continuum: three 
years’ worth of lessons from the beginning of Kindergarten to the end of Grade 2. The sequence 
of instruction progresses at a pace that aligns to grade-level CCSS (Reading Foundations and 
some Language standards, listed above) and mirrors the four Phases of Reading and Spelling 
Development and Word Acquisition. This interconnectedness gives teachers a clear picture 
about what a student at a given phase can do, how that aligns to grade-level expectations, and 
the instructional steps that can be taken to meet students’ needs during both whole group and 
differentiated small group instruction.  

The assessment section of the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Manual includes the following 
documents:

	 Assessment Overview (this document)

	 Assessment Conversion chart

	 Phases and Microphases1

	 Benchmark Assessment materials

1Phases are broken down into “early,” “middle,” and “late.”
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Types of Assessments and Frequency of Administration

The K–2 Skills Block includes three types of assessments:

Assessment Type Purpose Administration Frequency

Benchmark Assessments 

	Beginning-of-Year: Provide diagnostic information to help the teacher:
–	Determine the phase at which a student currently is reading and spelling
–	Determine the approximate cycles in the K–2 Continuum that would best 

fit that student’s instructional needs
–	Gauge whether the student is approximately on grade level (as defined 

by the CCSS)

	Middle-of-Year2 
–	Track students’ progress toward the end-of-year goals (as determined by 

the grade-level Scope and Sequence)

	End-of-Year:
–	Measure students’ mastery of the end-of-year goals

Beginning, middle, and end 
of the year

Cycle3 Assessments

	Assess students’ progress toward mastery of skills taught up to a given 
point in the curriculum.

	Give teacher information to help the student set a personal goal around 
reading proficiency. 

•	Kindergarten: Every cycle4 , 
starting in Module 45 

•	Grade 1: Every cycle, 
starting in Module 1,  
Cycle 2

•	Grade 2: 1–2 times per 
module6

Daily Assessments:
–	Snapshot Assessments 

(Kindergarten and Grade 
1; optional)

–	Exit Tickets (Grade 2; 
optional)

	Track progress toward mastery of daily learning targets. •	After each lesson 

2 See Module Overview for Modules 2–3 for pacing guidance.
3 Cycles are five days long (except at the beginning of Kindergarten and Grade 1 modules, when the introductory cycles are 10 
days long.)
4 In Kindergarten modules, based on the expectations of the CCSS, students are not expected to spell and read words (skills that 
make up the bulk of the cycle assessments) until Module 4. For this reason, and the fact that frequent assessment of Kindergarten 
students may be an inefficient use of instructional time, cycle assessments do not begin until Module 4. Instead, teachers can rely 
on daily Snapshot Assessments for immediate and actionable feedback. Or, if the student is in the Full or Consolidated Alphabetic 
phase, teachers can use cycle assessments from Grade 1 or Grade 2 as appropriate.
5 There are four modules in each grade level. Module 1 is six weeks long; Modules 2–4 are each eight weeks long.
6 Cycle assessments are less frequent in Grade 2 due to the length of the assessment. As such, there are shorter, optional cycle 
assessments included for the remaining weeks to be used for ongoing formative assessment.

 

How the Assessments Measure the Standards and Phases
As noted above, the K–2 Continuum addresses the Common Core Foundational Reading 
standards and Language standards L.1 and L.27 , and is tightly aligned with the Phases of 
Reading and Spelling Development and Word Acquisition. The work in the Skills Block 
is not first and foremost about comprehension, although, of course, it is in service of it. The 
Reading Foundations standards, covered and assessed in the Skills Block, are associated with 
automaticity and fluency, which can be indicators of comprehension. But comprehension is 
taught and assessed explicitly in the integrated block.

7 Select sub-standards associated with letter formation and spelling conventions
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The phases (based on the research of Dr. Linnea Ehri) are grounded in the alphabetic principle: 
the idea that letters and letter patterns represent the sounds of spoken language. The phases 
describe behaviors related to the types of letter-sound connections student can make as 
they learn to read and write. There are four phases: Pre-Alphabetic, Partial Alphabetic, Full 
Alphabetic, and Consolidated Alphabetic. Because each phase holds a broad range of reading 
and spelling behaviors, the Skills Block curriculum breaks them down further into “micro-
phases” (“early,” “middle,” and “late” for each).

The assessments measure the skills outlined in the standards and the phases. The results of 
every assessment enable teachers to identify the particular micro-phase a student is in. The 
interconnectedness of the phases, standards, and K–2 Continuum mean that assessment results 
are aligned to specific instruction in the curriculum. Thus, teachers are guided to focus on the 
specific strengths and needs of the learner (as described by his or her current micro-phase) 
rather than labeling a student based on a level or a number of a text.

Note: The effective use of any reading assessments relies on professional expertise and decision-
making. Teachers must be clear on the micro-phases and students’ reading and spelling 
behaviors associated with each micro-phase. 

Connecting the Standards and Phases to Other Assessment 
Systems

The phase theory that drives the design of EL Education’s K–2 Skills Block likely is new to many 
teachers. Below, we make connections between the phases and what teachers may already 
know and use.  

Correlation between EL Education’s Phases and Typical Spelling “Stages” 

The alphabetic principle that forms the basis of the Phase Theory is familiar to most primary 
teachers, even if the four phases themselves are not. Aspects of the phase theory are evident 
in some widely used assessment systems (such as Words Their Way). Chart A shows an 
approximate correlation between the stages of Words Their Way and the phases. 

Note: This comparison is to help teachers connect what is already known to the phase 
theory. While there are parallels to be drawn between the two, “phases” and “stages” are not 
synonymous:

	 The root meaning of “phase” is “to show.” So this connotes more of a progression, possibly 
overlapping (think: the phase changes of matter, e.g., ice gradually melting into water). 

	 The root meaning of “stage” is “to stand.” So a stage is more discreet, with a clear beginning 
and end (think: the “stages” of a pregnancy, e.g., first trimester).
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Chart A: Correlation between EL Education’s “Phases” and Typical Spelling “Stages”

This chart illustrates an approximate correlation between EL Education’s phases and grade-
level expectations and Words Their Way (WTW) spelling stages.

Level Expectations of Common Reading Assessments and Phases

Grade A–Z DRA Lexile Phases

K A–C 4–6 BR–70 Late Pre-Alphabetic-
Late Partial Alphabetic

1 D–J 6–18 80–500 Late Partial Alphabetic- 
Late Full Alphabetic

2 K–N 18–30 451–650 Late Full Alphabetic- 
Middle Consolidated Alphabetic

EL Education 
Phases Pre-Alphabetic Phase Partial Alphabetic Phase Full Alphabetic Phase Consolidated Alphabetic

Phase

WTW Stages Emergent Letter Name Alphabetic Within Word Patterns Syllables and Affixes

Derivational Relationships

K  1  2    

Correlation between EL Education’s Phases and Common Reading 
Assessments Based on a “Leveling” System

By definition, the phases do not directly align with a leveling system. It is not an apples-to-
apples comparison. Each phase describes specific skills and behaviors related to letter-sound 
connections, whereas leveling systems describe a text that can be used to measure students’ 
overall reading proficiency and also measure comprehension. It is apples-to-oranges. 

Although the leveling systems listed below may include a framework for understanding the 
reading behaviors of the student, it is still difficult to demonstrate a relationship between levels 
and phases: by definition, leveling systems measure a student’s ability to read and comprehend 
a given text rather than a student’s specific skills.
With this “apples-to-oranges” key point in mind, Chart B shows the grade-level expectations 
of some familiar reading assessments, such as DRA, Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark System, or 
MAP (which provides a Lexile level) and the Phases. (Note that this chart is NOT intended 
to show a correlation among these various assessment systems). Seeing these grade-level 
expectations has two benefits:

	 Teachers can roughly connect the phases to a familiar framework.

	 Teachers can guide students to choose appropriate texts for independent reading (see 
Independent and Small Group Work document).

However, it is important to continue to emphasize that the benefit of the Phases frameworks is 
that they describe the types of alphabetic connections a reader is currently making rather than 
naming a text level.

Chart B: Approximate Alignment of Phases and Grade with Levels of Common Reading 
Assessments
Note: The chart refers to the decoding of texts, not necessarily comprehension (comprehension 
is not explicitly addressed in the phases and not explicitly taught in the Skills Block).
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Assessments: Materials and Administration Guidance

Benchmark Assessments: Letter Recognition, Letter Sound Identification, Phonological 
Awareness, Spelling, Decoding, Fluency

Materials Needed: 

Each Benchmark Assessment includes the following materials (see Benchmark Assessment 
Materials section)

✓	 Teacher Administration Guidance document
✓	 Student Scoring sheet 

✓	 Student materials 

Teacher Administration Guidance: 

Grade-Level Path

A grade-level path is a list of appropriate assessments for a specific grade level (based on the 
CCSS and the approximate projected phase of students at the beginning, middle, and end of 
a given grade level). For example, one can assume that a second-grade student reading at the 
Consolidated Alphabetic phase can identify all letters and letter sounds and therefore does not 
need to be assessed on this skill. Similarly, a Kindergarten student reading in the Pre-Alphabetic 
phase is not yet decoding so does not need to be assessed on fluency.

If a teacher has access to assessment data from the previous school year, he or she may choose 
to stray from the grade-level path on a case-by-case basis (e.g., for a first grader, follow the 
Kindergarten path if a specific student is reading below grade level, or the Grade 2 path if that 
student is reading above grade level). The teacher also should adjust assessment administration 
based on evidence of student frustration or if he or she feels he or she has clearly determined 
an instructional or independent level during assessment (for more information, see Teacher 
Administration Guidance document and Student Scoring sheet). 

In each grade-level path, there are “priority assessments” identified: assessments that are 
required because the results most clearly align with cycles in the Assessment Conversion chart. 
The priority assessments are bolded in each grade-level path chart.  

Grade-Level Assessment Paths (Administer Assessments in Order Listed)

Note: Priority assessments are bolded. 
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Kindergarten Assessment Path

Kindergarten readers are developing letter recognition and letter-sound knowledge, concepts 
of print (e.g., left-to-right directionality), and phonological awareness (rhyme, hearing sounds 
in words, etc.). The teacher will begin by assessing and then continuing to track these skills 
throughout the year while adding on some Spelling and Decoding Assessments if students have 
mastered most letter-sound connections. 

Beginning of Year (BOY) Middle of Year (MOY) End of Year (EOY)

Suggested Benchmark Assessments

Administer the following: 

	 Letter Name and Sound Identification

	 Phonological Awareness

Administer the following (if not already 
mastered based on BOY testing):

	 Letter Name and Sound Identification

	 Phonological Awareness 

	 Spelling (begin with Partial Alphabetic 
Word List)

	 Consider Decoding (begin with Middle 
Partial Alphabetic Word List)

Administer the following (if not already 
mastered based on BOY or MOY testing):

	 Letter Name and Sound Identification

	 Phonological Awareness 

	 Spelling (begin with Partial Alphabetic 
Word List)

	 Decoding (begin with Middle Partial 
Alphabetic Word List)

Grade 1 Assessment Path

Grade 1 readers are beginning to use their letter-sound knowledge to decode and encode a 
growing number of words. Depending on a student’s rate of progression through the phases, 
some first-grade students may be ready for this transition at the beginning of the year, while other 
students may still need more practice with letter-sound connections and some phonological 
awareness skills. As such, the BOY administration begins with spelling as a priority assessment. 
It then provides two options based on the results of this priority assessment.

Beginning of Year (BOY) Middle of Year (MOY) End of Year (EOY)

Suggested Benchmark Assessments

Administer the following: 

	 Spelling (begin with Partial Alphabetic 
Word List)

If Spelling Assessment results show that 
the student is at least in Middle or Late 
Partial Alphabetic micro-phase:

	 Decoding (begin with Partial Word List)

If Spelling Assessment results show that the 
student is at the Early Partial or below: 

	 Letter Name and Sound Identification

	 Phonological Awareness

Administer the following (if not already 
mastered based on BOY testing):

	 Spelling (begin with Full Alphabetic Word 
List) 

	 Decoding (begin with Early Full Alphabetic 
Word List) 

	 Fluency (begin with Passage 2)

Administer the following (if not already 
mastered based on BOY or MOY testing):

	 Spelling (begin with Full Alphabetic Word 
List) 

	 Decoding (begin with Middle Full 
Alphabetic Word List)

	 Fluency (begin with Passage 3)
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Benchmark Assessment Administration Guidance

1.	 For each student, identify a grade-level path (based on the student’s current grade level and/
or other available information).

2.	 For each assessment being administered: 

a.	 Make one copy of the Teacher Administration Guidance document.8

b.	 Make copies of each Student Scoring sheet (one per student).9

c.	 Make copies of student materials for each assessment (as specified for a given  
assessment).10

3.	 Administer assessment to groups or individuals (as instructed in Teacher Administration 
Guidance) in the suggested order, if possible. Assessments can be administered over  
several days. 

4.	 Record student responses and behaviors on the Student Scoring sheets. 

5.	 Determine each student’s approximate phase (based on guidance on the Scoring sheet and 
in the Teacher Administration Guidance and Student Scoring Guidance documents).

6.	 When assessment administration is complete (for an individual or the whole class) and 
a phase is determined for each student (or an individual student), use the Assessment 
Conversion chart as a tool for planning differentiated small group instruction.11

8 See the Benchmark Assessment Materials, Teacher Administration Guidance section.
9 See the Benchmark Assessment Materials, Student Scoring Sheet section. 
10 See the Benchmark Assessment Materials, Student Materials section.
11 For more details, see the Assessment Conversion chart.

Grade 2 Assessment Path

Grade 2 readers are beginning to consolidate their letter-sound knowledge to read words 
with increasingly more difficult spelling patterns and connected text with increasing fluency. 
Students who have progressed to the Consolidated Alphabetic phase are also beginning to read 
multisyllabic words.

Beginning of Year (BOY) Middle of Year (MOY) End of Year (EOY)

Suggested Benchmark Assessments

	 Spelling (begin with Full Alphabetic Word 
List)

	 Decoding (begin with Late Full Alphabetic 
Word List)

	 Fluency (begin with Passage 4)

Administer the following (if not already 
mastered based on BOY testing):

	 Spelling (begin with Consolidated 
Alphabetic Word List) 

	 Decoding (begin with Early Consolidated 
Alphabetic Word List) 

	 Fluency (begin with Passage 5)

Administer the following (if not already 
mastered based on BOY or MOY testing):

	 Spelling (begin with Consolidated 
Alphabetic Word List) 

	 Decoding (begin with Middle Consolidated 
Alphabetic Word List)

	 Fluency (begin with Passage 6)

1.

Identify grade 
level path

2.

Prepare materials

3.

Administer 
assessments

4.

Record student 
responses and 
behaviors

5.

Determine 
student’s phase

6.

Refer to 
assessment 
conversion chart
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Considerations If Your District Requires Other Reading Assessments

Many districts require teachers to administer assessments that are similar to the suggested 
EL Education Benchmark Assessments. If the district-required assessments are similar: 

	 It is not necessary to duplicate all assessments.
	 It is strongly recommended that teachers administer the priority assessments: EL Education 

Spelling and Decoding Assessments (for first and second grades and End-of-Year for 
Kindergarten), and Letter Name and Sound Identification (Kindergarten) regardless of 
duplication with other district measures. These two assessments are particularly important 
because the words are intentionally designed to mirror the phases and the K–2 Continuum. 
As such, the results provide targeted information for how materials are to be used for 
re‑teaching and enrichment.

	 Teachers need not duplicate the Letter Name and Sound Identification. But it is strongly 
recommended that the teacher consult the Scoring sheet for this assessment to help place a 
student in a micro-phase.

Cycle Assessment

Materials Needed Administration Guidance

	 Cycle Assessment lesson supporting materials 12 

	 Annotation Guide for scoring 13

	 See Cycle Assessment lessons for more information. 

Daily Assessments: Snapshot Assessments (Kindergarten and Grade 1) 
and Exit Tickets (Grade 2)

For a video illustrating the cycle assessment, please see 
https://vimeo.com/channels/eleducationk5curriculum

Materials Needed Administration Guidance

	 Snapshot Assessment (optional): Provided for each lesson in the 
Kindergarten and Grade 1 lessons 14 (one per student). 

	 Lesson materials or teacher-created materials to use for the 
assessment based on the skill being assessed. For example, an 
assessment of decoding would require the printed version of the 
words to be decoded. 

The optional Snapshot Assessment is a formative assessment to 
measure progress toward mastery of the daily learning target(s). 
Data can be collected in oral or written form by the teacher. These 
documents can be printed out or used as a model for gathering 
data. 
The teacher can use materials from the lesson or teacher-created 
materials. (For example, to assess high-frequency words, the teacher 
may use the High-Frequency Word Cards provided in the lesson or 
may create a sheet that includes a list of the high-frequency words 
being assessed for the student to read.)

	 Exit ticket (optional): Suggestions provided in differentiated small 
group instruction for each phase in each lesson.15 

The optional exit ticket is a formative assessment provided in 
differentiated small group instruction in each Grade 2 lesson. Students 
complete an actual product tied to the daily learning target appropriate 
for each phase.

Student(s) reading below grade level may require some teacher 
guidance, while other students may complete the activity 
independently.

12 Refer to the Assessment and lesson in a given cycle; see the Module or Cycle Overview to identify which cycles in the module include a cycle assessment.
13 Refer to the first Assessment lesson of a grade level.
14 Refer to the supporting materials for a given lesson.
15 Refer to the supporting materials for a given lesson.
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Purpose: First, determine a student’s micro-phase (“early,” “middle,” or “late” within a phase; 
e.g., Early Partial Alphabetic) based on assessment results (for details, see Benchmark: Teacher 
Administration Guidance and Student Scoring sheets). Then use this Assessment Conversion 
chart document to identify cycles of lessons within the K–2 Continuum that best meet the 
specific needs of a student or group of students for differentiated small group instruction.

Note: The Assessment Conversion chart below directs teachers to resources to use for re-
mediation or extension during differentiated small group instruction. If a student’s phase 
aligns with the approximate grade-level expectation, then this chart is not necessary (in that 
case, simply use the suggestions for differentiated small group instruction provided in the daily 
lesson/cycle for that phase).

Directions for Use:

1.	 Focus on the results from one or more of the three priority assessments (the assessments 
that give the clearest information for identifying a student’s micro-phase): Letter Name and 
Sound Identification, Spelling, and Decoding.

2.	 For the particular priority assessment, refer to the Student Scoring sheet for guidance to 
determine a student’s approximate micro-phase (e.g., Middle Partial Alphabetic or Late Full 
Alphabetic). 

3.	 Once a student’s micro-phase is determined, group that student with other students in that 
same micro-phase. 

4.	 Use the Assessment Conversion chart below to identify an approximate starting point (a 
range of cycles) that may be most useful to use with that student or group of students during 
differentiated small group instruction. 

5.	 Then refine your analysis (e.g., find a few cycles that address specific spelling patterns) based 
on results from other assessments (beyond the three priority assessments above).*

*For more information, see Using the Assessment Conversion Chart: Student Example below. 

Notes:

	 The Assessment Conversion Chart gives just an approximation. The suggested lessons will 
not necessarily cover all of the skills that you identify as a student’s areas of strengths or 
needs. To ensure that instruction fully targets a particular student’s needs, dig into that stu-
dent’s specific assessment results.

	 To monitor student progress, continue to use ongoing assessments (cycle and daily assess-
ments). Revisit the Assessment Conversion chart as needed to determine new lessons to use 
for differentiated small group instruction.

1.

Analyze results 
from a priority 
assessment

2.

Use Scoring 
Sheet guidance 
to determine 
microphase

3.

Group students 
in the same 
microphase 
together

4.

Use Assessment 
Conversion 
Chart to 
identify cycles

5.

Refine analysis
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Assessment Conversion Chart
This chart helps teachers move quickly from a student’s assessment results to identifying the specific cycles and 
lessons that include the most appropriate targeted support for re-teaching and extension. 

Early Middle Late

Pr
e-

Al
ph

ab
et

ic Not Applicable* Not Applicable* GKM1, C1–4: ABC sounds and recognition; syllable and 
rhyme identification, concepts of print

–	 C1: “a,” “t”
–	 C2: “h,” “p”
–	 C3: “n,” “c”
–	 C4: “m,” “r”

GKM2, C5–11: ABC sounds and recognition, syllable 
identification; rhyme identification and production, 
concepts of print

–	 C5: “v,” “s”
–	 C6: “g,” “i”
–	 C7: “l,” “d,” “f”
–	 C8: “k,” “y”
–	 C9: “x,” “q,” “u”
–	 C10: “b,” “o,” “w”
–	 C11: “j,” “e,” “z”

Pa
rti

al 
Al

ph
ab

et
ic GKM3, C12–18: digraphs, decoding CVC words, 

comparing short vowel sounds

–	 C12: “sh,” “ch,” “th”
–	 C13: /a/ words
–	 C14: /i/ words
–	 C15: /u/ words
–	 C16: /o/ words
–	 C17: /e/ words
–	 C18: compare all short vowel words

GKM4, C19–22: decoding CVC words and 
beginning to decode CVCC; comparing long and 
short vowel sounds

–	 C19: all short vowels; words with digraphs
–	 C20: “-am” and “-an” words
–	 C21: “-ank” and “-ink” words
–	 C22: “floss” words (double consonants)

G1M1, C 1-4 are Kindergarten review cycles, so would not 
be appropriate for readers in the Late Partial Alphabetic 
phase. 

G1M2, C5–6: continued review of phonemes taught in 
Kindergarten

–	 C6: “o,” “b,” “j,” “w,” “x” in words with three or four 
phonemes

–	 C7: /e/ words in words with three or four phonemes

G1M2, C7–11: initial and final consonant clusters, “y” 
as /ī/
–	 C7: “y” as /ī/
–	 C8: “wh” and “-ck”
–	 C9: “ll,” “-ss,” “-ff,” “-zz”
–	 C10: “bl-,” “cl-,” “fl-,” “gl-,” “pl-,” “sl-,” “sp-,” “spl-”
–	 C11: “-lt,” “-ft,” “-nd,” “-nk,” “-ng,” “-nt”; “-ed” as /id/ 

Fu
ll A

lp
ha

be
tic G1M3, C12–17: syllable types: closed-syllable, 

open-syllable, and CVCe syllable-type words

–	 C12: two-syllable with closed syllables 
–	 C13: repeat C12 with double consonants in 

middle and compound words
–	 C14: open syllables
–	 C15: CVCe (mostly /a/)
–	 C16: CVCe (mostly /ō/ and /ī/)
–	 C17: CVCe (mostly /ū/ and /ē/)

G1M3, C18: two syllable, CVCe syllable-type words

–	 C18: CVCe (two-syllable and with suffixes 
“-ing,” “-s,” and “-ed”)

G1M4, C19–20: introduction r-controlled vowel 
sounds

–	 C19: r-controlled “a” and “o”
–	 C20: r-controlled “e,” “i,” and “u”

G1M4, C21–24: long vowel patterns

–	 C21: “oa,” “ea,” and “ai”
–	 C22: “ay” and “ow”
–	 C23: “ee,” “oo,” and “y” (as /ē/)
–	 C24: “ie” and “igh”

G1M4, C25: two-syllable words with long vowel patterns

–	 C25: two-syllable words with long vowel patterns

G2M1, C1–6: review vowel patterns by learning spelling 
generalizations, syllable types, and r-controlled vowels 
from Grade 1

–	 C1: open and closed syllables and CVCe
–	 C2: “ay” vs. “ai”
–	 C3: “ee” vs. “ea” vs. “y” (as /ē/)
–	 C4: “igh” vs. “ie”
–	 C5: “oa” vs. “ow” and remaining vowel teams
–	 C6: r-controlled vowels

Co
ns

ol
id

at
ed

 A
lp

ha
be

tic G2M2, C7–C12: new vowel teams and spelling 
generalizations, contractions, affixes: “-ed” suffix 
(three ways), “-tion” and “-sion”

–	 C7: “oi,” “oy,” “ou,” “ow”; “not” contractions
–	 C8: “old,” “ost,” “ind,” “ild”; “is” contractions
–	 C9: doubling with suffixes
–	 C10: “-ed” as /id/, /ed/, and /it/
–	 C11: “oo,” “ou,” “ui,” “ue,” “ew”; “will” 

contractions 
–	 C12: “-tion” and “-sion”

G2M3, C13–C19: consonant-le (C-le) word 
endings, other word endings, new vowel teams, and 
contractions

–	 C13: C-le words
–	 C14: C-le words
–	 C15: “-c” vs. “-ck” vs. “-ic”
–	 C16: “-ge” vs. “-dge” and “eu” and “ei”
–	 C17: “-ch” vs. “-tch”; “not” contractions
–	 C18: “-able” vs. “-ible”
–	 C19: review of “aw” and “au”

G2M4, C20–C26: “y” generalizations with plural endings, 
schwa, homophones, compound words, new word 
endings, and contractions

–	 C20: “y” generalizations with plural endings
–	 C21: schwa with “a”
–	 C22: schwa with “e” and “o”
–	 C23: schwa with “ate” and homophones
–	 C24: compound words
–	 C25: “-cal” vs. “-cle”
–	 C26: “-ous” vs. “-us”

*Students currently in the Early and Middle Pre-Alphabetic phase cannot yet identify letters. In the K–2 Continuum of whole group lessons, there 
are no lessons that explicitly address the needs of these students. Instead, in the Kindergarten lessons, the differentiated small group instruction 
includes suggestions for Activity Bank activities and some possible differentiation of the whole group content.

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   49 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

50   

A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

 
C

on
ve

rs
io

n 
C

ha
rt

Using the Assessment Conversion Chart: Student Example

This example tells the story of Ms. Sisson and “Jasmyn,” a second grader. The example 
includes the steps Ms. Sisson took after administering the initial Benchmark Spelling 
Assessment. (These steps also can be applied to the Decoding Assessment, though that 

part is not included in this example.) 

“Jasmyn”

Before the school year began, second-grade teacher Ms. Sisson looked over Jasmyn’s results 
from the Grade 1 End-of-Year Benchmark Assessments. According to the assessments, Jasmyn 
had ended first grade below grade level, using only partial alphabetic information to read and 
write (Late Partial Alphabetic phase). 

Ms. Sisson knew that Jasmyn’s first-grade teacher, Mr. Locke, had been monitoring Jasmyn 
closely throughout the year and that he, along with Jasmyn and her mom, were determined 
to accelerate her progress. Jasmyn’s mom had signed her up for a summer reading camp at 
school and asked Mr. Locke to give her extra work for the summer.

Beginning-of-Year Benchmark Assessment

Ms. Sisson and Jasmyn were thrilled to see that, based on the Benchmark Assessment results 
at the beginning of second grade, Jasmyn’s hard work over the summer had paid off. She was 
spelling and reading with increasingly more complete alphabetic information (Early Full 
Alphabetic phase). 

Middle-of-Year Benchmark Assessment

Based on Snapshot Assessments and cycle assessments, Ms. Sisson is confident that Jasmyn is 
continuing to make steady progress. About halfway through second grade, Ms. Sisson followed 
the Grade 2 Assessment Path and administered the Spelling, Decoding, and Fluency Bench-
mark Assessments. Below we walk through her analysis and actions based on the Spelling 
Assessment, which, along with Decoding, is one of the two priority assessments for Grade 2. 

Step 1: Analyze results from a priority assessment.

For the Spelling Assessment, since Jasmyn was most recently identified as reading in the 
Early Full Alphabetic phase, Ms. Sisson administered the Full Alphabetic list. Jasmyn 
correctly spelled 10 out of 12 words. Ms. Sisson knew this meant that Jasmyn represented all 
of the sounds in the words accurately but not necessarily using the conventional spelling of 
the word. The only errors she made were “blingk” (blink) and “jumpping” ( jumping). 

Results Analysis Next Step 

10/12 words correct According to the Teacher Administration Guidance 
document, Ms. Sisson should administer the next, 
more difficult list because Jasmyn correctly spelled 
10 or more words on the Full Alphabetic list. 

Ms. Sisson administers the next Spelling 
assessment using the Consolidated Alphabetic list. 
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Step 2: Use the Scoring sheet guidance to determine a micro-phase.

Ms. Sisson continued on with the Spelling Assessment and next administered the 
Consolidated list. With this spelling list, she incorrectly spelled a larger number of words  
(6 out of 12 were incorrect), making errors such as “claped” (clapped) and “oatmiel” 
(oatmeal). Ms. Sisson could see that Jasmyn still needed to learn and practice a number 
of spelling patterns. Based on the Scoring sheet guidance, she determined that Jasmyn is 
currently in the Early Consolidated Alphabetic phase.  

Results Analysis Next Step 

6/12 words correct Jasmyn correctly spelled 6 words. According to 
the Scoring sheet, she is in the Early Consolidated 
Alphabetic phase.  

Ms. Sisson locates the Early Consolidated phase 
on the Assessment Conversion chart. She identifies 
a cluster of lessons that will approximately address 
Jasmyn’s needs (Grade 2, Module 2, Cycles 7–12). 

Step 3: Group students in the same micro-phase together.

Ms. Sisson then grouped Jasmyn with the only other two students currently spelling and 
reading in the Early Consolidated Alphabetic phase.

Step 4: Use Assessment Conversion chart to identify cycles.

Ms. Sisson shared with Jasmyn that she had progressed to the Early Consolidated Alphabetic 
phase. She emphasized and celebrated the tremendous growth Jasmyn had made in the last 
year and explained that she still has some work to do before she is reading and spelling on 
grade level, and she is confident that she will do it! 

To round out the group of students in the Early Consolidated Alphabetic phase (there were 
two students in addition to Jasmyn), Ms. Sisson also added two students currently reading and 
spelling in the Late Full Alphabetic phase because she knew that all of these students needed 
extra practice with many of the same spelling patterns.

Results Analysis Next Step 

Jasmyn and two additional 
students are reading in 
the Early Consolidated 
phase; two other students 
are reading in the Late Full 
Alphabetic phase.

This group seemed to need practice with some of 
the same spelling patterns and have some other 
common strengths and needs (e.g., the “ea” and 
“oa” vowel teams). 

Ms. Sisson looks closely at the Late Full Alphabetic 
and the Early Consolidated Alphabetic sections on 
the Assessment Conversion chart. She examines 
the following cluster of cycles identified on the 
chart:

•  G1M4, Cycles 21–25
•  G2M1, Cycles 1–6
•  G2M2, Cycle 7–13
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Results Analysis Next Step 

Students in these two phases 
consistently misspelled some 
of the same patterns.

The patterns consistently misspelled: “ea,” “oa,” 
“-tion,” “-sion,” and words with doubled suffixes in 
the middle.

Ms. Sisson looks closely at the spelling patterns 
and skills identified for each cycle of lessons, 
searching out and choosing the cycles with the 
specific patterns that were misspelled by most of 
the students (G1M4C21; G2M1C3; G2M2C9 and 
C12) and cycles with other /ō/ and /ē/ patterns 
(G2M1C2–3 and C5; G2M2C7). She uses the 
Differentiation Pack materials for these cycles to 
plan small group instruction.  

Step 5: Refine analysis.

The Late Full Alphabetic and Early Consolidated Alphabetic sections of the Assessment  
Conversion chart include a large range of lessons. Ms Sisson knows she should narrow 
down her choices by looking closely at the words each student spelled incorrectly. 

She notices that the following spelling patterns were represented consistently incorrectly 
across most of the students: “ea,” “oa,” “-tion,” “-sion,” and words requiring  
doubled consonants when a suffix is added. So she chooses cycles with those specific  
patterns explicitly taught (G1M4C21; G2M1C3; G2M2C9 and C12). She also notes the “oa” 
and “ea” spelling patterns are some of the only long vowel patterns represented in the  
Spelling Assessments, so she also chooses some cycles that include other /ā/ and /ō/ spell-
ing patterns (G2M1C2–3 and C5; G2M2C7) in case the students need extra practice with 
these too and/or may find it helpful to compare and contrast the spelling generalizations 
for each.
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Purpose: This document describes Phase Theory and EL Education’s “microphases,” and ex-
plains how the phases drive the design of the Reading Foundations Skills Block curriculum. 

The EL Education’s Skills Block uses a structured phonics approach. Our particular phonics 
program is grounded in the Phase Theory of Dr. Linnea Ehri. The phases are based on the al-
phabetic principle: the understanding that letters and letter patterns represent the sounds of 
spoken language. There are four phases: Pre-Alphabetic, Partial Alphabetic, Full Alphabetic, 
and Consolidated Alphabetic. Each phase describes the types of letter-sound connections stu-
dents are able to make as they learn to decode (read) and encode (spell). 

Phases of Reading and Spelling Development (abridged)	

EL further divided each phase into “microphases” (distinction of “early,” “middle,” or “late” for 
each phase). The next section goes into more detail about microphases. 

How Understanding Phase Theory Can Improve Instruction

To give each reader or group of readers the most targeted instruction, educators using this 
curriculum must understand the phases and how this framework guides instructional deci-
sion-making. Understanding the reading and spelling behaviors associated with each phase 
will empower teachers to 

	 More deeply understand the process of learning to read.

	 Have clearer “look fors” that help them gather detailed, targeted information about each 
individual reader. 

Knowing what students are able to do and what they are working towards will help teachers 
both proactively plan for differentiation and also make more informed decisions “on the fly.”

Pre-Alphabetic 
(Pre-A)

Partial-Alphabetic 
(PA)

Full Alphabetic
(FA) Consolidated Alphabetic (CA)

Able to identify very few letters, 
if any

Not yet able to identify letter 
sounds

Able to identify some 
environmental print

If tries to spell words, may use a 
random string of letters or shapes

Able to identify many upper and 
lower case letters

Able to identify some letter 
sounds

Has limited phonemic awareness

Has limited decoding ability 
Predicts unknown words by 
identifying beginning sound

Able to produce some invented 
spelling; weak memory for 
correct spelling

Able to identify all upper and 
lower case letters and their 
associated sounds

Able to blend and segment 
sounds in a word

Has memorized a growing 
number of sight words (mostly 
shorter words)

Growing ability to decode words 
and non-words

Able to use context to confirm 
reading of a word in a text

Has a growing memory for 
correct spelling; some invented 
spelling

Able to identify all upper and 
lower case letters and their 
associated sounds

Has built a large bank of sight 
words, including multisyllabic 
words; learns words more quickly

Able to use context to confirm 
reading of a word in a text

Has proficient memory for correct 
spelling; able to draw from 
alphabetic principles to spell new 
words
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Element in the Skills Block curriculum that 
provides guidance based on students’ phase

How phases inform those aspects of the 
curriculum 

Whole Group Teaching Notes in Cycle Overviews: Detailed 
teaching notes based on phase, to help teachers 
differentiate whole group instruction. 

When teachers deeply understand the phases in 
general, combined with specific knowledge of what 
microphase each student is currently in, they can 
better prioritize certain targets in the whole group 
lessons, and know when to re-teach whole group.  

Small Group Daily lessons: See small group guidance grid at the 
end of the daily lesson.  

Phases and microphases guide teacher planning 
for small group instruction, signaling which 
suggested activities and resources will be most 
useful for each group or individual student..

Assessment Benchmark Assessments: Scoring guidance helps 
identify the students’ microphases (distinction of 
“early,” “middle,” or “late” for each phase; see next 
section for details). 

Daily lessons: Cycle and snapshot assessments 
(as well as exit tickets for Grade 2) offer ongoing 
formative checks on students’ growth through the 
microphases. 

Teachers use assessment data to determine 
microphase, which they use to group students for 
differentiated small group instruction and to better 
understand each student’s strengths and areas of 
growth as a reader.  

Microphases
Because each phase holds a broad range of reading and spelling behaviors, the Skills Block cur-
riculum breaks them down further into “micro-phases” (“early,” “middle,” and “late” for each). 
This provides more detailed information about students reading in each phase. These “mi-
crophases” are used as a framework throughout the curriculum as a way to name and describe 
learners. (For more detail regarding determining a student’s phase and grouping students, see 
the Assessment Overview).

Pre-Alphabetic

The following chart lays out how a deep knowledge of the phase framework will strengthen 
whole group instruction, small group instruction, and assessment. 

Skill Early Middle Late

Phonological Awareness: 
Phonemes No phonemic awareness.

Phonological Awareness: 
Syllables Lack of phonological skills with syllables. Cannot yet count syllables in multisyllabic words.

Letter Identification and 
Production

Can identify very few or no letters 
(possibly only a few letters from 
own name). Cannot write  
any letters.

Can identify very few letters 
(possibly letters from own name 
and/or a few random uppercase 
letters). Cannot write any letters.

Can identify and write some letters 
and identify some sounds.

Grapho-phonological 
Relationships

No knowledge of graphophonemic relationship (relationship between graphemes (letters) and  
phonemes (sounds)).

Decoding Unfamiliar Words Cannot yet decode.

Encoding (Spelling) Cannot yet encode. Attempts may include a string of lines or shapes without determinable  
relationship to words.

Automaticity of Words from 
Memory

Cannot yet identify words from recall (with exception of some environmental print, such as “STOP”  
on a stop sign).
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Skill Early Middle Late

Phonological Awareness: 
Phonemes

Limited or lack of phonemic 
awareness.

Limited phonemic awareness. 
Can identify and/or produce some 
rhyming words. Can identify some 
initial and ending sounds (not 
medial/vowel sounds) in phoneme 
segmentation of VC and CVC 
words.

Limited phonemic awareness. 
Can identify and produce some 
rhyming words. Can identify initial 
and ending sounds in phoneme 
segmentation of VC and CVC 
words, and some digraphs. 
Minimal confusion with medial 
vowel sounds.

Phonological Awareness: 
Syllables

Can count syllables in a few 
multisyllabic words.

Can count syllables in some 
multisyllabic words.	

Can count syllables in all 
multisyllabic words; can segment 
and blend a few multisyllabic 
words.

Letter Identification and 
Production

Can identify and write some letters, 
mostly uppercase.

Can identify and write some letters, 
uppercase and lowercase.

Can identify and write most 
uppercase and lowercase letters.

Grapho-phonological 
Relationships

Limited knowledge of 
graphophonemic relationship. 
Frequently confuses similar 
graphemes and phonemes in letter 
identification by sound and sound 
by letter.

Knowledge of graphophonemic 
relationship for most consonants. 
Frequently confuses short vowel 
sounds.

Knowledge of graphophonemic 
relationship for consonants and 
most vowels. Some confusion 
over similar short vowel sounds 
(e.g., /a/ and /e/).

Decoding Unfamiliar Words Applies limited knowledge of 
graphophonemic relationship to 
decoding words. Can identify a 
few initial letter/sounds to predict 
unfamiliar words. May also use 
contextual clues to predict words.

Applies partial knowledge of 
graphophonemic relationship to 
decoding skills. Can identify some 
initial and final letter/sounds  
to predict unfamiliar words. May 
also use contextual clues to  
predict words.

Applies full knowledge of 
graphophonemic relationship to 
decoding skills. Can identify all 
initial, final, and medial letters/
sounds to decode unfamiliar 
words. May also use contextual 
clues to predict words.

Encoding (Spelling) Beginning to partially spell words 
phonetically using most salient 
sounds. Does not spell  
words correctly.

Partial phonetic (invented) 
spellings include most initial and 
final sounds. Does not spell  
words correctly.

Partial phonetic (invented) 
spellings include most initial  
and final sounds, with some 
vowel sounds. Spells a few words 
correctly.

Automaticity of Words  
from Memory

Can recognize a few simple high-frequency words based on exposure but easily confuses similarly  
spelled words.

Partial Alphabetic
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Skill Early Middle Late

Phonological Awareness: 
Phonemes

Can identify and produce rhyming words. Can segment and blend many 
single-syllable words.

Full phonemic awareness 
developed. Able to identify and 
produce rhyming words. Can 
segment and blend all single-
syllable words.

Phonological Awareness: 
Syllables Can segment and blend some multisyllabic words.

Can segment and blend most 
multisyllabic words.

Letter Identification and 
Production Can identify and write all uppercase and lowercase letters.

Grapho-phonological 
Relationships

Knowledge of graphophonemic 
relationship for consonants and 
vowels.

Knowledge of graphophonemic 
relationship for consonants, 
vowels, consonant digraphs, and 
some inflectional endings.

Knowledge of graphophonemic 
relationship for consonants, 
vowels, consonant digraphs, most 
inflectional endings, and some 
affixes.

Decoding Unfamiliar Words Can decode unfamiliar words and nonwords that are regularly spelled. Uses context to confirm  
or discard decoding.

Encoding (Spelling) Phonetically accurate spellings 
include dominant sounds in 
sequence (e.g., correct initial and 
final sounds with short vowel 
sounds). Spell some words with 
correct spelling.

Phonetically accurate spellings 
include more complete 
representation of sounds (e.g., 
correct initial and ending sounds 
including consonant digraphs, 
short vowels, magic “e” long 
vowel sounds. Spells some words 
with correct spelling.

Phonetically accurate spellings 
include complete representation 
of medial vowel sounds. Shows 
awareness of short vowel and long 
vowel (magic "e," vowel teams, 
r-controlled vowel) patterns. Spells 
most words with correct spelling.

Automaticity of Words from 
Memory

High-frequency word memory is becoming more automatic, unitized, and growing. Limited to mostly single-
syllable or two-syllable regularly spelled words, with some irregularly spelled words.

Full Alphabetic
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Skill Early Middle Late

Phonological Awareness: 
Phonemes

Full phonemic awareness developed. Able to identify and produce rhyming words. Can segment and blend all 
single-syllable words

Phonological Awareness: 
Syllables Can segment and blend all multisyllabic words.

Letter Identification and 
Production Can identify and write all uppercase and lowercase letters.

Grapho-phonological 
Relationships

Grapho-syllabic connections 
becoming increasingly apparent 
(can identify and use knowledge of 
rules connected to some syllable 
types).

Grapho-syllabic connections 
predominate (can identify and use 
knowledge of rules connected to 
most syllable types).

Grapho-syllabic connections 
predominate (can identify and use 
knowledge of rules connected to 
all syllable types).

Decoding Unfamiliar Words Applies some grapho-syllabic connections to decoding words. Decodes 
many unfamiliar words and nonwords with increasing proficiency. 
Unfamiliar words in context read by decoding or analogy. Uses context 
to confirm or discard decoding.

Applies full grapho-syllablic 
connections to decoding words. 
Decodes many unfamiliar words 
and nonwords proficiently, 
automatically, and accurately. 
Unfamiliar words in context read 
by decoding or analogy. Uses 
context to confirm or discard 
decoding.

Encoding (Spelling) Uses grapho-syllabic and graphophonemic knowledge to spell words correctly. Spells all words with correct 
spelling.

Automaticity of Words from 
Memory

High-frequency word memory is 
accurate, automatic, unitized, and 
expanding rapidly; includes some 
irregularly spelled and multisyllabic 
words. Applies grapho-syllabic 
connections to some words.

High-frequency word memory is 
accurate, automatic, unitized, and 
expanding rapidly; includes some 
irregularly spelled and multisyllabic 
words. Applies grapho-syllabic 
connections to most words.

High-frequency word memory is 
accurate, automatic, unitized, and 
expanding rapidly; includes some 
irregularly spelled and multisyllabic 
words. Applies grapho-syllabic 
connections to all words.

Consolidated Alphabetic

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   58 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Benchmark 
Assessments

K–2 Resource Manual

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   59 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

60   

Le
tt

er
 N

am
e 

an
d 

S
ou

nd
 Id

en
ti

fi
ca

ti
on

Benchmark Assessment for Letter Name and Sound Identification 

Purpose: Letter Name and Sound Identification assess the ability to name the letter and 
sound of the 26 uppercase and lowercase letter symbols used in the English language. The 
goal of teaching letter identification is to ensure that students can recognize and name letter 
shapes, and retrieve the correct sound each letter makes.

Instructions for Administering and Scoring the Assessment

This assessment is administered individually.

Students in the Pre-Alphabetic and Partial Alphabetic phases are working toward mastery of 
this skill. Please use the following guidelines to guide instruction (see below): 

1.	 Show student the Letter Name and Sound Identification sheet.
2.	 Point to individual uppercase letters, asking for the letter name. Continue next with 

lowercase letters.
3.	 Record student’s response with a checkmark if accurate. Record incorrect response 

with answer given by student. If student does not produce a response, mark with a 
hyphen (-). 

4.	 After all letter names (upper- and lowercase) are read, ask student to identify the 
sound for each letter. Record responses (as above) in “Sound” column

Note:  In order to be marked “correct,” students should identify the short vowel sounds for 
vowel letters (e.g., /a/ not ā) and the hard sound for “c” (/k/, not /s/) and “g” (/g/, not /j/). 
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Letter Name & Sound Identification: Student Scoring Sheet

Letter 
Name

Response  
(if incorrect) Sound Response  

(if incorrect)
Letter 
Name

Response  
(if incorrect) Sound Response  

(if incorrect)

A a

Y m

F z

S d

P p

X u

B c

O o

H h

U x

J j

C b

L l

K g

M y

Q q

D s

W k

N n

I i

Z f

E e

R r

G w

T t

V v

Notes:Total Letters Known

Total Letters Unknown

Total Sounds Known

Total Sounds Unknown

Name:	 ___________________________________________________	 Date: _____________________
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Use the following to determine student’s micro-phase:
	 Early Pre-Alphabetic: Can identify very few or no letters. Not yet able to identify let-

ter sounds. Note: In addition to suggestions in the lessons, teacher may work on fine 
motor skills and concepts of print and book handling skills with students currently 
in this microphase.

	 Middle-Late Pre-Alphabetic: Can identify a few letters (possibly letters in friends’/
family members’ names). Not yet able to consistently identify any letter sounds.

	 Early-Middle Partial Alphabetic: Can identify some letters (mostly uppercase). Not 
yet able to consistently identify any letter sounds. 

	 Middle-Late Partial Alphabetic: Can identify most letters (uppercase and lower-
case). Can identify some letter sounds.

	 Early Full Alphabetic: Can identify all letters (uppercase and lowercase). Can iden-
tify all or most letter sounds. 

Note:  Phase theory does not identify a specific number of letters or letter sounds a child should 
be able to name in order to move from one Phase to the next. As a result, the microphase corre-
lation for this assessment is mostly meant as a guide for grouping and choosing appropriate ma-
terials for differentiated small group instruction; the microphase identified for this assessment 
does not necessarily translate to other skills such as spelling and decoding. 

The results of this assessment also help a teacher to decide whether to administer the Spelling 
and Decoding Benchmark Assessments to determine a microphase for those skills (if a student 
falls into the Middle-Late Partial Alphabetic microphase).
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Student Materials

Alphabet Letter Name and Sound Identification

UPPERCASE

	 A	 Y	 F
	 S	 P	 X
	 B	 O	 H
	 U		  C
	 L	 K	 M
	 Q	 D	 W
	 N	 	 Z
	 E	 R	 G
	 T	 V
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Alphabet Letter Name and Sound Identification

LOWERCASE

	 a	 m	 z
	 d	 p	
	 c	 o	 h
	 x	 j	 b
	 l	 g	 y
		  s	 k
	 n	 i	 f
	 e	 r	 w
		  v
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K–2 Resource Manual: Benchmark Assessments

Benchmark Assessment for Phonological Awareness 

Purpose: Phonological awareness, or the awareness of sounds in oral language and the 
ability to manipulate those sounds in spoken words, is crucial for reading and spelling 
development. When students have trouble separating phonemes (sounds) in words, it can 
be challenging to attach phonemes to graphemes (letters) and use that knowledge to decode 
(read) and encode (spell) words. This assessment allows teachers to gather information 
about the control a student has over various phonological awareness skills. Note that the 
skills in this assessment do not necessarily reflect a lockstep progression in which young 
students acquire them; rather, they are grouped with similar tasks adjacent to each other 
and reflect increasingly more complex manipulation of sounds in oral language. 

Instructions for Administering the Assessment 
This assessment is administered individually. 

1.	 Print one Student Scoring sheet.  

2.	 Explain to the student that you will be working with some sounds in spoken words. (The 
students are not expected to read the words in print.)  

3.	 Administer all of the skills on the assessment. 

4.	 Within each skill, stop if the student misses two in a row, and move on to the next skill.

Analyzing Results to Inform Instruction
Use the table on the Student Scoring sheet to determine which Phonological awareness skills 
may require additional targeted instruction. Unlike the Spelling, Decoding, and Letter Name 
and Sound identification assessments, the Phonological Awareness assessment results do 
not lend themselves to identifying specific cycles with the curriculum, as these skills are not 
necessarily related to specific spelling patterns. Instead, the table identifies the instructional 
practices in the Kindergarten curriculum that can be used for the purpose of addressing these 
skills in differentiated small group work. Some of the instructional practices, such as Feel the 
Beats, for example, can be adapted to focus on particular sounds in words (e.g., isolating the 
initial sound in a word). The table also identifies some Activity Bank suggestions for use in 
targeted instruction.  

You will note that an annotation guide is provided in the Scoring sheet. This can be useful in 
illustrating patterns to help determine how the student is (or is not) manipulating sounds. For 
example, incorrect responses in the rhyme skill, such as “rat” for “ran” and “bet” for “bed,” 
suggest that while the student cannot rhyme yet, he or she is attempting to do so by matching 
the first sound he or she hears in the word.  
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Phonological Awareness: Student Scoring Sheet

Student Name: ____________________________  Date:________________________

Administrator:_____________________________

Use the following symbols/letters as annotations for student behaviors:

Possible Student Response Annotations

Symbol Meaning

✓ or + Correct.

SC Student self-corrected (without prompting).

W Student waited some time before responding.

? Student responded with a questioning voice or asked if he or she was right.

pat
Write incorrect response on the line.

(Example: If the student said “pat” when asked to tell a word that rhymes with “pan.”)

X Student did not attempt or said, “I don’t know.” 

Rhyme Production (CCSS.ELA.RF.K.2.A)

Teacher Administration Directions: Write student response on line.
“I am going to say some words. I would like you to tell me a word that rhymes with the word I say. For 
example, if I say ‘bat,’ you might say ‘cat’ or ‘mat’ or ‘sat’ or ‘fat.’” Note: A nonsense word is an acceptable 
response.

1. ran: ___________ 3. fun:  _____________ 5. kite: ____________
Total:

/6
2. bed: ___________ 4. make:  ____________ 6. glue: ____________

S
ki

ll 
1

Isolate Initial Phoneme  (CCSS.ELA.ELA.RF.K.2c, RF.K.2d, RF.1.2.C)

Teacher Administration Directions: “Tell me the first sound you hear in each of the words.” 
“Listen to me as I do one: tide, /t/).”

1. pail:  ______  /p/ 3. nice:  ______  /n/ 5. sip:  ______  /s/
Total:

/6
2. bet:  ______  /b/ 4. game:  ______  /g/ 6. with:  ______  /w/

S
ki

ll 
2
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Identify Final Phoneme  (CCSS.ELA.RF.K.2d, RF.1.2.C) 

Teacher Administration Directions: “Tell me the last sound you hear in each of the words.”
“Listen to me as I do one: rub, /b/).”

1. rip:  ______  /p/ 3. still:  ______  /l/ 5. give:  ______  /v/
Total:

/6
2. him:  ______  /m/ 4. beg:  ______  /g/ 6: need:  ______  /d/

S
ki

ll 
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Identify Medial Phoneme (CCSS.ELA.RF.K.2d, RF.1.2.A and CCSS.ELA.RF.1.2.C)

Teacher Administration Directions: Use this subtest to assess both medial phoneme (a) and long and short 
vowel identification (b).
“Tell me the middle sound (or vowel sound) you hear in each word.” 
“Listen to me as I do one: dot, / /).”
“Then tell me if the middle sound (or vowel sound) is a long or short vowel.”
“The / /sound is a short ‘o.’”

1. bed:  ______  /e/
Vowel ID  Y/N

3. map:  ______  /a/
Vowel ID  Y/N

5. coat:  ______  / /
Vowel ID  Y/N

Phoneme (a):

+________/6
Vowel ID (b):

+________/6

2. sit:  ______  /i/
Vowel ID  Y/N

4. not:  ______  /o/
Vowel ID  Y/N

6: nice:  ______  / /
Vowel ID  Y/N

S
ki

ll 
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Add Initial Phoneme (CCSS.ELA RF.K.2.E)

Teacher Administration Directions: Write student response on line.
“I will say a word and then will ask you to add a sound to the beginning of it. You will then say the whole word 
to me.” “Listen to me as I do one: at—add /s/ to the beginning—sat).”

Word Add Response

Total:

/6

1. and Add /l/ to the beginning land: _______

2. it Add /f/ to the beginning fit: _________

3. ate Add /g/ to the beginning gate: _______

4. eat Add /s/ to the beginning seat: _______

5. am Add /h/ to the beginning ham: _______

6. top Add /s/ to the beginning stop: ______

S
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ll 
5
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Delete Initial Phoneme (CCSS.ELA.RF.K.2.C)

Teacher Administration Directions: “I will say a word and then will ask you to take out a sound at the 
beginning of it. You will then say the new word to me.” “Listen to me as I do one: pin—without /p/ at the 
beginning—in).”

Word Delete Response

Total:

/6

1. cape Without /c/ ape: _______ 

2. reach Without /r/ each: _______

3. hit Without /h/ it: _______

4. sat Without /s/ at: _______

5. fall Without /f/ all: _______

6. chair Without /ch/ air: _______

S
ki

ll 
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Substitute Initial Phoneme (CCSS.ELA.RF.K.2.E)                                                               

Teacher Administration Directions: “I will say a word and then will ask you to change one sound to another. 
You will then say the new word to me.” “Listen to me as I do one: wig—change /w/to /b—big).”

Word Change to (* use sounds) Response

Total:

/6

1. bake Change /b/ to /t/ take: _______ 

2. wet Change /w/ to /m/ met: _______

3. pack Change /p/ to /s/ sack: _______

4. mess Change /m/ to /l/ less: _______

5. rope Change /r/ to /s/ soap: _______

6. judge Change /j/ to /f/ fudge: _______

S
ki

ll 
7
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Phonological Awareness Skills Scoring

Skill Score

Recommended Instructional Practice(s) and Activity 
Bank Suggestions for Targeted Instruction
If the student scores 4 or less on any given skill, 
consider using the recommended Instructional Practice 
and/or Activity Bank suggestion from any cycle in the 
Kindergarten Modules for targeted instruction during 
differentiated small group lessons.

Instructional Practice Activity Bank Suggestion

Skill 1: Rhyme Production Rhyme Time

Kaboom!

Pocket Rhymes

Rhyme a Lot

Rhyme Boards

Rhyme Book

Rhyme Memory Match

Rhyme Pocket Pairs

Rhyme Time 

Count & Segment Phonemes (CCSS.ELA.RF.K.2.B and CCSS.ELA.RF.1.2.D)

Teacher Administration Directions: “I will say a word and I would like you to separate the word into 
sounds. Use your fingers to count the sounds you hear.” “Listen and watch me as I do one: cat—/c/-/a/-
/t/. I hear three sounds).”

1. in: _____   (/i/-/n/) 3. run: ____________   
(/r/-/u/-/n/)

5. smoke: _________  
(/s/-/m/-/ /-/k/)

Counting:

+________/6
Segmenting:

+________/6
2. ate: _____ (/ /-/t/)

4. need: ___________  
(/n/-/ /-/d/)

6. lend: ___________ 
(/l/-/e/-/n/-/d/)

S
ki

ll 
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Blend Phonemes (CCSS.ELA.RF.1.2.B)  

Teacher Administration Directions: “I will say the sounds in a word. You will blend the sounds together 
and tell me the whole word.” “Listen to me as I do one: s- -t, sat."

1. g- :  ______  
(go)

3. n- -k:  ______ 
(knock)

5. th- -n:  ______  
(thin) Total:

/62. p- -t:  ______ 
(pet) 4. l- -s-t:  ______ (lost)

6. g-r- -t:  ______   
(grate)

S
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9
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Phonological Awareness Skills Scoring

Skill Score

Recommended Instructional Practice(s) and Activity 
Bank Suggestions for Targeted Instruction
If the student scores 4 or less on any given skill, 
consider using the recommended Instructional Practice 
and/or Activity Bank suggestion from any cycle in the 
Kindergarten Modules for targeted instruction during 
differentiated small group lessons.

Instructional Practice Activity Bank Suggestion

Skill 1: Rhyme Production Rhyme Time

Kaboom!

Pocket Rhymes

Rhyme a Lot

Rhyme Boards

Rhyme Book

Rhyme Memory Match

Rhyme Pocket Pairs

Rhyme Time 

Skill 2: Isolate Initial 
Phoneme

Rhyme Time
Feel the Beats
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Eggs
Onset and Rime Bingo
Onset and Rime Puzzles
Phoneme Position Sort
Quick Pick
Sound Detective
Sound Quest
Sound Sort
Sound Towers

Skill 3: Identify Final 
Phoneme

Feel the Beats
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Eggs
Onset and Rime Bingo
Onset and Rime Puzzles
Phoneme Position Sort
Quick Pick
Sound Sort
Sound Quest
Sound Towers

Skill 4a: Identify Medial 
Phoneme

Feel the Beats
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Eggs
Onset and Rime Bingo
Onset and Rime Puzzles
Phoneme Position Sort
Quick Pick
Sound Sort
Sound Towers
Vowel Sounds
Vowel Slap Jack

Skill 4b: Identify Vowel 
(Long or Short)

Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Short and Long Vowel Sort
Short Vowel Flowers
Vowel Sounds
Vowel Sound Sticks
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Phonological Awareness Skills Scoring

Skill Score

Recommended Instructional Practice(s) and Activity 
Bank Suggestions for Targeted Instruction
If the student scores 4 or less on any given skill, 
consider using the recommended Instructional Practice 
and/or Activity Bank suggestion from any cycle in the 
Kindergarten Modules for targeted instruction during 
differentiated small group lessons.

Instructional Practice Activity Bank Suggestion

Skill 5: Add Initial 
Phoneme

Chaining
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Skill 6: Delete Initial 
Phoneme

Chaining 
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation What’s Left?

Skill 7: Substitute Initial 
Phoneme

Chaining
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Skill 8a: Count Phonemes
Feel the Beats 
Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Break and Make
Phoneme Feud

Skill 8b: Segment 
Phonemes

Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Break and Make
Phoneme Photos
Phoneme Split and Say
Say and Slide Phonemes

Skill 9: Blend Phonemes Phonemic Blending and 
Segmentation

Blending Boxes
Break and Make 
Phoneme Split and Say
What’s My Word?
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Benchmark Assessment for Spelling Skills

Purpose: Spelling a word requires students either to write the correct spelling by locating it 
in their memory or to analyze the phonemes (sounds) within a word and choose graphemes 
(letters) to represent those sounds. Analysis of student spellings of words reveals much 
about the types of graphophonemic (letter-sound) connections they can make and their 
skill in storing correct spellings of words in their memory. Correct spellings are much 
more likely among students in the Full and Consolidated phases because they possess 
more complete knowledge of grapheme-phoneme correspondences and common spelling 
patterns.

The Benchmark Spelling Assessment provides this information. Each list in this tool includes 
progressively more complex words, requiring students to make increasingly more complete 
graphophonemic connections. By analyzing a student’s spellings of the words in the lists, 
the teacher can determine the phase in which that student is working (Pre-, Partial, Full, or 
Consolidated Alphabetic).

Instructions for Administering the Assessment

There is an assessment for each phase of spelling development. The assessment can be 
administered individually or in small groups. 

1.	 Say: “You are going to spell some words. Spelling these words will show what sounds 
and spelling patterns you know. I will say the word once. Then I will read it in a sen-
tence. Then I will say it one more time. After that, you will write the word on your 
paper. Write the correct spelling if you know it. If a word is tricky for you, just do your 
best and write letters for the sounds you hear in the word. If you need me to repeat 
the word, raise your hand.” 

2.	 Give each student a piece of lined paper or the blank Student Test sheet provided. Make 
sure students write the words in the correct order and next to the correct number.

3.	 Read the word separately, and then read the word within the given sentence (see below 
for sentences). Read the word once more. If a student raises his or her hand to repeat 
the word, use your discretion to decide how many times you will repeat the word before 
moving on. Some of these will need a student-friendly explanation of the meaning of the 
word as well as the sentence. Not every K–2 student will know what “wig” and “jog” 
or “chat,” “information,” “thread,” and “invasion” mean. Even with solid grapheme-pho-
neme knowledge, it inevitably becomes somewhat more difficult for students who have 
no or little sense of the meaning. Be sure to model or explain such words as needed. 

4.	 Complete all words in the list. 

5.	 If the student spells 10 or more of the words correctly, administer the next, harder list. 
If the student spells fewer than five words correctly, administer the previous, easier list. 
This list does not need to be administered in the same sitting. 

6.	 There is an alternate list of words for each phase provided for this assessment. Consider 
using the alternate list either to gather more information on a student as needed or to 
replace the first list if the words are too familiar to the student(s).
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Partial Alphabetic Phase List 

1.	 mad		  Yesterday I was really mad at my sister.

2.	 wig		  She is wearing a purple wig.

3.	 cob		  I like to eat corn on the cob.

4.	 net		  The boy needed a net for fishing.

5.	 run		  They run really fast.

6.	 fan		  I waved my fan because it was hot. 

7.	 jog		  I like to jog with my dog.

8.	 sip		  Take a small sip of your soda!

9.	 thin 		  That rope is very thin. I hope it doesn’t break.

10.	rush		  You don’t need to rush. We have plenty of time.

11.	chat 		  My friend Julia likes to chat on the phone.

12.	stop		  Please stop at the store to get milk on the way home.

Full Alphabetic Phase List

1.	 late		  Please don’t be late for school!

2.	 dime		  I found a dime on the ground.

3.	 plans		  I have plans to go to the moon one day!

4.	 stump		  There is just a stump where the tree used to be.

5.	 blink 		  He can blink his eyes really quickly.

6.	 chain		  The boy put a chain on his dog.

7.	 steam		  Steam came out of the tea kettle.

8.	 float		  A duck can float in the water.

9.	 shark		  The shark swims in the ocean.

10.	tree		  My younger brother likes to sit under that big tree.

11.	jumping		  I am jumping on a trampoline.

12.	storm		  I can see the storm clouds.

Consolidated Alphabetic Phase List

1.	 table		  Please set the table.

2.	 clapped		  He clapped his hands loudly.

3.	 lately		  Lately I’ve been feeling sick.

4.	 joined		  I joined a new book club yesterday.

5.	 oatmeal 		  I had oatmeal for breakfast. 

6.	 remind		  Please remind me to get milk when I go to the store.

7.	 condition		  My grandfather took good care of his books. They are still in good 	
			   condition.

8.	 thread		  I sewed my button with a needle and thread.

9.	 hopeful		  I was hopeful it would not rain.

10.	invasion		  We had to stop the invasion of the ants at our picnic.

11.	writing		  I love writing stories!

12.	badge 		  He has a badge that shows he works at the bank.
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Scoring and Analyzing the Assessment

Instructions:

1.	 Print out one Scoring sheet for each student. 

2.	 Circle all of the words that are spelled correctly and record the total number on the Scor-
ing sheet.

3.	 Use the table on the Scoring sheet to determine the micro-phase of the student.

4.	 Reversal of letter formation (example: a backwards “c” is written for “cat”) does not affect 
scoring.  

5.	 Use the Spelling Annotation Guide on the next page to annotate student’s spelling on the 
Scoring sheet.

5.	 Analyze the student’s spelling errors to inform instruction (see below: Analyzing Spelling 
to Inform Instruction).

Analyzing Spelling to Inform Instruction

Annotating the student’s spelling provides information that can be used to inform instruction. 
Using the phonetic spelling underneath each word along with annotation, allows you to look 
for patterns in errors. For example, consider a student who correctly represents just two 
out of three phonemes in many of the words in the Partial Alphabetic phase. Looking at the 
annotation, you may discover errors such as “weg” for “wig” and “sep” for “sip.” These errors 
suggest that targeted instruction to differentiate the vowels “e” and “i” is needed. Or you may 
discover errors such as “wg” for “wig” and “sp” for “sip.” This suggests that the student is not 
yet identifying and recording medial vowel sounds and needs targeted instruction in that area. 
This type of analysis allows you to home in on the specific lesson cycle that can be used during 
differentiated small group instruction when you use the Assessment Conversion chart.

Some of the words in the Consolidated list contain underlined parts. This is simply provided 
as a reference when analyzing the student’s spelling. The underlined parts indicate the 
types of features in words that distinguish the patterns expected in Consolidated from those 
expected in the Full Alphabetic phase. Examining a student’s spellings of these features can 
provide information on which features may need targeted instruction. For example, if the 
student writes “condishun” for “condition,” instruction in /shun/ spelled “tion” is needed. 
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Spelling Annotation Guide

If… Then… Example

The word is spelled correctly Circle the whole word
   a	 m	  

The word is misspelled 1. �Write the student’s spelling 
above the word.  

2. �Circle the error above and 
below the word.

l	 a	 t
l	 e	 t                      

Additional Examples

A letter is reversed

	 a	 t
s	 a	 t
s

                    

The sequence of letters is 
reversed

b	 i	 o	 l
b	 o	 i	 l

                 

Extra letters

	wh	e	 n	 t
	 w	 e	 n	 t

              

A letter in a digraph is missing

	 s	 i	 p
	sh	 i	 p

                    

A silent “e” is added

	 r	 i	 p	 e
	 r	 i	 p	

                  

A silent “e” is omitted

l	 i	 k	
l	 i	 k	 e

                 

A letter in a vowel team is 
missing

	 s	 l	 e	 p
	 s	 l	 ee	 p

                  

A letter is omitted

b	 e		  ch
b	 e	 n	 ch
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Alternate Benchmark Spelling Assessment Phase Lists

Partial Alphabetic Phase List 
1.	 at			   I am going to eat dinner at my friend’s house today. 
2.	 in			   My little brother will be three years old in two weeks.  
3.	 sob		  Sometimes I sob when I hear a sad story.
4.	 wet		  The boy got his feet all wet when he walked through the puddle.
5.	 fun		  They had a lot of fun at the party. 
6.	 hat		  You should wear a hat when you go out in the sun. 
7.	 lip			  My little sister bit her lip when she fell.
8.	 shut		  Please shut the door when you leave today.
8.	 path 		  The two friends followed the path through the woods.
10.	chin		  The baby had some food on her chin. 
11.	ant		  A little ant crawled across the sidewalk.

12.	quiz		  The student said the quiz helped her think about what she learned.

Full Alphabetic Phase List
1.	 game		  I am going to go to a baseball game this weekend.  
2.	 time		  Her mom said it was time for bed.
3.	 steps		  My dog always steps on my foot when she gets up.
4.	 grip		  I like to keep a tight grip on my mom’s hand when I cross the street. 
5.	 blank		  The teacher told the students to write a word on the blank line.
6.	 throw		  Please remember to throw your garbage away. 
7.	 dream		  I had a funny dream last night.
8.	 spring		  Soon it will be spring and the flowers will come up.
9.	 short		  That was a really short show. It only lasted three minutes! 
10.	tight		  My feet hurt. I think my shoes are too tight.
11.	thinking		  I was thinking about taking my dog for a long walk.

12.	drain		  The drain in my sink is clogged. The water won’t go down. 

Consolidated Alphabetic Phase List
1.	 handle		  Be careful! The handle on that pot is really hot. 
2.	 dropped		  He dropped his hat on the playground.
3.	 kindly		  She is very nice. She always speaks to us so kindly.
4.	 royal 		  The queen gave a royal order to defend the kingdom from the 
				    dragon. 
5.	 startle		  If you move too quickly, you will startle my pet rabbit.  
6.	 campground	 The campground we go to every summer is right next to a big lake. 
7.	 revision		  The student made a revision to his story. Now it is even funnier.
8.	 stable		  The horses on that farm have a nice stable to live in.
9.	 boldest		  Lee was the boldest of the three children. She never seemed afraid 	

			   of anything.
10.	related 		  I wonder if those two boys are related. They look a lot alike.
11.	pledge 		  A pledge is just like a promise. I pledge to treat others kindly. 
12.	infection		  His mom cleaned the cut on his finger so he wouldn’t get an  

			   infection. 
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Spelling Skills: Student Scoring

Student Name: __________________________________________	 Date:  _________________________

Administrator:_______________________________

Spelling Analysis and Scoring Sheet

Partial Alphabetic List
VC words, CVC words that begin with 

continuant consonants 
CVC words that begin with stop 
consonants, CVC words with the 
suffix “-s,” consonant digraphs

Full Alphabetic List
Initial and final consonant blends 

(CCVC, CVCC, CCVCC)
More complex consonant blends,  

VCCV, VCV (open and closed 
syllable) CVCe words, r-controlled, 

inflectional endings 
Single-syllable r-controlled, vowel 

teams, two-syllable words with 
closed, open, CVCe and vowel 

teams, inflectional endings

Consolidated Alphabetic List
Other vowel teams and vowel spelling 

patterns (e.g., “oi,” “oy,” “ou,” 
“ow,” “ind,” “ild,” long “u,” “oo”), 

two-syllable words with open, 
closed, CVCe, r-controlled, and 

vowel team syllable types, “-tion,” 
“-ed” three ways (/t/, /d/, and /ed/)

C-le syllable type, multisyllabic words, 
affixes, “-dge,” “-ge”

Multisyllabic words

Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis

mad
/m/ /a/ /d/

wig
/w/ /i/ /g/

cob
/k/ /o/ /b/

net 
/n/ /e/ /t/

run
/r/ /u/ /n/

fan
/f/ /a/ /n/

jog
/j/ /o/ /g/

sip
/s/ /i/ /p/

late
/l/ / / /t/

dime
/d/ / / /m/

plans
/p/ /l/ /a/ /n/ /s/

stump
/s/ /t/ /u/ /m/ /p/

blink
/b/ /l/ /i k/

chain
/ch/ / / /n/

steam
/s/ /t/ / / /m/ 

float
/f/ /l/ / / /t/

table 
/t/ / / /b/ / / /l/

clapped 
/k/ /l/ /a/ /p/ /t/

lately
/l/ / / /t/ /l/ /

joined 
/j/ /oy/ /n/ /d/

oatmeal
/ / /t/ /m/ / / /l/

remind
/r/ / / /m/ / / /n/ /d/

condition
/c/ / //n/ d/ /i/  /sh/ / / /n/

thread
/th/ /r/ /e/ /d/
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Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis

thin
/th/ /i/ /n/

rush
/r/ /u/ /sh/

chat
/ch/ /a/ /t/

stop
/s/ /t/ /o/ /p/

shark
/sh/ /är/ /k/

tree
/t/ /r/ / /

jumping
/j/ /u/ /m/ /p/ /i g/

storm
/s/ /t/ /ôr/ /m/

hopeful
/h/ / / /p/ /f/ / / /l/

invasion
/i/ /n/ /v/ / / /zh/ / / /n/

writing
/r/ / / /t/ /i g/

badge
/b/ /a/ /j/

Total Words Spelled Correctly Total Words Spelled Correctly Total Words Spelled Correctly

Use this table to determine the student’s micro-phase. Circle the micro-phase he or she is working in.

# of Words Spelled Correctly Micro-Phase

0–4
Student is not yet working in this phase and should be reassessed 

using the list from the phase before this.

5–6 Early

7–8 Middle

9–10 Late

Note: Students who record just a few random letters, symbols, or scribbles on the Partial Alphabetic list are 
working in the Pre-Alphabetic phase. Consider stopping the assessment after the first five words if it is clear that 
students are working in the Pre-Alphabetic phase.

Micro-phase identified: _________________________
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Student Name: __________________________________________	 Date:  _________________________

Administrator:_______________________________

Spelling Analysis and Scoring Sheet for Alternate Benchmark Spelling Assessment

Partial Alphabetic List
VC words, CVC words that begin 

with continuant consonants 
CVC words that begin with stop 

consonants, CVC words with 
the suffix “-s,” consonant 

digraphs

Full Alphabetic List
Initial and final consonant blends 

(CCVC, CVCC, CCVCC)
More complex consonant 
blends,  VCCV, VCV (open 

and closed syllable) 
CVCe words, r-controlled, 

inflectional  endings 
Single-syllable r-controlled, vowel 

teams, two-syllable words with 
closed, open, CVCe and vowel 

teams, inflectional endings

Consolidated Alphabetic List
Other vowel teams and vowel 

spelling patterns (e.g., “oi,” 
“oy,” “ou,” “ow,” “ind,” “ild,” 
long “u,” “oo”), two-syllable 

words with open, closed, 
CVCe, r-controlled, and vowel 
team syllable types, “-tion,” 

“-ed” three ways  
(/t/, /d/, and /ed/)

C-le syllable type, multisyllabic 
words, affixes, “-dge,” “-ge”

Multisyllabic words

Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis

at
/a/ /t/

in
/i/ /n/

sob
/s/ /o/ /b/

wet
/w/ /e/ /t/

fun
/f/ /u/ /n/

hat
/h/ /a/ /t/

lip
/l/ /i/ /p/

shut
 /sh/ /u/ /t/

game
/g/ / / /m/

time
/t/ / / /m/

steps
/s/ /t/ /e/ /p/ /s/

grip
/g/ /r/ /i/ /p/

blank
/b/ /l/ /a k/

throw
/th/ /r/ / /

dream
/d/ /r/ / / /m/

spring
/s/ /p/ /r/ /i g/

table
/t/ / / /b/ / / /l/

clapped
/k/ /l/ /a/ /p/ /t/

lately
/l/ / / /t/ /l/ /

royal 
/r/ /oy/ / / /l/

startle
/s/ /t/ /ar/ /t/ / / /l/

campground
/k/ /a/ /m/ /p/ /g/ /r/ /ow/ /n/ /d/

revision
/r/ / / /v/ /i/ /zh/ / / /n/

stable
 /s/ /t/ / / /b/ / / /l/
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Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis Spelling Analysis

path
/p/ /a/ /th/

chin
/ch/ /i/ /n/

ant
/a/ /n/ /t/

quiz
/k/ /w/ /i/ /z/ 

short
/sh/ /or/ /t/

tight
/t/ /  / /t/

thinking
/th/ /i k/ /i g/

drain
/d/ /r/ / / /n/

boldest
/b/ / / /l/ /d/ / / /s/ /t/

related
/r/ / / /l/ / / /t/ / / /d/

pledge
/p/ /l/ /e/ /j/

infection
/i/ /n/ /f/ /e/ /k/ /sh/ / / /n/

Total Words Spelled Correctly Total Words Spelled Correctly Total Words Spelled Correctly

Use this table to determine the student’s micro-phase. Circle the micro-phase he or she is working in.

# of Words Spelled Correctly Micro-Phase

0–4
Student is not yet working in this phase and should be reassessed 

using the list from the phase before this. 

5–6 Early

7–8 Middle

9–10 Late

Note: Students who record just a few random letters, symbols, or scribbles on the Partial Alphabetic list are 
working in the Pre-Alphabetic phase. Consider stopping the assessment after the first five words if it is clear that 
students are working in the Pre-Alphabetic phase.

Micro-phase identified: ________________________
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Spelling Skills: Student Materials

Student Name:  _______________________________________  Assessment Date:  _______________

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 
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Benchmark Assessment for Decoding Skills

Purpose: This assessment measures a student’s ability to decode words with automaticity. 
The spelling patterns in each Word List become increasingly more complex throughout the 
assessment, mirroring the sequence of instruction in the K–2 Skills Block Continuum. As 
such, the results of the assessment provide a clear picture of the types of words the student 
can decode and next steps for instruction.

When to Administer: This assessment should be given at the beginning, middle, and end of 
the school year.

Instructions for Choosing the Word List: There is a Decoding Word List for each phase 
of reading and word acquisition. The assessment should be administered individually.

 

Instructions for Administering and Scoring the Assessment 

1.	 Make one copy of the appropriate scoring sheet (for teacher) and Decoding Word List 
(for student).

2.	 Sit beside the student and provide the Word List. Point to the first box of words, then 
move your finger away so the student can begin reading.

3.	 As the student reads the words, take notes using the following symbols to record the stu-
dent’s reading behaviors above each word. (One point for each word read correctly within 
one second.) 

4.	 Follow the scoring guidance instructions on the back of the scoring sheet. This will indi-
cate whether or not you need to move to another list with the student. 

Reading Behavior Annotations

Symbol Meaning

✓ Automatic, correct reading of a word.

SC Student self-corrected (without prompting).

W Student waited some time before reading the word (quiet word decoding).

/
Make a slash in between the sounds the student segmented.

For example:  c/a/p      c/ap      cap/tain

? Student says the word with a questioning voice or asked if they were right.

R Student repeated the same word, whether right or wrong.

rib

rid

Write incorrect response above the word, if the student substituted a letter, omitted a sound or read 
the wrong word. 

For example: “rib” instead of “rid,” “cup” instead of “cap,” or “dog” instead of “bag.”

X Student does not attempt the word or says, “I don’t know.”

cap Student reads the word smoothly but slowly without segmenting the individual phonemes.
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Scoring and Analyzing the Assessment to Determine Microphase

While automaticity in word recognition is the goal, it is important to look at not just the 
number of points (words read automatically) scored but also the types of errors made. 
For example, a score of 5 out of 10 in the Early Full Alphabetic phase may not necessarily 
suggest that the student needs targeted re-teaching of the patterns in that phase. For 
example, an error such as wait time (W), where the student reads the word accurately but 
takes more than one second or actively decodes the word (e.g., sm/ell, smell), suggests 
that the child may need more practice with the pattern as opposed to targeted re-
teaching. Errors such as self-corrections (SC), where the student reads a word incorrectly 
and immediately self-corrects without prompting, indicate that she is self-monitoring. 
The scoring guidance takes these types of errors into consideration when identifying 
approximate micro-phases. 

Recording the incorrect response above the word on the scoring sheet allows you to look for 
patterns in errors that can inform instruction. The types of errors (recorded above the word 
on the scoring sheet) that indicate the student needs targeted re-teaching of patterns in that 
phase include:  

	� Tracking: These are errors such as “no” for “on” and “gum” for “mug.” These types of 
errors suggest that students are not properly tracking left to right.

	� Lack of Monitoring: These are errors such as “long” for “lung,” “stamp” for “stomp,” or 
“bag” for “bang.” These errors suggest a lack of close attention and careful processing 
of letter sounds.

	� Letter Confusion: The student makes visual errors by replacing a letter or cluster of let-
ters with similar letters (e.g., “b” for “d”).

	� Word Guessing/Substitution: An example of this would be reading “bread” for “brand”; 
the student recognizes the overall visual appearance of the word or part of the word 
and calls up a familiar word instead. 

	� Lack of Spelling Pattern Knowledge: The word is decoded inaccurately; for example, 
“stoomp” for “stomp,” “wick” for “wink,” and “throt” for “throat.” This indicates the 
student does not yet have control over the spelling pattern.
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Decoding Word Lists

Partial Alphabetic

EARLY MIDDLE LATE

N/A at 

in

up

on

rat

fin

mug

lot

men

sad

ham 

cut

pet

maps

wins 

dish

bath

shop

rich

them

quit

box
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Full Alphabetic

EARLY MIDDLE LATE

rent

bang

smell

risk

lung

brand

stomp

wink

bring

trick

fly

whiff

begin

split

hope

prize

saved

spark

tune

paste

driving

napkin

contest

rabbit

snort

throat

staying

braid

grow

fright

program

reptile

canteen

corner

sneaky

untied
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Consolidated Alphabetic

EARLY MIDDLE LATE

folded

spoiled

crouched

vision

highway

harpoon

mankind

rescue

fewer

mention

poster

tension

cartridge

scramble

bridle

resettle

strangely

trudging

regroup

auction

pointy

unkindly

dependable

squiggle

disagreement

wisdom

commendable

delicate

articulate

critical

particle

signal

numerous

typically

breathless

muddied
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Benchmark Decoding Assessment Scoring Sheet

Partial Alphabetic List

Micro
Phase

Early Middle 
VC words, CVC words that begin with 

continuant consonants

Late
CVC words that begin with stop 

consonants, CVC words with the suffix 
“-s,” consonant  digraphs

W
or

d 
Li

st

N/A

at

in

up 

on

rat

fin

mug

lot

men

sad

ham 

cut

pet

maps

wins

dish

bath

shop

rich

them

quit

box
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Score Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Sc
or

in
g 

Gu
id

an
ce

Middle Partial Alphabetic Late Partial Alphabetic

If the student reads... Then… If the student reads... Then...

8 or more accurately and 
automatically

5 or more accurately but not 
automatically 

4 or fewer accurately 
(automatically or not) 

Move to the Late Partial List 

The student is within the 
Middle Partial Phase. 
Consider administering 
the Late Partial list for 
information about the 
students’ knowledge of the 
patterns in that micro phase.

The student is at the 
Early Partial or Late 
Pre-Alphabetic Phase. 
Administer the Letter Name 
and Sound Identification 
Assessment. 

9 or more accurately and 
automatically

6 or more accurately but not 
automatically 

5 or fewer accurately 
(automatically or not)

Move to the Early Full 
Alphabetic List

The student is within the 
Late Partial Phase. Consider 
administering the Early Full 
list for information about the 
students’ knowledge of the 
patterns in that micro phase.

Move to the Middle Partial 
Alphabetic List. 
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Micro
Phase

Early
Initial and final consonant 

blends (CCVC, CVCC, 
CCVCC)

Middle
More complex consonant 
blends, VCCV, VCV (open  

and closed syllable), 
CVCe words, r-controlled, 

inflectional endings

Late
Single-syllable r-controlled, 
vowel teams, two-syllable 
words with closed, open, 
CVCe and vowel teams, 

inflectional endings

W
or

d 
Li

st

rent

bang

smell

risk

lung

brand

stomp

wink

bring

trick

fly

whiff

begin

split

hope

prize

saved

spark

tune

paste

driving

napkin

contest

rabbit

snort

throat

staying

braid

grow

fright

program

reptile

canteen

corner

sneaky

untied

Full Alphabetic List
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Score Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Sc
or
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g 
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ce

Early Full Alphabetic Middle Full Alphabetic Late Full Alphabetic

If the student  
reads...

Then…
If the student  
reads...

Then…
If the student  
reads...

Then...

9 or more 
accurately and 
automatically  

6 or more 
accurately but not 
automatically 

 
 
5 or fewer 
accurately 
(automatically or 
not)

Move to the Middle 
Full List

The student is 
within the Early 
Full Alphabetic 
Phase. Consider 
administering the 
Middle Full list 
for information 
about the students’ 
knowledge of the 
patterns in that 
micro phase. 

Move to the Late 
Partial list.

9 or more 
accurately and 
automatically 

6 or more 
accurately but not 
automatically

5 or fewer 
accurately 
(automatically or 
not)    

Move to the Late 
Full List

The student is 
within the Middle 
Full Alphabetic 
Phase. Consider 
administering the 
Late Full list for 
information about 
the students’ 
knowledge of the 
patterns in that 
micro phase.

Move to the Early 
Full list.

9 or more 
accurately and 
automatically 

6 or more 
accurately but not 
automatically

5 or fewer 
accurately 
(automatically or 
not)

Move to the Early 
Consolidated 
Alphabetic List

The student is 
within the Late 
Full Alphabetic 
Phase. Consider 
administering the 
Early Consolidated 
list for information 
about the students’ 
knowledge of the 
patterns in that 
micro phase.

Move to the Middle 
Full list. 
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Consolidated Alphabetic List

Early
Other vowel teams (“oi,” “oy,” “ou,” 
“ow,” “old,” “ost,” “ind,” “ild,” long 
“u,” “oo,” “ou,” “ui,” “ue,” “ew”), 

two-syllable words with open, 
closed, CVCe, r-controlled, and 

vowel team syllable types, “-tion,” 
“-ed” three ways

Middle 
C-le syllable type, multisyllabic 
words, affixes such as “un” and 

“re,” “-y,” “-ly,” “-er,” “-est,” “able,” 
“ible,” “-dge,” “-ge,” other vowel 

teams (e.g., “eu,” “ei,” “aw,” “au”)

Late
Multisyllabic words, schwa with 

“a,” “e,” and “o,” affixes including 
“in,” “im,” “dis,” “de,” “ment,” 

“ness,”  “ous”

W
or

d 
Li

st

folded 

spoiled

crouched
 

vision

highway

 
harpoon

 
mankind

 
rescue

fewer 

mention

poster

tension

cartridge

scramble
 

bridle

resettle
 

strangely

trudging 

regroup 

auction

pointy

unkindly

dependable

squiggle

disagreement

 
wisdom

 
commendable

 
delicate

 
articulate 

critical

 
particle

 
signal

 
numerous

typically

breathless

muddied
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Score Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Accurate     
Accurate & Automatic 

Sc
or
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g 
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ce

Early Consolidated Alphabetic Middle Consolidated Alphabetic Late Consolidated Alphabetic

If the student  
reads ...

Then…
If the student  
reads...

Then…
If the student  
reads...

Then...

9 or more 
accurately and 
automatically 

6 or more 
accurately but not 
automatically 

 
5 or fewer 
accurately 
(automatically  
or not)

Move to the Middle 
Consolidated List

The student is 
within the Early 
Consolidated 
Phase. Consider 
administering the 
Middle Consolidated 
list for information 
about the students’ 
knowledge of the 
patterns in that 
micro phase.

Move to the Late 
Full list.

9 or more 
accurately and 
automatically

6 or more 
accurately but not 
automatically

5 or fewer 
accurately 
(automatically  
or not)

Move to the Late 
Consolidated List

The student is 
within the  Middle 
Consolidated 
Phase. Consider 
administering the 
Late Consolidated 
list for information 
about the students’ 
knowledge of the 
patterns in that 
micro phase.

Move to the Early 
Consolidated list.

9 or more 
accurately and 
automatically 

6 or more 
accurately but not 
automatically

5 or fewer 
accurately 
(automatically  
or not)

The student is 
within the Late 
Consolidated 
Phase. 

Move to the Middle 
Consolidated list.  
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K–2 Resource Manual: Benchmark Assessments

Fluency: Teacher Administration and Scoring Guidance

Purpose: In order to read fluently, a reader must decode accurately, effortlessly, and with 
automaticity. Fluency also includes the ability to read with appropriate phrasing, intonation, 
pace, and expression. In essence, reading fluency refers to accurate and automatic decoding 
of the words in the text, along with expressive interpretation of the text, to achieve optimal 
comprehension. Fluency is the essential link between decoding and comprehension.

Choosing a Passage: The reading passages correlate with instruction in the K–2 
Continuum and the phases. Refer to the Assessment Overview for guidance about choosing 
an appropriate passage for a student.

Note that in order to glean reliable information from the assessment, all students should 
be reading a passage that is decodable for each individual. In other words, even if a student 
is in Grade 2, Passage 4 might not yet be decodable for that student; therefore, an accurate 
Oral Reading Rate (ORR) will not be measured when the student reads it. For this reason, 
each assessment is labeled with a grade level and cycle. This number can guide the teacher 
to choose a passage that is more aligned with a student’s current mastery of specific spelling 
patterns.

Instructions for Administering the Assessment 

Administer the assessment to individual students. Use the passages to assess fluency, noting 
rate and accuracy. Use the Fluency Rubric to provide feedback to students.

1.	 Make one copy of each Student Fluency Assessment Passage that will be used. This can be 
reused from student to student (see Student Materials).   

2.	 Make a copy of the appropriate passage for each student (see Student Scoring Sheet:  
Fluency Assessment Passages).  

3.	 Make a copy of the Fluency Rubric for each student (see Student Scoring Sheet: Fluency 
Rubric). 

4.	 Place the chosen Student Fluency Assessment Passage in front of the student.

5.	 Say: 

“When I say ‘begin,’ start reading aloud at the top of this page. Read across the page 
as fluently as you can [demonstrate by pointing]. Remember to read smoothly, with 
expression, not too fast, and not too slow. Are there any questions? [Pause.] Begin.” 

6.	 Record observations using the Fluency Annotation Guide and Fluency Passage text on the 
Student Scoring Sheet. 

7.	 Ask some or all of the suggested (or similar) basic comprehension questions to check for 
understanding.

8.	 After listening to an individual student read aloud, score the student’s reading according 
to the Fluency Rubric. Record ORR on the Fluency Passage sheet.

 

Additional Materials Needed: 
✓	Stopwatch (one for timing student reading of the passage)
✓	Calculator (one for calculating words read correctly per minute)
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Scoring and Analyzing the Assessment

Fluency Rubric

Use the following scoring guidelines to inform the “smoothly” section of the Fluency 
Rubric. Listen and watch for them as the student reads.

	� Words read correctly (within one second) are scored as correct.
	� Self-corrected words are counted as correct.
	� Repetitions are counted as correct.
	� Examples of dialectical speech are counted as correct.
	� Inserted words are ignored.

Oral Reading Rate (ORR)

Use the following chart to inform the approximate words correct per minute (WCPM) that 
are expected by grade level and Benchmark Assessment administration, based on on-grade-
level fluency expectations.

Norms for ORR

Check for Comprehension

Use some or all of the suggested (or similar) comprehension questions. Determine 
approximate level of comprehension and record on the “Check for Comprehension” section of 
the Fluency Rubric:

0 = No comprehension – unable to answer questions
1 = Basic comprehension – able to answer all or most questions accurately with some detail
2 = Detailed comprehension – answers all questions accurately with thorough details 

Beginning-of-Year 
WCPM Middle-of-Year WCPM End-of-Year WCPM

Grade 1 n/a 10–30 30–60

Grade 2 30–60 50–80 70–100
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Fluency: Student Scoring Sheet

Student Name: ____________________________   Date:  _______________________

Instructions

•	 Locate the appropriate passage on the following pages for each student. Make a copy,

•	 Make a copy of the Fluency Rubric for each student,

•	 Use the Oral Reading Rate Calculation, Fluency Annotation Guide, and guidance from the 
Teacher Administration and Scoring Guidance document to score each student.

ORR Calculation

When it assesses fluent reading, ORR is a measure of word recognition automaticity (the 
ability to recognize words automatically). It is an indicator of potential reading volume and a 
predictor of comprehension.

ORR Calculation:
•	 Divide the number of words read correctly.

•	 Multiply by 60.

WCPM ÷ Reading time × 60 = ORR

Fluency Annotation Guide
Use the following symbols to record phrasing and smoothness on the Fluency Passage sheet.

Symbol to capture words or phrases read. Begin when student starts reading and end when 
student pauses, stops, or makes an error.

P Symbol to capture long pauses.

Error Strike through words that students say incorrectly (wrong word or unfinished word). 
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Fluency Rubric

Administrator:  _______________________    Passage Read (circle):   1  2  3  4  5  6

I Can Read: 1 point 2 points 3 points 4 points

Smoothly

I regularly pause while 
reading to decode 
words (by phonemes). I 
frequently repeat words 
and/or short phrases 
during reading. My reading 
sounds choppy throughout 
the text.

I often pause while reading 
to decode words. I repeat 
some words or short 
phrases during reading. My 
reading sounds choppy in 
the majority of the text.

I read mostly in phrases 
and occasionally pause 
for unfamiliar words. 
My reading generally 
sounds even with some 
interruption when I 
encounter challenging 
sentence structures.

I read in phrases while 
self-correcting unfamiliar 
words and challenging 
sentence structures to 
maintain consistency in 
smoothness. 

With Expression

My reading does not 
sound like natural talking. 
I read in a monotone voice 
that does not express 
interpretation of the text.

My reading sounds like 
natural talking in some 
parts of the text. I read 
in some small phrases 
that rarely express 
interpretation of the text.

My reading sounds like 
natural talking during most 
of the text. I read in longer 
phrases that express some 
interpretation of the text.

My reading sounds like 
natural conversation 
throughout the text. I read 
in phrases that express 
accurate interpretation of 
the text.

With meaning

During reading, my 
inflection does not reflect 
punctuation in the text. I 
rarely read in syntactically 
meaningful phrases.

I often read without 
attention to punctuation or 
intonation. I read in some 
syntactically meaningful 
phrases. 

I read with some attention 
to punctuation and 
intonation to support 
meaning. Most of my 
phrasing is syntactically 
meaningful.

I read with attention to 
punctuation, intonation, 
and stress to support 
meaning. My phrasing is 
syntactically meaningful.

At just the right 
speed

My reading is slow and 
labored throughout the 
text.

My reading is mostly slow 
throughout the text.

My reading varies from 
slow to fast throughout 
the text.

My reading is consistently 
appropriate throughout 
the text.

Fluency Rubric WCPM 0 1 2

Total Score: Little to no 
comprehension Basic comprehension Detailed 

comprehension

Check for Comprehension (circle one):
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Fluency Assessment Passage 1

K–2 Continuum Correlation: G1C6 Number of Words in Passage: 92

Kim sees a dog in Sam’s Pet Shop. 

Her mom says the dog is a pug. 

Kim wants to pet the pug. 

“Can I pet the pup?” says Kim. 

Sam lifts the pup so Kim can pet him. 

Kim pets and hugs the pug pup.  

“Do you have pets?” asks Sam. 

Kim says, “No, I do not. But I wish I had a pup!”

Kim begs mom to get a pup. 

Her mom says, “We can see if Sam has a pug pup for us.” 

Kim wants to get a pup now!

Some Suggested Comprehension Questions:

	� What is this story about? (a girl’s visit to a pet shop) 

	� What happens in the story? (listen for events from the story)

	� Who are the characters in the story? (Kim, Mom, Sam, a dog)

	� What is the setting of the story? (Sam’s Pet Shop)

	� What does Kim want? (to pet the dog, to get a dog) 

	� What is a pug? (a kind of dog) How do you know? (story says “the dog is a pug”) 

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   97 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

98   

Fl
ue

nc
y

Fluency Assessment Passage 2

K–2 Continuum Correlation: G1C15 Number of Word in Passage: 158 

Jake wants to go for a ride. He asks his dad if they can go to the donut 
shop.
“Yes, we can get out for a ride,” says Dad. Jake says, “I hope they have 
the cake donut we like so much!” 
Jake and his dad hop on the bikes and begin the ride. 
Dad says, “The donut shop is behind the mall. I think it is open at nine.”
Jake and his dad can smell the donut shop as they pass the mall. 
They get to the shop just past nine, and they are in luck! The cake 
donuts are just out of the back!
Jake says, “We could get some muffins for Mom and Kate.” Dad thinks 
Mom and Kate will like the red velvet  muffins. 
Jake and Dad eat the donuts and get the muffins for Mom and Kate. 
They have a race past the mall and then ride home. 
That ride was so fun!

Some Suggested Comprehension Questions:

	� What is this story about? (a boy and his dad’s bike trip to the donut shop) 

 
	� What happens in the story? (listen for events from the story)

	� Who are the characters in the story? (Jake, Dad)

	� What is the setting of the story? (outdoors, donut shop)

	� Where is the donut shop?  (behind the mall) What time does it open? (nine) 

	� Why are Jake and his dad “in luck” (the cake donuts just came out)

	� What will Jake and his dad bring back for Mom and Kate? (red velvet muffins)
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Fluency Assessment Passage 3

K–2 Continuum Correlation: G1C25 Number of Words in Passage: 161

“It is time to pack for our trip to the beach,” says Mom. I am really 
happy to hear her say that! I have been thinking about the beach for 
weeks. “What time is our flight on Friday?” I ask Mom. Mom says, 
“The flight is at five. We will leave home around three to get there in 
time.”

I am thinking about what we would do at the beach. I hope it is sunny. I 
might go swim in the deep end of the pool this time! I like to watch the 
boats sail by and wave to them. I also like to look for starfish in the sea.

Right now, I need to pack my stuff. I should take my beach hat and a 
pail to play in the sand. Mom says it would be smart to take a game to 
play at night. “And don’t forget your slippers!” says Mom. There is so 
much to do by Friday.

Some Suggested Comprehension Questions:

	� What is this story about? (packing up and getting ready for an upcoming trip to 
the beach)  

	� What happens in the story? (listen for events from the story)

	� Who are the characters in the story? (Mom, narrator)

	� Where are they going? (to the beach) When will they go there? (on Friday) How will 
they get there? (on a plane) 

	� What does the narrator like/want to do at the beach? (listen for details from  
the story) 

	� What does the narrator say he/she needs to pack for the trip?  (listen for details from the 
story)

	� How do you think the narrator feels about going to the beach? What details from the 
passage make you think that? (listen for details from the story)
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Some Suggested Comprehension Questions:

	� Who are the characters in the story? (Jane, her friend Ben, their soccer coach)

	� Where and when does the story take place? (outside after school, before, during, and 
after a soccer practice) 

	� What happens in the story? (listen for events from the story)

	� What is Jane wondering about in the beginning of the story? (if it will snow for their 
game on Saturday) Why is she wondering that? (needs to know if she should bring a 
coat with her)

	� How does Jane feel when the coach tells her they will still have a game even if it snows? 
(happy) How do you know? (text says “Jane is happy to hear that! She does not like to 
miss school or a game when it snows”)

	� Is Coach male or female? (female) How do you know? (the text says “Coach sees that the 
team is ready to start the first drill, so she says …”)

	What do you think the word “drill” means in this story? (practice exercises) 

Fluency Assessment Passage 4

K–2 Continuum Correlation: G2C5 Number of Words in Passage: 238

Jane and her friends are kicking the ball around after school, waiting 
for Coach to show up. “Do you think it will snow on Saturday for our 
game?” asks Jane. The forecast says it will be cold all weekend. 
“I need to know what coat to bring with me,” says Jane.
When Coach walks down the path, Ben follows Jane to meet her. 
“Coach, do you think we will have snow for our game on Saturday?” 
asks Jane. Coach says, “It might snow before the game, but I think we 
will still play. It can be fun to play a game in the snow.”
Jane is happy to hear that! She does not like to miss school or a game 
when it snows. Coach sees that the team is ready to start the first drill, 
so she says, “You all know this drill from before our last game. Each 
of you will follow the ball after you kick it, then pass it to a friend.” Ben 
asks if they could wait for him to tie his cleats. “Sure, Ben. Once you 
are ready, we will get started.” Ben and Jane have fun kicking the ball 
past the tree and right back to the goal. 

After the drills, Jane and Ben walk over by the road where her dad 
is waiting to pick them up. Jane says, “Thanks, Coach! See you on 
Saturday for our game in the snow!”
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Fluency Assessment Passage 5

K–2 Continuum Correlation: G2C15 Number of Words in Passage: 203

Have you ever made cupcakes? They are the perfect treat for a birthday 
party or even a picnic! If you want to make cupcakes for your friends, 
first find out what kind they like. You can make more than one kind 
from the same batter. My pick would be orange cupcakes with lemon 
frosting. You can add fruit to your cupcakes, if your friends would like 
that. Don’t forget to get paper cups for the pan so you won’t make a 
mess. 

Once you have the batter ready, fill the cups up to about the middle and 
slide them into the middle of the oven. Don’t fill them up too much! 
You don’t want the cupcakes to spill over in the oven. When they are 
light golden brown, take them out to cool for a little bit. 

Cupcakes need to cool for about fifteen minutes before you add the 
frosting. If you forget this step, your frosting will melt. As they cool, 
you can make the frosting. If you make large cupcakes, you will need 
a lot of frosting. After the addition of frosting, your cupcakes are ready 
for some sprinkles. Now your cupcakes are finally ready to enjoy with 
your friends!

Some Suggested Comprehension Questions:

	� What should you do first if you want to make cupcakes for your friends? (find out what 
kind they like)

 

	� What is the author’s favorite kind of cupcake? (orange cupcakes with lemon frosting)

	� What should you add to the pan so you won’t make a mess? (paper cups)

 

	� What does the passage say you should do after you have the batter ready? (listen for 
details from the text)

	How long should cupcakes cool for? (about fifteen minutes) Why? (so the frosting 
doesn’t melt)
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Fluency Assessment Passage 6

K–2 Continuum Correlation: G2C26 Number of Words in Passage: 213

Miss Scout is always planning trips to see sights across the world. She 
likes to study animals, people, and places far away. Last month, she 
visited China to see the pandas. When she isn’t away on a trip, she’s 
reading about another place she would like to visit. After her trips, she 
writes a small book about the trip. Last week, she wrote about her trip 
to Africa, where the monkeys were quite a sight! 

She spent time watching them to study how they grow and relate to 
each other. She is planning to visit the tundra in Canada this summer, 
where she will spend time studying tundra plant life and find out how 
plants decompose. Miss Scout often takes a friend along on her trips 
so she is not alone and so she has help with her notes. 

Her favorite trip of all time was the week she spent in a tiny town in the 
south of Spain. While she was there, she met a lovely family that raised 
chickens for the entire town. The family made her feel so welcome and 
invited her to come back each year. Miss Scout enjoys discovering new 
things in all kinds of neat places and meeting people who love to share 
their lives with her.

Some Suggested Comprehension Questions:

	� What is this passage about? (a woman who enjoys traveling and some of the places she’s 
been) 

	� What are some things you learned about Miss Scout from the text? (listen for text-based 
details such as “she loves to travel,” “she reads about places she wants to  visit”)

	� Where are some of the places Miss Scout has visited? (China, Africa, Spain)

	� What did Miss Scout do in Africa? (watched monkeys to study how they grow and  relate)

	� Does Miss Scout always travel alone? (no) How do you know? (text says she “often takes 
a friend along …”) 
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Fluency: Student Materials

Student Fluency Assessment Passage 
Number One
 
Kim sees a dog in Sam’s Pet Shop.
Her mom says the dog is a pug. 
Kim wants to pet the pug. 
“Can I pet the pup?” says Kim. 
Sam lifts the pup so Kim can pet him. 
Kim pets and hugs the pug pup. 
“Do you have pets?” asks Sam. 
Kim says, “No, I do not. But I wish I had a pup!”
Kim begs mom to get a pup. 
Her mom says, “We can see if Sam has a pug 
pup for us.” 
Kim wants to get a pup now! 
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Student Fluency Assessment Passage 
Number Two

Jake wants to go for a ride. He asks his dad if 
they can go to the donut shop.
“Yes, we can get out for a ride,” says Dad. Jake 
says, “I hope they have the cake donut we like so 
much!” 
Jake and his dad hop on the bikes and begin  
the ride. 
Dad says, “The donut shop is behind the mall.  
I think it is open at nine.”
Jake and his dad can smell the donut shop as 
they pass the mall. 
They get to the shop just past nine, and they are 
in luck! The cake donuts are just out of the  back!
Jake says, “We could get some muffins for Mom 
and Kate.” Dad thinks Mom and Kate will like 
the red velvet muffins. 
Jake and Dad eat the donuts and get the 
muffins for Mom and Kate. They have a race 
past the mall and then ride home. 
That ride was so fun!
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Student Fluency Assessment Passage 
Number Three

“It is time to pack for our trip to the beach,” says 
Mom. I am really happy to hear her say that! I 
have been thinking about the beach for weeks. 
“What time is our flight on Friday?” I ask Mom. 
Mom says, “The flight is at five. We will leave 
home around three to get there in time.”

I am thinking about what we would do at the 
beach. I hope it is sunny. I might go swim in the 
deep end of the pool this time! I like to watch 
the boats sail by and wave to them. I also like to 
look for starfish in the sea.

Right now, I need to pack my stuff. I should take 
my beach hat and a pail to play in the sand. 
Mom says it would be smart to take a game to 
play at night. “And don’t forget your slippers!” 
says Mom. There is so much to do by Friday.
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Student Fluency Assessment Passage 
Number Four 

Jane and her friends are kicking the ball around 
after school, waiting for Coach to show up. 
“Do you think it will snow on Saturday for our 
game?” asks Jane. The forecast says it will be 
cold all weekend. “I need to know what coat to 
bring with me,” says Jane. 

When Coach walks down the path, Ben follows 
Jane to meet her. “Coach, do you think we will 
have snow for our game on Saturday?” asks 
Jane. Coach says, “It might snow before the 
game, but I think we will still play. It can be fun 
to play a game in the snow.” 

Jane is happy to hear that! She does not like to 
miss school or a game when it snows. Coach 
sees that the team is ready to start the first 
drill, so she says, “You all know this drill from 
before our last game. Each of you will follow the 
ball after you kick it, then pass it to a friend.” 
Ben asks if they could wait for him to tie his 
cleats. “Sure, Ben. Once you are ready, we will 
get started.” Ben and Jane have fun kicking the 
ball past the tree and right back to the goal. 

After the drills, Jane and Ben walk over by the 
road where her dad is waiting to pick them up. 
Jane says, “Thanks, Coach! See you on Saturday 
for our game in the snow!”
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Student Fluency Assessment Passage 
Number Five 

Have you ever made cupcakes? They are the 
perfect treat for a birthday party or even a 
picnic! If you want to make cupcakes for your 
friends, first find out what kind they like. You 
can make more than one kind from the same 
batter. My pick would be orange cupcakes 
with lemon frosting. You can add fruit to your 
cupcakes, if your friends would like that. Don’t 
forget to get paper cups for the pan so you 
won’t make a mess. 

Once you have the batter ready, fill the cups 
up to about the middle and slide them into the 
middle of the oven. Don’t fill them up too much! 
You don’t want the cupcakes to spill over in the 
oven. When they are light golden brown, take 
them out to cool for a little bit. 

Cupcakes need to cool for about fifteen minutes 
before you add the frosting. If you forget this 
step, your frosting will melt. As they cool, 
you can make the frosting. If you make large 
cupcakes, you will need a lot of frosting. After 
the addition of frosting, your cupcakes are ready 
for some sprinkles. Now your cupcakes are 
finally ready to enjoy with your friends!
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Student Fluency Assessment Passage 
Number Six 

Miss Scout is always planning trips to see sights 
across the world. She likes to study animals, 
people, and places far away. Last month, she 
visited China to see the pandas. When she isn’t 
away on a trip, she’s reading about another 
place she would like to visit. After her trips, she 
writes a small book about the trip. Last week, 
she wrote about her trip to Africa, where the 
monkeys were quite a sight! 

She spent time watching them to study how 
they grow and relate to each other. She is 
planning to visit the tundra in Canada this 
summer, where she will spend time studying 
tundra plant life and find out how plants 
decompose. Miss Scout often takes a friend 
along on her trips so she is not alone and so she 
has help with her notes. 

Her favorite trip of all time was the week she 
spent in a tiny town in the south of Spain. 
While she was there, she met a lovely family 
that raised chickens for the entire town. The 
family made her feel so welcome and invited 
her to come back each year. Miss Scout enjoys 
discovering new things in all kinds of neat places 
and meeting people who love to share their lives 
with her.
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best meets the needs of a student or group. Please note that each category may include a range 
of difficulty. For example, within the Vowels category, one activity may practice sorting words 
by a short vowel sound while another focuses on reading words with different long vowel teams. 
Each skill is quite different, so it is important for teachers to further sort activities within each 
category using information from the standards and the description of the activity.
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Base Word Bingo

CCSS: RF.1.3f

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to match up inflectional endings with base 
words to make a new word. 

Materials:
✓	Base Word Bingo Cards (at least one per student; 2–3 per student if multiple rounds will 

be played)
✓	Inflection Cards (one set)
✓	Pencils (one per student)
✓	Recording Sheet (see Work Mat 2 in Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher makes copies of Base Word Bingo Cards and cuts them out. 
	� Teacher makes a copy of the Inflection Cards and cuts them out. 
	� Teacher makes copies of the Recording Sheet. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher explains that students will be playing a different kind of bingo today. They will 
still try to fill up their Bingo Card, but they will have to use their brains to make words in 
order to fill it up!

2.	 Teacher models how to play by drawing one card from the Inflection Cards pile (cards 
should be face down).

3.	 Teacher looks at the inflection and thinks aloud while looking at his/her Bingo Card, 
wondering if a word can be made. For example, if the inflection “s” is drawn, the word 
“walks” could be made from “walk,” if that is on the Bingo Card. 

4.	 If a word can be made, the teacher writes the inflection on the right sight of the word on 
the Bingo Card. 

5.	 Teacher explains that once a student has filled up the Bingo Card with words, she or he 
must yell “Base Word Bingo!” The student will then read and show words to the group 
to make sure all the words are correct. 

6.	 Before beginning a new round, all students write the words they have created on their 
Recording Sheets. 

7.	 Teacher draws a new inflection card and the game begins.
8.	 Repeat as time allows. 

Differentiation:

●	 For a more challenging version of the game, teacher could create cards that include 
prefixes and suffixes. 
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Base Word Bingo Cards

jump smart

kick lean

toss lock

short sing

smart lock

play chill

walk lean

cook sing

sing tall

play smart

walk read

cook lock
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walk jump

look read

eat toss

sink lean

cast chill

play tall

eat jump

fish lock

chill sing

toss read

walk lean

sink jump
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Inflection Cards

s es

ed est

ing er
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Find the Ending

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description: Students will read words with inflectional endings by identifying the suffix and 
the baseword. Students will circle the suffixes and underline the basewords in words provided 
by the teacher. 

Materials:
✓	Pencil (one per student)
✓	Word list of words with inflectional endings (use template provided; one per student)

Teacher Preparation (there are several options for this activity):

	� Teacher identifies an appropriate list of words (see K–2 Word List in K–2 Skills Resource 
Manual or choose words from a current cycle of instruction).

	� Teacher creates a word list (use template provided) .
	� Teacher identifies unchanging basewords with inflectional endings (e.g., sits, jumping, 

kicked). Note: Unchanging basewords do not require a spelling change when a suffix is 
added; for example, “jumping’ does not require changing the spelling of the baseword 
“jump” when “ing” is added. However “running” requires the “n” be doubled when 
adding the suffix “ing.” 

Procedure:

1.	 Student circles the suffix and underlines the baseword in each word.
2.	 Student reads each word to a teacher or support person (e.g., teaching assistant, parent 

volunteer, older student).

Extensions:

	� Include words with changing basewords (e.g., “running,” “stopped”)

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   117 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

118   

A
ct

iv
it

y 
B

an
k

Find the Ending
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Inflection Match-up

CCSS: RF.1.3f

Description: Students will create and read words with inflectional endings by blending 
basewords with various inflectional endings. Some created words will be real and some will be 
nonsense; students will determine if a word is real and, if so, record that word. 

Materials:
✓	Inflection Match-up Cards (one set per partners or small group)
✓	Recording Sheet (see Work Mat 2 in Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Teacher makes a copy of the Inflection Match-up Cards, possibly on card stock for 
durability (enough for one set per partner or small group).

	� Teacher cuts out cards. 
	� (Optional) Teacher writes a “B” on the back of the baseword cards and an “E” on the 

back of the inflectional ending cards. 
	� Teacher copies a Recording Sheet for each student. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher separates the Baseword cards from the Inflectional Ending cards, making two 
piles, facedown. 

2.	 Teacher models the activity by choosing one card from each pile (e.g., “smart” and “es”). 
3.	 Teacher reads aloud the word that is created with the two cards (e.g., “smartes”). 
4.	 Teacher thinks aloud to determine if this is a real word or not. Teacher explains that if it 

had been a real word, like “smarter,” s/he would record it on the Recording Sheet.
5.	 Teacher explains that students should discard/set aside the used cards until the end. 
6.	 Students begin. The Inflectional Ending cards will need to be re-used during the game 

(or teacher can make extra copies). 
7.	 Once finished, students can shuffle the cards and repeat as time allows to create new 

words. 

Differentiation:

	� For a more challenging version of the game, teacher could create cards that include 
prefixes and suffixes. 
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Inflection Match-up Cards

Basewords

jump kick

toss short

smart play

walk cook

sing fish

tall cast

look eat
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Inflectional Endings

s es

ed est

ing er
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Digraph Dominoes

CCSS: RF.1.3a

Description: Students will demonstrate knowledge of digraphs and their sounds by matching 
digraph graphemes to pictures. Students play with a partner.

Materials:
✓	Set of Domino picture cards made on cardstock or blank dominoes (one set for each set of 

partners)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Teacher prepares dominoes picture cards:
	� Picture on one end (e.g. fish) , digraph on the other end (not matching, e.g. “thumb”)

Procedure:

1.	 Students place cards face down on surface, and pull out one card face up to start.
2.	 Student A selects a card and turns it over. If student can match the picture or letters 

(matching digraph), s/he places the domino to match. If not, student turns the card back 
over face down.

3.	 Play continues until all cards are matched as dominos (connected).

Extension:

	� Students write words on dominoes.
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Make it Match 

CCSS: RF.1.3a 

Description: Students will apply knowledge of grade-level phonics to match graphemes to 
the phonemes they represent. They look at a picture, say the word aloud, identify the digraph 
sound, and match a written digraph card to that sound. This game is played with a partner.

Materials: 
✓	Cards with individual digraphs on them; “sh,” “ch,” “th” (teacher created; one set per pair 

of students) 
✓	Pictures of words with digraphs (e.g., shell, fish, chalk, thimble, teacher created; one set 

per pair of students)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher writes the following digraphs on individual cards: sh, ch, th. 
	� Teacher creates one set of these digraph cards for each pair of students.
	� Teacher gathers pictures of words that contain the digraphs “sh,” “ch,” and “th” (e.g., 

shell, fish, chalk, thimble, thread).
	� Teacher creates one set of these pictures for each pair of students.
	� Teacher determines student pairings for the game.

Procedure: 

1.	 Student A selects a picture and reads it aloud (e.g., “thimble”).
2.	 Student B selects the digraph that is heard in the word (e.g., “th”).
3.	 Students switch roles. 

Extensions:

	� Include digraphs such as “wh,” “ph,” and “-ck.” 
	� This game can also be played as a memory game (turning cards face down and turning 

two up at a time to see if a match can be made).
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Punch it Out

CCSS: RF.1.3a 

Description: This activity can be tailored and modified based on the skill of focus. The teacher 
will use the punch sheet appropriate for the skill being learned (e.g., decoding CVC words, 
digraphs, syllables). Students will need to pronounce a word represented by a picture, and then 
determine which of two words written below it correctly spell that word. They will need to 
segment the phonemes in order to match the graphemes (letter or letters) to each sound they 
hear in the word.

Materials:
✓	Hole Punch (Can be regular or craft design-style); one per student
✓	Punch It Out Word Cards (Teacher created; printed on paper and cut out, or keep on 

sheet; number will vary depending on how many the teacher chooses to include)
✓	Student Recording Sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Copy Student Recording Sheet
	� Create Punch It Out Word Cards (see examples below)and Word List Sheets (These can 

simply be lined paper or a lined paper titled “Punch Words List”)
	� Gather hole punches  

Procedure: 

1.	 Student chooses word card 
2.	 Student matches word to the picture and reads word by saying each phoneme in 

isolation as they punch a hole under the letter.
3.	 Student says word again by blending the sounds together. 
4.	 Student writes word on their Punch Words List.

Punch It Out Cards example:

cat cut fan fin
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Baking and Making Words

CCSS: RF.K.2d  

Description: Students will make CVC (consonant, vowel, consonant) words on a magnetic 
baking sheet using magnet letters.

Materials:
✓	Metal baking sheet (one per student or set of partners)
✓	Magnetic letters (one set per student or set of partners; ideally, vowels should be in a 

different color from consonants)

Teacher Preparation:

	� (Optional; for differentiation) Teacher can create word cards for students to reproduce 
on the baking sheet using magnetic letters. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher models making a CVC word (e.g., “cat,” “tin,” etc.) on the baking sheet, using 
magnetic letters.

2.	 Teacher encourages students to say some CVC words they would like to make on the 
baking sheet. 

3.	 Students use the magnetic letters to make CVC words on their baking sheet.
4.	 Students create a series of words and then read them aloud before they “Bake” them, 

“eat” them and then make a new set of words.

Differentiation:

	� Students can copy the words given to them on cards by the teacher.
	� Teacher can provide students with a rime such as “at,” “ip,” or “op.” Student can add 

different onsets (beginning consonants) to the beginning of the rime to create several 
new words. 

Extensions:

	� Students can write the words after they “bake” them.
	� Students can make new words by just changing the first letter.
	� Students can make more challenging words.
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Cups Game

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description:  Students will demonstrate ability to recognize and read similarly spelled words. 
They will play the classic county fair Cups Game with groups of three words that share similar 
phonetic patterns.

Materials: 
✓	Styrofoam cups (as many as you want for the activity)
✓	A permanent marker (one for teacher use)
✓	A treasure to hide under one of the cups (a jewel, a coin, a crystal, etc.)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Write three vertical sets of three words on each cup, using a permanent marker.
	� Each vertical set of three words shares a similar phonetic pattern.
	� Make as many cups as you need to fit the needs of the readers in your class.

Instructions: 

1.	 The teacher chooses three cups for each student when it’s their turn, and sets them next 
to each other on a desk or dry erase board. It is important to be able to smoothly move 
the cups around. 

2.	 The teacher hides the treasure under one of the cups. 
3.	 The teacher moves the cups around like a circus carney on the smooth surface, then asks 

the students to guess which cup is hiding the gem. 
4.	 The student has to read the three words facing them before they can lift up the cup. The 

teacher can rotate the cup so the student reads the three words the teacher feels would 
be best for that student.

5.	 Each student gets two or three turns to find the treasure. 
6.	 Each student gets a turn to hide the gem and move the cups for the next student, 

imitating the way the teacher did it. 
7.	 If using the optional extension (i.e., if students write the words), they get their turn after 

they write them.
8.	 Repeat as time allows.

Differentiation:

	� For beginning readers: There can be an entire set of cups that have short vowel sound 
words for each row of three. 

	� For groups of students who are all reading at different levels: Each set of three words 
can increase in difficulty on the same cup. For example, on one cup may be written: mat, 
cat, bat; then, the next three words may be: slat, brat, that.
The last three words on the same cup may be: splat, nonfat, hardhat. 
That way there will be an appropriate set of words on each cup, regardless of which 
child chooses to read that cup.

Extensions: 

	� Each student will write the three words they just read and put them each in a sentence, 
or write two additional words that are in the same word family as their chosen words.
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Dominoes

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description: Students will demonstrate basic knowledge of letters and sounds by playing 
a domino game where they must match initial and final sounds in CVC words. This game is 
played in pairs.

Materials:
✓	Set of CVC word dominoes made on cardstock or blank dominoes (one set per pair of 

students) 

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Teacher prepares dominoes by writing each phoneme separately on the domino:
Domino sample:

c a t

Procedure:

1.	 Dominoes are divided equally among students. 
2.	 Student A places domino in center and reads the words. 
3.	 Student B chooses a domino that can connect to one end of the placed domino by either 

the initial or final sound. 
4.	 After Student B places his/her domino, s/he reads the word. 
5.	 Students continue taking turns until all dominoes have been played.
6.	 If a player cannot connect to an existing domino or cannot read the word, s/he may pass 

that turn.

Extension:

	� Use CCV, CCVC, or CVCC words.
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Eggs

CCSS: RF.1.2c

Description: Students will make, read, and write words using onset and rime. They will need 
to find two halves of an egg (one half with an onset and one with a rime) and put them together 
to build an egg with a complete word.

Materials:
✓	Plastic eggs (one for each word you choose to have students make)
✓	Plastic tub for eggs
✓	Basket (one per student; can also use empty egg cartons)
✓	Student Recording Sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Teacher copies Student Recording Sheets.
	� Teacher prepares eggs with onsets and rimes:

Each egg should have one half labeled with an onset (e.g., ‘c’) , and the other half  
with a rime (e.g., ‘at’).

	� Teacher collects plastic tubs and baskets for students.
	� Teacher places all onset egg halves in one tub, and all rime egg halves in another tub.

Procedure:

1.	 Student chooses one egg half from each tub (one onset and one rime). 
2.	 Student joins the halves together to make a word. 
3.	 Student reads word. 
4.	 Student writes word on recording sheet.
5.	 Student continues steps 1–4 until all eggs have been joined together.
6.	 If playing in small group, students take turns making words.
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Lego Word Land

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description: Students will apply knowledge of grade-level phonics and analysis skills to 
decode regularly spelled one-syllable words. Students will create towers of word blocks. They 
will read their word blocks and make up sentences and/or stories using their words. The game 
is played individually. 

Materials: 
✓	Mega Blocks Create n Play Junior or other similar size Legos
✓	Permanent Markerss for writing words on blocks 

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Teacher writes a regularly spelled one-syllable word on each side of each block (e.g., 
sad, rug, smell, bake). 

Procedure:

1.	 The students build towers and structures using the word Lego blocks for a certain 
amount of time (i.e. 10 minutes) 

2.	 Then the student writes down a minimum of five words from their tower and makes up 
a story using those words.  

3.	 The student writes a story using those words OR the student writes a sentence for each 
of the five words. 

4.	 Repeat as time allows.  

Extensions:

	� Adjust the types of words based on individual students’ needs. Some students may need 
practice with three-letter short vowel words (e.g., bed, sat), words within the same word 
family (e.g. ran, can, pan, man), and others may need more complex patterns (e.g., “oi” 
and “oy”). 

	� Write sight words and content-related vocabulary on some of the word blocks. Support 
the students to write and then share a story using these vocabulary words, in addition to 
the regular word blocks.
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Musical Word Chairs

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description: Students will demonstrate their ability to read and identify words with different 
sound and spelling patterns. They do this by playing a game where they read a set of five words, 
sort them by word family, and record them on a notecatcher. When they hear music playing, 
they move to another table with a new set of cards and repeat the process.

Materials
✓	Sets of Word Family cards (Teacher created using index cards; one set per table). Each set 

should have approximately 20–25 words representing 2–4 word families (e.g., -at, -it, -op, 
and -up).
✓	Student Notecatcher (Teacher created; one per student) 
✓	Dance songs playlist and speakers

Teacher Preparation

	� Teacher makes one set of Word Family cards. These should represent patterns students 
are working on. 

	� Design a notecatcher with boxes labeled with each word family students will encounter 
when rotating through the tables and space for the student to write words underneath. 

	� Shuffle cards and divide into groups to be placed face down at each table in the classroom. 
	� Choose favorite music to play.

Procedure:

1.	 Students choose a table to sit at with a stack of word family index cards in the middle.
2.	 Students choose five cards each to read and write in the correct word family headings on 

their notecatcher. 
3.	 When the music plays, students get up and find a different table with different cards to 

choose from. 
4.	 At the end, students check their work with a partner by reading each word and 

determining if they grouped them in the correct word family.

Extensions: 

	� Allow students to choose more than five cards if necessary. 
	� Include more complex patterns based on student needs.
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Punch it Out

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description: This activity can be tailored and modified based on the skill of focus. The teacher 
will use the punch sheet appropriate for the skill being learned (e.g., decoding CVC words, 
digraphs, syllables). Students will need to pronounce a word represented by a picture, and then 
determine which of two words written below it correctly spell that word. They will need to 
segment the phonemes in order to match the graphemes (letter or letters) to each sound they 
hear in the word.

Materials:
✓	Hole Punch (Can be regular or craft design-style); one per student
✓	Punch it Out Word Cards (Teacher created; printed on paper and cut out, or keep on 

sheet; number will vary depending on how many the teacher chooses to include)
✓	Student Recording Sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Copy Student Recording Sheet.
	� Create Punch it Out Word Cards (see examples below)and Word List Sheets (These can 

simply be lined paper or a lined paper titled “Punch Words List”).
	� Gather hole punches.

Procedure: 

1.	 Student chooses word card.
2.	 Student matches word to the picture and reads word by saying each phoneme in 

isolation as they punch a hole under the letter.
3.	 Student says word again by blending the sounds together. 
4.	 Student writes word on their Punch Words List.

Punch it Out Cards example:

cat cut fan fin
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Read and Check 

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description: Students will demonstrate basic knowledge of letter sounds by blending the 
sounds represented by letters in CVC words together to read them. The words include a picture 
that can be used to help them check for accuracy.  

Materials:
✓	Cards with word one side and picture on the other (Teacher created; see Read and Check 

Example word cards; number will vary)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Choose words for review based on instruction (high-frequency words, CVC words, etc.) 
	� Locate pictures to match word (or have students draw pictures) 
	� Create a Read and Check word card with word on one side and matching picture on the 

other; fold so that the picture is not visible 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher gives each student a Read and Check word card (folded so the picture is 
hidden).

2.	 Student reads the word by segmenting and blending the sounds together. 
3.	 Once student feels they have successfully read word, student looks at picture to 

determine if the word matches the picture.
4.	 Student fixes mistakes by looking back at the word if picture doesn’t match what they 

said. 
5.	 Repeat with a new card.

Extensions:

	� Include a sentence instead of individual words. Student can read the sentence and check 
it against the picture. 
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Read and Check Example word cards: CVC words with /a/

cat

cap

bat
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Spell the Sound

CCSS: RF.2.3e

Description: Students demonstrate the ability to generalize spelling patterns by identifying the 
missing spelling pattern in words and sorting words based on their spelling pattern.

Materials:
✓	Spelling Pattern Cards (cut apart and laminate) - see below
✓	Spell the Sound Cards (cut apart and laminate) - see below
✓	Dry erase markers or letter tiles

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher copies, cuts apart, and laminates Spelling Pattern Cards
	� Teacher copies, cuts apart, and laminates Sound Cards

Procedure:

1.	 Students display “-ch” and “-tch” Spelling Pattern Cards as headers.
2.	 Students read each word on Spell the Sound Cards by inserting the missing /ch/ sound.
3.	 Students identify which spelling (-ch or -tch) to use for /ch/ and write the missing 

letters on the card.
4.	 Students place Spell the Sound Card under identified spelling pattern.

Differentiation:

	� This activity can be tailored to the spelling patterns being learned (-ch vs. -tch, -ge vs. 
-dge, etc.).

	� This activity can be modified by using multisyllabic words.

Spelling Pattern Cards:

-ch -tch
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Spell the Sound Cards:

ran ____ coa ____

ha ____ ske ____

mul ____ blea ____

sti ____ scra ____

spee ____ scor ____

star ____ cru ____

mun ____ pea ____

ma ____ poa ____

quen ____ bir ____
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Word Muffins

CCSS: RF.1.3b

Description: Students will match onsets (muffins) and rimes (muffin liners) to make word 
“muffins” they can read.

Materials:
✓	Muffin Tin
✓	Muffin Liners with rimes (e.g.: -at, -an, -ot, -ip, -ing, -ick, -ash, -est)
✓	“Muffins” made from paper with consonant/onset
✓	Student recording sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Copy Student Recording Sheets.
	� Prepare muffin liners with rimes (e.g.: -at, -an, -ot, -ip, -ing, -ick, -ash, -est).
	� Prepare paper muffins with onsets (e.g., b, t, s, r).

Procedure:

1.	 Student places muffin liners in tin.
2.	 Student selects one “muffin” for each liner to make a word they can read.
3.	 When all the muffins have been made, student reads each word and writes it on student 

recording sheet.
4.	 Remove all muffins and repeats steps 2–3 by making new words.
5.	 After all the words have been written, students read the list of their word muffins.

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   136 1/23/19   6:30 PM



K–2 Resource Manual: Activity Bank

EL Education Curriculum      137

On Your Mark, Get Set…Read!

CCSS: RF.4

Description: Students will practice speed and accuracy when reading individual words. 

Materials:
✓	Index cards with appropriate words for fluency practice (teacher created; see Teacher 

Preparation for more details) (one per student or set of partners if working on the same 
words)
✓	Yes and No t-chart (included) (one per set of partners)
✓	Student Recording sheet (Use Work Mat 2; See Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)
✓	Timer

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher creates a stack of cards for each student or set of partners (if partners are 
working on the same types of words). Cards should include words that students are 
working on (e.g., high-frequency words, content-area words, or words with specific 
spelling patterns).

	� Teacher copies the Yes and No t-chart for each set of partners. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher models the activity by placing the cards face down and setting the timer for one 
minute. 

2.	 Teacher explains that just like a timed running race, students will be racing against the 
clock to read as many words accurately as they can in one minute. 

3.	 A volunteer holds up each card while the teacher reads. If the word is read correctly, 
the card is placed in the “Yes” column of the Yes and No t-chart. If the word is read 
incorrectly or the reader chooses to pass, it is placed in the “No” column. 

4.	 After the timer signals the end of one minute, the teacher takes the cards that were read 
incorrectly and writes the words on the Student Recording sheet to practice. 

5.	 Students begin the race with partners. 
6.	 After each partner has gone once, partners can take a minute to practice the “No” words 

and try again. 
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Yes and No T-Chart

YES NO
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Readers’ Theater: 1st grade, Cycle 7

Title:  Dad’s Plan

Dad:    “Grab your sketch pad and pen, Sam, and your 
binoculars.”

Narrator 1:   Sam put the binoculars around his neck and then 
put the pen and pad in his backpack.

Sam:  “Where are we going?”

Dad:  “I know you’re sad about not having a pet.  So I want you 
to see all the wonderful creatures that live in our city.”

Sam (nods):  “I will be like a spy.  I will spy on the creatures and 
sketch them in my pad.  That way I can pretend they are in 
our apartment.”

Dad:  “Yes, but you don’t need to pretend.  Because we all live 
in the city together, we all share a home with each other.”

Narrator 2:  Sam hopped from one leg to the other.  

Sam:  “Let’s go, let’s go, let’s go!”

Dad:  “We’ll start with the shed in the back of our building.”

Sam (blinking):  “We’ll start where?”

Narrator 1:  But as soon as Sam’s dad opened the shed door, 
Sam understood.  There, connected to the planks of the 
ceiling, a spider was spinning her web.

Sam:  “What is that white blob in the center of the web?”

Dad:  “That’s an egg sac.  Soon it will open, and the spider’s 
babies will hatch.”

Sam:  “I thought only hens had eggs.”

Narrator 2:  Sam sketched the spider, her web, and the egg 
sac.
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Narrator 1:  Sam put his pen down and walked with Dad to 
the park down the block.  Sitting on the bench, Sam’s dad 
dropped some bits of bread on the ground.  Sam helped him. 
Immediately, a robin with a red breast flew down to eat.  
The robin chuckled at Sam.

Sam:  “I thought birds were shy.  They usually fly away when I 
get close.  Guess this bird likes me!”

Narrator 2:  Sam sketched the bird standing in front of him.  
Just as he was finishing the drawing, the robin flew away.

Narrator 1:  Sam and his Dad did not walk much farther when 
Sam detected a movement in the plants beside the path.  
He dropped down to his knees.  A big ant tromped through 
the green, pinching one of the bread bits between its front 
legs.

Dad:  “The ant is bringing food back to its family.”

Sam:  “I didn’t know ants eat people food.”

Narrator 2:  Sam sketched the ant.  Then they walked toward 
home.

Dad:  “Did you enjoy our adventure today?  Do you still wish 
you had a pet?”

Narrator 1:  Sam wasn’t listening.  He was watching the 
sidewalk for more ants.

Sam:  “What did you say?

Narrator:  Sam was watching an ant scurry between the 
sidewalk crack.

Sam:  “Hey, maybe we could go on a picnic tomorrow and look 
for more creatures.”

Dad (with a grin):  “OK.”
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Readers’ Theater: 1st Grade, Cycle 6

Title: Sam Wants a Pet

Narrator 1: Sam wanted a pet.  There was nothing on the 
planet that Sam wanted more.  

Narrator 2:  Sam asked, and asked, and asked.

Narrator 1:  Sam begged Dad for a pet.  He asked at 
breakfast, drinking milk.  He asked at lunch, eating ham 
sandwiches.  And he asked after dinner, sitting on Dad’s 
chest as his dad was trying to take a nap.

Dad (with regret):  “The rules don’t allow pets in our 
apartment.”

Narrator 2:  But Sam had a plan.  He would catch a pet.

Narrator 1:  The next day, Sam and Dad went to the park.  
Sam spotted a furry tail slipping behind a shed.  He followed 
it and found a street cat.  He ran after it, but the cat dashed 
away.

Dad (with a grin):  “Cats can move fast.”

Sam (with a frown):  “Maybe my shoes are just too loud.”

Narrator 2:  Then Sam tried to catch a beautiful moth.  But 
the moth flew off.

Sam (with a deeper frown):  “Maybe my hands are just too 
smelly.”

Narrator 1:  Then Sam saw a red ant.  

Dad (before Sam could pick it up):  “No!  Red ants can bite.”

Narrator 2:  Sam walked to the pond in the middle of the park.  
He dunked his hand in to catch a fish.  He had no luck.  The 
fish was too fast.
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Narrator 1:  Finally Sam lashed a string to the end of a 
baseball bat.  He put peanut butter on the tip of the string.  
He lowered it into the damp, dark sewer, and waited.  But 
nothing happened.

Dad (with a grin):  “Fish don’t live in the sewers.”

Sam (with the deepest frown of all):  “Maybe fish just don’t 
like peanut butter.”

Narrator 2:  The day was over.  Sam dragged himself to his 
bedroom and sat down on his bed.  He watched the sun slip 
behind the buildings.  Sam’s dad came in and turned on the 
desk lamp.

Dad:  “Are you sad, kid?”

Sam:  “Yeah, a little.”

Narrator 1:  Dad has a plan.
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Readers’ Theater: 1st Grade, Cycle 10

Title: On the Pond

Narrator 1: It was another sleepy morning on the pond.  Night 
turned into day, as the sun slipped up in the sky.  

Narrator 2:  The wind was still, and the pond was like glass.  
The grass was wet, and a drip dropped from the plant.  It 
was time to wake up on the pond.

Frog:  Splish!  

Narrator 1:  A frog jumped into the pond, and landed on his 
pad.

Frog:  Jump!  

Narrator 2:  The frog tried to catch the fly but the fly got by.

Fish:  Splash!  

Narrator 1:  The fish swam by the frog on his pad.

Clam:  Glug!  

Narrator 2:  The clam came up from the mud.

Narrator 1:  The sun peeked out of ruffled clouds, and looked 
down.  There was so much going on!  It was a long and 
happy day on the pond.

Narrator 2:  Then, the sun slipped down in the sky.  The frog 
and the fish and the clam and the fly all said goodbye.  The 
grass and the plant both yawned a quiet goodnight.  

Narrator 1:  The wind was still, and the pond was like glass.  
There was a hush at dusk, as day turned into night.  It was 
another sleepy evening on the pond.
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Readers’ Theater: 1st Grade, Cycle 12

Title: Sunset Picnic

Dad:  “Grab a picnic basket!”

Sam:  “Why?”

Dad:  “Grab two napkins.”

Sam:  “Why?”

Dad:  “Grab a blanket.”

Sam:  “Why?”

Dad:  I got a big sandwich from the market.  We will split it.”

Narrator 1:  Oh good, thought Sam, Dad was hungry too!  
Then they started walking toward their favorite hill in the 
park.  

Narrator 2:  Along the way, Sam could see their shadows 
ahead of them on the sidewalk.  It would soon be dark.  He 
hoped they still would have time for their picnic.

Narrator 1:  Sam and Dad reached the top of the hill just in 
time to see a big red sunset.  Dad said it was crimson.

Sam:  “I see.  This is the perfect time to eat our sandwich!”

Narrator 2:  Dad spread out the blanket.  Then Sam and Dad 
shared their sandwich.  They watched the sun go down and 
down in the ink and purple sky.

Narrator 1:  After they finished, they folded the blanket.  They 
gathered their things to go home.  Sam and Dad walked 
back down the hill toward home.  Sam looked up at Dad.

Sam:  “That was the best sandwich I ever had!”

Dad (laughing):  “Me, too.”
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Readers’ Theater: 1st Grade, Cycle 15

Title:  James and Sam Make a Flame

Narrator 1: James is Sam’s friend from school.  Sam invited 
him to go on a camping trip.  This is his first camping trip.  
Sam and Dad want to show James all there is to see in the 
forest.

Narrator 2:  It is a nice day for a hike!  Dad finds a path around 
the lake.  As Dad and Sam and James walk in a line under 
the trees –

Narrator 1:  acorns crunch under their feet,

Narrator 2:  a squirrel chatters from a tree,

Narrator 1:  a deer peeks out from behind some leaves,

Narrator 2:  a dragonfly whizzes by.

James:  “There is so much to hear and see in the forest!”

Narrator 1:  They cross a bubbly stream.  A snake squiggles 
across the path.  James has never seen a snake in real life 
before.  He is a little scared.

James:  “Are we safe from the snake?”

Dad:  “Yes, we are safe.”

Narrator 2:  They jump over a big log.  A hive of busy bees hides 
inside.  James is afraid the bees might sting him.  

James:  “Are we safe?”

Dad:  “Yes, we are safe.”

Narrator 1:  The path leads back to the lake.  

Dad:  “It is time to take a rest.  We will stop here at the fire pit 
and make a fire.  You can help me find sticks, but I will make 
the fire.  That way we will all stay safe!”

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   145 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

146   

A
ct

iv
it

y 
B

an
k

Narrator 2:  Sam and James find some sticks and put them in 
a pile.  Then Dad helps them make a flame.  

James:  “Look, we made a fire!  This is just like the fireplace at 
Grandma’s house.”

Narrator 1:  Dad and Sam and James sit by the fire and talk 
about their day.

James:  “Today in the forest I saw a chattering squirrel, a 
chirping bird, and a peeking deer.  I saw a dragonfly, a 
squiggly snake and a hive of busy bees.  And I helped make a 
fire!”

Narrator 2:  James looks at the flames.

James (smiling):  “This feels like home.  And I feel safe. Let’s go 
camping again soon!”
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Readers’ Theater: 1st Grade, Cycle 16

Title: James and Sam Take a Hike

Narrator 1: James, Sam, and Dad woke up in the forest.  It 
was James’ first time camping and he loved it so far!

Dad:  “Do you want to take a hike today before we go home?”

Sam:  “Yes!  We will walk for miles!”

James:  “It will take a lot of time.  I want to see a cave!”

Sam:  “I want to see bones!”

Dad (smiling):  “This will be fun!”

Narrator 2:  They walk on a long path next to a wide stream.  
It winds through the trees.

Narrator 1:  At mile one, they see some wide pine trees.  James 
runs behind a pine.

James:  “The tree is so big I can hide behind it!”

Sam:  “This is fun!”

Narrator 2:  At mile two, they see a hole in the ground.

James:  “I wonder what lives in here.”

Narrator 1:  They all look inside.

Sam:  “It is a home for the snake!”

Narrator 2:  At mile three, they see a pile of stones in the 
stream.  The stones shine in the sun.

James:  “I will bring a stone home for Pat.”

Sam:  “Will we hike nine miles?”
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Dad:  “No, I think it’s time to turn around. 

Narrator 1:  They walk back on the long path next to the wide 
stream.  They wind through the trees.  They see a pile of 
stones.  They see the snake hole.  

Narrator 2:  They see the pines, but no caves or bones.  But 
that’s OK.  The hike was still fun.

James:  “I like to hike.  Next time I will bring Pat!”

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   148 1/23/19   6:30 PM



K–2 Resource Manual: Activity Bank

EL Education Curriculum      149

Readers’ Theater: 2nd Grade, Cycle 3

(Preface to) Do Fish Eat Cheese?

Narrator 1:  Sunnyside Gazette Edition 3:  Sunnyside City Park 
is New and Improved! 

By Sasha Scribbles

Narrator 2:  Sunnyside City Park is new and improved!  Mayor 
Mack and volunteers of the Sunnyside neighborhood have 
been hard at work, cleaning up the park and making it more 
fun and useful for the residents of Sunnyside.

Narrator 1:  The most recent work has been done on Eagle 
Pond and the surrounding creeks and streams.  Volunteers 
have worked to clean up the area.  Trash has been removed 
from the grounds and stepping stones have been added to 
the paths leading to the pond.  New trashcans and recycling 
bins have been added throughout the park.

Narrator 2:  The pond has been stocked full of fish, mostly 
catfish.  Park visitors may bring their own fishing poles and 
bait to catch up to five fish in a day.  Fish must be released 
back into the pond or stream.

Narrator 1:  Plans for future improvements include new 
playground equipment and new public benches.

-----------
Title:  Do Fish Eat Cheese?

Narrator 1:  James was happy to tell Sam the news.

James:  “We can catch fish in the creek now!”

Sam:  “Really?”

James:  “Yes.  Before, we could only feed the fish in our park.  
Now we can use a fishing pole to catch fish.  But we have to 
put them back in the creek.”
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Narrator 2:  James and Sam walk to the park.  There is a big 
pond and some creeks and streams. 

James:  “I have never been to that stream.”

Narrator 1:  James and Sam go to the stream.

Sam:  “What do fish eat?”

James:  “I think they will eat cheese.  I will put it on our line.”

(Teacher:  “Do you think they will eat cheese?  What do you 
think fish eat?”)

Narrator 2:  Sam and James stand under a tree next to the 
stream.  The green leaves give them shade from the heat.

Narrator 1:  Sam has never been fishing before.  James 
teaches him.  James casts his fishing line.  He does not catch 
a fish.  Sam does not catch a fish.

Sam:  “Maybe they are asleep?  Or, maybe they are down really 
deep?  So they cannot see our cheese?  It is not easy to catch 
fish!”

James:  “Yes, but it is still really fun to try!  We will try again 
this weekend.”

Narrator 2:  James and Sam leave for home.
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Readers’ Theater: 2nd Grade, Cycle 5

(Preface to) Friends at School

Narrator 1 (or Teacher):  Sunnyside Gazette Edition 5:  New 
Principal and New School Year at Sunnyside Elementary, By 
Nina Newsnose

Narrator 2:  Summer vacation officially came to an end 
today.  Sunnyside Elementary opened its doors to over 
600 students on the first day of school.  Students were 
welcomed by new principal, Noah Pack.

Narrator 1:  When asked if she is excited about the first 
day of school, Pre-Kindergarten student Patricia said 
enthusiastically,

Pat:  “Yes!  I have a new backpack!”

Narrator 2:  Her older brother, James was also enthusiastic.  
When asked what excited him most, he replied,

James:  “My teacher gave me a list of books to read over the 
summer.  I read every single one!  I’m ready to start reading 
chapter books this year.”

Narrator 1:  Principal Pack also has high hopes for his first year 
at Sunnyside.

Principal Pack:  “I look forward to meeting all the wonderful 
students and families this week.  Together, we will work to 
make Sunnyside Elementary the best school it can be.”

------
Title:  Friends at School

Narrator 1:  Today is the first day of school.

Dad:  “Are you ready for School?”

Narrator 2:  Sam is unsure.

Sam:  “What if none of my friends are in my class?  What if I 
do not know anybody?”
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Dad:  “You will meet new friends!  Eat your oatmeal.  Then we 
will walk to school.”

Narrator 1:  Sam eats his oats.  Then Sam and Dad walk 
to school.  Sam slowly walks into his new class.  He looks 
around for friends that he knows.

Mr. Moats:  “Hi, Sam!  I will be your teacher this year.  Follow 
me to your new desk.”

Narrator 2:  Sam follows him.  Then he sees Nell!  Nell has been 
his friend for a long time.  Sam smiles at Nell as he sits at 
his desk.  It looks like Nell has grown taller over the summer.  
Then he feels somebody tap his elbow.

Boy sitting behind Sam:  “Hi!  Can I borrow a pen?  None of 
mine are in my bag.”

Sam:  “Sure!  You can borrow this one.”

Narrator 1:  Sam hands the boy a pen.

Boy sitting behind Sam:  “My name is Owen.  I am new in this 
school.”

Sam:  “My name is Sam.  I will show you around.  I will help you 
meet new friends.”

Narrator 2:  Dad was right.  Sam has an old friend in his class.  
And now he has a new friend, too!  He will show Owen 
around school.  He is sure he will like his new class.
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Readers’ Theater: 2nd Grade, Cycle 8

(Preface to) Where’s Goldie?

Narrator 1 (or Teacher):  Sunnyside Gazette Edition 8:  
Principal Pack Saves the Day!

Narrator 2:  The residents of Sunnyside are saying goodbye 
to the mild days of Fall and bundling up for colder weather.  
This weekend, temperatures dipped close to freezing and 
the forecast for the coming week is calling for even chillier 
days ahead.

Narrator 1:  This weather report was especially bad news for 
Principal Noah Pack.  On Friday, the old heating system at 
Sunnyside Elementary began to fail.  Principal Pack and the 
building engineer worked on it all day, but were unable to fix 
it.

Building Engineer:  “I watched the weather report that 
morning.  I knew the temperature would be dropping over 
the weekend and into the next week.  I knew I had to do 
something to make sure the kids would be warm enough at 
school on Monday.”

Narrator 2:  Principal Pack called several local heating 
technicians, but had trouble finding somebody that would 
work over the weekend.  So, he turned on his computer 
and searched the internet.  He learned all about the old 
heating system in the school.  After many hours of work and 
research, Principal Pack was able to fix the heating system!

Principal Pack:  “It is still very old.  But until we can replace the 
heating system, at least I know it is working for now and my 
students can come to school on Monday.”

----------
Title:  Where’s Goldie?

Narrator 1:  Sam and Nell walk to school together sometimes.  
The air is starting to get cold.  It’s almost winter.  They walk 
into school and then into their class.

Sam:  “Hello, Mr. Moats.”
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Narrator 2:  Sam walks over to the fish tank.  It is his job to 
feed the class goldfish, Goldie.  But Goldie is gone.  The tank 
that holds her is gone.  Sam looks around.  He looks behind 
the desk.  He can’t find her!

Sam:  “Where’s Goldie?  She’s gone!”

Narrator 1:  Nell walks over.  She looks for the goldfish.  She 
can’t find her.

Nell:  “That’s so weird!  Do you think a child in our class has 
her?  Maybe should make a poster.  We can post it in the 
school and in the street.  It will tell people that our goldfish 
has been stolen.  Maybe she was stolen and then the robber 
sold her to another class.”

Narrator 2:  Mr. Moats walks over.  

Mr. Moats:  “OK, guys.  There’s no reason to get upset.  I am 
sure we will find her.”

Narrator 1:  Just then, Owen walks in with his mom.  His mom 
is holding something big.  It’s a fish tank!

Sam:  “Owen!  You had Goldie?”

Owen:  “Yes.  I stayed late at school on Friday because my 
mom was late.  Mr. Pack asked if I could take her home.  The 
heat was broken and he was afraid Goldie would be too 
cold.”

Mr. Moats:  “She’s a lucky fish!  I am sure it was very cold in 
here.  Thanks for taking care of Goldie for us!”
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Readers’ Theater: 2nd Grade, Cycle 15

(Preface to) Grandma’s Magic Attic

Narrator 1 (or Teacher):  Flyer --  

General Information

Items Needed:  clothing, books, and household items

Rummage Sale Dates:  Saturday, December 12 and Sunday, 
December 13

Time:  8:00 AM – 5:00 PM

Location:  Sunnyside High School gym

Donations will be accepted in the Sunnyside High School office 
during regular school hours.

All proceeds will benefit the Sunnyside High School marching 
band and the Sunnyside homeless shelter.  If you are 
interested in volunteering, email the marching band leader, 
Melodie Meter:  mmeter@sunnysidehigh.edu.

-----
Title:  Grandma’s Magic Attic

James:  “Grandma, can Pat and I go up to the attic?  I want 
to see if we have any old stuff we can donate to the high 
school.”

Grandma:  “The door might be locked.  Let me check.  What 
kinds of things do they want?” 

James:  “Old clothes and books.  I think anything you can use 
in your house too.”

Narrator 1:  Grandma unlocked the attic door.  The stairs 
creaked as Grandma, James, and Pat walked up. 

Narrator 2:  Pat pointed to an old clock in the corner of the 
attic.
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Pat:  “A clock!  Tick tock, tick tock!”

Grandma (smiling):  “I don’t think that clock ticks or tocks 
anymore, Pat.”

Narrator 1:  They started to unpack some of the boxes of 
clothes.  James and Pat played dress up.  James wore an 
old cloak with a hood that covered his face.  Pat wore many 
necklaces and a dress with purple lilacs all over it.

Narrator 2:  James pointed to a strange box.  It had a black 
circle on top of it.  And a stick that hung over the circle.  The 
stick looked like it had a needle at the end.

James:  “What’s that thing?”

Grandma:  “That’s a record player!  It plays music.”

Narrator 1:  Grandma picked up a thin square and blew dust 
off it.  She pulled out a shiny black circle on put it on the 
record player.  The circle started to spin and the needle came 
down.  It began to play music!

Grandma:  “A long time ago, this is how we played music!  
Grandpa and I used to dance to this song.”

James:  “Let’s dance like Grandma and Grandpa!”

Narrator 2:  They all laughed and danced together to the 
music.

Pat:  “I think your attic is magic, Grandma.”

Narrator 1:  Grandma smiled and gave Pat a peck on the 
cheek.

Grandma:  “It’s not quite magic, but it does make me feel like 
I’ve gone back in time for a little while!”
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Clothespin Match

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description:  Students will demonstrate ability to read common high-frequency words by sight 
(e.g., the, of, to, you, she, my, is, are, do, does).  Students will match and read the letters on a 
popsicle stick by matching clothespin letters to the sight word written on each stick.

Materials:
✓	Set of Popsicle sticks with high-frequency words written on them (one set per student)
✓	Clothespins (enough for each letter in the words being practiced)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Write sight words to be practiced on popsicle sticks (one high-frequency word per stick).
	� Write individual letters on each clothespin to match with the sight words.

Procedure:

1.	 Student chooses a popsicle stick.
2.	 Student then finds the matching letters to the high frequency word and clips the 

clothespins onto the popsicle stick.
3.	 Then student reads their sight word.
4.	 Repeat as time allows.

Differentiation

	� This same activity can be done with CVC (consonant, vowel, consonant) words.

Extensions:

	� The same activity can be done with more challenging words.

Write all sight words on large popsicle sticks, one word on each stick. Write the letters of each 
sight word on clothespins. Students will create each sight word by pegging the correct letters 
onto the popsicle stick.
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Fishing for Sight Words

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will practice reading common high-frequency words by sight. Students 
go fishing for sight word fish and keep them if they are read correctly.

Materials:
✓	Sight Words written on cut out paper fish (each fish needs a paper clip on it). One per 

student.
✓	A Fishing Pole with a string and a magnet on the end.

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher prepares a set of sight words on the back of fish cut out cards.
	� Teacher makes a fishing pole (ruler or stick with a string and small magnet at the 

bottom).

Procedure:

1.	 Students stand in a circle.
2.	 Teacher places all of the sight words (face down) in the middle of the circle.
3.	 One at a time, each student goes “fishing” for a sight word fish by letting the magnet 

attract the paper clip on the fish.
4.	 Each student reads the sight word after they “catch” it.
5.	 If the student reads the word correctly, he or she keeps the fish. If not, they throw it 

back in.
6.	 Students continue fishing until all fish are caught.

Extensions:

	� This can activity can be used to practice reading words with patterns being studied in a 
particular cycle. For example, words with the “oi” and “oy” pattern.
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Follow the Rainbow Road (or Follow the Yellow Brick Road)

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will practice reading common high-frequency words by sight. Students 
will hop or jump from word to word as they read each sight word, following the rainbow or 
yellow brick road. 

Materials:
✓	Rainbow colored word cards or yellow word cards (number will vary depending on how 

many words teacher chooses to use)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher writes one sight word on each card.
	� Teacher tapes the cards on the floor in a fun pattern that allows enough room for the 

student to hop like a frog or jump from word to word.

Procedure:

1.	 As the student reads a sight word, they hop or jump to the next card, with their feet 
landing on either side of the card.

2.	 If they struggle with a word, they can go back to the beginning or just hop back two 
cards.
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Fried Eggs

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will practice reading common high-frequency words by sight. Students 
flip over each sight word fried egg with a spatula as they read it correctly, leaving the fried egg 
side up.

Materials:
✓	A Spatula (one)
✓	“Fried eggs” with sight words on one side and an image of a fried egg on the other side 

(number will vary depending on the number of words the teacher chooses to review).

Teacher Preparation:

●	 Create a set of Fried Eggs (on paper or foam) with sight words on one side. The other 
side should look like a fried egg. This might be an image drawn and copied onto that 
side, or a fried egg made out of construction paper.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher places the fried eggs with the words facing up. 
2.	 Student reads the word. 
3.	 If the word is read correctly, the student gets to flip it over with the spatula.
4.	 If the student reads the word incorrectly, they can try it again after they have read and 

flipped over the other sight words. 
5.	 Repeat as time allows.
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Gotcha!

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will practice reading common high-frequency words by sight. Students 
take turns reading sight words and swatting it with a fly swatter. 

Materials:
✓	One (or more) fly swatter(s)
✓	Sight Word Cards (number will vary depending on number of words teacher chooses to 

review)
✓	Pictures of mosquitos, flies or other insects on the back of the Sight Word Cards (optional)

Teacher Preparation:

	� The teacher writes one sight word to be reviewed on the back of each card.
	� The teacher pastes pictures of insects on the opposite side of each card (optional).

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher distributes the Sight Word cards on the floor randomly. The cards can be placed 
with the sight word side up so that students can choose which word to swat OR the 
cards can be placed sight word side down so they swat the insect side and then read the 
word on the back of the card.

2.	 Each student takes a turn to “swat” at a word and then read the sight word.
3.	 When they read it correctly, they say, “Gotcha!”
4.	 They can then collect the word if they have read it correctly.
5.	 Repeat as time allows.
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Kapow/Zap!

CCSS: RF.1.3g

Description: Students will practice reading common irregularly spelled high-frequency words 
(words that “don’t play fair”) by sight. They will do this by playing a card game. This game is 
played with 2–4 players. Students pick a card, read the word and keep it. If they draw a KAPOW 
card they must return all their cards to the stack. 

Materials:
✓	Deck of index cards with irregularly spelled high-frequency words (teacher made; one 

word on each card, total number in each deck will vary depending on how many words 
you wish to review) and some with the word KAPOW (or Zap!). One deck per 2–4 players.

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher makes the decks of cards (one deck per 2–4 players).
	� Plan for a system students can use to determine who will draw first and which direction 

play will go in. 

Procedure:

1.	 Cards are placed in a stack face down in the middle of the players.
2.	 The first player chooses a card and reads it aloud. If the player reads it correctly, they 

keep the card. If they do not, they put it under the stack and try again. 
3.	 If student draws a KAPOW (or Zap!) card, they must put all their cards back into the 

stack.
4.	 Play moves to the next student. 
5.	 When all cards are gone, the student with the most cards “wins.”

Variations:

	� This game can be played with any letters or spelling patterns students are working with 
in their current cycle, or with ones from prior cycles that need further practice.
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Popsicle Stick Sight Words

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to read common high-frequency words by 
sight.  Students read the word on the end of each popsicle stick. They follow the directions 
written on the end of any sticks that don’t have high-frequency words. 

Materials
✓	Popsicle sticks (number will vary depending on the number of words to be practiced)
✓	A cup for each student

Teacher Preparation:

	� Write sight words on the popsicle sticks.
	� Write “go again” on three sticks.
	� Write “trade” on three sticks .
	� Write “try again” on three sticks. 

Procedure: 

1.	 The sticks are all placed with the word face down on the table or in a cup.
2.	 Students take turns drawing a stick and reading it.

-  �If the stick contains a high-frequency word and they read it correctly, they can keep 
the stick.

-  �If their stick says, “Go again,” it means they get to go again. 
-  �If their stick says, “Trade,” it means the student trades one of their sticks with the 

person on the right.
-  �If the student pulls a “Try again” stick, they get to keep that stick until they need it. If 

at any point, they cannot read a high-frequency word they draw, they can hand over 
their “try again” stick which allows them to pull a new stick to read.  The “try again” 
stick then goes back with the unread sticks.

Extensions and variations: 

	� Use longer, more complex words for students who are ready.
	� This can be done using decodable words with patterns students are working with in 

their current cycle or with patterns from prior cycles needing further practice.
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Roll and Write

CCSS: RF.1.3g

Description: Students demonstrate their ability to read grade-level appropriate high-frequency 
words. They are given time to practice writing letters using correct letter formation. This 
practice will support students as they work towards reading words automatically. 

Materials:
✓	Dice (6-sides); one per student
✓	Recording Sheet, numbered 1–6 (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher gathers dice (one per student or pair of students) 
	� Teacher makes recording sheet numbered 1–6 with chosen words to be practiced next to 

each number. Next to the word, create space (lines or boxes) for students to write word. 
(See example below.) 

Procedure:

1.	 Student rolls dice and finds the number on the word list and reads word.
2.	 Student writes word on the line or box on the recording sheet.
3.	 Repeat until all words are read and written.

Note: Students can work in pairs to monitor for accuracy. They can also use the following steps 
to check work each time they write:

	� Look at word
	� Say word 
	� Cover (with hand or paper) word 
	� Write word 
	� Check word 

Extensions:

	� Students can write sentences (possibly “silly sentences” from Interactive Writing 
Instructional Practice) 

Example of Recording Sheet 

Roll and Write Recording Sheet

1. The

2. And
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Sight Word Hopscotch

CCSS: RF.1.3g

Description: Students will demonstrate their ability to read high-frequency words while 
playing hopscotch.

Materials:
✓	Chalk to draw a hopscotch game (tape on carpet is an option as well)
✓	Playing piece (bean bag, etc.) 
✓	High-Frequency Word Cards (Teacher made on paper or index cards; number will vary 

depending on number of words teacher chooses to review)
✓	Recording Sheet (Use Work Mat 2; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)
✓	Writing utensil (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Print or make high-frequency cards.
	� Gather hopscotch playing pieces that won’t roll away when tossed onto the game (i.e. 

flat pebbles, bean bag).
	� Make hopscotch board in chalk on pavement or with tape on carpet.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher or student draws hopscotch board and numbers spaces 1-10.
2.	 Teacher places a high-frequency word card on each spot on the hopscotch game (10 

places total).
3.	 Student tosses the object (bean bag, etc.) and the picks it up when they hop onto the 

spot on which it lands.
4.	 Each time a student hops to their spot, they read the card on each numbered place.  If 

they read it correctly they get to keep the word and move onto the next number on their 
next turn. If not, they try again on the same spot. 

5.	 At the end, each student has a pile of sight words to write on their Recording Sheet. 

Note: All hopping is done on one foot unless the hopscotch design is such that two squares are 
side-by-side. Then two feet can be placed down with one in each square.

Variations:

This game can be played with a wide range of vocabulary words or with words using spelling 
patterns students are working on in their current cycle.

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   165 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

166   

A
ct

iv
it

y 
B

an
k

Sight Word Parking Lot

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to read high-frequency words by playing 
a game that requires them to read a word correctly in order to be able to “park” their car in a 
parking space. 

Materials:
✓	Chalk (optional; one for teacher use) 
✓	Large piece of blank paper (optional; one for teacher use) 
✓	High-Frequency Word Parking Lot (Teacher created; drawn in chalk on pavement 

outside or drawn on large piece of blank paper for use inside with one high-frequency 
word written in parking space) 
✓	Match box or any kind of small toy cars (at least one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Determine high-frequency words to be reviewed.
	� Gather small toy cars.
	� Draw the High-Frequency Word Parking Lot on pavement or Chart paper and write a 

high-frequency word to be reviewed in each “parking space.”

Procedure:

1.	 Students take turns reading a high-frequency word and parking their cards in the spots 
(if read correctly).

2.	 Students can either keep moving one car to different “parking spaces” or they fill many 
spots if they have more than one car to use.

3.	 Continue as time allows.
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Sight Word Soccer

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will dribble a soccer ball around cones as they read high-frequency 
words.

Materials:
✓	Cones (one for each high-frequency words)
✓	High-frequency words on paper or index cards taped to cones
✓	Soccer ball (one for the group)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Write or type high-frequency words to be reviewed on paper or large cards.
	� Tape the cards to cones.
	� Rearrange the cones in various formations each time students play so that the words are 

in a different order each time they play.

Procedure:

1.	 Each student takes a turn dribbling the ball around the line of cones. 
2.	 Student continues as long as they can continue reading the words on each cone.
3.	 If student cannot read a word, they get help and then keep going until the end or start 

over.
4.	 For the next turn, the order of the cones/words is changed and the student repeats the 

process until they can read all of the words.

Differentiation:

	� You can change out the set of cones for different students by having an alternate set of 
easier or harder words ready on cones.

	� You can switch out certain high-frequency words and add in new ones.
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Sight Word Tower

CCSS: RF.K.3c

Description: Students will practice reading high-frequency or words with spelling patterns 
from the current or prior cycles. As they read each word (written on a cup) they stack them to 
create a  tower of cups. 

Materials:
✓	Cups that stack (number will vary depending on number of words teacher chooses to 

review) with one word written on each 
✓	Marker (for writing words on the cups) 

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher writes one word to be reviewed on each cup.

Procedure:

1.	 The students may build their tower each time they correctly read the word on their cup.
2.	 If a student makes a mistake, the cup goes back to the pile and the student will have a 

change to read it again later on. 
3.	 After the tower is completed, students can knock it down with a paper snowball or roll a 

small ball at the tower like a bowling bowl.

Differentiation:

	� Students can have their own set of cups according to the words they are learning.
	� When students have built their tower, they can try to read any words that are visible.
	� Students can build their tower making sure that each word is visible so they can read 

them all at the end.
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Vocabulary Twister

CCSS: RF.1.3g

Description: Students will read phonetically regular and/or irregularly spelled high-frequency 
words while playing Twister. Students will create and write sentences using their chosen words.

Materials: 
✓	Old or new Twister mat and spinner. 
✓	Foam hands or rectangles with phonetically regular words or sight words written on each 

one.  

	� The shaped foam pieces can be purchased ready-made at most craft stores.
	� The foam pieces can be different colors or all the same color.

✓	Velcro dots

Teacher Preparation:

	� The teacher writes one word on each foam piece. It is best to have a wide range of 
different words that represent the various phonemic word families your students are 
working on, and/or high-frequency words.

	� Place a scratchy Velcro dot on the back of each foam word piece and a soft Velcro dot in 
the center of each circle spot on the Twister mat.  

Procedure:

1.	 The teacher or a student spins the spinner and calls out, “Right hand red” or “Left foot 
blue.” 

2.	 At the same time, all students put their hand or foot on the appropriate Twister color 
space that matches the color on the spinner.

3.	 One at a time, each student reads their word out loud—the word their hand or foot is on. 
If they read it correctly they keep that word. (They are not reaching for the color of the 
word card.)

4.	 Each student continues to collect each word they read correctly.
5.	 They keep collecting words until all of the words have been taken off the Twister mat.
6.	 Each student then writes one sentence for each of their words.
7.	 If time allows, students all make up sentences or stories that use their words.

Differentiation:

	� If needed, write R and L on the student’s right and left hands to help them remember 
right and left.

	� The entire Twister can be set up to focus on just short vowel sound words, or one word 
family such as “ai” words for skill practice.

	� You can use different foam words depending on what word families each group of 
students needs to practice. You can also use this game for practicing high-frequency 
word reading.

	� If the group of students spans several reading levels, make sure each color column on 
the Twister has some easy and some challenging words. Encourage students to aim for 
words that challenge them.

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   169 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

170   

A
ct

iv
it

y 
B

an
k

	� If a teacher is not present, the students can bring their words and their sentences 
to meet with the teacher after they have played, to get their reading and sentence 
comprehension checked.

Extensions:

	� Expedition vocabulary and advanced words can be used in the same way and students 
can be challenged to write non-fiction sentences using their Twister words.

	� Students can also use their imagination and make up one story that uses all of their 
words.
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ABC Puppets

CCSS: RF.K.3a

Description: Students will demonstrate basic knowledge of one-to-one letter-sound 
correspondences by producing the primary sound or many of the most frequent sounds for 
each consonant. Students will use puppets to say the sound of each letter of the alphabet.

Materials:
✓	Puppets (one per student)
✓	Uppercase and Lowercase Letter Cards (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) 

Teacher Preparation (there are several options for this activity):

	� Students can each make their own sock puppet using socks, paper bags, or other 
materials. 
or

	� The teacher can make a few puppets, using socks, paper bags, or other materials, for 
everyone to share.
or

	� Gather purchased puppets from classroom (one per student).
	� Copy Uppercase and Lowercase Letter Cards.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher or student draws a Letter Card from the stack of cards. 
2.	 Students use their puppets to say the sound of the letter on the card.
3.	 Repeat as time allows. 

Extensions:

	� Include digraphs such as “ch,” “sh,” “th.”
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Alphabet Shapes

CCSS: RF.K.1d

Description: Students will create letter shapes to match letter cards, using sticks for the 
straight lines and elbow pasta for the curved lines. 

Materials:
✓	A collection of popsicle or other uniformly-shaped sticks (approximately 10-12 per 

student)
✓	A small cup full of elbow pasta (one cup per student)
✓	Uppercase and Lowercase Letter Cards (included; See Activity Bank Appendix) (one set 

per student or one set for a small group to share)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher creates Uppercase and Lowercase Letter Cards.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher distributes a card or small stack of cards to each student.
2.	 Students use the sticks and elbow pasta to “trace” the shapes of the letters on top of the 

Letter Cards. 
3.	 As students create the shapes of the letters, the teacher encourages them to name the 

letter and/or its sound. 
4.	 When finished with one card or a small stack of cards, students can trade their cards for 

new cards and continue the procedure. 

Differentiation:

	� Teacher may choose specific letters for each student based on those he or she is not yet 
able to write and/or identify.
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Go Fish

CCSS: RF.K.1d

Description: Students demonstrate basic knowledge of letter recognition by naming and 
matching individual letters. Students play the traditional “Go Fish” game with letter cards to 
practice this.

Materials:
✓	One set of Letter Cards (two cards for each letter) for each pair or group of four students.

(included; see Activity Bank Appendix)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher creates one set of Letter Cards for every pair or group of players (2-4 players). 
Two cards are made for each letter the teacher wants students to practice. Start with 
pairs of lowercase letters. 

	� Teacher plans for student pairing (groups of two or four).

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher deals 3-5 cards to each student. 
2.	 The remaining cards are put in the center “pond” face down. 
3.	 The student with the last birthday of the calendar year goes first and asks another player 

for a matching letter card to one in her set (e.g., “Aleiah, do you have a ‘b’?”)
4.	 If so, that player (e.g., Aleiah) hands the letter card to the first student. The matched set 

is placed aside and the turn continues until no matches are collected from classmates, at 
which time the requestor tells the student to “go fish.”

5.	 The play then moves to the next student. 
6.	 The first player to get rid of all her or his cards is the winner. 

Extensions:

	� Include upper- and lowercase case pairs (e.g., ‘b’ and ‘B’) and explain that students 
should request the match they need. For example, if student A has ‘b,’ she or he asks 
student B, “Do you have an upper case ‘B?’”
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Letter Match

CCSS: RF.K.1d

Description: Students demonstrate basic knowledge of letter recognition by placing individual 
letters  on top of their matches on a Letter Mat. The activity can be played individually or in pairs.

Materials:
✓	Letter Mat (see example below) (one per student)
✓	Moveable Letters (can be magnetic letters, letter tiles, or written on cards)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Copy the Letter Mat provided below or create one of your own. 
	� Gather moveable letters.

Procedure:

1.	 The student selects a moveable letter and places it on its matching letter on the Letter 
Mat.

2.	 Repeat until all moveable letters are placed on the Letter Mat. 

Extensions: 

	� Use uppercase letters.
	� Match lowercase letters to uppercase letters.

Letter mat:

l s p g v

r k b n h

f a u d x

y z j i m

q e t w c

o
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Noisy Letter Teams 

CCSS: RF.K.3a

Description: Students will demonstrate basic knowledge of one-to-one letter-sound 
correspondences by producing the primary sound or many of the most frequent sounds for 
each consonant. They play a game where they repeatedly make the sound of the letter (or first 
letter of a CVC word) on their card aloud, listening for other students who are making the same 
sound. 

Materials:
✓	Small cards with CVC words or individual letters on them (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher makes teams of small cards with either CVC words or upper- or lowercase 
letters on them.

	� Teacher decides how many students should be in each team and makes sure there are 
that number of cards with the same beginning sound or letter.

Procedure:

1.	 Each student is given a card with clear instructions not to show anyone their card.
2.	 The student looks at the word (or letter) and starts to make the sound of the beginning 

letter on their card.
3.	 The students walk around listening for the other students who are making the same 

sound.
4.	 When they find another student making the same sound, they link elbows and continue 

walking around until every student has found a team. They still keep their cards hidden.
5.	 Then they stand together with their noisy letter team and check to see if everyone has 

the same letter card (or to see if all of their words start with the same letter).

Extensions:

	� This same game can be played with digraphs such as “ch,” “sh,” “th.” 
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Punch it Out

CCSS: RF.K.3a

Description: This activity can be tailored and modified based on the skill of focus. The teacher 
will use the punch sheet appropriate for the skill being learned (e.g., decoding CVC words, 
digraphs, syllables). Students will need to pronounce a word represented by a picture, and then 
determine which of two words written below it correctly spell that word. They will need to 
segment the phonemes in order to match the graphemes (letter or letters) to each sound they 
hear in the word.

Materials:
✓	Hole Punch (can be regular or craft design-style); one per student
✓	Punch it Out Word Cards (Teacher created; printed on paper and cut out, or keep on 

sheet; number will vary depending on how many the teacher chooses to include)
✓	Student Recording Sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Copy Student Recording Sheet.
	� Create Punch it Out Word Cards (see examples below) and Word List Sheets (these can 

simply be lined paper or a lined paper titled “Punch Words List”).
	� Gather hole punches.

Procedure: 

1.	 Student chooses word card.
2.	 Student matches word to the picture and reads word by saying each phoneme in 

isolation as they punch a hole under the letter.
3.	 Student says word again by blending the sounds together. 
4.	 Student writes word on their Punch Words List.

Punch it Out Cards example:

cat cut fan fin
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Sound Sort

CCSS: RF.K.3a

Description: Students demonstrate the ability to isolate initial sounds in words by sorting 
animal figurines by their initial sounds.

Materials:
✓	Plastic animal figures (small) OR laminated cards of animals 
✓	Large container (one to contain all of the animal figures)
✓	Small Containers (e.g., baskets, cups, bowls) each labeled with a keyword (or the letter) 

representing the various initial sounds of the animals being used (one for each sound)
✓	Self-checking cards (optional; teacher created list of animal names with same initial 

sound)

Teacher Preparation (there are several options for this activity):

	� Gather animal figures or make animal cards.
	� Place various small animal figurines into a Large Container.
	� Label small baskets (or cups) with keyword (or letter) for initial sound.
	� Make a self-checking card (optional) on bottom of each small container, listing the 

animals that should be in each one.

Procedure:

1.	 Students select one animal at a time and say the animal’s name.
2.	 Student identifies the matching initial sound container and places animal in that basket 

(or cup).

Differentiation:

	� Modify the activity for sorting by final or medial sounds 
	� Select items of high interest to students or current theme/content of study
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Blending Boxes

CCSS: RF.1.2b

Description: Students will “mark” each phoneme they hear in a word with a chip, then blend the 
phonemes to say the word. 

Materials:
✓	Chips or other markers (e.g., pennies) (three per student)
✓	Sound Boxes mat (included; CVC: three boxes) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher selects CVC words to say aloud.
	� Teacher prepares Sound Boxes mat (laminated).
	� Teacher gathers chips or other markers (e.g. pennies) for student use.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher places Sound Boxes mat and chips/markers in front of student.
2.	 Teacher demonstrates with word “cat”:

a.	 Teacher says each phoneme separately while sliding a chip into each box (/k/ /a/ /t/).
b.	 Teacher blends phonemes together while sliding finger under boxes and says word 
aloud: “cat.”

3.	 Student repeats step 2 with words provided by teacher.

Extensions:

	� Use CCV or VCC words such as “she” or “ask” (mat with 3 boxes).
	� CCVC, and CVCC words such as “scan” or “sand” (mat with 4 boxes).

Sound Boxes (3)
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Sound Boxes (4)

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   179 1/23/19   6:30 PM



Reading Foundations Skills Block

180   

A
ct

iv
it

y 
B

an
k

Letter Roll Reading 

CCSS: RF.1.2b

Description: Students will demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds 
(phonemes) by using letter dice to roll letters and blend the sounds (phonemes) to produce 
single syllable words. This activity can be done individually or in pairs.

Materials:
✓	Letter Dice (teacher created using blank dice or covering numbers with tape and writing 

in letters; three or four per student or pair of students) 
✓	Pencil (one per student or pair of students; optional)
✓	Recording sheet (see Work Mat 2 in Activity Bank Appendix; one per student)
✓	Hard surface for students to work on.

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher prepares three or four Letter Dice; two or three of the dice should have 
individual consonants written on each side and one should have individual vowels 
written on each side. 

	� Teacher copies Recording Sheets (see Work Mat 2 in Activity Bank Appendix).
	� Teacher determines student pairings (optional).

Procedure: 

1.	 Student rolls two (or three) consonant dice and one vowel dice.
2.	 Student arranges them in an attempt to produce a real word. 
3.	 Student blends each sound to determine if the arrangement produces a real word. 
4.	 If the arrangement does not produce a real word, the student tries another arrangement. 

If working in pairs, the partner checks each arrangement
5.	 Student repeats steps 4 and 5 until a real word is produced or all options have been 

exhausted. 
6.	 Student records the word on paper (optional).
7.	 If working in pairs, the second student takes her/his turn, following steps 1–5. 
8.	 Repeat as time allows. 
9.	 If student has been recording words on paper, he or she reads all of the words aloud. 

(optional)

Extensions:

	� Consider using three or four consonant dice depending on the needs of your students.
	� Use more than one vowel dice for students who can work with long vowel spelling 

patterns.
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Sound Towers

CCSS: RF.1.2d

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to isolate and identify phonemes in CVC 
words. They say a word represented by a picture on a card the teacher shows, stretch the word 
to isolate each phoneme, and then use a block to identify each sound in the word. 

Materials:
✓	Picture cards (Teacher created; one set for the student or group of students)
✓	Building cubes (three per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Create picture cards representing CVC words (e.g., “cat,” “pig”).

Procedure:
1.	 Teacher shows a picture card and asks student to say the word. 
2.	 Student first stretches word to isolate each phoneme. 
3.	 Student then says word again, using a block to identify each sound in the word (e.g.,         

/k/ ,/a/, /t/) and then says the word a third time as s/he connects the blocks together to 
make a sound tower.

Differentiation:

	� Consider using color-coded blocks to represent consonants vs. vowels, same vowels, etc.
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Vowel Sounds

CCSS: RF.1.2d

Description: Students isolate and pronounce the vowel sounds in CVC words.

Materials:
✓	Vowel picture cards (Teacher created)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher prepares picture cards: Pictures of CVC words.

Procedure:

1.	 Student places picture cards in a stack.
2.	 Student selects one card and says the name of the item (e.g., “cat”).
3.	 Student taps out phonemes in word (/k/ /a/ /t/) to isolate the vowel sound.
4.	 Student identifies the vowel sound (/a/) and keeps the card.
5.	 If playing with more than one student, turns are taken as students keep the cards they 

choose after identification of vowel sound.
6.	 Students take turns until all picture cards have been selected.

Differentiation:

	� Students can write words after identifying vowel sound.
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Kaboom!

CCSS: RF.K.2a

Description: Students will demonstrate basic knowledge of rhyme by either speaking two 
words and identifying whether or not the words rhyme or speaking one word and then 
identifying another word that rhymes with it. They will practice this by playing a game where 
they pick sticks with pictures on them.   

Materials:
✓	Popsicle sticks (number will vary depending on how many sets of rhyming words teacher 

chooses to use)
✓	Pictures of Rhyming Words (e.g. can, pan)
✓	Cups (one for each student and one for the whole pile of sticks)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Decide how many sets of rhyming words to use and find pictures to go with them (e.g., 
can, pan). 

	� Attach one picture to each popsicle stick (making sure that there is another picture with 
a rhyme for each word).

Procedure (there are a few options for this activity):

1.	 Students take turns pulling a stick from the cup (the pictures are at the bottom).
2.	 If the student can say a word that rhymes, he/she can put the stick in his/her own cup. 

Consider allowing students to say made-up words for their rhyme (e.g., hat: lat, gat, nat).
3.	 If the student cannot say a word that rhymes, he/she returns the stick to the main cup 

and says, KABOOM!

OR:

1.	 Students take turns pulling two sticks at a time (the pictures are at the bottom).
2.	 The student says the two words and tells whether or not they rhyme. 
3.	 If the two words rhyme, he/she can put the sticks in his/her own cup.
4.	 If the two words do not rhyme, he/she returns the sticks to the main cup and says, 

KABOOM!

Extensions:

	� For students who are reading, consider writing the words themselves on the sticks 
instead of using pictures. 

	� Students can write the words they keep as they collect them (the word on the stick and 
the word they rhymed with it).
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Color-Coded Rhymes

CCSS: RF.K.2a

Description: Students will demonstrate basic rhyme identification by identifying and coloring 
the pictures that rhyme with each other. 

Materials:
✓	Rhyme Color sheet (included) (one per student)
✓	Crayons, markers, or colored pencils (enough for each student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher copies the Rhyme Color sheet. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher begins by pointing to each picture and naming it, asking students to repeat after 
each picture. 

2.	 Teacher explains the directions: “I am going to say a word. I want you to find all the 
pictures that rhyme with that word. For example, if I say ‘knock,’ you will find pictures 
like ‘lock’ and ‘rock’ because they rhyme with ‘knock.’”

3.	 Teacher continues: “I will also name a color. You will find a crayon that is that color and 
color in all the words that rhyme with ‘knock’ in that same color.” (teacher models on 
her own paper)

4.	 Now we will begin.
5.	 Rhyming words (teacher can choose a color for each based on what is available to the 

students): fat, jug, and tock

Extensions:

	� For an independent activity, the teacher may cut up the pictures into cards and ask 
students to sort by pictures that rhyme with each other. Cards may also be used to sort 
by beginning or ending sound. 

	� If students have mastered the rhyming activity, teacher can make new copies of the 
coloring sheet and ask students to color based on beginning or ending sound of the 
word.
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Rhyme Color Sheet
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Rhyme-a-lot Bot

CCSS: RF.K.2a

Description: Students will demonstrate basic rhyme identification and/or rhyme production 
skills by identifying the pictures that do or do not rhyme with each other. Or, students may 
choose a picture and produce a word that rhymes with it. 

Materials:
✓	Rhyme Picture Cards (included) 

Teacher Preparation:

	� Copy and cut out Rhyme Picture Cards (teacher can also create additional cards).

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher opens the activity by saying: “For this activity we will pretend to be special 
robots called Rhyme-a-lot Bots!”

2.	 Teacher models the activity by showing students how to talk (and possibly move their 
bodies) like robots and introduces sentence frames to be used:
a.	 ________ rhymes with _________ (in a robot voice).
b.	 ________ does NOT rhyme with ________ (in a robot voice). 

3.	 Teacher places all the cards in one pile, face down. 
4.	 Each student takes a turn drawing two cards. 
5.	 Speaking in a robot voice, the student identifies what s/he sees in the picture, then uses 

the sentence frames to say whether or not the pictures rhyme. For example: “I see ‘cat’ 
and ‘bat.’ Cat rhymes with bat.” or “I see ‘cat’ and ‘dog.’ Cat does NOT rhyme with dog.”

6.	 Repeat as time allows. 

Extensions:

	� Students may choose just one card (instead of two) and produce a rhyming or non-
rhyming word for that card using the same sentence frames. 
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Rhyme Picture Cards
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Graphing Syllables

CCSS: RF.K.2b

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to count syllables in one-, two-, three-, and 
four-syllable words read aloud by the teacher. Students will record their work by creating a 
graph that shows how many words include each syllable amount. 

Materials:
✓	Syllable Word List (teacher can also add additional words) (one for teacher; included)
✓	Syllable Graph (included) (one per student)
✓	Crayons, markers, colored pencils, or pencils (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher copies the Syllable Word List. 
	� Teacher copies the Syllable Graph for each student.   

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher models the activity by saying one word aloud (from the included list or other) 
and clapping out the syllables s/he hears in the word. 

2.	 Teacher models how to color in a space in the column that corresponds with the number 
of syllables. 

3.	 Teacher reads words aloud from the list as students fill in their graphs. 
4.	 Teacher marks off each word as s/he reads it to keep track of words used. 
5.	 Repeat as time allows. 

Differentiation:

	� Only use the three- and four-syllable word lists with groups who have mastered one- 
and two-syllable words. 

	� Teacher may ask an advanced student reader to read the words aloud from the one- and 
two-syllable word lists (with a small group of students or with the whole class). 

	� Teacher can make this an individual or partner game by replacing the Syllable Word List 
with pictures of single and multisyllabic words. 
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Syllable Word List

1 Syllable 2 Syllables 3 Syllables 4 Syllables

red yellow energy centennial

plant glitter December watermelon

plate April dinosaur vegetable

pen table musical alligator

chunk leopard flamingo February

glass sofa coconut television

wish rocker October activity

couch penny character ballerina

branch panther banana dandelion

leak little chocolate

cake nickel unicorn

run
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Syllable Graph

1 Syllable 2 Syllables 3 Syllables 4 Syllables
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Syllable Smorgasbord

CCSS: RF.K.2b

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to count syllables in one-, two-, and three-
syllable food words by saying the word aloud and sorting each card by number of syllables.

Materials:
✓	Syllable Smorgasbord Word Cards (included; one set per student or set of partners)
✓	Teacher makes a copy of the Syllable Smorgasbord Sorting Sheet (included; one per 

student or set of partners)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher makes copies of the Syllable Smorgasbord Word Cards. Consider copying or 
gluing onto cardstock or laminating. 

	� Teacher or students cut out each card. 
	� Teacher makes copies of the Syllable Smorgasbord Sorting Sheet. Consider copying or 

gluing onto cardstock or laminating. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher and students place cards face down.
2.	 Teacher explains to students that all the cards they will use for the activity include types 

of foods; they will have a “syllable smorgasbord!”
3.	 Teacher models the activity by choosing one card from the pile, saying the word aloud. 

Teacher claps out the syllables and places the card in the appropriate column. 
4.	 Students begin by choosing the first card in their pile and placing in the correct column. 

Teacher observes and helps students as needed. 
5.	 Repeat as time allows. 

Extension:

	� Instead of using the cards (or after using the cards for a few rounds), students can think 
of their own favorite foods. Each student can say a favorite food, identify the number of 
syllables, and draw a picture of it in the appropriate column.
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Syllable Smorgasbord Word Cards 
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Syllable Smorgasbord Sorting Sheet

1 Syllable 2 Syllables 3 Syllables
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Syllable Steps

CCSS: RF.K.2b

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to count syllables in one-, two-, three-, and 
four-syllable words read aloud by the teacher. Instead of (or in addition to) clapping out the 
syllables, students will step and/or use other body movements to identify the syllables in the 
words. 

Materials:
✓	List of one-, two-, three-, and four-syllable words (teacher can also add additional words) 

(one for teacher; included)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher makes a copy of the Syllable Word List. 
	� Teacher finds a space where students will be able to take steps and move around. 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher models the activity by saying one word aloud (from the included list or other) 
and clapping out the syllables s/he hears in the word. 

2.	 Teacher explains that instead of clapping, for the rest of the words students will take a 
step forward for every syllable in the word. 

3.	 Teacher models taking a step for each syllable in the same word.
4.	 Teacher reads a word aloud from the list.
5.	 Students take a step forward for each syllable in the word (e.g., three steps for 

“unicorn”).
6.	 Teacher can mix up the game by telling students to take steps backwards or sideways 

or engage in other full body motions such as marching, stomping, or jumping for each 
syllable. 

7.	 Teacher marks off each word as s/he reads it to keep track of words used. 
8.	 Repeat as time allows. 

Differentiation:

	� Only use the three- and four-syllable word lists with groups who have mastered one- 
and two-syllable words. 

	� Teacher may ask an advanced student reader to read the words aloud from the one- and 
two-syllable word lists (with a small group of students or with the whole class). 
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Syllable Word List

1 Syllable 2 Syllables 3 Syllables 4 Syllables

sink rabbit unicorn rhinoceros

ramp cobra computer watermelon

plate paper dinosaur vegetable

pen table clarinet alligator

chunk cougar flamingo January

cup sofa Africa television

list rocker champion activity

couch penny character ballerina

branch panther banana dandelion

leak little chocolate

bench nickel energy

run weather

shrimp

large

walk
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Syllable Match

CCSS: RF.1.3e

Description: Students will demonstrate their ability to decode two-syllable words. They will 
match closed two syllables to make a word that they can read.

Materials:
✓	Set of Syllable cards (Teacher created; each with one closed syllable, see “Examples” 

below) that can be matched to make words (one set per student or pair of students)
✓	Student Recording Sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher creates syllable cards. Each card has one closed syllable. Cards can be matched 
to make real words.

	� Teacher copies Students Recording sheets.

Procedure:

1.	 Students arrange syllable cards face down on floor or table. 
2.	 Student selects a card and reads the syllable on the card. 
3.	 Student then selects a second card and reads the syllable. 
4.	 Student decides if the two syllables match to make a word. 
5.	 If the syllables make a word, then the student records the word on the recording sheet 

and keeps the cards. If not, the cards are returned face down on the floor.
6.	 Continue until all cards are matched

Extension:

Create syllable cards with open and closed multisyllabic words.

Examples:

mag net

ro bot
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Syllable Stretch

CCSS: RF.1.3e

Description: Students will demonstrate the ability to decode two-syllable words by playing a 
kinesthetic game called “Syllable Stretch.” In this game, a student reads a syllable from a card, 
and then finds the syllable written in a square on a mat on the floor and stands on it. Once they 
stand on that syllable, they choose another syllable card and read it. If the two syllables make a 
word, they stretch their bodies across the mat to the space the other syllable is in. 

Materials:
✓	Syllable Stretch Mat (Teacher created; can be created on shower curtain or vinyl 

tablecloth, one for use with small group) 
✓	Syllable Stretch cards (Teacher created; see “Teacher Preparation” below)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Make Syllable Stretch Mat on shower curtain or vinyl tablecloth by dividing mat into 
twenty equal spaces.

	� Identify ten two-syllable words for use.
	� Write one syllable (of each two-syllable word) on each Syllable Stretch card.
	� Write one syllable (of each two-syllable word) in each space on the Syllable Stretch Mat.

Procedure:

1.	 Students arrange syllable cards face down on floor or table. 
2.	 Student selects a card and reads the syllable on the card. 
3.	 Student stands on the corresponding space on Syllable Stretch Mat.
4.	 Student selects a second card and reads the syllable. 
5.	 Student decides if the two syllables match to make a word. If so, student stretches to 

reach the matching syllable on the mat (with hand or foot).
6.	 Continue taking turns as time allows.

Extension:

Use open and closed two-syllable words.

mag ket meg nic

bas nut pic mar

tab net ket mit

let nap ro ad

kin set up bot
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Syllable Snap

CCSS: RF.1.3e

Description: Students will practice reading two-syllable words by segmenting and blending 
words by syllable.

Materials:
✓	Syllable Blocks (large blocks that can be snapped together) 
✓	Student Recording sheet (Use Work Mat 2; See Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)
✓	Large container

Teacher Preparation:

	� Copy student Recording sheet
	� Determine two-syllable words to work with (e.g., “magnet,” “robin,” “reptile”)
	� Write each syllable on a block (or onto index cards and then tape them to each block)
	� Snap the two blocks together
	� Place words in a container

Procedure:

1.	 Student selects a word block
2.	 Student snaps word block apart to break into syllables
3.	 Student reads each syllable.
4.	 Student snaps the blocks back together to read the two-syllable word 
5.	 Student writes the word on the recording sheet.
6.	 Continue until all blocks have been used.

Variation:

If snap blocks are not available, the syllables can be written on blocks that don’t snap. Students 
pick two blocks from the container and put them together, decode it, and determine whether 
or not they can make a real word.
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Find Your Corner

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description: Students demonstrate knowledge of common spellings for long vowel sounds 
when they see a word with a vowel team. They identify and read the word family (vowel 
pattern) in words while moving around the room to match the pattern to a Vowel Team chart. 

Materials:
✓	Vowel Team Posters (teacher created, suggestions provided below; one set for display)
✓	Index Cards with one phonetically regular word with a vowel team on each card (one per 

student) 

Teacher Preparation:

	� Make Vowel Team Posters or use any Vowel Team Charts you may already have 
displayed in your room.

	� Hang up the posters in different corners/areas of your room just a bit above students’ 
heads.

	� It’s best to start with four or less and then gradually increase the number of posters.
	� Create deck of lowercase, phonetically regular word cards with vowel teams (e.g., 

“check”). 

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher gives each student one word card. 
2.	 Teacher and students say, “Find your corner!” (Can also call this “Find your poster!” if 

corners can’t be easily accessed).
3.	 Students look at their word and move to the poster they think represent the vowel team 

that matches their word. For example, if I had the word “tool” I would move to the 
poster with the title “oo” and the picture of a pool.

4.	 When all students have moved to a poster, they help each other double check that they 
are in the right spot; they show and read their word to a partner.

5.	 Students display their cards so the teacher can see all of the words. (optional)
6.	 Student volunteers read their word out loud to the class. (optional)
7.	 Students walk to the center of the room and trade cards with another student.
8.	 Repeat steps 2 through 7 as time allows. 

For beginning readers: 

	� This can be done with just short vowel sound words—each poster represents one of the 
short vowel sounds and the students move to the poster that represents the vowel that is 
in the center of their word.

	� This can be done with beginning letter sounds or endings.
	� The teacher can hand pick which word card is given to students who are struggling. 

After the student trades cards with another student, the teacher approaches these 
students and trades with them. 

	� Each time the game is played, the teacher can change out which patterns are in the 
corners depending on what the students are learning. This also provides a quick way to 
assess who may be struggling with the patterns.
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Extensions:

	� Include a word card pile with multisyllabic words or more challenging words. The 
teacher can hand pick which word card is given to these students. After each round, the 
student can trade with the teacher. 

Here is a sampling of some of the vowel team posters that can be made:
ou   (picture of a person going out a door) 
ow   (picture of a cow)
oo   (picture of a pool)

ea, oa, ai (title “When two vowels go walking…” and the two vowels holding hands–then 
below it consider providing pictures such as “boat”) 
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Magic e Wands

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description: Students will apply knowledge of grade-level phonics and word analysis skills to 
make and read words that have a magic (silent) e at the end.   

Materials:
✓	Popsicle sticks
✓	Magic e Star (teacher created; made of foam, posterboard, or cardboard, one per student)
✓	Small star stickers (bought at the store, one per student; optional)
✓	Markers (one per student)
✓	Tape (to attach star to popsicle stick)
✓	CVC Word List (teacher created; one per student)   

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher makes a star using foam, posterboard, or cardboard for each student. 
	� Teacher writes a list of CVC words. These should be words that will become magic e 

words when an e is added to the end (can, ban, fat, mat, rat, bit, dim, fin, jib, pat, van, rob,  
lob, rod, cub, rub, tub, dud, mad, rag, pin, con, hop, hug, cap, mad, tap, not, win, cut, cop, 
kit, rid, at, rip). Consider holding off on giving CVC words with ‘u’ or ‘ag’ until students 
are comfortable with the others as these can be tricky to pronounce. This is the CVC 
Word list. 

	� Teacher makes a copy of the CVC Word List for each student. 

Procedure:

1.	 Each student writes a lowercase e on the star with a marker.
2.	 Each student decorates a popsicle stick with his or her marker. (optional)  
3.	 Each student tapes his or her Magic e start to the popsicle stick. (A star sticker can cover 

the tape on the back of the wand; optional.) This is their “Magic e Wand.”
4.	 Students use the Magic e Wand to add an e to end of the words in the CVC Word List. 
5.	 Students read each word they create aloud. 

Differentiation:

	� Students are given a notecatcher with two columns: the CVC words on the left with a 
space to place the wand at the end of each word, and a column on the right that has a 
space to write the word with the magic e.

	� Hold off on giving word stems with ‘u,’ or ‘ag’ until they are comfortable with the easier 
words.

Extensions:

	� Include words with blends such as twin, plan, strip, past, spin, trip, spit.
	� Invite students to make a list of the new words they created when they used their 

“Magic e Wands.”
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Punch it Out

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description: This activity can be tailored and modified based on the skill of focus. The teacher 
will use the punch sheet appropriate for the skill being learned (e.g., decoding CVC words, 
digraphs, syllables). Students will need to pronounce a word represented by a picture, and then 
determine which of two words written below it correctly spell that word. They will need to 
segment the phonemes in order to match the graphemes (letter or letters) to each sound they 
hear in the word.

Materials:
✓	Hole Punch (can be regular or craft design-style); one per student
✓	Punch it Out Word Cards (Teacher created; printed on paper and cut out, or keep on 

sheet; number will vary depending on how many the teacher chooses to include)
✓	Student Recording Sheet (included; see Activity Bank Appendix) (one per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Copy Student Recording Sheet.
	� Create Punch it Out Word Cards (see examples below)and Word List Sheets (these can 

simply be lined paper or a lined paper titled “Punch Words List”).
	� Gather hole punches.  

Procedure: 

1.	 Student chooses word card.
2.	 Student matches word to the picture and reads word by saying each phoneme in 

isolation as they punch a hole under the letter.
3.	 Student says word again by blending the sounds together. 
4.	 Student writes word on their Punch Words List.

Punch it Out Cards example:

cat cut fan fin
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Short and Long Vowel Sort 

CCSS: RF.1.2a

Description: Students will differentiate between long and short vowel sounds within one-
syllable words. Students work in pairs to say the word represented by a picture, then determine 
if it has a short or long vowel sound in the middle by placing it in the correct column of a T-chart. 

Materials:
✓	Vowel Sort Picture Cards (included; one per pair of students)
✓	Vowel T-chart (included; one per pair of students)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Copy Vowel Sort Picture Cards (teacher may create more than those included) (one per 
pair of students).

	� Copy T-chart (one per pair of students).

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher models the activity by showing students a Vowel Sort Picture Card, saying it 
aloud, and then placing it in the correct column of the T-chart. 

2.	 Teacher shows the students each Picture Card and tells the word for each (in case 
students are not sure what each picture represents; see key at bottom of Picture Card 
page).

3.	 Teacher distributes Vowel Sort Picture Cards and T-charts to students or pair of 
students.

4.	 Students look at each picture, say the word aloud and place in the correct column. 
Students should be able to tell the teacher why they placed each picture in each column. 

Extensions:

	� Teacher may create additional Vowel Sort Picture Cards with two-syllable words
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Vowel Sort Picture Cards

Key (from left to right, top to bottom):
Kite, bats, cat, hat/cap, teeth, bike, cake, sun, pie, boat/sail, dog, rain

Vowel Sort T-Chart

Long Short
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Short Vowel Flowers

CCSS: RF.1.2a

Directions: Students will demonstrate knowledge of vowel sounds within CVC words. 
Students will  match pictures representing words with short vowel sounds on paper petals to 
the appropriate vowel letter in the flower’s “center” to make a “short vowel flower.”

Materials:
✓	Flower “centers” made of construction paper labeled with a short vowel (Teacher created; 

one per student)
✓	Flower “petals” with short vowel word pictures (Teacher created using construction 

paper or copy paper)
✓	Glue 

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Create flower “centers” and “petals.” 

Procedure

1.	 Student chooses a petal and says name of picture. 
2.	 Student identifies vowel sound within name.
3.	 Student glues petal on center with correct vowel name. 
4.	 Student finds more petals with pictures of the same vowel sound until flower is 

completed (6 petals). 

Extensions: 

	� Use long vowel sounds. 
	� Use words instead of pictures.
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Vowel Picture Sort

CCSS: RF.1.2a

Description: Students demonstrate the ability to identify vowel sounds by sorting pictures 
based upon the vowel sound in the word.

Materials:
✓	Set of Vowel heading cards (included; one per student) 
✓	Vowel Picture Cards (included; one set per student)

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Copy and cut out Vowel heading cards.  
	� Copy and cut out Vowel Picture Cards (consider gluing onto index cards for durability).

Procedure:

1.	 Student places Vowel heading cards in a horizontal row on a space in front of them.
2.	 Student places Picture Cards in a stack.
3.	 Student selects one card and says the name of the item (e.g., “sun”).
4.	 Student identifies vowel sound in word and places card under matching vowel heading 

card.
5.	 Students take turns until all picture cards have been matched.

Differentiation:

	� Students can write words after matching to vowel sound.
	� Teacher can create more cards with two-syllable words.
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Vowel Picture Cards

Vowel Cards

ā ē ī ō

ū a e i

o u
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Vowel Slap Jack

CCSS: RF.1.2a

Description:  Students will demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds 
(phonemes) by using a deck of cards (with word pictures) to match vowel sounds in single 
syllable words.  Game is played in pairs.

Materials:
✓	Index cards or construction paper to create decks of cards (one deck per pair of students)
✓	Word picture for each card to represent one-syllable short vowel word

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher creates decks of cards with short vowel word pictures.
	� Teacher separates students into pairs.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher or student splits the deck between two students.
2.	 Each student turns over his/her card at the same time.  
3.	 If the vowel sounds match (e.g., “red” and “bet”), the first one to call out “match” gets 

the two cards.  
4.	 If the sounds do not match, students flip over their next card.
5.	 Play continues until all cards have been played.

Extensions:

	� Teacher may substitute deck with long vowel words; also, may use a deck printed with 
words for students ready for words (rather than using pictures).  May also be used for 
rhyming match or beginning/ending sound match.
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Vowel Slides

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description: Students will demonstrate knowledge of common vowel team conventions for 
representing long vowel sounds by playing a game where they match the vowel sound in a word 
represented by a picture to the vowel team written at the top. 

Materials:
✓	Vowel team slides (Use included template; one for each vowel team being reviewed)
✓	Picture Cards (Teacher created; see “Teacher Preparation” below)
✓	Whiteboard marker (one for teacher use) 

Teacher Preparation: 

	� Make a Vowel team slide using template provided. 
	� Make copies of the template and laminate or place them in transparent plastic sleeves. 
	� Write a vowel team to be reviewed at the top of each slide using the whiteboard marker.  

(Note: if laminating or using plastic sleeves is not practical, the teams can simply be 
written in pencil or marker at the top of the vowel slide.)

	� Prepare Picture Cards—gather pictures of words with vowel teams (e.g., boat, peach, 
feet, hay, light, etc.) and place on cards.

Procedure

1.	 Student places Picture Cards in a stack.
2.	 Student selects one card and says the name of the item (e.g., “peach”).
3.	 Student identifies spelling of the long vowel in the word, and places the card on the 

corresponding vowel team slide.
4.	 Student repeats steps 2 and 3 with next card. When placing cards on the slides, student 

arranges the words in alphabetical order, starting at the top. (Thus, the words ‘slide’ 
down in alphabetical order).

5.	 Student continues steps 2–4 until all cards have been placed on the slides.

Differentiation:

	� Students can write words after matching to vowel team.

Vowel Slide

Vowel Team: _________________________
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Vowel Sound Sticks

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description:  Students will demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds 
(phonemes) by identifying vowel sound (with vowel stick) in conjunction with (teacher’s) 
spoken word containing vowel.  

Materials:
✓	Popsicle sticks (five per student)
✓	Glue
✓	Construction paper (varied colors)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Teacher creates list of CVC (consonant, vowel, consonant) words to read aloud to 
students.

	� Teacher creates out of construction paper a set of color-coded vowels (one set per 
student).

	� Teacher glues vowels to top of popsicle sticks.
	� Teacher provides each student with set of vowel sticks.

Procedure:

1.	 Teacher says a CVC word from his/her list.
2.	 Students identify the sound by choosing the correct letter/stick, and holding it up.
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You’ve Got Mail

CCSS: RF.1.3c

Description:  Students will demonstrate knowledge of final –e and common vowel team 
conventions for representing long vowel sounds, by sorting words that follow the rules for 
common word families and long vowel sounds into “mailboxes.” The mailboxes are labeled 
according to the word families the students are currently learning and practicing. 

Materials:
✓	Mailboxes: can be paper bags, tissue boxes etc.—any kind of box with an opening that can 

be labeled
✓	Words that correspond to the mailboxes
✓	(Optional: there also may be images on one side of the word)

Teacher Preparation:

	� Write a long vowel spelling pattern on each mailbox (ai, oa, ee, magic e).
	� Note: this can also be done with CVC (consonant, vowel, consonant) words with short 

vowel sounds, etc.
	� Make five–six small “letters/mail” cards, with pictures on one side if desired, and words 

on the other (each one connects to one of the mailboxes) for each of the mailboxes. 
	� The “answers” (which words belong in each mailbox) can be written on the back of the 

mailbox.

Procedure:

1.	 The teacher sets mailboxes out in a semicircle in front of the group of students.
2.	 The teacher spreads the words out in front of the students (in front of the mailboxes). 

The teacher decides if the word or picture side is facing up.
3.	 Each student takes a turn picking up a word/image and “reading it,” and then deciding 

in which mailbox to place it.
4.	 Students keep taking turns sorting the mail until there are no words left.
5.	 Then students open each mailbox, one by one, and check the answers on the back of the 

mailbox to see if they sorted the mail correctly.

Differentiation:

	� This activity works well with short vowel CVC words if you label the mailboxes with a, 
e, i, o and u.

	� There can be word cards without any images.
	� There can be words underneath the images on each card.

Extensions:

	� The level of difficulty can be increased by adding more challenging word family 
mailboxes, such as: -oi, -ar, -oy, -ou, -ow, etc.
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Activity Bank Appendix

Letter Cards

Uppercase Letter Cards

A B C D E

F G H

K L M N O

P Q R S T

U V W X Y

Z
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Lowercase Letter Cards

a b c d e

f g h i j

k l m n o

p r s

v w x y

z
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Reading Foundations Skills Block

Student Recording Sheet

Name ______________________________________________ Date _______________________�

My Words:

A
ct

iv
it

y 
B

an
k 

A
pp

en
di

x
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The K–2 Decodable Word List includes examples of each decodable (regularly-spelled) 
word type that is taught throughout the K–2 Reading Foundations Skills Block. The list 
does not represent all the decodable words used in all of the K–2 Skills Block lessons, 

nor is the list limited to words that were taught in lessons. Some example word lists include an 
exhaustive collection of words. Others that would potentially include an overwhelming number 
of words (e.g., the Syllable Type lists) only include a few examples. 

This list of decodable words can be used as a flexible instructional resource.

	 To differentiate. Imagine a group of students who need support with decoding CVCC or 
CVCC short /a/ words in a lesson. A teacher might first compile a list of short /a/ CVC words 
to use, and then move students toward decoding of CCVC and CVCC words. 

	 To extend a lesson. Imagine a group of Grade 1 students who are secure in decoding and en-
coding most one-syllable words with vowel teams. A teacher might search out two-syllable 
examples of ē words for students who have already mastered spelling one-syllable ē words 
currently being taught during whole group instruction.  

	 To reteach. If the whole class or some specific students do not master a given lesson, a 
teacher can find a similar list of words to use when re-teaching the lesson (if the initial lesson 
already used all of the lesson example words). 
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-ab cab, dab, jab, lab, tab

-ad bad, dad, had, lad, pad, sad, tad

-ag bag, gag, lag, nag, rag, sag, tag, wag

-am dam, ham, jam, Pam, ram, Sam

-an ban, can, Dan, fan, man pan, ran, tan, van

-ap cap, gap, lap, map, nap, rap, sap, tap

-at bat, cat, fat, hat, mat, pat, sat, rat

Sh
or

t i
 C

VC
 W

or
ds

-ib bib, fib, rib

-id bid, did, hid, kid, lid, rid

-ig big, dig, fig, jig, pig, rig, wig

-im dim, him, Kim, rim, Tim

-in bin, fin, pin, tin, win

-ip dip, hip, nip, rip, sip, tip

-it bit, fit, hit, kit, lit, pit, sit, wit

Sh
or

t u
 C

VC
 W

or
ds

-ub cub, hub, rub, sub, tub

-ud bud, dud, mud

-ug bug, dug, hug, jug, mug, rug, tug

-um gum, hum, mum, sum

-un bun, fun, gun, nun, run, sun

-ut but, cut, hut, nut, rut

Sh
or

t e
 C

VC
 W

or
ds -ed bed, fed, led, red, wed

-eg beg, leg, peg

-en den, hen, men, pen, ten, Ben

-et bet, get, jet, let, met, net, pet, set, vet, wet, yet

Sh
or

t o
 C

VC
 W

or
ds -ob cob, gob, job, lob, mob, rob, sob

-og cog, dog, fog, hog, jog, log

-op cop, hop, mop, pop, top

-ot cot, dot, hot, lot, not, pot, rot

CVC Words
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Short Vowel Words with Consonant Digraphs “ch,” “sh,” “th,” and “wh” (no blends)
 c

h

ch-
chap, chat, chin, chip, chop, chug, chum
check, chick, chill, chuck

-ch much, rich, such

th
 (

un
vo

ic
ed

)

th-
thin, thud, thug
thick

-th bath, math, path, Beth, Seth, with

w
h wh- wham, when, which, whip, whiz 

sh
 W

or
ds sh-

shad, shag, sham, shed, shim, shin, ship, shod, shop, shut, shun, shut
shack, shell

-sh ash, bash, cash, dash, dish, fish, gash, gosh, gush, hush, Josh, lash, lush, mash, mesh, 
mush, rash, rush, sash, wish 

th
 

(v
oi

ce
d)

th- than, that, them, then, this, thus

c and k blends l blends

scab, scan, scat, scum, skid, skim, skin, skip

blab, blip, blob, blot, clad, clam, clan, clap, clef, clip, 
clod, clop, clot, club, flab, flag, flan, flap, flat, flax, fled, 
flex, flip, flit, flog, flop, flub, flux, glad, glen, glib, glob, 
glop, glum, glut, plan, pled, plop, plot, plug, plum, plus, 
slab, slam, slap, slat, sled, slid, slim, slip, slid, slob, slop, 
slot, slug, slum

m and n blends p blends

smog, smug, snag, snap, snip, snit, snob, snot, snub, 
snug

span, spat, spin, spit, spot, spud

r blends t blends

brad, brag, bran, bred, brim, crab, cram, crib, crop, crux, 
drab, drag, drip, drop, drug, drum, fret, frog, from, grab, 
gram, gran, grid, grim, grin, grit, grub, prim, prod, prom, 
prop, tram, trap, trek, trim, trip, trod, trot

stab, stag, stem, step, stop, stub, stud, stun

w blends

swab, swag, swam, swan, swap, swat, swig, swim, swum, twig, twin, twit

CCVC Words
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CVCC Words

-ct duct, fact, pact, sect, tact -ft gift, heft, left, lift, loft, raft, sift, soft, tuft

-ld bald, held, meld, weld -lf golf, gulf, self, wolf

-lk bulk, hulk, milk, silk, sulk -lp gulp, help, pulp, yelp

-lt belt, cult, felt, halt, kilt, malt, melt, salt, tilt -mp bump, camp, damp, dump, hemp, hump, jump, 
lamp, limp, lump, pump, ramp, wimp

-nd band, bend, bond, fend, fund, hand, land, 
lend, mend, pend, pond, sand, send, wind -ng

bang, bong, ding, dong, fang, hang, gang, king, 
long, lung, ping, pong, rang, ring, rung, sang, sing, 
song, sung

-nk bank, funk, hunk, junk, link, pink, punk, 
rank, rink, sank, sink, tank, wink -nt bent, dent, font, hint, hunt, lint, mint, pant, sent, 

tent, tint, went

-pt kept, wept -sk bask, cask, desk, dusk, husk, mask, task

-sp cusp, gasp, wisp -st
best, bust, cast, cost, dust, fast, fist, gust, last, list, 
lost, mist, must, nest, past, rest, rust, test, vest, 
west, zest

Short a Short o

bland, blank, blast, branch, brand, champ, chant, clamp, 
clank, clang, clash, craft, crank, crash, draft, drank, 
flash, gland, grand, grasp, plank, plant, scalp, scamp, 
scant, shaft, slang, slant, slash, smash, stamp, stand, 
stash, thank, tract, trash

blond, chomp, slosh, stomp 

Short e Short u

bench, blend, chest, cleft, clench, crept, flesh, fresh, 
slept, spend, spent, swept, trench, trend

blunt, blush, bunch, brunch, brunt, brush, clump, clunk, 
crunch, crush, crust, flush, grump, grunt, lunch, plump, 
skunk, slump, slush, stump, stunt, trunk, trust  

Short i

blimp, bling, blink, chimp, chink, clink, crimp, crisp, drift, drink, flinch, flint, frisk, grist, inch, primp, pinch, print, 
shrimp, skimp, smith, sting, stink, swish, thing, think, twist, wink

Short Vowel Words with Beginning and Ending Blends and Digraphs

Short Vowel Words with a Tri-blend or Consonant Blend Digraph

scr- scram, scrap, scrimp, script, scrub, scruff, 
scrunch spr- spring, sprint 

shr- shrank, shred, shrill, shrimp, shrink, shrub, 
shrug, shrunk str- strand, strap, stress, strict, strip, strum

spl- splash, splint, split thr- thrash, thrift, thrill, throb, thrust 
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-ar

arch, ark, arm, art, bar, bard, barge, bark, barn, car, card, cart, carve, charge, charm, chart, dark, 
darn, dart, dwarf, far, farm, hard, hark, harm, harp, harsh, jar, lark, March, march, mark, Mars, 
marsh, park, part, quart, quartz, scar, scarf, sharp, smart, snarl, spark, star, starch, start, swarm, 
tar, war, ward, warm, warmth, warn, warp, yard, yarn

-er clerk, fern, her, herb, herd, jerk, per, perch, stern, term, verb

-ir birch, bird, birth, dirt, fir, firm, first, girl, shirt, sir, skirt, stir, third, thirst, whirl

-or born, cord, corn, for, ford, fork, form, fort, forth, horn, lord, north, or, pork, port, scorn, short, 
snort, sort, sport, storm, thorn, torch, torn, word, work, world, worm, worn, worst, worth

-ur burn, burst, church, curb, curl, fur, hurl, hurt, lurk, spur, surf, turf, turn, urn

Tw
o 

sy
lla

bl
e

-ar

afar, alarm, alter, apart, archer, arctic, armor, arson, artist, award, awkward, barrel, barren, barter, 
carbon, carol, carpet, cartel, charter, collar, coward, darken, darling, discard, dollar, farmer, farther, 
forward, garden, garland, garment, garnish, grammar, harden, harness, harvest, hazard, inward, 
jargon, market, marvel, molar, onward, outward, pardon, parent, parish, parson, partner, party, 
quarter, quartet, radar, sharpen, standard, toward, tractor, transform, transport, upward, vulgar, 
warning

er

border, adverb, after, alter, anger, archer, assert, banner, barter, better, bitter, bladder, blunder, 
border, bother, bower, brother, buffer, butter, cavern, chapter, charter, chatter, clatter, clever, cluster, 
confer, confirm, convert, copper, corner, current desert, dinner, dipper, elder, enter, ever, exert, 
expert, farther, finger, flatter, flicker, flower, former, foster, gather, flitter, govern, hermit, hinder, 
hither, insert, luster, master, matter, member, merchant, merit, monster, mother, never, northern, 
number, offer, order, other, partner, pattern, perform, perish, permit, persist, proper, quarter

-ir confirm, thirty, birthday

-or

absorb, accord, acorn, actor, adorn, afford, anchor, armor, border, color, comfort, concord, coral, 
corner, cortex, doctor, effort, error, escort, forbid, forget, forlorn, formal, former, forty, harbor, 
horrid, horror, import, inform, mayor, minor, mirror, moral, morning, mortal, normal, northern, 
northward, oral, orange, orbit, orchard, order, organ, parlor, pastor, porter, perform, rumor, sector, 
stubborn, support, tenor, terror, torment, valor, vector, vigor, worship

-ur absurd, burden, disturb, during, furnace, furnish, further, murder, murmur, mutter, occur, plural

r-Controlled Vowel Words

-ff -ll

bluff, buff, cliff, cuff, fluff, gruff, huff, Jeff, muff, puff, 
scuff, scruff, sniff, staff, stiff, stuff, whiff,  

bell, bill, Bill, chill, doll, drill, dull, dwell, fell, frill, grill, 
gull, hill, ill, Jill, kill, mill, Nell, pill, quill, sell, shell, shrill, 
sill, skill, skull, smell, spell, spill, still, swell, thrill 

-ss -zz

bass, bliss, brass, class, chess, dress, fuss, glass, grass, 
hiss, kiss, less, miss, press buzz, fizz, frizz, fuzz, jazz

FLOSS Words (-ff, -ll, -ss, -zz)
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-ai
bait, braid, brain, chain, claim, drain, fail, fain, faint, faith, frail, gain, grain, hail, jail, laid, maid, 
mail, main, nail, paid, pail, pain, paint, plain, quaint, raid, rail, rain, raise, sail, sailed, saint, slain, 
stain, straight, strain, straits, tail, trail, train, vain, wail, waist, wait

-ay bay, clay, day, gay, gray, hay, jay, lay, may, May, nay, pay, play, pray, ray, say, slay, spray, stay, 
stayed, stray, sway, tray, way

CVCe

age, ale, ate, babe, bake, base, based, bathe, blade, blame, blaze, brace, brake, brave, cage, cake, 
came, cane, cape, case, cave, change, chase, crave, dale, dame, date, face, fade, famed, fate, flake, 
flame, frame, gale, game, gate, gauge, gave, gaze, grace, grade, grape, grate, grave, graze, haste, 
hate, lace, lake, lame, lane, late, made, make, male, mane, mate, name, pace, page, pale, pane, 
paste, pave, paved, phase, phrase, place, plague, plane, plate, race, rage, rake, range, rate, safe, 
sage, sake, sale, same, sane, save, scale, scrape, shade, shake, shale, shame, shape, shave, skate, 
slate, slave, snake, space, spade, spake, stage, stake, stale, state, states, strange, take, tale, tame, 
tape, taste, trace, trade, vague, vale, vase, wade, wage, wake, waste, wave, whale

-ea bear, break, great, pear, steak, swear, wear

-ei vein, rein, veil, their, heir

-ey hey, prey, they

eight eight, eighth, freight, neigh, sleigh

Tw
o 

sy
lla

bl
e

-ai

acquaint, afraid, assail, attain, avail, await, campaign, cocktail, complain, complaint, contain, daily, 
dainty, daisy, detail, detain, disdain, domain, exclaim, explain, explained, failure, faithful, frailty, 
maiden, mainframe, mainly, mainspring, mainstream, maintain, obtain, ordain, painful, painter, 
painting, plainly, plaintiff, prevail, proclaim, railroad, rainbow, rainy, refrain, regain, remain, 
remained, restrain, restraint, retail, retain, sailor, straighten, straightway, tailor, trainer, training, 
traitor, waited, waiter, waiting

-ay always, array, away, betray, birthday, decay, delay, dismay, display, essay, layer, mayor, payment, 
player, railway, repay

CVCe able, amaze, became, behave, bravely, cable, cradle, debate, embrace, escape, female, grateful, 
invade, locate, maple, mistake, native, parade, primate, safety, stable

-ea bearskin, breakdown, daybreak, jailbreak, outbreak

-ei reindeer, unveil

-ey convey, obey, survey

eigh eighty, eighteen, neighbor

Long a Words
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-ea

beach, bead, beak, beam, bean, beast, beat, breach, breathe, cheap, cheat, clean, cream, deal, 
dean, dream, each, ease, east, eat, feast, feat, gleam, grease, heal, heap, heat, heave, jeans, lead, 
leaf, lean, leap, lease, least, leave, leaves, mead, meal, mean, meat, neat, pea, peace, peach, peak, 
plea, plead, please, preach, reach, read, real, reap, scream, sea, seal, seam, seat, sneak, speak, 
squeak, steal, steam, streak, stream, tea, teach, team, treat, weak, weave, wheat, wreath, zeal

-ee

bee, beech, beef, beep, beet, bleed, breed, cheek, creed, creek, creep, deed, deem, deep, fee, feed, 
feel, feet, flee, fleet, free, green, greet, heed, heel, jeep, keen, keep, knee, kneel, lee, leech, leek, 
meek, meet, need, peek, peel, peep, queen, reed, reef, reel, screen see, seed, seek, seem, seen, 
seep, sheen, sheep, sheet, sleep, sleeve, speech, speed, spleen, steed, steel, steep, street, sweep, 
sweet, tee, teen, teeth, thee, three, tree, wee, weed, week, weep, wheel, wheeled

-ey key

-ie brief, chief, field, fierce, grief, niece, piece, pier, priest, relief, shield, shriek, thief

-ei Keith, Neil, seize, weird

Tw
o 

sy
lla

bl
e

-ea

appeal, beaten, beatnik, beaver, beneath, conceal, creature, dealer, dealing, decrease, defeat, 
disease, displease, eager, eagle, eastern, easy, eaten, eating, feature, increase, leader, leading, 
leaning, leaving, mainstream, meaning, meantime, meanwhile, measles, midstream, neatly 
northeast, peaceful, peacock, pleasing, preacher, reader, reading, really, reaper, reason, release, 
repeal, repeat, retreat, reveal, seamy, season, speaker, speaking, steamboat, steamer, streamline, 
teacher, teapot, teaspoon, treatment, treaty, unseen, weaken

-ee
agree, agreed, asleep, beetle, between, coffee, deepen, degree, esteem, exceed, feedback, feeling, 
fifteen, fourteen, freedom, freely, freeway, freezing, greedy, greenhouse, greeting, indeed, keeper, 
meeting, needle, nineteen, redeem, sixteen, sleepy, thirteen, weekend, weekly

-ey alley, chimney, donkey, hockey, honey, journey, keycard, keynote, keypad, kidney, money, monkey, 
trolley, turkey, valley, volley

-ie belief, cookie, kerchief, outfield, windshield, fieldtrip, cashier

-ei either, neither, protein, ceiling, receive

Long e Words
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-ie cried, die, dried, flies, lie, lies, pie, skies, tie, tied, tried, vie

-igh bright, fight, flight, fright, height, high, knight, light, lights, might, nigh, night, plight, right, sigh, 
sight, slight, thigh, tight

CVCe

bite, bribe, bride, chime, cite, crime, dime, dine, dive, drive, file, fine, fire, five, glide, hide, hike, 
hire, hive, ice, kite, knife, life, like, lime, line, mice, mile, mine, nice, nine, pile, pine, pipe, price, 
pride, prime, prize, quite, rice, ride, ripe rise, rite, shine, shrine, side, sire, site, size, slice, slide, 
smile, spice, spine, spire, spite, squire, stride, strife, strike, stripe, strive, swine, thrive, tide, tile, 
time, tire, tribe, twice, twine, vice, vile, vine, while, whine, white, wide, wife, wine, wipe, wire, wise, 
write

-ind bind, find, hind, kind, mind, rind, wind

-ild child, mild, wild

-y by, cry, dry, fly, fry, my, pry, shy, sly, spy, try, why  

Tw
o 

sy
lla

bl
e

-ie diehard, replied, supplies

-igh

brighten, brightly, brightness, daylight, delight, fighter, fighting, fortnight, frighten, frightened, 
frightful, highest, highland, highly, highness, highway, lighten, lightly, lightness, lightning, 
midnight, mighty, moonlight, playwright, slightly, sunlight, tighten, tightly, tonight, twilight, 
upright

CVCe
abide, advice, advise, arrive, awhile, alike, alive, arise, aside, canine, device, excite, idle, incline, 
inside, invite, lifetime, likely, lively, reptile, reside, revive, silence, stifle, title, united, unlike, widely, 
wisely

-ind behind, mankind, grindstone, mindset, remind, unkind

-ild wildfire, wildlife, childlike, grandchild

-y ally, apply, deny, firefly, July, rely, reply, supply

Long i Words
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-oa boast, boat, cloak, coach, coal, coast, coat, coax, float, foam, goal, goat, groan, load, loaf, loan, 
moan, oak, oat, oath, road, roam, roast, soak, soap, throat, toad, toast

-ow blow, bowl, crow, flow, glow, grow, grown, growth, know, known, low, own, row, show, shown, 
slow, snow, sow, sown, throw, thrown

CVCe

bone, broke, choke, chose, clone, close, clothe, clothes, code, cone, dome, drove, globe, grope, 
grove, hole, holes, home, hope, joke, lone, mode, mole, nose, note, notes, ode, owe, phone, poke, 
pole, poles, pope, pose, prose, quote, robe, rode, rogue, role, Rome, rope, rose, rove, scope, 
shone, slope, smoke, smote, sole, spoke, stole, stone, stones, stove, strode, stroke, strove, those, 
throne, tone, vote, whole, woke, wrote, yoke

-old bold, cold, fold, gold, hold, mold, old, sold, told

-ost host, most, post

-oe toe, doe, foe, goes

-oll poll, roll, scroll, stroll, toll

-olt bolt, colt, jolt, molt

Tw
o 

sy
lla

bl
e

-oa approach, charcoal, steamboat

-ow

arrow, bellow, below, bestow, borrow, burrow, elbow, escrow, fellow, follow, hollow, knowing, 
lowbrow, lower, lowest, lowland, marrow, meadow, mellow, narrow, owing, owner, pillow, 
railroad, rainbow, shadow, shallow, showing, slowly, snowman, snowy, sorrow, sparrow, swallow, 
unknown, widow, willow, window, yellow

CVCe abode, alone, arose, awoke, closely, compose, disclose, explode, expose, impose, locate, lonely, 
motive, noble, ozone, propose, provoke

-old golden, goldfish, blindfold, scaffold, retold, household, unfold, untold

-ost compost, postmark, postcard, postman, utmost, poster

-oe tiptoe, toenail, backhoe, woeful

-oll roller, enroll, unroll

-olt revolt, molten

Long o Words
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Long u Words
oo

 (
fo

od
) 1

boot, broom, cool, drool, droop, food, mood, 
moon, pool, proof, roof, room, shoot, smooth, 
soon, spool, spoon, stool, swoon, swoop, too, 
tool, tooth, zoo

oo
 (

bo
ok

) 1 book, brook, foot, good, look, shook, stood, 
took, wood

2
bathroom, bedroom, cartoon, classroom, 
coatroom, monsoon, raccoon, shampoo, 
teaspoon, toolbox

2 bookcase, bookshelf, childhood, cookbook

Other Vowel Spelling Patterns

O
ne

 s
yl

la
bl

e -ew dew, few, knew, new, pew, stew

-ue cue, due, duel, fuel, hue, sue

CVCe cube, cure, cute, fume, fuse, huge, mule, mute, nude, pure, tube

-ue cue, hue

Tw
o 

sy
lla

bl
e -ew nephew, steward

-ue argue, barbecue, issue, rescue, statue, subdue, tissue, value

CVCe abuse, accuse, acute, amuse, assume, capsule, closure, confuse, consume, costume, endure, 
excuse, fortune, granule, mature, module, perfume, rebuke, refuse, resume, secure

ow
 (

pl
ow

) 1 bow, brown, chow, cow, crowd, crown, drown, 
frown, growl, how, howl, owl, now, plow, scowl

ou
 (

ou
ch

) 1

blouse, bounce, cloud, couch, count, crouch, 
flour, foul, found, grouch, hound, house, 
loud, mound, mouse, mouth, noun, our, out, 
pouch, pound, proud, round, shout, sound, 
south

2 downhill, downstairs, downtown, powder, 
snowplow, sundown, uptown 2 counter, discount, handout, lookout, outline, 

outside, playground, pronoun, without

oi
 (

bo
il) 1 boil, broil, choice, coin, foil, hoist, join, moist, 

noise, oink, point, soil, spoil, voice

oy
 (

bo
y) 1 boy, joy, toy

2 exploit, moisture, ointment, rejoice, subsoil, 
topsoil 2 decoy, enjoy, cowboy, employ, royal

ea
 (

sh
or

t e
) 1 bread, breath, deaf death, head, health, meant, 

read, spread, thread, threat, wealth

ou
 (

so
up

) 1 group, soup, tour, wound, you, youth

2
bedspread, breakfast, feather, hardhead, 
headway, healthy, meadow, overhead, 
pleasure, ready, steady, weapon, weather, 
widespread

2 cougar, coupon, detour, tourist, youthful

au
 (

ha
un

t) 1 caught, cause, fault, flaunt, fraud, haul, haunt, 
pause, sauce, taught, taunt, vault

aw
 (

sa
w

) 1 claw, crawl, draw, hawk, jaw, law, paw, raw, 
saw, shawl, squawk, sprawl, thaw

2 August, author, auto, launder, saucer, 
sausage 2 awful, awesome, drawer, lawyer
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st

Consonant -le Words

-ble

able, bubble, crumble, dabble, fumble, gobble, 
jumble, marble, mumble, nibble, pebble, rubble, 
scramble, scribble, stable, stumble, table, 
tremble, tumble, wobble

-gle
beagle, eagle, goggle, gurgle, juggle, jungle, 
snuggle, squiggle, strangle, struggle, tangle, 
tingle, waggle, wiggle

-cle article, icicle, miracle, particle, popsicle, uncle -ple apple, example, maple, ripple, sample, 
simple, staple, topple, trample

-dle
bundle, cradle, cuddle, fiddle, griddle, handle, 
hurdle, ladle, middle, needle, noodle, paddle, 
puddle, riddle

-tle battle, bottle, brittle, castle, rattle, startle, 
title, whistle

-fle baffle, muffle, raffle, rifle, ruffle, shuffle, sniffle, 
stifle -zle dazzle, drizzle, fizzle, guzzle, nozzle, puzzle, 

sizzle

sc
hw

a 
a

initial about, above, across, afraid, ago, around

Sc
hw

a 
e basket, bonnet, bucket, carpet, comet, 

helmet, hornet, jacket, locket, magnet, 
pocket, puppet, racket, rocket, target, ticket, 
velvet, wallet, blanket, closet, cricket, trumpet 

final China, comma, data, extra, soda, tuna, tundra

final 
(al) dental, loyal, normal, signal, total

sc
hw

a 
o

om

command, commander, company, compare, 
complain, complete, compose, computer, 

bottom, blossom, custom, freedom, kingdom, 
random, seldom, venom, wisdom

before 
-v

above, cover, discover, dove, glove, 
government, love, shove

-on

bacon, button, cannon, carton, common, 
cotton, falcon, gallon, Jason, lemon, lesson, 
melon, pardon, person, poison, reason, 
ribbon, season, talon, wagon 

before 
-th

another, brother, mother, smother, 
nothing, other

-op Bishop, develop, gallop, scallop before  
-n

among, front, grandson, honey, Monday, 
money, monkey, son, sponge, ton, won, 
wonder, wonderful

ew
 (

ne
w

) 1 blew, chew, crew, dew, flew, grew, new, news, 
screw, shrewd, stew, threw

ue
 (

/o
o/

) 1 blue, clue, due, sue, true

2 dewdrop, jewel, mildew, outgrew, renew, 
unscrew, withdrew 2 bluebird, pursue, subdue, Tuesday, untrue

ui
 (

su
it) 1 bruise, cruise, fruit, juice, suit

2 jumpsuit, lawsuit, suitcase, snowsuit, recruit
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Without Blends or Digraphs With CVCe

backpack, Batman, bedbug, bedrock, bobcat, catnap, 
catnip, cobweb, hotdog, hotrod, hubcap, hilltop, lapdog, 
laptop, pigpen, pillbox, puffball, sunset, suntan, tiptop, 
tomcat

backbone, baseball, bathrobe, bedtime, campfire, 
campsite, caveman, classmate, cupcake, dockside, 
farewell, fireman, fireside, flagpole, handmade, 
handshake, hillside, homeland, homesick, landslide, 
lakeside, lifeline, lifelong, lineup, pancake, pothole, 
rosebud, shoreline, springtime, sunrise, sunshine, 
timeline, wildlife, wintertime

With Blends or Digraphs Additional Words

anthill, bathmat, bathtub, blackbird, blindfold, bobsled, 
catfish, chopstick, dishpan, dishrag, drumstick, goldfish, 
gumdrop, handbag, handball, handcuff, handstand, 
jellyfish, landfill, mankind, milkman, nutshell, postman, 
quicksand, sandblast, sandbox, shellfish, snapshot, 
sunfish, sunlamp, wildcat, windmill, wingspan

airline, airplane, armchair, armpit, background, backyard, 
ballroom, barnyard, basketball, bathroom, birdbath, 
birdcage, birdhouse, birthday, blackbird, bookshelf, 
bookstore, bookmark, cartwheel, cookbook, cowboy, 
cowgirl, daydream, daytime, deerskin, doorbell, 
doorway, driveway, fingernail, football, goldfish, 
hairbrush, junkyard, lifeboat, mailbox, northeast, 
northwest, notebook, oatmeal, paintbrush, playground, 
ponytail, postcard, railroad, raincoat, raindrop, sailboat, 
seacoast, seagull, seashell, showroom, snowball, 
snowflake, sundown, teacup, teapot, teardrop, teaspoon, 
thunderstorm, tiptoe, toothbrush, weekday

Vowel Teams without Blends or Digraphs Vowel Teams with Blends or Digraphs

airport, bedroom, beehive, hairpin, houseboat, 
pillowcase, railroad, railway, rainbow, roadside, 
roadway, roommate, runway, seaweed, subway, 
Sunday, teacup, teammate, weekday

driftwood, toadstool, weekend, woodchips

Compound Words
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Suffixes and Other Ending Patterns

-able likeable, readable, understandable, washable -ible collectible, edible, flexible, possible, 
responsible

-dge

badge, bridge, dodge, edge, judge, ledge, lodge, 
pledge, ridge, trudge

begrudge, drawbridge, fidget, misjudge, 
partridge

-ge
age, cage, change, huge, large, page, range, 
stage, strange

danger, emerge, engage, revenge, stranger 

-s bins, bones, cans, hands, homes, pains, shows, 
sounds, tubs -y bumpy, cloudy, dusty, fishy, lucky, lumpy, 

milky, pointy, sunny

-es ashes, boxes, clenches, dishes, dresses, passes, 
porches, ranches, stretches -ful careful, forgetful, hopeful, joyful, wasteful, 

wishful

-ing flying, hopping, jumping, popping, pulling, 
running, rushing, sitting, skating -less careless, endless, fearless, homeless, 

sleepless, wireless

-ly dimly, kindly, mostly, quickly, sadly, sharply, 
softly, slowly -tion

action, addition, caption, conversation, 
direction, donation, fiction, frustration, lotion, 
nation, prediction, section, solution, station, 
vacation

-est biggest, cleanest, coldest, farthest, fastest, 
richest, thickest -ck back, black, bucket, brick, check, chick, 

chicken, rock, stuck, quack  

–ch arch, coach, bench, mulch, porch, ranch, 
reach, speech –tch catch, kitchen, pitcher, sketch, stretch, switch, 

notch, clutch

-sion

conclusion, confusion, expansion, explosion, 
invasion, revision, television, version, vision

mansion, tension

compassion, discussion, expression, 
permission, profession

-ic basic, clinic, fabric, magic, music, panic, 
picnic, plastic, public, traffic

-k clerk, croak, desk, pink, spark

Prefixes 

un- unable, unkind, unlike, unfair, unhappy, unsafe, 
unwise pre- precook, preheat, prejudge, prepay, pretest 

re- recopy, recount, redo, refocus, replay, reread, 
rewrite non- nonfat, nonfiction, nonstick, nonstop

im- imperfect, impolite, impossible in- incorrect, invisible 
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-ed

/i//d/ chanted, darted, gifted, grated, heated, jointed, listed, shaded, skated

/t/ barked, jumped, camped, fished, fixed, gulped, kicked, marched, packed

/d/ banged, called, chilled, howled, mauled, showed, smelled, spoiled

Contractions

am I’m not
aren’t, can’t, couldn’t, didn’t, doesn’t, don’t, 
hadn’t, haven’t, isn’t, shouldn’t, weren’t, 
won’t, wouldn’t

are how’re, they’re, we’re, you’re will he’ll, I’ll, it’ll, she’ll, they’ll, we’ll, you’ll

is he’s, here’s, how’s, it’s, she’s, that’s, there’s, 
what’s, where’s, who’s us let’s

have could’ve, I’ve, might’ve, must’ve, should’ve, 
they’ve, we’ve, would’ve, you’ve would he’d, I’d, she’d, we’d, you’d

had he’d, how’d, I’d, it’d, she’d, they’d, we’d, where’d, who’d, you’d
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A�x: A morpheme attached to the beginning or end of a base word to modify its meaning. 
 Example: “im-” in “impossible,” “-ing” in “jumping.” 

Articulatory Gestures: Mouth movements necessary to enunciate sounds in language.

Automaticity of Words from Memory: The ability to recognize the pronunciations and 
meanings of written words immediately upon seeing them without expending any attention 
or e�ort decoding the words.

Base Word: The root part of a word in which the base element or basic meaning is contained. 
Example: “possible” in “impossible,” “jump” in “jumping.”

Decode: The ability to apply knowledge of letter-sound relationships in reading.

Digraph: Two letters used to represent one phoneme. Example: “sh” or “ea.”

Encode: Ability to apply knowledge of letter-sound relationships in writing.

Grapheme: A letter or a number of letters that represent a sound (phoneme) in a word.  Another 
way to explain it is to say that a grapheme is a letter or letters that spell a sound in a word. 
Some written scripts are simple ones, in which one letter usually represents one sound.

Graphophonic Cues: These involve the letter-sound or sound-symbol relationships of 
 language. Readers identifying unknown words by relating speech sounds to letters or letter 
patterns are using graphophonic cues. This process is often called decoding.

Graphophonemic Knowledge: The recognition of letters and the understanding of 
 sound-symbol relationships and spelling patterns. Note: Graphophonemic knowledge is 
 often referred to as phonics.

Graphophonological Relationships: The correlation between letters (graphemes) and sounds 
(phonemes).

Letter Identification: The ability to name a letter in two forms: uppercase and lowercase, as 
well as the ability to recognize letters both in isolation and within a word.

Morpheme: The smallest grammatical units of a language, each constituting a word or 
 meaningful part of a word that cannot be divided into smaller independent  grammatical 
parts. Example: “unfruitful” has three morphemes, the a�xes “un-” and “-ful” and the base 
word “fruit.”

Phoneme: Any of the perceptually distinct units of sound in a specified language that  distinguish 
one word from another, for example /p/, /b/, /d/, and /t/ in the English words pad, pat, bad, 
and bat.

Phoneme segmentation: The breakdown of words into individual sounds.
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Phonics: A method of teaching reading by correlating sounds with letters or groups of letters 
in an alphabetic writing system.

Phonological Awareness-Phonemes: The ability to recognize that words are made up of 
units of sound (called phonemes) and the ability to manipulate phonemes (segment, delete, 
substitute, blend).

Phonological Awareness-Syllables: The ability to recognize that words can be divided into 
syllables, to segment and blend syllables in multisyllabic words, and to identify syllable type.

Plural: More than one.

Possessive: Shows ownership:

■ Singular possessive: adds an “’s,” belonging to one person or animal.

■ Plural possessive: adds an “s’,” belonging to a group of people or animals.

■ Possessive personal pronouns: no apostrophe (his, hers, yours).

Prefix: An a�x placed at beginning of base word. Example: “un-” in “unkind”.

R-controlled: Any vowel followed by “r.”

Salient Sound: The most noticeable or strongest sound in a word. 

Schwa: A vowel sound typically occurring in unstressed syllables in English. Example: “alone.” 
The “a” in “alone” is an unstressed syllable and makes a schwa sound (in this case  pronounced 
/u/).  The symbol for this sound is /ə/.

Su�x: An a�x placed at end of the base word; changes the part of speech (educate, educator, 
education, educated).

Syllable: An individual beat in a word containing a vowel sound. For example, the word 
 “moment” contains two syllables (or beats), each with its own vowel sound: “mo” and
“ment.”

Syllable Types:

■ Closed: syllable with a single vowel followed by one or more consonants (vowel sound 
is “closed” by the consonant.) Note: Vowel is usually short. Examples: “cab,” “dog,” “in,” 
“dish,” “letter.” 

■ Open: syllable that ends with a single vowel (vowel is not closed by a consonant; it is left 
open.) Note: Vowel is usually long. Examples: “hi,” “me,” “go,” “sky.”

■ V-C-e: syllable with a single vowel followed by a consonant, then the vowel “e.” First 
vowel is usually long and final “e” in the syllable is silent. Examples: “bike,” “skate,” 
“note,” “close.”

■ V-r: (ar, er, ir, ur, or): syllable with one or two vowels followed by the letter “r.” The “r” 
 influences or controls the vowel sound. Examples: “car,” “her,” “for,” “dollar.”

■ Vowel Teams: (“oa,” “ue,” “ai,” “ea,” “ie,” “ay,” “a/ew,” “oo”): syllable that has two consec-
utive vowels. Note: The letters “w” and “y” act as vowels. Examples: long vowel teams 
(“meat,” “road,” “mail,” “say”); variant vowel teams (“amount,” “look,” “paw”).

■ C-le (-al, -el): syllable that has a consonant followed by the letters “-le,” “-al,” or “-el.” The 
vowel sound in this syllable type is the schwa (/ə/).

Vowel Diphthongs: Two or more letters that begin with one vowel phoneme (sound) and glide 
into another (“ouch,” “point”).

 Vowel Team: Any vowel or letter combination that equals a vowel sound.

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   231 1/23/19   6:31 PM



Acknowledgments

Project management support, production design, and copyediting services provided by 
ScribeConcepts.com

_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   232 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   233 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   234 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   235 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   236 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   237 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   238 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   239 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   240 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   241 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   242 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   243 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   244 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   245 1/23/19   6:31 PM



_ELED.00.SKILLS RESOURCE.indb   246 1/23/19   6:31 PM



 

* Article III, Section 2:  Voting Rights. Exceptions.  

  Article IX Committees Section 5:  Resolutions and Bylaws Committee. Submission to Vote.     

 
January 23, 2023 
 
Dear Members,  
 
Proposed resolutions and changes to our Association Bylaws require a vote of our Member 
Districts. The Oakland County School Boards Association (OCSBA) is submitting proposed 
amendments to the Association Bylaws as well as two new resolutions and one amended 
resolution for your consideration.  
 
OCSBA Bylaws* require at least forty (40) calendar days for Member Districts to vote. 
Therefore, the window for your Board of Education to vote will close on Friday March 3, 2023.  

Included in this email are the following documents: 
 

• Cover Letter 

• The current OCSBA Bylaws 

• The proposed amendments to the OCSBA Bylaws 

• The current OCSBA Legislative Priorities 

• The proposed OCSBA Resolutions 

• Two (2) ballots: 
o A ballot for the proposed amendments to the Association Bylaws 
o A ballot for the proposed new and amended resolutions. 

 
If your Board would like a member of the Bylaws and Resolutions Committee to attend your 
Board Meeting and speak to your Board about these proposals prior to voting, please feel free 
to contact me:  Marc Katz at marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us .  Thank you to the committee 
members for their work on this:  Barb Anness (Rochester), Mary Hanser (Oxford), Amy 
Hochkammer (Birmingham), Ron Justice (Berkley), Ad Hoc member Carol Finkelstein (West 
Bloomfield).   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marc Katz 
Chair, Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
Oakland County School Boards Association 

 

mailto:marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us


Member District Ballot  2023 

Proposal to Amend the Bylaws             
 

INTRODUCTION.  The Oakland County School Boards Association Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
reviews and recommends amendments to the Association’s bylaws annually. The OCSBA Board of 
Directors has reviewed the proposed changes and recommends approval of all bylaws amendments as 
presented. Every Member District Board of Education has been provided with the proposed 
amendments and a summary of proposed changes with a rationale for each change.  

VOTING PERIOD AND ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.  OCSBA Bylaws Article XVI Section 1.  These Bylaws may be 
altered or amended by the vote of the Member School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide 
written ballot with the proposed amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty 
(40) day period in which to vote. Each Member School District will have one vote.  

The proposed amendments and written ballot were transmitted to Member School Districts on 
Monday, January 23, 2023.  Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023. 
Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to 
the deadline or your District’s vote cannot be counted! 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE ALL PROPOSED 

AMENDMENTS TO THE OCSBA BYLAWS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the ________________________________________________________ School District  
Insert District Name  

Board of Education on __________________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date  

   [   ] YES.  The Board approves all bylaws amendments as presented.               

 [   ] NO.  The Board does not approve all bylaws amendments as presented.                         

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of a vote of the Board of Education.  

  
___________________________________________________________________________________  

Printed Name                                                                                                             Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)         Board Secretary         Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

  

Email the completed & signed ballot to OCSBABoard@gmail.com 

Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3,  2023   

Questions?  Contact Marc Katz at marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us  (248) 219-5949 

 

C
H

EC
K

 
O

N
E 
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Member District Ballot  2023  

New & Amended Resolutions   
  

Introduction.  Annually, the Oakland County School Boards Association (OCSBA) Government Relations Committee 
(GRC) establishes Legislative Priorities for the current legislative session. The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
then reviews the adopted legislative priorities and drafts resolutions based on those legislative priorities. When 
there is alignment with MASB and/or NSBA resolutions, the MASB/NSBA resolution information is referenced.   

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, the proposed resolutions are presented to our member districts for 
consideration. Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member School Districts shall be the official 
position of the Association as interpreted and pursued by its Board of Directors. 

Eligibility to Vote.  Each Member District receives one (1) vote on the proposed Resolutions. 

Voting Period.  The proposed resolutions, legislative priorities and a written ballot were transmitted to Member 
School Districts on Monday, January 23, 2023. Completed ballots must be received no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, 
March 3, 2023. 

Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to the deadline 
or your District’s vote cannot be counted! OCSBA bylaws Article III, Section 2: Member School District votes shall be 
recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot indicating the vote of the Member School District’s 
Trustees. Member School District votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE THE PROPOSED                                      

NEW AND AMENDED RESOLUTIONS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the __________________________________________________ School District 
Insert District Name 

Board of Education on _______________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date 

[   ] YES. The Board approves all proposed new and amended resolutions as presented.              

[   ] NO. The Board does not approve all proposed new & amended resolutions as presented. 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of the vote by the Board of Education. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Printed Name                                  Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)           Board Secretary            Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

Email your completed & signed ballot to OCSBAboard@gmail.com  

no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023  

Questions? Contact Marc Katz:   marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us   (248) 219-5949 
  

ch
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2023 PROPOSED NEW RESOLUTION 

SCHOOL NUTRITION: OCSBA supports the expansion of the Free and Reduced Meals program 
to include all children, as was done during the pandemic. 
 
SCHOOL SAFETY:  OCSBA supports that there be adequate state resources to allow schools to 
both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
 

 

2023 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO  
PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS 

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE (SFRC):  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; Amended 9/11/2021]                                                     
OCSBA supports review and implementation of the recommendations of the SFRC, including                    
the recommended additional studies on capital costs, infrastructure, and transportation. While 
implementing the SFRC recommendations, higher funded districts must be held harmless.  
[MASB resolution G 11.01 and A-10.25 – 2021 amendment] 

 

CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS 

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTIONS WERE PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED BY  
OUR MEMBER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.  

THE ADOPTION AND/OR AMENDMENT DATE(S) ARE NOTED FOR EACH RESOLUTION.  

MENTAL HEALTH:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports Increased mental health services and professionals in schools and provide 
adequate state resources to allow schools to both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
[MASB Resolutions G 9.01; G 9.05;  G 9.50] 

● Help staff identify potential mental health issues for students.  
● Encourage MDE to develop a model policy for staff regarding identifying mental health 

issues and appropriate staff response. 

LOCAL CONTROL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

Support local control of community-governed public schools with elected school boards.         
[ MASB Resolution A 10.10; A 10.55; A 12.70] 

EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING: [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 
OCSBA supports evidence-based education policy that will maximize opportunities for the 
highest achievement of each student.  [MASB Resolution G 11.01] 
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UNFUNDED MANDATES:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA Opposes any state or federal legislation that results in increased costs for school 
districts without full funding.  OCSBA also encourages the Michigan Legislature to oppose any 
federal laws or programs that are not fully funded thus costing the state valuable resources.  

[MASB Resolution A 10.20]  

SCHOOL AID:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

A. Oppose using School Aid Fund dollars for any other purpose than K-12 education.  
[MASB Resolution A 10.25]  

B. Support additional funding for Special Education, At-Risk and ELL students.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (g) and (j); A 10.55]   

C. Protect the School Aid Fund and local revenues from state tax policy changes.         
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (c); A 10.55]   

D. Specify that the School Aid Fund is only for Pre-K to 12th grade public education in 
Michigan’s 
Constitution and oppose any attempts to create private school voucher or tax credit 
programs.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (a) and A 10.05]  

E.  OCSBA supports enacting the annual School Aid Budget no later than June 1, so that school 
districts have factual information to meet their  constitutional/statutory requirement to  
approve a budget by June 30.   [MASB Resolution A 10.25 (h)]       

 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports transparency and accountability for ALL school aid funds (i.e., community 
governed public school districts, charter schools, cyber schools, community colleges, public 
universities)  [MASB Resolution A 6.65 (c), (d), (f)] 

LAME DUCK:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports lame duck parameters that will address introduction and accelerated passage 
of legislation after the November election.    

UNIVERSAL PRESCHOOL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports additional new dollars to fund universal preschool for all four year old children.  
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; MASB Resolution A 6.15 (c)]  

SPECIAL EDUCATION:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports full funding of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
Although federal legislation initially promised to provide 40 percent of the excess cost to 
educate students with disabilities, the appropriations have fallen short, leaving states and local 
school districts to make up the difference.  [MASB Resolution A 5.01; NSBA Advocacy: IDEA]  
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BROADBAND ACCESS AND DEVICES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
Broadband should be included in any federal or state infrastructure plan.  We support additional 
federal and state funding opportunities to expand affordable and reliable broadband access. We 
support federal and state programs for the purchase   of internet capable devices and software.   
[MASB Resolution A-10.30 – 2021 amendment]  

TEACHER SHORTAGES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
We support statewide initiatives to address teacher shortages and retain teachers, while 
maintaining quality teacher preparation programs. Initiatives might include, but should not be 
limited to, incentives to enter and complete a teaching college program, incentives for teachers 
to remain in the classroom, and easing the process to obtain Michigan certification for teachers 
that are certified in other states.  [MASB 2021-2022 Legislative Priority] 

WHEN ALIGNED WITH OCSBA LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES, OCSBA ALSO SUPPORTS:                                       
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

➢ The National School Boards Association (NSBA) Legislative Agenda   
➢ The Michigan Association of School Boards (MASB) Legislative Agenda  
➢ The Oakland County Superintendents Association (OCSA) Legislative Agenda   

LINKS:     MASB Resolutions:  https://www.masb.org/resolutions.aspx  
                 NSBA Advocacy:  IDEA  https://www.nsba.org/Advocacy  
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2023 OCSBA BYLAW AMENDMENTS 
 
 

Currently Reads  
 

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board 

of Directors shall consist of an odd number 

of Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more 

than 9 members. The Board of Directors 

shall have the discretion to determine the 

number of Directors to best meet the needs 

of the Association. The Board shall consider 

such a change whenever an election 

produces less candidates than open seats, 

and prior to seeking candidates to fill a 

vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the 

number of Directors to all Members. Any 

decrease in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by attrition, which may result 

in an eight member Board for up to one year, 

until the next election. An increase in the 

number of Directors shall be accomplished 

by election, as outlined in Section 4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Would Read 
 

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board 

of Directors shall consist of an odd number 

of Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more 

than 9 members. The Board of Directors 

shall have the discretion to determine the 

number of Directors to best meet the needs 

of the Association. The Board shall consider 

such a change whenever an election 

produces less candidates than open seats, 

and prior to seeking candidates to fill a 

vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the 

number of Directors to all Members. Any 

decrease in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by attrition, which may result 

in an eight member Board for up to one year, 

until the next election. An increase in the 

number of Directors shall be accomplished 

by election, as outlined in Section 4. In 

addition, the Board may call for a mid-year 

special election to increase the number of 

Directors.   

 

Proposed change:  Add 1 sentence at the end 

of this section (shown in blue). 

Rationale:  This allows the Board to restore 

seats twice per year if necessary, rather than 

only once per year as in Section 4. 

 
 
 



 2 

 
 

Currently Reads 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Legislative Priorities.  The 

Government Relations Committee 

will review/revise their Legislative 

Priorities annually. Revised 

Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors 

for approval by June 15th. Once 

approved by the Board, Legislative 

Priorities will be provided to the 

Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 

and Member School Districts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Would Read 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Legislative Priorities.  The 

Government Relations Committee 

will review/revise their Legislative 

Priorities annually. Revised 

Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors 

for approval. Once approved by the 

Board, Legislative Priorities will be 

provided to the Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and Member 

School Districts. 

 

Proposed change: Remove “by June 

15th”.   

Rationale: This process needs to be 

moved up so that legislative priorities 

are adopted by the GRC in the fall 

(Sept/Oct), sent to BOD in October 

and then to Member Districts for 

voting (consider having the voting 

period end by the start of common 

calendar’s school break).   
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Currently Reads 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Committee 

Membership/Leadership.  

Committee members will be 

appointed by the Board of Directors 

annually.  Committee members may 

be reappointed for additional terms. 

The appointed Committee members 

will elect a Committee Chairperson 

at the first committee meeting after 

appointment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Would Read 

 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 

 

Section 4 

 

Committee 

Membership/Leadership.  

Committee members will be 

appointed by the Board of Directors 

annually.  Committee members may 

be reappointed for additional terms. 

The appointed Committee members 

will elect a Committee Chairperson 

at the first committee meeting after 

appointment. The Government 

Relations Committee Chairperson 

shall be a member of the Resolutions 

and Bylaws Committee.  

 

Proposed change:  Add 1 sentence at 

the end of the paragraph (shown in 

blue). 

Rationale: The Government Relations 

Committee (GRC) chair is not 

necessarily a member of the Board of 

Directors. GRC Chair involvement is 

important to be sure that the GRC’s 

intent is reflected in resolutions.  
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Currently Reads 

 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer 

shall maintain all financial statements, 

reports, and budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a 

timely basis and distributed to all 

Board members on a quarterly basis 

or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for 

approval by the Board of Directors an 

annual budget (July 1 to June 30) by 

June 30th along with an annual actual 

income and expense report by 

August 30th following the end of the 

fiscal year.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       Would Read 

 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer 

shall maintain all financial statements, 

reports, and budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a 

timely basis and distributed to all 

Board members on a quarterly basis 

or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for 

approval by the Board of Directors: 

1. No later than the June Board of 

Directors meeting, a budget for 

the upcoming fiscal year (July 1 to 

June 30).  

2. No later than August 30th, the 

end of year revenue & expense 

reports for the immediately 

preceding fiscal year. 

 

Proposed change: Separate and 

clarify item (b). 

Rationale:  This is confusing as 

written, the budget and end of year 

reports are 2 separate documents.  
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2023 PROPOSED NEW RESOLUTION 

SCHOOL NUTRITION: OCSBA supports the expansion of the Free and Reduced Meals program 
to include all children as was done during the pandemic. 
 
SCHOOL SAFETY:  OCSBA supports that there be adequate state resources to allow schools to 
both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
 

2023 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO  
PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS 

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE (SFRC):  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; Amended 9/11/2021]                                                     
OCSBA supports review and implementation of the recommendations of the SFRC, including                    
the recommended additional studies on capital costs, infrastructure, and transportation. While 
implementing the SFRC recommendations, higher funded districts must be held harmless.  
[MASB resolution G 11.01 and A-10.25 – 2021 amendment] 

 

CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS 

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTIONS WERE PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED BY OUR MEMBER SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS.  

THE ADOPTION AND/OR AMENDMENT DATE(S) ARE NOTED FOR EACH RESOLUTION.  

MENTAL HEALTH:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports Increased mental health services and professionals in schools and provide 
adequate state resources to allow schools to both educate and keep students and staff safe. 
[MASB Resolutions G 9.01; G 9.05;  G 9.50] 

● Help staff identify potential mental health issues for students.  
● Encourage MDE to develop a model policy for staff regarding identifying mental health 

issues and appropriate staff response. 

LOCAL CONTROL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

Support local control of community-governed public schools with elected school boards.         
[ MASB Resolution A 10.10; A 10.55; A 12.70] 

EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING: [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 
OCSBA supports evidence-based education policy that will maximize opportunities for the 
highest achievement of each student.  [MASB Resolution G 11.01] 

UNFUNDED MANDATES:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA Opposes any state or federal legislation that results in increased costs for school 
districts without full funding.  OCSBA also encourages the Michigan Legislature to oppose any 
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federal laws or programs that are not fully funded thus costing the state valuable resources.  

[MASB Resolution A 10.20]  

SCHOOL AID:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

A. Oppose using School Aid Fund dollars for any other purpose than K-12 education.  
[MASB Resolution A 10.25]  

B. Support additional funding for Special Education, At-Risk and ELL students.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (g) and (j); A 10.55]   

C. Protect the School Aid Fund and local revenues from state tax policy changes.         
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (c); A 10.55]   

D. Specify that the School Aid Fund is only for Pre-K to 12th grade public education in 
Michigan’s 
Constitution and oppose any attempts to create private school voucher or tax credit 
programs.      
[MASB Resolutions A 10.25 (a) and A 10.05]  

E.  OCSBA supports enacting the annual School Aid Budget no later than June 1, so that school 
districts have factual information to meet their  constitutional/statutory requirement to 

approve  
a budget by June 30.   [MASB Resolution A 10.25 (h)]       

ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports transparency and accountability for ALL school aid funds (i.e., community 
governed public school districts, charter schools, cyber schools, community colleges, public 
universities)                                [MASB Resolution A 6.65 (c), (d), (f)] 

LAME DUCK:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019]   

OCSBA supports lame duck parameters that will address introduction and accelerated passage 
of legislation after the November election.    

UNIVERSAL PRESCHOOL:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports additional new dollars to fund universal preschool for all four year old children.  
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019; MASB Resolution A 6.15 (c)]  

SPECIAL EDUCATION:  [OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

OCSBA supports full funding of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
Although federal legislation initially promised to provide 40 percent of the excess cost to 
educate students with disabilities, the appropriations have fallen short, leaving states and local 
school districts to make up the difference.  [MASB Resolution A 5.01; NSBA Advocacy: IDEA]  

BROADBAND ACCESS AND DEVICES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
Broadband should be included in any federal or state infrastructure plan.  We support additional 
federal and state funding opportunities to expand affordable and reliable broadband access. We 
support federal and state programs for the purchase   of internet capable devices and software.   
[MASB Resolution A-10.30 – 2021 amendment]  
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TEACHER SHORTAGES:   [OCSBA Adopted 9/11/2021]                                                      
We support statewide initiatives to address teacher shortages and retain teachers, while 
maintaining quality teacher preparation programs. Initiatives might include, but should not be 
limited to, incentives to enter and complete a teaching college program, incentives for teachers 
to remain in the classroom, and easing the process to obtain Michigan certification for teachers 
that are certified in other states.  [MASB 2021-2022 Legislative Priority] 

WHEN ALIGNED WITH OCSBA LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES, OCSBA ALSO SUPPORTS:                                       
[OCSBA Adopted 9/24/2019] 

➢ The National School Boards Association (NSBA) Legislative Agenda   
➢ The Michigan Association of School Boards (MASB) Legislative Agenda  
➢ The Oakland County Superintendents Association (OCSA) Legislative Agenda   

LINKS:     MASB Resolutions:  https://www.masb.org/resolutions.aspx  
                 NSBA Advocacy:  IDEA  https://www.nsba.org/Advocacy  
 

 



Adopted by Board of Directors:  11/15/2017 
Adopted by General Membership:  1/24/2018; 10/18/2018 
Amendments Adopted by General Membership:  9/16/2020 
Amendments Adopted by Member School Districts: 9/10/2021 
 

BYLAWS  

OF THE  

OAKLAND COUNTY SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION 

ARTICLE I 

OFFICES 

Section 1:  Principal Office.  The principal office of the Oakland County School Boards Association 

(the “Association”) in the State of Michigan will be located at 2111 Pontiac Lake Road, Waterford 

Township, County of Oakland. The Association may have such other offices, either within or 

without the State of Michigan, as the Board of Directors of the Association may determine or as 

the affairs of the Association may require from time to time. 

Section 2:  Registered Office.  The Association will have and continuously maintain a registered 

office and a registered agent whose office is identical with the registered office. The registered 

office may be, but need not be, identical with the principal office, and the address of the 

registered office may be changed from time to time by the Board of Directors of the Association. 

ARTICLE II 

PURPOSE 

Section 1:  Purpose.  The purpose of the Association shall be: 

(a) To advance the quality of public education in Oakland County through the cooperative 

efforts of locally-elected boards of education. 

(b) To promote high standards in providing educational programs and services to meet the 

needs of all students. 

(c) To make available to school board members information concerning educational issues. 

(d) To conduct and sponsor meetings and programs about various aspects of education in 

partnership with Oakland Schools. 

(e) To promote public understanding about the role of school boards in our education system 

and the need for citizen involvement in maintaining and improving our schools. 

(f) To enhance cooperation and communication among boards of education in Oakland 

County. 

(g) To present a strong force representing the views of school boards in Oakland County to 

the political representatives serving the area.  

(h) To advocate for county, state and national legislation and governance that promotes and 

supports public education services by locally elected boards of education. 
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ARTICLE III 

MEMBERSHIP 

Section 1:  Members.  The Association shall be organized upon a membership basis. Any publicly 

elected Board of Education member of a school district located in Oakland County or any elected 

Oakland ISD Board of Education member (referred to herein as “Member School Districts”), that 

is also a member in good standing in the Michigan Association of School Boards (“MASB”), is an 

eligible general member of this Association (referred to herein as a “Member” or collectively the 

“Members”). 

Section 2:  Voting Rights.  Each Member is entitled to one vote on each matter submitted to a 

vote of the Members, with specific exceptions as outlined in this section. All rights to vote on 

business or election before the Members will be done in person. 

Exceptions: Each Member School District shall have one (1) vote on resolutions (as 

outlined in Article IX) or to amend these Bylaws (as outlined in Article XVI). Member 

School District votes shall be recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot 

indicating the vote of the Member School District’s Trustees. Member School District 

votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. Results 

of such Member School District voting shall be provided to all Member Districts not later 

than the next general membership meeting. 

Section 3:  Electronic Voting.  Electronic voting rights are granted to the Board of Directors only 

to conduct emergency business. All electronic vote(s) will be reaffirmed at the next meeting of 

the Board of Directors. 

Section 4: Transfer of Membership.  Membership in this Association is not transferable or 

assignable. 

ARTICLE IV 

DUES 

The Association shall be financed by an annual MASB grant to its County Area School Boards 

Association (CASBA) members, Intermediate School District membership dues in an amount not 

to exceed the MASB CASBA grant, and by contributions and gifts accepted by the Association. 

ARTICLE V 

MEETING OF MEMBERS 

Section 1:  Annual and Regular Meetings.  There shall be an annual meeting of the Members and 

not less than three additional, regular membership meetings each year for the purpose of 

appointing the Board of Directors and for the transaction of such other business as may come 
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before the meeting. The annual meeting shall be the first regular meeting after July 1. The date, 

time, and place of all meetings shall be determined by the Board of Directors. 

Section 2:  Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Members may be called by voice or email 

by the President or by two or more members of the Board of Directors with 30 days’ notice. 

Section 3:  Place of Meeting. The Board of Directors may designate the place of meeting for any 

annual or regular meeting or for any special meeting. If no designation is made, or if a special 

meeting is otherwise called, the place of the meeting will be the registered off of the Association; 

but if all of the Members meet at any time and place and consent to holding of a meeting, such 

meeting will be valid without call or notice, and at such meeting any corporate action may be 

taken. 

Section 4:  Notice of meetings.  Written notice stating the place, day, and hour of any meeting 

of Members will be delivered, either personally or by email, to each Member entitled to vote as 

such meeting, not less than ten nor more than fifty days before the date of the meeting by the 

Secretary. In case of a special meeting, or when required by statute or these Bylaws, the purpose 

or purposes for which the meeting is called will be stated in the notice. If mailed, the notice of a 

meeting will be deemed to be delivered when deposited in the United States mail addressed to 

the Member at his or her address as it appears on the records of the Association, with postage 

thereon prepaid.  

Section 5:  Informal Action by Members.  Any action required by law to be taken at a meeting of 

the Members, or any action which may be taken at a meeting of the Members, may be taken 

without a meeting if a consent in writing, setting forth the action so taken, will be signed by all 

of the Members entitled to vote with respect to the subject matter thereof. 

Section 6:  Quorum.  The presence of at least one Member from twenty-five (25%) percent of 

the Member School Districts will constitute a quorum at such meeting. If a quorum is not present 

at any meeting of Members, a majority of the Members present may adjourn the meeting 

without further notice. 

Section 7: Involvement of Member School District Administrators.  Superintendents and 

Administrators of Member School Districts are encouraged to participate in the Member 

meetings and other Association activities.  

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board of Directors shall consist of an odd number of 

Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more than 9 members. The Board of Directors shall have the 

discretion to determine the number of Directors to best meet the needs of the Association. The 
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Board shall consider such a change whenever an election produces less candidates than open 

seats, and prior to seeking candidates to fill a vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the number of Directors to all Members. Any decrease in 

the number of Directors shall be accomplished by attrition, which may result in an eight member 

Board for up to one year, until the next election. An increase in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by election, as outlined in Section 4.  In addition, the Board may call for a mid-year 

special election to increase the number of Directors.  Rationale:  This allows the Board to restore 

seats twice per year, rather than only once per year as in Section 4. 

Section 2:  Eligibility.  Any Member is eligible to be elected to the Association’s Board of 

Directors. Only one Member from each Member School District is allowed to serve on the Board 

at any given time. 

Section 3:  Term.  The term of office for each Director shall be for three (3) years and shall 

continue until his or her successor has been elected and qualified. 

Section 4:  Board Election:  By May 1st yearly, the Board shall convene an Election Committee 

comprised of the three most recently elected Members of the Board of Directors. The Election 

Committee shall seek candidates who will create a Board with a geographical balance from 

throughout Oakland County. Board Candidate Application Forms will also be sent to all Member 

School Districts to be delivered to their board members. Candidates must submit a completed 

application to the Election Committee prior to the deadline specified on the form. Nominations 

cannot be made from the floor during the meeting at which the election occurs. Election of 

Candidates from Member School Districts shall take place at the June meeting. If there are more 

candidates than vacancies to be filled, the Member vote shall be by written ballot. If there are 

less candidates than vacancies to be filled, the Board of Directors shall follow the procedure to 

fill a vacancy as outlined in Section 6. 

Section 5:   Resignation/Removal.  Any Director may resign by written notice to the Association. 

Any Director may be removed by the Members or the Board at any meeting of the Members or 

the Board, with cause as defined in Appendix I, by the affirmative vote of a majority of the 

Members or the Directors then in office (excluding the Director who is the subject of such action).  

Section 6:  Vacancy.  If a vacancy shall occur among the Board of Directors as a result of death, 

resignation, removal or otherwise, the Board will first consider whether it is appropriate to 

decrease the number of Directors as outlined in Section 1.  If the Board determines that the needs 

of the Association are best met by retaining the current number of Directors, the President will 

notify the Members of the vacancy, each Member School District shall be sent a Board Candidate 

Application Form and the Board shall appoint a member to fill the vacancy at its next meeting. 

The appointee shall serve until the next scheduled election. 
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Section 7:   Attendance.  Failure to attend three (3) consecutive Board meetings shall constitute 

a resignation; however, a Director may be granted an excused absence by action of the Board. 

Such a request shall be made in writing to the Board President within thirty (30) days of the 

missed meeting. 

ARTICLE VII 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  General Powers.   It shall be the responsibility of the Board of Directors to carry out 

the purposes of the Association as specified in Article II of the Articles of Incorporation. 

Section 2:  Regular Meetings.  A regular annual meeting of the Board of Directors will be held 

without other notice than these Bylaws. The date and time of the annual meeting shall be 

determined by the Board of Directors. The Board of Directors may provide by resolution the time 

and place for holding of additional regular meetings of the Board without other notice than such 

resolution. 

Section 3:  Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Board of Directors may be called by or at 

the request of the President or any two Directors. The person or persons authorized to call special 

meetings of the Board may fix any place as the place for holding any special meeting of the Board 

called by them. 

Section 4:  Notice.   Notice of any special meeting of the Board of Directors will be given at least 

two days by written notice delivered personally, phone, fax, or email to each Director’s contact 

information as shown by the records of the Association or five days’ notice by mail.  If mailed, 

such notice will be deemed to be delivered when deposited in the United States mail in a sealed 

envelope so addressed, with postage thereon prepaid. Any Director may waive notice of any 

meeting.  The attendance of a Director at any meeting will constitute a waiver of notice of such 

meeting, except where a Director attends a meeting for the express purpose of objecting to the 

transaction of any business because the meeting is not lawfully called or convened. Neither the 

business to be transacted at, nor the purpose of, any regular or special meeting of the Board 

need be specified in the notice or waiver of notice of such meeting, unless specifically required 

by law or by these Bylaws. 

Section 5:  Quorum.  A majority of the Board of Directors will constitute a quorum for the 

transaction of business at any meeting of the Board; if less than a majority of the Directors are 

present at said meeting, a majority of the Directors present may adjourn the meeting without 

further notice. 

Section 6:  Manner of Acting. The act of a majority of the Directors serving (whether elected or 

appointed), at a meeting at which a quorum is present will be the act of the Board of Directors, 

unless the act of a greater number is required by law or by these Bylaws.  



6 
 

Section 7:   Compensation.  Directors as such will not receive any stated salaries for their services, 

but by resolution of the Board of Directors a fixed sum and expenses of attendance, if any, may 

be allowed for attendance at each regular or special meeting of the Board; but nothing herein 

contained will be construed to preclude any Director from serving the Association in any other 

capacity and receiving compensation therefor. 

Section 8:  Informal Action by Directors.  Any action required by law to be taken at a meeting of 

Directors, or any action which may be taken at a meeting of Directors, may be taken without a 

meeting if a consent in writing, setting forth the action so taken, is signed by all the Directors. 

Section 9:  Confidentiality.  The records and business of all Board of Directors proceedings shall 

be confidential and shall not be subject to disclosure without the Board of Directors’ 

authorization in advance of disclosure.  

ARTICLE VIII 

OFFICERS 

Section 1:  Election or Appointment.   The Board of Directors, as soon as may be practical after 

the annual appointment of Directors in each year, shall elect from the current Board of Directors, 

a President, a Vice-President, a Secretary, and a Treasurer of the Association. 

Section 2:   Term of Office.   Ther term of office for all officers shall commence upon their election 

or appointment and shall continue until the next annual meeting of the Association and 

thereafter until their respective successors are chosen or until their resignation or removal.  Any 

officer may be removed from office at any meeting of the Directors, with cause, by the affirmative 

vote of a majority of the Directors, whenever in their judgment the best interests of the 

Association will be served thereby.  An officer may resign by written notice to the Association. 

The resignation shall be effective upon its receipt by the Association or at a subsequent time 

specified in the notice of resignation. The Directors shall have the power to fill any vacancies in 

any offices occurring for whatever reason.  

Section 3:  Compensation.   Officers as such will not receive any stated salaries for their services, 

but by resolution of the Board of Directors a fixed sum and expenses of attendance, if any, may 

be allowed for attendance at each regular or special meeting of the Board; but nothing herein 

contained will be construed to preclude any Officer from serving the Association in any other 

capacity and receiving compensation therefore.  

Section 4:  The President.  The President shall be the Chief Executive Officer of the Association 

and shall have general and active management of the activities of the Association and shall see 

that all orders and resolutions of the Board of Directors are carried into effect.  He or she shall 

execute all authorized conveyances, contracts, or other obligations in the name of the 

Association, except where required by law to be otherwise signed and executed, and except 
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where the signing and execution thereof shall be expressly delegated by the Directors to some 

other officer or agent of the Association.  He or she shall preside at all meetings of the Directors. 

Section 5:   Vice-President.  The Vice-President in the order designated by the Board of Directors, 

or, lacking such designation, by the President shall, in the absence or disability of the President, 

perform the duties and exercise the powers of the President and shall perform such other duties 

as the Board of Directors shall prescribe.   

In the absence of both the President and Vice-President, the Directors present thereat shall 

designate another presiding officer. 

Section 6:  The Secretary.    The Secretary shall attend all meetings of the Board of Directors and 

record all votes and the minutes of all proceedings in a book to be kept for that purpose.  He or 

she shall give, or cause to be given, notice of all meetings of the Directors for which notice may 

be required, and shall perform other duties as may be prescribed by the Directors.  He or she 

shall have the authority to execute with the President all authorized conveyances, contracts or 

other obligations in the name of the Association, except as otherwise directed by the Directors. 

Section 7:  The Treasurer.  The Treasurer shall have custody of the funds and securities of the 

Association and shall keep full and accurate accounts of receipts and disbursements in books 

belonging to the Association and shall deposit all monies and other valuable effects in the name 

and to the credit of the Association in such depositories as may be designated by the Directors. 

He or she shall disburse the funds of the Association as may be ordered by the Directors, taking 

proper vouchers for such disbursements, and shall render to the President and Directors, at the 

regular meetings of the Directors, or whenever they may require it, an account of all his or her 

transactions as Treasurer and of the financial condition of the Association. If required by the 

Directors, he or she shall give the Association a bond in such sum and with such surety or sureties 

as shall be satisfactory to the Directors for the faithful performance of the duties of his or her 

office and for the restoration to the Association (in case of his or her death, resignation or 

removal from office) of all books papers, vouchers, money and other property of whatever kind 

in his or her possession or under his or her control belonging to the Association.  

Section 8:  Bonding of Officers.  All officers of the Association, if required to do so by the Board 

of Directors, shall furnish bonds to the Association for the faithful performance of their duties, in 

such amounts and with such conditions and security as the Board shall require. The Association 

shall assume the cost of providing any bond required hereunder. 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 
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Section 1:   General.  The Board of Directors may designate standing and ad hoc committees with 

such duties and powers as it may provide in order to carry out the program and purposes of the 

Association.  

Section 2:  Quorum and Voting Rights.  Unless otherwise stated within this Article, the presence 

of twenty-five (25%) percent of the appointed representatives to a Committee will constitute a 

quorum and each appointed representative present in the meeting shall have one vote.  Member 

School Districts may designate an alternate representative to any committee comprised of 

representatives of Member School Districts; however, any appointed alternate shall only be 

counted for quorum and/or vote when the primary appointed representative for their District is 

absent.  

Section 3:  Committee Chairs.  Each standing and ad hoc committee shall elect a Chairperson 

annually from the appointed representatives. The election shall be the first order of business at 

the Committee’s first meeting after January 31st.  Written notice of the election date, time and 

place shall be provided to all appointed representatives not less than seven (7) calendar days 

prior to the meeting at which the vote will occur.  

Each Committee Chair is responsible for establishing and distributing the meeting schedule and 

agendas and providing such to the appointed representatives. The Chair shall maintain 

committee attendance records, distribute meeting minutes to the appointed representatives 

after each meeting and regularly report to the Board of Directors through the President. 

Any Committee Chair may resign by written notice to the Association President. Any Committee 

Chair may be removed by the Committee Members or the Board at any meeting of the 

Committee Members or the Board, without cause, by the affirmative vote of a majority of the 

appointed representative(s) present or the Board of Directors then in office (excluding the 

Committee Chair who is the subject of such action). 

Section 4:   The Government Relations Committee.  The Government Relations Committee shall 

be a standing committee. The committee’s purpose is to receive information legislative matters 

for the purpose of sharing said information with the Member School Districts to advocate for, 

and increase awareness of, issues facing public education.  The committee will meet at least 6 

times per year. 

Committee Membership/Leadership.  At each Member School District’s annual 

organizational meeting, a Member should be appointed to represent their Member 

School District at the Government Relations Committee. 

A Committee Chairperson will be elected annually from the appointed Members at the 

first committee meeting after January 31st. Each Member School District in attendance 
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shall have one (1) vote, which shall be cast by the Member School District’s appointed 

representative. 

Legislative Priorities.  The Government Relations Committee will review/revise review 

and revise their Legislative Priorities annually. Revised Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors for approval. by June 15th. Rationale: this process 

needs to be moved up so that legislative priorities are adopted  by the GRC in the fall 

(Sept/Oct), sent to BOD in October and then to Member Districts for voting (consider 

having the voting period end by the start of common calendar’s school break).  Once 

approved by the Board, Legislative Priorities will be provided to the Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and Member School Districts. 

Section 5:  Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee shall be 

a standing committee and shall exercise the powers prescribed in this section.  The committee’s 

purpose is to develop and manage the resolutions and bylaws process. The committee shall meet 

at least once per year.   

Committee Membership/Leadership.  Committee members will be appointed by the 

Board of Directors annually.  Committee members may be reappointed for additional 

terms. The appointed Committee members will elect a Committee Chairperson at the first 

committee meeting after appointment. The Government Relations Committee 

Chairperson shall be a member of the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee. Rationale: 

Committee Chair involvement is important to be sure that the GRC’s intent is reflected in 

resolutions. 

Initiation of Resolutions and Bylaws Revisions.  Resolutions or bylaws revisions may be 

initiated by a Member School District Board, the Board of Directors, the Government 

Relations Committee or the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  Once approved by the 

OCSBA Board of Directors, the Legislative Priorities shall be included in the resolutions 

drafted by the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  All proposed resolutions and/or 

bylaws revisions shall be submitted in writing to the Board of Directors or Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and shall be addressed by the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee at 

their next meeting. 

Submission to Vote.   The Board of Directors shall review all proposed resolutions and 

bylaws amendments prior to submission to the Member School Districts. 

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, proposed resolutions and bylaws amendments 

shall be sent to the Member School Districts for voting. Member School Districts will be 

asked to vote at their next meeting. The window for Member School District voting shall 
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be at least forty (40) calendar days and the voting deadline shall be specified on the ballot 

or resolution. 

Resolution Adoption.  Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member 

School Districts shall be the official position of the Association as interpreted and pursued 

by its Board of Directors. 

ARTICLE X 

DISSOLUTION 

Section 1:  General.  In the event of dissolution of the Association, all of the Association’s assets, 

real and personal, shall be distributed as provided in Article VIII of the Association’s Articles of 

Incorporation. 

Section 2:  No Inurement.  No part of the net earnings of the Association shall be distributed to 

or inure to the benefit of any Member, Director or Officer of the Association, as prohibited by 

Section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (or corresponding provisions 

of subsequent federal tax laws), or the Michigan General Sales Tax Act or the Michigan Use Tax 

Act. 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Section 1:  Financial Expenditures.  All financial expenditures of the Association shall not exceed 

those within the parameters of the approved annual budget. No committee has the power to 

create any financial liability for the Association, unless specifically authorized by the majority of 

the Members. The Board of Directors approval and signatory by both the President and Treasurer 

are required for any expenditure exceeding $2,500. Expenditures up to $2,500 must be approved 

by either the Board President or the Treasurer. In the event that the President and/or Treasurer 

are absent or disabled, the Vice-President may approve expenditures. 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer shall maintain all financial statements, reports, and 

budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a timely basis and distributed to all Board members on a 

quarterly basis or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for approval by the Board of Directors an annual budget (July 

1 to June 30) by June 30th along with an annual actual income and expense report by 

August 30th following the end of the fiscal year.  

Rationale:  This is confusing as written, the budget and end of year reports are 2 separate 

documents. Separate and clarify.                                                    

(b) The Treasurer shall present for approval by the Board of Directors: 



11 
 

1. Not later than the June Board of Directors meeting, a budget for the upcoming fiscal 

year (July 1 to June 30).  

2. No later than August 30th, the end of year revenue & expense reports for the 

immediately preceding fiscal year. 

(c) The approved budget and annual report of income and expenditures will be presented at 

the first fall Member Meeting. 

(d) Annually the accounting records of the Association will be closed in preparation for any 

necessary IRS filings. 

Section 3:  Review of Financial Records.   

(a) Internal – Board of Directors.  Annually, the Association shall perform certain agreed upon 

procedures related to the financial records of the Association. The year-end report and 

supporting documentation shall be available for review by the Board of Directors prior to 

the annual Board of Directors and Member meetings. 

(b) External. An audit will only be conducted in place of the agreed upon procedures if 

required by law or a third party. 

Section 4:  Fiduciary Agreement.  The Board of Directors may enter into an Administrative and 

Financial Services Agreement with Oakland Schools to support management of the Association. 

The Treasurer shall monitor the work performed by Oakland Schools under this agreement. 

ARTICLE XII 

INDEMNIFICATION OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND AGENTS 

Section 1:  Indemnification of Directors and Officers:  Claims Brought by Third Parties.  The 

Association shall, to the fullest extent authorized or permitted by the Michigan Nonprofit 

Association Act or other applicable law, as the same presently exists or may hereafter be 

amended (the “Act”), indemnify a director or officer (the “Indemnitee”) who was or is a party or 

is threatened to be made a party to a threatened, pending or completed action, suit or 

proceeding, whether civil, criminal, administrative, or investigative and whether formal or 

informal, other than an action by or in the right of the Association, by reason of the fact that he 

or she is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of the Association, or is or was serving at 

the request of the Association as a director, officer, partner, trustee, employee or agent of 

another foreign or domestic Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust 

or other enterprise, whether for profit or not for profit, against expenses, including attorneys’ 

fees, judgments, penalties, fines and amounts paid in settlement actually and reasonably 

incurred by the Indemnitee in connection with the action, suit or proceeding, if the Indemnitee 

acted in good faith and in a manner the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in or not opposed 

to the best interests of the Association, and with respect to any criminal action or proceeding, if 
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the Indemnitee has no reasonable cause to believe the conduct was unlawful. The termination 

of any action, suit or proceeding by judgment, order, settlement, conviction, or upon a please of 

nolo contendere or its equivalent, does not, of itself, create a presumption that the Indemnitee 

did not act in good faith and in a manner which in the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in 

or not opposed to the best interests of the Association, and, with respect to any criminal action 

or proceeding, had reasonable cause to believe that the conduct was unlawful. 

Section 2:  Indemnification of Directors and Officers:  Claims Brought by or in the Right of the 

Association.  The Association shall, to the fullest extent authorized or permitted by the Act or 

other applicable law, as the same presently exists or may hereafter be amended, indemnify a 

director or officer who was or is a party to or is threatened to be made a party to a threatened, 

pending or completed action or suit by or in the right of the Association to procure a judgement 

in its favor by reason of the fact that the Indemnitee is or was a director, officer, employee or 

agent of the Association, or is or was serving at the request of the Association as a director, 

officer, partner, trustee, employee or agent of another foreign or domestic Association, business 

Association, partnership, joint venture, trust or other enterprise, whether for profit or not, 

against expenses, including actual and reasonable attorneys’ fees and amounts paid in 

settlement incurred by the person in connection with the action of suit, if the Indemnitee acted 

in good faith and in a manner the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in or not opposed to the 

best interests of the Association. However, indemnification under this Section shall not be made 

for a claim, issue or matter in which the Indemnitee has been found liable to the Association 

unless and only to the extent that the court in which the action or suit was brought has 

determined upon application that, despite the adjudication of liability but in view of all 

circumstances of the case, the Indemnitee is fairly and reasonably entitled to indemnification for 

the expenses for which the court considers proper. 

Section 3:  Actions Brought by the Indemnitee.  Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 1 

and 2 of this Article, the Association shall not indemnify an Indemnitee in connection with any 

action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof) brought or made by such Indemnitee; unless 

such action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof) (i) was authorized by the Board of 

Directors of the Association, or (ii) was brought or made to enforce this Article and such 

Indemnitee has been successful in such action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof). 

Section 4:  Approval of Indemnification.  An indemnification under Sections 1 or 3 of this Article, 

unless ordered by a  court, shall be made by the Association only as authorized in the specific 

case upon a determination that indemnification of the Indemnitee is proper in the circumstances 

because the Indemnitee has met the applicable standard of conduct set forth in Sections 1 and 3 

of this Article. This determination shall be made promptly in any of the following ways: 
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(a) By a majority vote of a quorum of the Board consisting of Directors who were not parties 

to the action, suit or proceeding. 

(b) If the quorum described in subdivision(a) is not obtainable, then by a majority vote of a 

committee of Directors who are not parties to the action. The committee shall consist of 

not less than two (2) disinterested Directors. 

(c) By independent legal counsel in a written opinion. 

Section 5:  Advancement of Expenses.  Expenses incurred in defending a civil or criminal action, 

suit or proceeding described in Sections 1 or 3 of this Article shall be paid promptly by the 

Association in advance of the final disposition of the action, suit or proceeding upon receipt of 

any undertaking by or on behalf of the Indemnitee to repay the expenses if it is ultimately 

determined that the Indemnitee is not entitled to be indemnified by the  Association. The 

undertaking shall be by unlimited general obligation of the person on whose behalf advances are 

made but need not be secured. 

Section 6:  Partial Indemnification.  If an Indemnitee is entitled to indemnification under Sections 

1 or 3 of this Article for a portion of expenses including attorneys’ fees, judgments, penalties, 

fines and amounts paid in settlement, but not for the total amount thereof, the Association shall 

indemnify the Indemnitee for the portion of the expenses, judgments, penalties, fines, or 

amounts paid in settlement for which the Indemnitee is entitled to be indemnified. 

Section 7:  Indemnification of Employees and Agents.  Any person who is not covered by the 

foregoing provisions of this Article and who is or was an employee or agent of the Association, 

or is or was serving at the request of the Association as a director, officer, employee or agent of 

another foreign or domestic Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust 

or other enterprise, whether for profit or not for profit, may be indemnified to the fullest extent 

authorized or permitted by the Act or other applicable law, as the same exist or may hereafter 

be amended, but in the case of any such amendment, only to the extent such amendment 

permits the Association to provide broader indemnification rights than before such amendment, 

but in any event only to the extent authorized at any time or from to time by the Board of 

Directors. 

Section 8:  Other Rights of Indemnification.  The indemnification or advancement of expenses 

provided under Sections 1 to 7 of this Article is not exclusive of other rights to which a person 

seeking indemnification or advancement of expenses may be entitled under the articles of 

incorporation, bylaws or a contractual agreement. However, the total amount of expenses 

advanced or indemnified from all sources combined shall not exceed the amount of actual 

expenses incurred by the person seeking indemnification or advancement or expenses. The 

indemnification provided for in Sections 1 to 5 of this Article continues as to a person who ceases 
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to be a director, officer, employee, or agent and shall inure to the benefit of the heirs, executors, 

and administrators of the person. 

Section 9:  Liability Insurance.  The Association shall have the power to purchase and maintain 

insurance on behalf of any person who is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of the 

Association, or is or was serving a the request of the Association as a director, officer, employee 

or agent of another Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust or other 

enterprise against any liability asserted against the person and incurred by the person in any such 

capacity or arising out of the person’s status as such, whether or not the Association would have 

the power to indemnify the person against such liability under the provisions of the Act. 

Section 10:  Severability.  Each and every paragraph, sentence, term and provision of this Article 

shall be considered severable in that, in the event a court finds any paragraph, sentence, term or 

provision to be invalid or unenforceable, the validity and enforceability, operation, or effect of 

the remaining paragraphs, sentences, terms, or provisions shall not be affected, and this Article 

shall be construed in all respects as if the invalid or unenforceable matter had been omitted. 

Section 11:  Definitions.  “Other enterprises” shall include employee benefit plans; “fines” shall 

include any excise taxes assessed on a person with respect to an employee benefit plan; and 

“serving at the request of the Association” shall include any service as a director, officer, 

employee, or agent of the Association which imposes duties on, or involves services by, the 

director, officer, employee, or agent with respect to an employee benefit plan, its participants or 

beneficiaries; and a person who acted in good faith and in a manner he or she reasonably 

believed to be in the interest of the participants and beneficiaries of an employee benefit plan 

shall be considered to have acted in a manner “not opposed to the best interests of the 

Association as referred to in Sections 1 and 2”. 

ARTICLE XIII 

FISCAL YEAR 

Section 1:  Fiscal Year.  The fiscal year of the Association shall be determined by the Board 

of Directors. 

ARTICLE XIV 

CONFLICTS 

Section 1:  Statement of Policy.  It is the policy of  the Association that all officers, directors, 

committee members and employees of the Association shall avoid any conflict between their 

own respective individual interests and the interests of the Association, in any and all actions 

taken by them on behalf of the Association in their respective capacities. 
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Section 2:  Dealing with the Association.  A contract or other transaction between the 

Association and one or more of its directors or officers, or between the Association and one or 

more of its directors or officers, or between the Association and a domestic or foreign 

corporation, firm or association of any type or kind in which one or more of the Association’s 

directors or officers are trustees or officers, or are otherwise interested, is not voice or voidable 

solely because of such common trusteeship, officership or interest, or solely because such 

directors are present at the meeting of the Board of Directors or committee thereof at which 

such contract or transaction is acted upon, or solely because their votes are counted for such 

purpose, if any of the following conditions is satisfied: 

(a) The contract or other transaction is fair and reasonable to the Association when it is 

authorized, approved or ratified; 

or 

(b) The material facts as to such trustee’s relationship or interest as to the contract or 

transaction are disclosed or known to the Board of Directors or committee thereof 

authorizes, approves or ratifies the contract or transaction by a vote sufficient for the 

purpose without counting the vote of any common or interested director. 

Section 3:  Procedure in Event of Potential Conflict of Interest.  In the event that any officer, 

trustee, committee member or employee of the Association shall have any direct or indirect 

interest in, or relationship with, any individual or organization which proposes to enter into any 

transaction with the Association, such officer, director, committee member or employee shall 

give the Board of Directors notice of such interest or relationship and shall thereafter refrain from 

voting or otherwise attempting to exert any influence on the Association, its Board of Directors, 

or its committees, to affect its decision to participate or not to participate in such transaction. 

Section 4:  Special Voting Rules.  Any member of the Board of Directors who has a conflict of 

interest on any matter involving the Association shall not be counted in determining the quorum 

for the meeting at which the matter is to be acted upon, even when permitted by law. The 

minutes of the meeting shall reflect that a disclosure was made, the abstention from voting, and 

the quorum situation. 

ARTICLE XV 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Section 1:  Contracts, Conveyances, Etc.  All conveyances, contracts and instruments of transfer 

and assignment shall be approved as provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 2:  Execution of Instruments.  Except as otherwise provided for herein, all Association 

instruments and documents, including, but not limited to, checks, drafts, bills or exchange, 
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acceptances, notes or other obligations or orders for the payment of money, shall be signed as 

provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 3:  Borrowing.  Loans and renewals of loans shall be contracted on behalf of the 

Association as provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 4:  Adjourned Meetings.  A majority of the Directors present, whether or not a quorum, 

may adjourn any meeting to another time and place. Notice of such adjourned meeting shall be 

given even though the time and place thereof are announced at the meeting at which the 

adjournment is taken.  

Section 5:  Method of Giving Notices.   Any notice required by statute or by these Bylaws to be 

given to the directors, or to any officers of the Association unless otherwise provided herein or 

in any statute, shall be given by mailing to such director or officer at his or her last address as the 

same appears on the records of the Association, and such notice shall be deemed to have been 

given at the time of such mailing. 

Section 6:  Action by Written Consent.  Action required or permitted to be taken pursuant to 

authorized vote at any meeting of the Board of Directors or a committee thereof, may be taken 

without a meeting if, before or after the action, all Members of the Board of Directors or the 

committee consent thereto in writing. Written consent shall be filed with the minutes of the 

proceedings of the Board or committee.  Such consent shall have the same effect as the vote of 

the Board or committee for all purposes. 

Section 7:  Remote Participation in Meeting.  By oral or written permission of a majority of the 

Board of Directors, a Member of the Board of Directors or of a committee designated by the 

Board may participate in a meeting by means of conference telephone, or similar 

communications equipment by means of which all persons participating in the meeting can hear 

each other (“two-way communication”). Participation in a meeting pursuant to this Section 

constitutes presence in person at the meeting. 

Section 8:   Corporate Seal.  If the Association has a corporate seal, it shall have inscribed thereon 

the name of the Association and the words “Corporate Seal” and “Michigan”. The seal may be 

used by causing it or a facsimile to be affixed, impressed or reproduced in any other manner. 

ARTICLE XVI 

AMENDMENTS, RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Section 1:  Amendments.  These Bylaws may be altered or amended by the vote of the Member 

School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide written ballot with the proposed 

amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty (40) day period in which to 

vote. Each Member School District will have one vote. 
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Section 2:   Rules and Regulations.  The Board of Directors may adopt additional rules and 

regulations, general or specific, for the conduct of their meetings, and additional rules and 

regulations, general or specific, for the conduct of the affairs of the Association; provided, 

however, unless a local, state or national emergency has been declared, no such additional rule 

or regulation shall be inconsistent with or in contravention of any provision of the Articles of 

Incorporation or these Bylaws. 

Section 3:  Rules and Regulations During a Declared Emergency.  In the event of a declared local, 

state or national emergency, the Board of Directors may set aside rules and regulations within 

these bylaws, general or specific, regarding the conduct of their meetings and election and to 

conduct the affairs of the Association. 

 

Appendix 1 

Definition of Cause for Removing a Board Member or Officer 

Adopted by the OCSBA Board of Directors: September 16, 2020 

Preface:    

The Board of Directors of a nonprofit has three primary legal duties known as the “duty of care,” 

“duty of loyalty,” and “duty of obedience.”* 

1. Duty of Care: Take care of the nonprofit by ensuring prudent use of all assets, including 
facility, people, and good will. 

2. Duty of Loyalty: Ensure that the nonprofit's activities and transactions are, first and foremost, 
advancing its mission; Recognize and disclose conflicts of interest; Make decisions that are in 
the best interest of the nonprofit, not in the best interest of the individual board member (or 
any other individual or for-profit entity). 

3. Duty of Obedience: Ensure that the nonprofit obeys applicable laws and regulations; follows 
its own bylaws; and that the nonprofit adheres to its stated corporate purposes/mission. 

The Board of Directors does not exist solely to fulfill legal duties and serve as a fiduciary of the 

organization’s assets. Board members also play very significant roles providing guidance to 

nonprofits by contributing to the organization’s culture, strategic focus, effectiveness, and 

financial sustainability, as well as serving as ambassadors and advocates.  

An OCSBA Officer or Member of the Board of Directors may be removed for cause, defined as 

any of the following: 

❖ Acts of malfeasance, misfeasance, or nonfeasance. 
❖ Willful failure to follow OCSBA bylaws.  
❖ Willful neglect of duties.                     
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❖ Failure to disclose a conflict of interest and/or using the Association for his or her own 
personal gain. 

❖ Using their position on the OCSBA Board of Directors or OCSBA’s logo in a political 
endorsement, as such could reasonably be misconstrued as an endorsement by the 
Association. 

❖ Frequently missed Board meetings or committee meetings. 
❖ Creating an unhealthy or dysfunctional boardroom through inappropriate behavior or 

disrespecting the other members of the Association.  
❖ Ethical concerns such as discrimination, harassment, or criminal behaviors.      

Basically, the removal of a Director or Officer should only be done when absolutely necessary. 

However, the reasons for doing so are up to the Associations other Directors and Members. If a 

Director has failed his or her fiduciary duty in some way, then he or she should be removed from 

the board. 



 

 

 

2023-2024 OCSBA LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES 

SCHOOL AID: 

• Oppose transferring School Aid Fund dollars to balance deficits in the general fund. 

• Support additional funding for Special Education, At-Risk, and ELL students, meeting their needs as 

identified in the SFRC Report and Lt. Governor Calley’s 2017 report. 
• Protect the School Aid Fund and local revenues from state tax policy changes. 

• Specify that the School Aid Fund is only for Pre-K to 12th grade public education in Michigan's 
Constitution and oppose any attempts to create private school voucher or tax credit programs. 

• The annual School Aid Budget should be enacted no later than June 1. 

MENTAL HEALTH: Support and fund increased mental health services, emotional wellness initiatives, and 
professionals in schools. These are critical supports for safe school environments that nurture student and 

staff learning and growth.  
 
SCHOOL SAFETY:  Provide adequate state resources to allow schools to both educate and keep students and staff 
safe. 

LOCAL CONTROL: Support local control of community-governed public schools with elected school boards.  

EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING: Education policy should be evidence-based. Maximize opportunities for the 
highest achievement of each student through research-based educational legislation.  

UNFUNDED MANDATES: Support legislation to end unfunded mandates and determine actual costs of legislation.  

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE (SFRC): Implement recommendations of the SFRC, including the 

recommended additional studies on capital costs, infrastructure, and transportation.  

ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY: Hold every school that receives public funding to the same accountability 
and transparency standards, including FOIA requests and the Open Meetings Act. This includes local districts, ISD’s, 
Public School Academies (aka Charter Schools), their authorizers and management companies, as well as all 
Colleges and Universities that receive public funds. 
 

LAME DUCK: Advocate for lame duck parameters to address introduction and accelerated passage of legislation 

after the November election.  

EARLY CHILDHOOD: Support universal access to high quality pre-school for four-year old children.  

SPECIAL EDUCATION: Support full Federal funding of IDEA . 

BROADBAND ACCESS AND DEVICES:  Expand access to quality internet and proper devices for all students and 
staff. 



 

 

TEACHER SHORTAGES:  Implement state-based programs to address teacher shortages and to retain teachers. 

SCHOOL NUTRITION: Expand the Free and Reduced meal program to include all children as was done during the 
pandemic. 

OCSBA ALSO SUPPORTS: 

• NSBA Legislative Agenda - when aligned with OCSBA legislative priorities 

• MASB Legislative Agenda - when aligned with OCSBA legislative priorities 

• OCSA Legislative Agenda - when aligned with OCSBA legislative priorities  

 



Adopted by Board of Directors:  11/15/2017 
Adopted by General Membership:  1/24/2018; 10/18/2018 
Amendments Adopted by General Membership:  9/16/2020 
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BYLAWS  

OF THE  

OAKLAND COUNTY SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION 

ARTICLE I 

OFFICES 

Section 1:  Principal Office.  The principal office of the Oakland County School Boards Association 

(the “Association”) in the State of Michigan will be located at 2111 Pontiac Lake Road, Waterford 

Township, County of Oakland. The Association may have such other offices, either within or 

without the State of Michigan, as the Board of Directors of the Association may determine or as 

the affairs of the Association may require from time to time. 

Section 2:  Registered Office.  The Association will have and continuously maintain a registered 

office and a registered agent whose office is identical with the registered office. The registered 

office may be, but need not be, identical with the principal office, and the address of the 

registered office may be changed from time to time by the Board of Directors of the Association. 

ARTICLE II 

PURPOSE 

Section 1:  Purpose.  The purpose of the Association shall be: 

(a) To advance the quality of public education in Oakland County through the cooperative 

efforts of locally-elected boards of education. 

(b) To promote high standards in providing educational programs and services to meet the 

needs of all students. 

(c) To make available to school board members information concerning educational issues. 

(d) To conduct and sponsor meetings and programs about various aspects of education in 

partnership with Oakland Schools. 

(e) To promote public understanding about the role of school boards in our education system 

and the need for citizen involvement in maintaining and improving our schools. 

(f) To enhance cooperation and communication among boards of education in Oakland 

County. 

(g) To present a strong force representing the views of school boards in Oakland County to 

the political representatives serving the area.  

(h) To advocate for county, state and national legislation and governance that promotes and 

supports public education services by locally elected boards of education. 
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ARTICLE III 

MEMBERSHIP 

Section 1:  Members.  The Association shall be organized upon a membership basis. Any publicly 

elected Board of Education member of a school district located in Oakland County or any elected 

Oakland ISD Board of Education member (referred to herein as “Member School Districts”), that 

is also a member in good standing in the Michigan Association of School Boards (“MASB”), is an 

eligible general member of this Association (referred to herein as a “Member” or collectively the 

“Members”). 

Section 2:  Voting Rights.  Each Member is entitled to one vote on each matter submitted to a 

vote of the Members, with specific exceptions as outlined in this section. All rights to vote on 

business or election before the Members will be done in person. 

Exceptions: Each Member School District shall have one (1) vote on resolutions (as 

outlined in Article IX) or to amend these Bylaws (as outlined in Article XVI). Member 

School District votes shall be recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot 

indicating the vote of the Member School District’s Trustees. Member School District 

votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. Results 

of such Member School District voting shall be provided to all Member Districts not later 

than the next general membership meeting. 

Section 3:  Electronic Voting.  Electronic voting rights are granted to the Board of Directors only 

to conduct emergency business. All electronic vote(s) will be reaffirmed at the next meeting of 

the Board of Directors. 

Section 4: Transfer of Membership.  Membership in this Association is not transferable or 

assignable. 

ARTICLE IV 

DUES 

The Association shall be financed by an annual MASB grant to its County Area School Boards 

Association (CASBA) members, Intermediate School District membership dues in an amount not 

to exceed the MASB CASBA grant, and by contributions and gifts accepted by the Association. 

ARTICLE V 

MEETING OF MEMBERS 

Section 1:  Annual and Regular Meetings.  There shall be an annual meeting of the Members and 

not less than three additional, regular membership meetings each year for the purpose of 

appointing the Board of Directors and for the transaction of such other business as may come 
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before the meeting. The annual meeting shall be the first regular meeting after July 1. The date, 

time, and place of all meetings shall be determined by the Board of Directors. 

Section 2:  Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Members may be called by voice or email 

by the President or by two or more members of the Board of Directors with 30 days’ notice. 

Section 3:  Place of Meeting. The Board of Directors may designate the place of meeting for any 

annual or regular meeting or for any special meeting. If no designation is made, or if a special 

meeting is otherwise called, the place of the meeting will be the registered off of the Association; 

but if all of the Members meet at any time and place and consent to holding of a meeting, such 

meeting will be valid without call or notice, and at such meeting any corporate action may be 

taken. 

Section 4:  Notice of meetings.  Written notice stating the place, day, and hour of any meeting 

of Members will be delivered, either personally or by email, to each Member entitled to vote as 

such meeting, not less than ten nor more than fifty days before the date of the meeting by the 

Secretary. In case of a special meeting, or when required by statute or these Bylaws, the purpose 

or purposes for which the meeting is called will be stated in the notice. If mailed, the notice of a 

meeting will be deemed to be delivered when deposited in the United States mail addressed to 

the Member at his or her address as it appears on the records of the Association, with postage 

thereon prepaid.  

Section 5:  Informal Action by Members.  Any action required by law to be taken at a meeting of 

the Members, or any action which may be taken at a meeting of the Members, may be taken 

without a meeting if a consent in writing, setting forth the action so taken, will be signed by all 

of the Members entitled to vote with respect to the subject matter thereof. 

Section 6:  Quorum.  The presence of at least one Member from twenty-five (25%) percent of 

the Member School Districts will constitute a quorum at such meeting. If a quorum is not present 

at any meeting of Members, a majority of the Members present may adjourn the meeting 

without further notice. 

Section 7: Involvement of Member School District Administrators.  Superintendents and 

Administrators of Member School Districts are encouraged to participate in the Member 

meetings and other Association activities.  

ARTICLE VI 

ELECTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  Number of Directors.  The Board of Directors shall consist of an odd number of 

Directors, with no fewer than 7 nor more than 9 members. The Board of Directors shall have the 

discretion to determine the number of Directors to best meet the needs of the Association. The 
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Board shall consider such a change whenever an election produces less candidates than open 

seats, and prior to seeking candidates to fill a vacancy under Section 6. The Secretary shall 

promptly communicate any change to the number of Directors to all Members. Any decrease in 

the number of Directors shall be accomplished by attrition, which may result in an eight member 

Board for up to one year, until the next election. An increase in the number of Directors shall be 

accomplished by election, as outlined in Section 4.  In addition, the Board may call for a mid-year 

special election to increase the number of Directors.  Rationale:  This allows the Board to restore 

seats twice per year, rather than only once per year as in Section 4. 

Section 2:  Eligibility.  Any Member is eligible to be elected to the Association’s Board of 

Directors. Only one Member from each Member School District is allowed to serve on the Board 

at any given time. 

Section 3:  Term.  The term of office for each Director shall be for three (3) years and shall 

continue until his or her successor has been elected and qualified. 

Section 4:  Board Election:  By May 1st yearly, the Board shall convene an Election Committee 

comprised of the three most recently elected Members of the Board of Directors. The Election 

Committee shall seek candidates who will create a Board with a geographical balance from 

throughout Oakland County. Board Candidate Application Forms will also be sent to all Member 

School Districts to be delivered to their board members. Candidates must submit a completed 

application to the Election Committee prior to the deadline specified on the form. Nominations 

cannot be made from the floor during the meeting at which the election occurs. Election of 

Candidates from Member School Districts shall take place at the June meeting. If there are more 

candidates than vacancies to be filled, the Member vote shall be by written ballot. If there are 

less candidates than vacancies to be filled, the Board of Directors shall follow the procedure to 

fill a vacancy as outlined in Section 6. 

Section 5:   Resignation/Removal.  Any Director may resign by written notice to the Association. 

Any Director may be removed by the Members or the Board at any meeting of the Members or 

the Board, with cause as defined in Appendix I, by the affirmative vote of a majority of the 

Members or the Directors then in office (excluding the Director who is the subject of such action).  

Section 6:  Vacancy.  If a vacancy shall occur among the Board of Directors as a result of death, 

resignation, removal or otherwise, the Board will first consider whether it is appropriate to 

decrease the number of Directors as outlined in Section 1.  If the Board determines that the needs 

of the Association are best met by retaining the current number of Directors, the President will 

notify the Members of the vacancy, each Member School District shall be sent a Board Candidate 

Application Form and the Board shall appoint a member to fill the vacancy at its next meeting. 

The appointee shall serve until the next scheduled election. 
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Section 7:   Attendance.  Failure to attend three (3) consecutive Board meetings shall constitute 

a resignation; however, a Director may be granted an excused absence by action of the Board. 

Such a request shall be made in writing to the Board President within thirty (30) days of the 

missed meeting. 

ARTICLE VII 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Section 1:  General Powers.   It shall be the responsibility of the Board of Directors to carry out 

the purposes of the Association as specified in Article II of the Articles of Incorporation. 

Section 2:  Regular Meetings.  A regular annual meeting of the Board of Directors will be held 

without other notice than these Bylaws. The date and time of the annual meeting shall be 

determined by the Board of Directors. The Board of Directors may provide by resolution the time 

and place for holding of additional regular meetings of the Board without other notice than such 

resolution. 

Section 3:  Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Board of Directors may be called by or at 

the request of the President or any two Directors. The person or persons authorized to call special 

meetings of the Board may fix any place as the place for holding any special meeting of the Board 

called by them. 

Section 4:  Notice.   Notice of any special meeting of the Board of Directors will be given at least 

two days by written notice delivered personally, phone, fax, or email to each Director’s contact 

information as shown by the records of the Association or five days’ notice by mail.  If mailed, 

such notice will be deemed to be delivered when deposited in the United States mail in a sealed 

envelope so addressed, with postage thereon prepaid. Any Director may waive notice of any 

meeting.  The attendance of a Director at any meeting will constitute a waiver of notice of such 

meeting, except where a Director attends a meeting for the express purpose of objecting to the 

transaction of any business because the meeting is not lawfully called or convened. Neither the 

business to be transacted at, nor the purpose of, any regular or special meeting of the Board 

need be specified in the notice or waiver of notice of such meeting, unless specifically required 

by law or by these Bylaws. 

Section 5:  Quorum.  A majority of the Board of Directors will constitute a quorum for the 

transaction of business at any meeting of the Board; if less than a majority of the Directors are 

present at said meeting, a majority of the Directors present may adjourn the meeting without 

further notice. 

Section 6:  Manner of Acting. The act of a majority of the Directors serving (whether elected or 

appointed), at a meeting at which a quorum is present will be the act of the Board of Directors, 

unless the act of a greater number is required by law or by these Bylaws.  



6 
 

Section 7:   Compensation.  Directors as such will not receive any stated salaries for their services, 

but by resolution of the Board of Directors a fixed sum and expenses of attendance, if any, may 

be allowed for attendance at each regular or special meeting of the Board; but nothing herein 

contained will be construed to preclude any Director from serving the Association in any other 

capacity and receiving compensation therefor. 

Section 8:  Informal Action by Directors.  Any action required by law to be taken at a meeting of 

Directors, or any action which may be taken at a meeting of Directors, may be taken without a 

meeting if a consent in writing, setting forth the action so taken, is signed by all the Directors. 

Section 9:  Confidentiality.  The records and business of all Board of Directors proceedings shall 

be confidential and shall not be subject to disclosure without the Board of Directors’ 

authorization in advance of disclosure.  

ARTICLE VIII 

OFFICERS 

Section 1:  Election or Appointment.   The Board of Directors, as soon as may be practical after 

the annual appointment of Directors in each year, shall elect from the current Board of Directors, 

a President, a Vice-President, a Secretary, and a Treasurer of the Association. 

Section 2:   Term of Office.   Ther term of office for all officers shall commence upon their election 

or appointment and shall continue until the next annual meeting of the Association and 

thereafter until their respective successors are chosen or until their resignation or removal.  Any 

officer may be removed from office at any meeting of the Directors, with cause, by the affirmative 

vote of a majority of the Directors, whenever in their judgment the best interests of the 

Association will be served thereby.  An officer may resign by written notice to the Association. 

The resignation shall be effective upon its receipt by the Association or at a subsequent time 

specified in the notice of resignation. The Directors shall have the power to fill any vacancies in 

any offices occurring for whatever reason.  

Section 3:  Compensation.   Officers as such will not receive any stated salaries for their services, 

but by resolution of the Board of Directors a fixed sum and expenses of attendance, if any, may 

be allowed for attendance at each regular or special meeting of the Board; but nothing herein 

contained will be construed to preclude any Officer from serving the Association in any other 

capacity and receiving compensation therefore.  

Section 4:  The President.  The President shall be the Chief Executive Officer of the Association 

and shall have general and active management of the activities of the Association and shall see 

that all orders and resolutions of the Board of Directors are carried into effect.  He or she shall 

execute all authorized conveyances, contracts, or other obligations in the name of the 

Association, except where required by law to be otherwise signed and executed, and except 
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where the signing and execution thereof shall be expressly delegated by the Directors to some 

other officer or agent of the Association.  He or she shall preside at all meetings of the Directors. 

Section 5:   Vice-President.  The Vice-President in the order designated by the Board of Directors, 

or, lacking such designation, by the President shall, in the absence or disability of the President, 

perform the duties and exercise the powers of the President and shall perform such other duties 

as the Board of Directors shall prescribe.   

In the absence of both the President and Vice-President, the Directors present thereat shall 

designate another presiding officer. 

Section 6:  The Secretary.    The Secretary shall attend all meetings of the Board of Directors and 

record all votes and the minutes of all proceedings in a book to be kept for that purpose.  He or 

she shall give, or cause to be given, notice of all meetings of the Directors for which notice may 

be required, and shall perform other duties as may be prescribed by the Directors.  He or she 

shall have the authority to execute with the President all authorized conveyances, contracts or 

other obligations in the name of the Association, except as otherwise directed by the Directors. 

Section 7:  The Treasurer.  The Treasurer shall have custody of the funds and securities of the 

Association and shall keep full and accurate accounts of receipts and disbursements in books 

belonging to the Association and shall deposit all monies and other valuable effects in the name 

and to the credit of the Association in such depositories as may be designated by the Directors. 

He or she shall disburse the funds of the Association as may be ordered by the Directors, taking 

proper vouchers for such disbursements, and shall render to the President and Directors, at the 

regular meetings of the Directors, or whenever they may require it, an account of all his or her 

transactions as Treasurer and of the financial condition of the Association. If required by the 

Directors, he or she shall give the Association a bond in such sum and with such surety or sureties 

as shall be satisfactory to the Directors for the faithful performance of the duties of his or her 

office and for the restoration to the Association (in case of his or her death, resignation or 

removal from office) of all books papers, vouchers, money and other property of whatever kind 

in his or her possession or under his or her control belonging to the Association.  

Section 8:  Bonding of Officers.  All officers of the Association, if required to do so by the Board 

of Directors, shall furnish bonds to the Association for the faithful performance of their duties, in 

such amounts and with such conditions and security as the Board shall require. The Association 

shall assume the cost of providing any bond required hereunder. 

ARTICLE IX 

COMMITTEES 
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Section 1:   General.  The Board of Directors may designate standing and ad hoc committees with 

such duties and powers as it may provide in order to carry out the program and purposes of the 

Association.  

Section 2:  Quorum and Voting Rights.  Unless otherwise stated within this Article, the presence 

of twenty-five (25%) percent of the appointed representatives to a Committee will constitute a 

quorum and each appointed representative present in the meeting shall have one vote.  Member 

School Districts may designate an alternate representative to any committee comprised of 

representatives of Member School Districts; however, any appointed alternate shall only be 

counted for quorum and/or vote when the primary appointed representative for their District is 

absent.  

Section 3:  Committee Chairs.  Each standing and ad hoc committee shall elect a Chairperson 

annually from the appointed representatives. The election shall be the first order of business at 

the Committee’s first meeting after January 31st.  Written notice of the election date, time and 

place shall be provided to all appointed representatives not less than seven (7) calendar days 

prior to the meeting at which the vote will occur.  

Each Committee Chair is responsible for establishing and distributing the meeting schedule and 

agendas and providing such to the appointed representatives. The Chair shall maintain 

committee attendance records, distribute meeting minutes to the appointed representatives 

after each meeting and regularly report to the Board of Directors through the President. 

Any Committee Chair may resign by written notice to the Association President. Any Committee 

Chair may be removed by the Committee Members or the Board at any meeting of the 

Committee Members or the Board, without cause, by the affirmative vote of a majority of the 

appointed representative(s) present or the Board of Directors then in office (excluding the 

Committee Chair who is the subject of such action). 

Section 4:   The Government Relations Committee.  The Government Relations Committee shall 

be a standing committee. The committee’s purpose is to receive information legislative matters 

for the purpose of sharing said information with the Member School Districts to advocate for, 

and increase awareness of, issues facing public education.  The committee will meet at least 6 

times per year. 

Committee Membership/Leadership.  At each Member School District’s annual 

organizational meeting, a Member should be appointed to represent their Member 

School District at the Government Relations Committee. 

A Committee Chairperson will be elected annually from the appointed Members at the 

first committee meeting after January 31st. Each Member School District in attendance 
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shall have one (1) vote, which shall be cast by the Member School District’s appointed 

representative. 

Legislative Priorities.  The Government Relations Committee will review/revise review 

and revise their Legislative Priorities annually. Revised Legislative priorities will be 

submitted to the Board of Directors for approval. by June 15th. Rationale: this process 

needs to be moved up so that legislative priorities are adopted  by the GRC in the fall 

(Sept/Oct), sent to BOD in October and then to Member Districts for voting (consider 

having the voting period end by the start of common calendar’s school break).  Once 

approved by the Board, Legislative Priorities will be provided to the Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and Member School Districts. 

Section 5:  Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee shall be 

a standing committee and shall exercise the powers prescribed in this section.  The committee’s 

purpose is to develop and manage the resolutions and bylaws process. The committee shall meet 

at least once per year.   

Committee Membership/Leadership.  Committee members will be appointed by the 

Board of Directors annually.  Committee members may be reappointed for additional 

terms. The appointed Committee members will elect a Committee Chairperson at the first 

committee meeting after appointment. The Government Relations Committee 

Chairperson shall be a member of the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee. Rationale: 

Committee Chair involvement is important to be sure that the GRC’s intent is reflected in 

resolutions. 

Initiation of Resolutions and Bylaws Revisions.  Resolutions or bylaws revisions may be 

initiated by a Member School District Board, the Board of Directors, the Government 

Relations Committee or the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  Once approved by the 

OCSBA Board of Directors, the Legislative Priorities shall be included in the resolutions 

drafted by the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee.  All proposed resolutions and/or 

bylaws revisions shall be submitted in writing to the Board of Directors or Resolutions and 

Bylaws Committee and shall be addressed by the Resolutions and Bylaws Committee at 

their next meeting. 

Submission to Vote.   The Board of Directors shall review all proposed resolutions and 

bylaws amendments prior to submission to the Member School Districts. 

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, proposed resolutions and bylaws amendments 

shall be sent to the Member School Districts for voting. Member School Districts will be 

asked to vote at their next meeting. The window for Member School District voting shall 
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be at least forty (40) calendar days and the voting deadline shall be specified on the ballot 

or resolution. 

Resolution Adoption.  Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member 

School Districts shall be the official position of the Association as interpreted and pursued 

by its Board of Directors. 

ARTICLE X 

DISSOLUTION 

Section 1:  General.  In the event of dissolution of the Association, all of the Association’s assets, 

real and personal, shall be distributed as provided in Article VIII of the Association’s Articles of 

Incorporation. 

Section 2:  No Inurement.  No part of the net earnings of the Association shall be distributed to 

or inure to the benefit of any Member, Director or Officer of the Association, as prohibited by 

Section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (or corresponding provisions 

of subsequent federal tax laws), or the Michigan General Sales Tax Act or the Michigan Use Tax 

Act. 

ARTICLE XI 

FIDUCIARY AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Section 1:  Financial Expenditures.  All financial expenditures of the Association shall not exceed 

those within the parameters of the approved annual budget. No committee has the power to 

create any financial liability for the Association, unless specifically authorized by the majority of 

the Members. The Board of Directors approval and signatory by both the President and Treasurer 

are required for any expenditure exceeding $2,500. Expenditures up to $2,500 must be approved 

by either the Board President or the Treasurer. In the event that the President and/or Treasurer 

are absent or disabled, the Vice-President may approve expenditures. 

Section 2:  Financial Reports.  The Treasurer shall maintain all financial statements, reports, and 

budgets as follows:  

(a) Reports shall be completed on a timely basis and distributed to all Board members on a 

quarterly basis or upon request. 

(b) The Treasurer shall present for approval by the Board of Directors an annual budget (July 

1 to June 30) by June 30th along with an annual actual income and expense report by 

August 30th following the end of the fiscal year.  

Rationale:  This is confusing as written, the budget and end of year reports are 2 separate 

documents. Separate and clarify.                                                    

(b) The Treasurer shall present for approval by the Board of Directors: 
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1. Not later than the June Board of Directors meeting, a budget for the upcoming fiscal 

year (July 1 to June 30).  

2. No later than August 30th, the end of year revenue & expense reports for the 

immediately preceding fiscal year. 

(c) The approved budget and annual report of income and expenditures will be presented at 

the first fall Member Meeting. 

(d) Annually the accounting records of the Association will be closed in preparation for any 

necessary IRS filings. 

Section 3:  Review of Financial Records.   

(a) Internal – Board of Directors.  Annually, the Association shall perform certain agreed upon 

procedures related to the financial records of the Association. The year-end report and 

supporting documentation shall be available for review by the Board of Directors prior to 

the annual Board of Directors and Member meetings. 

(b) External. An audit will only be conducted in place of the agreed upon procedures if 

required by law or a third party. 

Section 4:  Fiduciary Agreement.  The Board of Directors may enter into an Administrative and 

Financial Services Agreement with Oakland Schools to support management of the Association. 

The Treasurer shall monitor the work performed by Oakland Schools under this agreement. 

ARTICLE XII 

INDEMNIFICATION OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND AGENTS 

Section 1:  Indemnification of Directors and Officers:  Claims Brought by Third Parties.  The 

Association shall, to the fullest extent authorized or permitted by the Michigan Nonprofit 

Association Act or other applicable law, as the same presently exists or may hereafter be 

amended (the “Act”), indemnify a director or officer (the “Indemnitee”) who was or is a party or 

is threatened to be made a party to a threatened, pending or completed action, suit or 

proceeding, whether civil, criminal, administrative, or investigative and whether formal or 

informal, other than an action by or in the right of the Association, by reason of the fact that he 

or she is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of the Association, or is or was serving at 

the request of the Association as a director, officer, partner, trustee, employee or agent of 

another foreign or domestic Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust 

or other enterprise, whether for profit or not for profit, against expenses, including attorneys’ 

fees, judgments, penalties, fines and amounts paid in settlement actually and reasonably 

incurred by the Indemnitee in connection with the action, suit or proceeding, if the Indemnitee 

acted in good faith and in a manner the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in or not opposed 

to the best interests of the Association, and with respect to any criminal action or proceeding, if 
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the Indemnitee has no reasonable cause to believe the conduct was unlawful. The termination 

of any action, suit or proceeding by judgment, order, settlement, conviction, or upon a please of 

nolo contendere or its equivalent, does not, of itself, create a presumption that the Indemnitee 

did not act in good faith and in a manner which in the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in 

or not opposed to the best interests of the Association, and, with respect to any criminal action 

or proceeding, had reasonable cause to believe that the conduct was unlawful. 

Section 2:  Indemnification of Directors and Officers:  Claims Brought by or in the Right of the 

Association.  The Association shall, to the fullest extent authorized or permitted by the Act or 

other applicable law, as the same presently exists or may hereafter be amended, indemnify a 

director or officer who was or is a party to or is threatened to be made a party to a threatened, 

pending or completed action or suit by or in the right of the Association to procure a judgement 

in its favor by reason of the fact that the Indemnitee is or was a director, officer, employee or 

agent of the Association, or is or was serving at the request of the Association as a director, 

officer, partner, trustee, employee or agent of another foreign or domestic Association, business 

Association, partnership, joint venture, trust or other enterprise, whether for profit or not, 

against expenses, including actual and reasonable attorneys’ fees and amounts paid in 

settlement incurred by the person in connection with the action of suit, if the Indemnitee acted 

in good faith and in a manner the Indemnitee reasonably believed to be in or not opposed to the 

best interests of the Association. However, indemnification under this Section shall not be made 

for a claim, issue or matter in which the Indemnitee has been found liable to the Association 

unless and only to the extent that the court in which the action or suit was brought has 

determined upon application that, despite the adjudication of liability but in view of all 

circumstances of the case, the Indemnitee is fairly and reasonably entitled to indemnification for 

the expenses for which the court considers proper. 

Section 3:  Actions Brought by the Indemnitee.  Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 1 

and 2 of this Article, the Association shall not indemnify an Indemnitee in connection with any 

action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof) brought or made by such Indemnitee; unless 

such action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof) (i) was authorized by the Board of 

Directors of the Association, or (ii) was brought or made to enforce this Article and such 

Indemnitee has been successful in such action, suit, proceeding or claim (or part thereof). 

Section 4:  Approval of Indemnification.  An indemnification under Sections 1 or 3 of this Article, 

unless ordered by a  court, shall be made by the Association only as authorized in the specific 

case upon a determination that indemnification of the Indemnitee is proper in the circumstances 

because the Indemnitee has met the applicable standard of conduct set forth in Sections 1 and 3 

of this Article. This determination shall be made promptly in any of the following ways: 



13 
 

(a) By a majority vote of a quorum of the Board consisting of Directors who were not parties 

to the action, suit or proceeding. 

(b) If the quorum described in subdivision(a) is not obtainable, then by a majority vote of a 

committee of Directors who are not parties to the action. The committee shall consist of 

not less than two (2) disinterested Directors. 

(c) By independent legal counsel in a written opinion. 

Section 5:  Advancement of Expenses.  Expenses incurred in defending a civil or criminal action, 

suit or proceeding described in Sections 1 or 3 of this Article shall be paid promptly by the 

Association in advance of the final disposition of the action, suit or proceeding upon receipt of 

any undertaking by or on behalf of the Indemnitee to repay the expenses if it is ultimately 

determined that the Indemnitee is not entitled to be indemnified by the  Association. The 

undertaking shall be by unlimited general obligation of the person on whose behalf advances are 

made but need not be secured. 

Section 6:  Partial Indemnification.  If an Indemnitee is entitled to indemnification under Sections 

1 or 3 of this Article for a portion of expenses including attorneys’ fees, judgments, penalties, 

fines and amounts paid in settlement, but not for the total amount thereof, the Association shall 

indemnify the Indemnitee for the portion of the expenses, judgments, penalties, fines, or 

amounts paid in settlement for which the Indemnitee is entitled to be indemnified. 

Section 7:  Indemnification of Employees and Agents.  Any person who is not covered by the 

foregoing provisions of this Article and who is or was an employee or agent of the Association, 

or is or was serving at the request of the Association as a director, officer, employee or agent of 

another foreign or domestic Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust 

or other enterprise, whether for profit or not for profit, may be indemnified to the fullest extent 

authorized or permitted by the Act or other applicable law, as the same exist or may hereafter 

be amended, but in the case of any such amendment, only to the extent such amendment 

permits the Association to provide broader indemnification rights than before such amendment, 

but in any event only to the extent authorized at any time or from to time by the Board of 

Directors. 

Section 8:  Other Rights of Indemnification.  The indemnification or advancement of expenses 

provided under Sections 1 to 7 of this Article is not exclusive of other rights to which a person 

seeking indemnification or advancement of expenses may be entitled under the articles of 

incorporation, bylaws or a contractual agreement. However, the total amount of expenses 

advanced or indemnified from all sources combined shall not exceed the amount of actual 

expenses incurred by the person seeking indemnification or advancement or expenses. The 

indemnification provided for in Sections 1 to 5 of this Article continues as to a person who ceases 
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to be a director, officer, employee, or agent and shall inure to the benefit of the heirs, executors, 

and administrators of the person. 

Section 9:  Liability Insurance.  The Association shall have the power to purchase and maintain 

insurance on behalf of any person who is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of the 

Association, or is or was serving a the request of the Association as a director, officer, employee 

or agent of another Association, business Association, partnership, joint venture, trust or other 

enterprise against any liability asserted against the person and incurred by the person in any such 

capacity or arising out of the person’s status as such, whether or not the Association would have 

the power to indemnify the person against such liability under the provisions of the Act. 

Section 10:  Severability.  Each and every paragraph, sentence, term and provision of this Article 

shall be considered severable in that, in the event a court finds any paragraph, sentence, term or 

provision to be invalid or unenforceable, the validity and enforceability, operation, or effect of 

the remaining paragraphs, sentences, terms, or provisions shall not be affected, and this Article 

shall be construed in all respects as if the invalid or unenforceable matter had been omitted. 

Section 11:  Definitions.  “Other enterprises” shall include employee benefit plans; “fines” shall 

include any excise taxes assessed on a person with respect to an employee benefit plan; and 

“serving at the request of the Association” shall include any service as a director, officer, 

employee, or agent of the Association which imposes duties on, or involves services by, the 

director, officer, employee, or agent with respect to an employee benefit plan, its participants or 

beneficiaries; and a person who acted in good faith and in a manner he or she reasonably 

believed to be in the interest of the participants and beneficiaries of an employee benefit plan 

shall be considered to have acted in a manner “not opposed to the best interests of the 

Association as referred to in Sections 1 and 2”. 

ARTICLE XIII 

FISCAL YEAR 

Section 1:  Fiscal Year.  The fiscal year of the Association shall be determined by the Board 

of Directors. 

ARTICLE XIV 

CONFLICTS 

Section 1:  Statement of Policy.  It is the policy of  the Association that all officers, directors, 

committee members and employees of the Association shall avoid any conflict between their 

own respective individual interests and the interests of the Association, in any and all actions 

taken by them on behalf of the Association in their respective capacities. 
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Section 2:  Dealing with the Association.  A contract or other transaction between the 

Association and one or more of its directors or officers, or between the Association and one or 

more of its directors or officers, or between the Association and a domestic or foreign 

corporation, firm or association of any type or kind in which one or more of the Association’s 

directors or officers are trustees or officers, or are otherwise interested, is not voice or voidable 

solely because of such common trusteeship, officership or interest, or solely because such 

directors are present at the meeting of the Board of Directors or committee thereof at which 

such contract or transaction is acted upon, or solely because their votes are counted for such 

purpose, if any of the following conditions is satisfied: 

(a) The contract or other transaction is fair and reasonable to the Association when it is 

authorized, approved or ratified; 

or 

(b) The material facts as to such trustee’s relationship or interest as to the contract or 

transaction are disclosed or known to the Board of Directors or committee thereof 

authorizes, approves or ratifies the contract or transaction by a vote sufficient for the 

purpose without counting the vote of any common or interested director. 

Section 3:  Procedure in Event of Potential Conflict of Interest.  In the event that any officer, 

trustee, committee member or employee of the Association shall have any direct or indirect 

interest in, or relationship with, any individual or organization which proposes to enter into any 

transaction with the Association, such officer, director, committee member or employee shall 

give the Board of Directors notice of such interest or relationship and shall thereafter refrain from 

voting or otherwise attempting to exert any influence on the Association, its Board of Directors, 

or its committees, to affect its decision to participate or not to participate in such transaction. 

Section 4:  Special Voting Rules.  Any member of the Board of Directors who has a conflict of 

interest on any matter involving the Association shall not be counted in determining the quorum 

for the meeting at which the matter is to be acted upon, even when permitted by law. The 

minutes of the meeting shall reflect that a disclosure was made, the abstention from voting, and 

the quorum situation. 

ARTICLE XV 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Section 1:  Contracts, Conveyances, Etc.  All conveyances, contracts and instruments of transfer 

and assignment shall be approved as provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 2:  Execution of Instruments.  Except as otherwise provided for herein, all Association 

instruments and documents, including, but not limited to, checks, drafts, bills or exchange, 
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acceptances, notes or other obligations or orders for the payment of money, shall be signed as 

provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 3:  Borrowing.  Loans and renewals of loans shall be contracted on behalf of the 

Association as provided by a resolution of the Board of Directors. 

Section 4:  Adjourned Meetings.  A majority of the Directors present, whether or not a quorum, 

may adjourn any meeting to another time and place. Notice of such adjourned meeting shall be 

given even though the time and place thereof are announced at the meeting at which the 

adjournment is taken.  

Section 5:  Method of Giving Notices.   Any notice required by statute or by these Bylaws to be 

given to the directors, or to any officers of the Association unless otherwise provided herein or 

in any statute, shall be given by mailing to such director or officer at his or her last address as the 

same appears on the records of the Association, and such notice shall be deemed to have been 

given at the time of such mailing. 

Section 6:  Action by Written Consent.  Action required or permitted to be taken pursuant to 

authorized vote at any meeting of the Board of Directors or a committee thereof, may be taken 

without a meeting if, before or after the action, all Members of the Board of Directors or the 

committee consent thereto in writing. Written consent shall be filed with the minutes of the 

proceedings of the Board or committee.  Such consent shall have the same effect as the vote of 

the Board or committee for all purposes. 

Section 7:  Remote Participation in Meeting.  By oral or written permission of a majority of the 

Board of Directors, a Member of the Board of Directors or of a committee designated by the 

Board may participate in a meeting by means of conference telephone, or similar 

communications equipment by means of which all persons participating in the meeting can hear 

each other (“two-way communication”). Participation in a meeting pursuant to this Section 

constitutes presence in person at the meeting. 

Section 8:   Corporate Seal.  If the Association has a corporate seal, it shall have inscribed thereon 

the name of the Association and the words “Corporate Seal” and “Michigan”. The seal may be 

used by causing it or a facsimile to be affixed, impressed or reproduced in any other manner. 

ARTICLE XVI 

AMENDMENTS, RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Section 1:  Amendments.  These Bylaws may be altered or amended by the vote of the Member 

School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide written ballot with the proposed 

amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty (40) day period in which to 

vote. Each Member School District will have one vote. 
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Section 2:   Rules and Regulations.  The Board of Directors may adopt additional rules and 

regulations, general or specific, for the conduct of their meetings, and additional rules and 

regulations, general or specific, for the conduct of the affairs of the Association; provided, 

however, unless a local, state or national emergency has been declared, no such additional rule 

or regulation shall be inconsistent with or in contravention of any provision of the Articles of 

Incorporation or these Bylaws. 

Section 3:  Rules and Regulations During a Declared Emergency.  In the event of a declared local, 

state or national emergency, the Board of Directors may set aside rules and regulations within 

these bylaws, general or specific, regarding the conduct of their meetings and election and to 

conduct the affairs of the Association. 

 

Appendix 1 

Definition of Cause for Removing a Board Member or Officer 

Adopted by the OCSBA Board of Directors: September 16, 2020 

Preface:    

The Board of Directors of a nonprofit has three primary legal duties known as the “duty of care,” 

“duty of loyalty,” and “duty of obedience.”* 

1. Duty of Care: Take care of the nonprofit by ensuring prudent use of all assets, including 
facility, people, and good will. 

2. Duty of Loyalty: Ensure that the nonprofit's activities and transactions are, first and foremost, 
advancing its mission; Recognize and disclose conflicts of interest; Make decisions that are in 
the best interest of the nonprofit, not in the best interest of the individual board member (or 
any other individual or for-profit entity). 

3. Duty of Obedience: Ensure that the nonprofit obeys applicable laws and regulations; follows 
its own bylaws; and that the nonprofit adheres to its stated corporate purposes/mission. 

The Board of Directors does not exist solely to fulfill legal duties and serve as a fiduciary of the 

organization’s assets. Board members also play very significant roles providing guidance to 

nonprofits by contributing to the organization’s culture, strategic focus, effectiveness, and 

financial sustainability, as well as serving as ambassadors and advocates.  

An OCSBA Officer or Member of the Board of Directors may be removed for cause, defined as 

any of the following: 

❖ Acts of malfeasance, misfeasance, or nonfeasance. 
❖ Willful failure to follow OCSBA bylaws.  
❖ Willful neglect of duties.                     
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❖ Failure to disclose a conflict of interest and/or using the Association for his or her own 
personal gain. 

❖ Using their position on the OCSBA Board of Directors or OCSBA’s logo in a political 
endorsement, as such could reasonably be misconstrued as an endorsement by the 
Association. 

❖ Frequently missed Board meetings or committee meetings. 
❖ Creating an unhealthy or dysfunctional boardroom through inappropriate behavior or 

disrespecting the other members of the Association.  
❖ Ethical concerns such as discrimination, harassment, or criminal behaviors.      

Basically, the removal of a Director or Officer should only be done when absolutely necessary. 

However, the reasons for doing so are up to the Associations other Directors and Members. If a 

Director has failed his or her fiduciary duty in some way, then he or she should be removed from 

the board. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Introduction 

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), in partnership with Picus, Odden, and Associates (POA), was 
hired by the School Finance Research Collaborative (Collaborative) to examine the resources needed for 
students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet Michigan’s academic standards. APA and POA are 
nationally recognized experts in school finance issues with experience examining school finance 
formulas; estimating the resources needed for students, schools, and districts to meet state educational 
standards; and working with state policy makers to implement needed changes. The study team also 
includes national school finance experts Michael Griffith, Chris Stoddard, and Jennifer Imazeki. The study 
team has well over 100 years of combined experience studying school finance issues. This report details 
the approaches used by the study team to estimate the resources needed in Michigan to meet state 
standards. 

The study team’s implementation of adequacy approaches focused on engaging educators from around 
Michigan, ensuring the study included the complete state context in its findings. The data collection 
brought together over 250 educators from school districts, public school academies (charters), and 
intermediate school districts to examine the resources needed for students to meet state standards. 
These teachers, principals, special education educators, district administrators and other education 
professionals came from all over the state and from districts of various sizes to examine and provide 
input on Michigan’s resource needs.  

Approaches to Adequacy 

The concept of adequacy as it relates to education funding grew out of the standards-based reform 
movement (Hamilton, Stecher, & Yuan, 2009). As states implemented specific learning standards and 
performance expectations for what students should know — along with consequences for districts and 
schools failing to meet these expectations (and, eventually, federal expectations imposed through No 
Child Left Behind and continued by the Every Student Succeeds Act) — the focus of school finance shifted 
to an examination of the resources necessary to provide districts, schools, and students with reasonable 
opportunities to achieve state standards. Over the past two decades, researchers have developed four 
approaches to creating estimates for the level of funding necessary to provide all students with the 
opportunity to receive an adequate education. The approaches include: 

1. The Evidence-Based (EB) approach. The EB approach was developed by POA and uses 
information from research can be used to define the resource needs of a prototypical school or 
district to ensure that the school or district can meet state standards. The approach not only 
estimates resource levels but also specifies the programs and strategies through which such 
resources could be used efficiently. The approach is used to identify a base cost figure and  
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adjustments for special needs students (Special needs students include special education, 
poverty, and English language learner (ELL) students).  

2. The Professional Judgment (PJ) approach. The PJ approach was first used in Wyoming in the 
mid-1990s and has been one of the most widely used adequacy approaches since. The PJ 
approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the state to identify the 
resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state standards 
and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. The approach identifies both a 
base cost and adjustments for special needs students. 

3. The Successful Schools/School District (SSD) approach. The SSD approach was developed by 
APA. It determines an adequate per student base cost amount by using the actual expenditure 
levels of schools or school districts that are currently meeting or exceeding state performance 
objectives. This approach assumes that every school and school district, in order to be successful, 
needs the same level of base funding that is available to the most successful schools and districts. 
The approach does not identify adjustments for special needs students. 

4. The fourth approach, the cost function or statistical (CF) approach, is an econometric method 
that estimates the level of funding needed to achieve a given level of student achievement as 
measured on assessments while controlling for student and district characteristics. Due to its 
complexity and reliance on econometric modeling techniques, the approach has proven 
difficult to explain in situations other than academic forums.  

Michigan Study 
This report describes the study team’s implementation of both the PJ and EB approaches to examine 
the cost of adequacy in Michigan. Utilizing these two approaches allowed the study team to estimate 
both the cost of meeting the full state standards for all students at a base level, and the additional 
costs associated with differences in district and student characteristics. The study does not examine 
virtual education (online) or adult education.  

APA previously implemented the SSD approach in Michigan as part of a prior study. The report, 
“Michigan Education Finance Study1,” was the result of that study and was provided to the state in 
June of 2016. As part of that effort, APA conducted an examination of the expenditures of those 
Michigan districts that outperformed other districts in the state on Michigan’s assessment system. The 
study team updates the results of this study as part of this work.  

Table 1 describes the differences in the three adequacy approaches, including the benchmarks for 
success, data sources, and school finance parameters that can be identified by each approach. 

  

                                                           
1 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/budget/Michigan_Education_Finance_Study_527806_7.pdf 
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Table 1 
Summary of Three Approaches to Adequacy Used in Michigan 

 

Evidence-Based 

Professional 
Judgment 

Successful 
Schools/Districts 

Benchmark of 
Success 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Currently 
outperforming other 

Michigan schools 
Data Source Best practice 

research, reviewed by 
Michigan educators; 
when conflict arises 

in resource 
recommendations, 

the EB approach 
defers to the research 

Expertise of Michigan 
educators serving on 

PJ panels; uses 
research as a starting 

point but defers to 
educators when 
conflict arises in 

resource 
recommendations 

2013-14 expenditure 
data from selected 
successful schools 

updated to 2015-16 
figures 

Available Data Points 

Base Cost Yes Yes Yes 

Adjustments for 
Students with 
Special Needs 
(Weights) 

Yes Yes No 

 
In addition to implementing the two adequacy approaches and updating the SSD figures, this report 
addresses a number of additional components: 

 District location and teacher pay. Drs. Chris Stoddard and Jennifer Imazeki examine the costs 
districts face due to differences in location and the competitiveness of teaching salaries in 
Michigan,  

 District isolation. Michael Griffith examines the research on the impact of geographic isolation 
on the costs districts face in meeting state standards. This includes a literature review of how 
other states address district isolation and the results of additional PJ work focused on district 
isolation, 

 Transportation. The study team examines transportation costs by 1) looking at how other 
states fund transportation and 2) examining current expenditures on transportation for 
Michigan districts and possible impacts on transportation costs due to the results of this 
adequacy study, and 

 Capital review. The study team discusses resources identified through the EB and PJ studies 
that could have impacts on the capital needs of districts and a brief summary of these potential 
impacts is included.  
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Implementing the Adequacy Approaches 

Professional Judgment 
The professional judgment (PJ) approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the 
state to identify the resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state 
standards and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. These resources are first identified for 
students with no identified special needs (which allows for the calculation of a base cost) and then 
separately for special needs students, presented as weights that are additional to the base cost.  

Creating Representative Schools and a Representative District 

The study team designed multiple representative schools used as the basis of discussion with the PJ 
panels: one preschool program; two elementary schools (of 270 and 390 students); three middle schools 
(of 180, 420 and 735 students); and four high schools (of 220, 500, 800 and 1,200 students). The team 
also designed four representative districts: a very small (670 students); small (1,700 students); moderate 
(5,000 students); and large sized (13,590 students) district. The study team created these representative 
schools and districts so they would closely resemble schools and districts, on average, in Michigan. This 
allowed PJ panelists to comfortably estimate what resources are needed, since the representative 
school and district sizes generally looked familiar. At the same time, the approach developed per 
student figures that can be applied in each unique district and school in Michigan based on real 
enrollment figures and demographics.  

For the purposes of this study in Michigan, the study team also examined the relationship between 
resources and student need concentration levels for poverty and ELL populations. For the ELL 
population, two concentration levels (five percent and 50 percent) were considered. For the poverty 
population, three concentration levels (25 percent, 50 percent, and 75 percent) were examined for both 
poverty and high need poverty students, where high poverty students have significantly higher needs 
than poverty students. The average special education percentage for the state is 13 percent, the study 
team disaggregated this statewide average into three categories of need: (a) mild (9 percent), (b) 
moderate (2.5 percent), and (c) severe (1.5 percent). The three categories are not based the disability, 
but on time spent in the general education classroom. 

Professional Judgment Panel Design 

 
Based on the study team’s experience using the PJ approach in other states, multiple levels of PJ panels 
were utilized because: 1) multiple panels allow for the separation of school-level resources (which 
include teachers, supplies, materials, and professional development) from district-level resources (which 
include facility maintenance and operation, insurance, and school board activities); and 2) there is 
significant value in having each panel’s work reviewed by another panel, and such review  enhances the 
effectiveness of using a consensus approach.  
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PJ Panels were held from September 2017 to November 2017. All panels were held in Lansing, Michigan, 
except the Isolated District Panel, which was held online via webinar. Table 2 provides the dates of these 
meetings. 

Table 2 
PJ Panel Dates 

Date Panel 

September 19-20, 2017 Elementary School Panel; Middle School Panel 

September 21, 2017 Preschool Panel 

September 21-22, 2017 High School Panel 

October 3-4, 2017 Special Education Panel; Students in Poverty Panel 

October 5, 2017 Career and Technical Education Panel 

October 5-6, 2017 English Language Learners Panel 

October 17-18, 2017 Very Small Sized District Panel; Small Sized District Panel 

October 19-20, 2017 Moderate Sized District Panel; Large Sized District Panel 

November 7, 2017 Charter Schools Panel 

November 8, 2017 CFO Panel; Isolated District Panel (via webinar) 

November 9, 2017 Statewide Review Panel 

 

Each panel had between nine and twelve participants, who were a combination of classroom teachers, 
principals, personnel who provide services to students with special needs, superintendents, technology 
specialists, and school business officials. Panels included representatives from districts, charters, and 
ISDs. The Collaborative used a multistep process to select panel members. This included: 

 Identifying potential participants by: 
o Seeking volunteers from the Network of Michigan Educators,2 Michigan’s most 

prestigious education network. The Network of Michigan Educators is a one-of-a-kind 
professional organization connecting educators recognized for excellence through 
programs including: 

 Michigan Teacher of the Year; 
 Milken National Educator Award; 
 Presidential Award for Excellence in Math and Science Teaching; 
 National Board Certification; 
 Michigan Secondary Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan Middle Level Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan National Distinguished Principal; and 
 Michigan Superintendent of the Year. 

o Seeking nominees from the Superintendents of the Michigan Association of School 
Administrators and the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators. 

                                                           
2 http://www.michiganeducators.org/ 
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 The Project Steering and Technical Committee then finalized panelist selections, being careful 
to: 

o Follow the researchers’ guidelines regarding the types of educators and the composition 
for each panel; 

o Include educators from all Regions of the state in proportion to the number of students 
served in each region; and  

o Select a group of panelists who represent the student population as a whole by race and 
gender. 

 
 A list of panel members is provided in Appendix A to this report. 
 

Summarizing Michigan State Standards and Requirements 

Prior to the commencement of any PJ panel discussions, all panelists reviewed a specific set of 
background materials and instructions prepared by the study team. Panelists were instructed that their 
task was to identify the resources needed to meet all Michigan standards and requirements, which 
included the Michigan Merit Curriculum and graduation requirements, as well as additional 
requirements for schools and districts around assessment, accountability, and educator evaluation. The 
study team prepared a brief summary document of these standards and requirements, which was 
reviewed by the School Finance Research Collaborative. This document was then shared with panelists 
(Appendix B). 

Using Best Practice Research and Professional Association Recommendations as a Starting Point for 

PJ Panels 

The study team provided the PJ panels with some starting point figures from a review of best practice 
research and with any available staffing recommendations from educator professional associations. 
These figures were used to prompt discussion and panelists were in no way constrained by these 
recommended figures. Instead, panelists could adjust the figures as they saw fit to best suit Michigan 
and add in additional necessary staffing positions that were not addressed in the starting point figures. 

Professional Judgment Panel Procedures 

Once panelists were provided with instructions and background information to guide their efforts, as 
described previously, PJ panels convened and followed a specific procedure. At least two study team 
members attended each panel meeting to facilitate the discussion and to take notes about the level of 
resources needed and the rationales behind participant decisions. Panelists were frequently reminded 
that they should identify the resources needed to meet state standards in the most efficient way 
possible, without sacrificing quality.  

Each panel discussed the following school-level resource needs: 

1. Personnel, including classroom teachers, other teachers, psychologists, counselors, librarians, 
teacher aides, administrators, nurses, etc. 
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2. Other personnel costs, including the use of substitute teachers and time for professional 
development. 

 
3. Non-personnel costs, such as supplies, materials and equipment costs (including textbook 

replacement and consumables), plus the costs of offering extracurricular activities. 
 

4. Non-traditional programs and services, including before- and after-school programs, preschool, 
and summer school programs. 

 
5. Technology, including hardware, software, and licensing fees. 

District-level panels also addressed the following district-level resource needs:  

1. Personnel, including central office administrators, special program directors and coordinators, 
and support staff. 
 

2. Non-personnel costs, such as maintenance and operations, insurance, safety and security, 
adoption of textbooks, assessment, contract services, and out-of-district placements.  

PJ panels first identified the above resources for students with no special needs, then addressed the 
additional resources needed to serve special needs students (students in poverty, special education, ELL 
and Career and Technical Education (CTE)). Keeping these costs separate allowed for the creation of a 
base cost and additional special needs weights (discussed in greater detail later in this report).  

Professional Judgment Resources Identified 

While panels varied in the resources they identified as necessary for an adequate education, several key 
recommendations were common across most panels: 

 Small class sizes, with student-to-teacher ratios of 20:1 in kindergarten through grade three and 
25:1 in grades four and five; 

 Significant time for teacher planning, collaboration, and imbedded professional development 
with instructional coaches. At each level this was identified essentially as teachers teaching 
about 75 percent of the day with the remaining time available for the listed activities; 
instructional coaches were seen as instrumental to helping teachers improve practice; 

 A high level of student support (staffed as counselors, social workers, psychologists, and 
behavior interventionist) available for all students; 

 Sufficient administrative support in the form of assistant principals to allow for required staff 
evaluations to be done well; 

 Before- and after-school programs and summer learning opportunities, particularly for students 
in poverty; 

 Technology-rich learning environments, including 1.1:1 student devices, and associated IT 
support; 

 Sufficient staff to serve special education and ELL students; 
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 Sufficient nursing support to ensure students receive necessary medical care and monitoring 
from nurses and/or health aides to allow teachers and administrators to focus on classroom 
instructional needs; 

 Sufficient counselor and career exploration staff to ensure students can achieve post-secondary 
goals; and 

 Preschool for all three-year-olds and four-year-olds. 
 

It should be noted that the resources PJ panels identified here are examples of how funds might be used 
to organize programs and services in representative schools. Further, there were separate panels for 
each school level, so approaches could vary by grade span. However, subsequent review panels agreed 
that the differences in approach were appropriate. The study team cannot emphasize strongly enough 
that the resources identified are not the only ways to organize programs and services to meet state 
standards. Instead, the focus should remain on providing an estimate of the overall level of resources 
needed to meet adequacy requirements, not to determine the best way to organize schools and 
districts. 

Professional Judgment Total Base Costs and Weights  

Combining the school and district level costs by district size allowed the study team to calculate a single, 
school-level base cost figure for each district. To do this, the study team used school-level cost figures 
for each grade configuration, along with the distribution of students at each grade level. The study team 
then added district-level costs to develop total base costs and weights for each identified student 
population. These figures are shown in Table 3. Weights represent the additional resources needed 
above the base for student and district characteristics. For example, if the base cost for a student is 
$10,000 and the additional needs related to poverty are $3,000, then the weight is 0.30. The district 
serving this student in poverty would therefore receive a total of $13,000 to provide an adequate 
education for that student.  

Table 3 
Professional Judgment Total Base Cost and Additional Weights  

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

Base $11,482 $10,307 $9,954 $9,590 

Weights     

   Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29 

     50% Concentration 0.37 0.40 0.41 0.42 
     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.43 0.44 

High Need Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.45 0.50 0.51 0.51 

     50% Concentration 0.53 0.57 0.59 0.60 

     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.42 0.43 
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District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
  ELL – 5% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.62 0.52 0.51 0.46 

     WIDA 3&4 0.54 0.44 0.43 0.35 

     WIDA 5&6 0.30 0.34 0.31 0.28 

  ELL – 50% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.56 0.48 0.43 0.40 

     WIDA 3&4 0.45 0.36 0.33 0.29 

     WIDA 5&6 0.38 0.28 0.22 0.18 

 Special Education     

      Mild 1.03 1.08 1.09 1.06 

      Moderate 1.71 1.85 1.92 1.94 

      Severe 2.79 3.03 3.14 3.21 

     Average (Weighted) 1.37 1.45 1.48 1.48 
CTE Weight 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 

 

As table 3 shows, the per-student base cost rises from a low of $9,590 at the largest district to $11,482 
at the very small district. There are small increases for the moderate and small districts.  

Poverty weights are the lowest at the 25 percent concentration, ranging from 0.27 to 0.29. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.37 to 0.42 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.44. All the weights are lowest in the very small district and rise in the larger districts. The 
50 percent and 75 percent weights are very similar to one another. 

The weights for high poverty students range from 0.45 to 0.51 for the 25 percent concentration. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.53 to 0.60 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.43. Again, the weights are lowest in the very small district. Interestingly, the 75 percent 
concentration weights for the high poverty students are similar for the 75 percent poverty students.  

For both the five percent and 50 percent ELL populations, the WIDA 1&2 students have the highest 
weights, the five percent population needing a weight slightly higher than the 50 percent population. In 
nearly all the cases, the ELL weights increase as the size of the district decreases, showing some need for 
a slight increase in ELL funding in smaller settings. 

The special education weights are relatively similar across the district sizes, with the smallest districts 
actually having slightly lower weights for all three categories of need. The moderate weight is over twice 
as high as the mild weight for all districts, with only a slight increase in weight from moderate to severe. 
Combined, the average weights range from 1.37 to 1.48. 

The CTE weight is applied to students who attend a CTE center. The CTE center would be staffed to have 
similar resources as a traditional school, for example there is a principal and a nurse in every building. 
The center would be staffed to fill 1,000 students and would most likely be operated by the district. 
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Evidence-Based Approach 
Using the Evidence-Based (EB) Model, a set of recommendations can be generated that can be used to 
determine how Michigan could provide adequate funding to all school districts to help them offer every 
Michigan student an equal opportunity to achieve the state’s college and career ready standards.  

The Evidence-Based School Improvement Model 

The intent of the Evidence-Based Model is threefold:  

1. To identify the array of educational goods that would provide each student an equal 
opportunity to meet the state’s student performance standards, 

2. To identify the cost of that basket of education goods, and 
3. To provide each school district with adequate funds so that it could purchase and provide that 

basket of goods appropriately to all its students.  
 
Although a direct linkage between funding and student performance does not exist, the Evidence-Based 
model is designed to identify a level of resources that would enable all districts and schools to provide 
every student with robust opportunities to meet college and career ready standards.  

No matter what course of studies a high school student completes – college prep or career tech – all of 
Michigan’s students are expected to achieve to college and career-ready standards in order to be 
competitive – after high school or college – in today’s global, knowledge-based economy. This includes 
children from low-income homes, students of color, English language learners and students with 
disabilities. The basket of educational goods and services and a cost-based funding model to support 
that basket must be sufficiently robust to allow students in all school districts in the state to have 
sufficient opportunities to attain these rigorous standards.  

The High-Performance School Model Embedded in the Evidence-Based Approach to School Finance 

Adequacy 

The EB Model is used to estimate a cost-based spending level for schools has been designed to allow 
districts and schools to provide every child with an equal opportunity to learn to state performance 
standards. The EB Model is derived from research and best practices that identify programs and 
strategies that boost student learning. Further, the formulas and ratios for school resources developed 
from that research have been reviewed by dozens of educator panels in multiple states over the past 
decade. The EB Model relies on two major types of research: 

1. Reviews of research on the student achievement effects of each of the EB Model’s individual 
major elements, with a focus on randomized controlled trials, which are considered the “gold 
standard” of evidence on “what works.” 
 

2. Studies of schools and districts that have dramatically improved student performance over a 
four- to six-year period – what is sometimes labeled “a doubling of student performance” on 
state assessments. 
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The EB approach has been modified over time as a result of research and work in other states. Today the 
EB Model explicitly identifies the components of a school improvement model, and articulates how all of 
the model’s elements are linked to strategies that, when fully implemented, produce notable 
improvements in student achievement (see Odden & Picus, 2014; Chapter 5).  

High performing and improving schools have clear and specific student achievement goals, including 
goals to reduce achievement gaps linked to poverty and minority status. The goals are typically specified 
in terms of performance on state assessments.  

Compared to traditional schools where teachers work in isolated classrooms, improving schools organize 
instruction differently. Regardless of the context – urban, suburban, or rural, rich or poor, large or small 
– improving and high performing schools organize teachers into collaborative teams: grade level teams 
in elementary schools and subject or course teams in secondary schools. With the guidance and support 
of instructional coaches, the teacher teams work with student data – usually short-cycle or formative 
assessment data – to:  

 Plan standards-based curriculum units; 
 Teach those units simultaneously; 
 Debrief on how successful the units were; and  
 Make changes when student performance does not meet expectations.  

This collaborative teamwork makes instruction “public” over time by identifying a set of instructional 
strategies that work in the teachers’ school. Over time all teachers are expected to use the instructional 
strategies that have been demonstrated to improve student learning and achievement.  

High performing and improving schools also provide an array of “extra help” programs for students 
struggling to achieve to standards. This is critical because the number of struggling students is likely to 
increase as more rigorous programs are implemented to prepare all students for college and careers. 
Individual tutoring, small group tutoring, after-school academic help and summer school focused on 
reading and mathematics for younger students, and courses needed for high school graduation for older 
students, represent the array of “extra help” strategies these improving schools typically deploy. Their 
approach is to “hold standards” constant and vary instructional time.  

These schools exhibit multiple forms of leadership. Teachers lead by coordinating collaborative teams 
and through instructional coaching. Principals lead by structuring the school to foster instructional 
improvement. The district leads by ensuring that schools have the resources to deploy the strategies 
outlined above with a focus on aggressive student performance goals, improving instructional practice 
and taking responsibility for student achievement results.  

High performing and improving schools seek out top talent. They know that the challenge to prepare 
students for the competitive and knowledge-based global economy is difficult and requires smart and 
capable teachers and administrators to effectively get the educational job done.  

The most recent summary of the research undergirding the EB model can be found in the Odden and 
Picus (2014) school finance textbook, and in several books that profile schools and districts that have 
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moved the student achievement needle (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, 2009; Odden, 2012). The 
study team recently studied dramatically improving schools in Maryland, Vermont, and Maine as part of 
school finance studies in those states and found the theory of improvement embodied in the EB Model 
is reflected in nearly all the successful schools studied (Picus, Odden, et al., 2011; Picus, Odden, et al., 
2013; Odden & Picus, 2015b). In addition, other researchers and analysts have found similar features of 
schools that significantly improve student performance and reduce achievement gaps (e.g., Blankstein, 
2010, 2011; Chenoweth, 2007, 2009, 2017). 

Although the details of studies of improving and high performing schools vary, and different authors 
highlight somewhat different elements of the process, the overall findings are more similar than 
different. This suggests all schools can improve if they have adequate resources and deploy those 
adequate resources in the most effective ways. 

The EB Model offers a framework for the use of resources by districts and schools to help them focus 
those resources on programs and strategies that would allow them to produce substantial gains in 
student academic performance. The study team organized the key elements of the EB school 
improvement model into ten areas as follows: 

1. Analyze student data to become deeply knowledgeable about performance issues and to 
understand the nature of the achievement gap.  

2. Set high goals such as aiming to educate at least 95 percent of the students in the school to 
proficiency or higher on state reading and math tests.  

3. Review evidence on good instruction and effective curriculum.  

4. Invest heavily in teacher training that includes intensive summer institutes and longer teacher 
work years, provide resources for trainers, and, most importantly, fund instructional coaches in 
all schools.  

5. Provide extra help for struggling students.  

6. Restructure the school day to provide more effective ways to deliver instruction.  

7. Provide strong leadership and support for data-based decision making and improving the 
instructional program. 

8. Create professional school cultures characterized by ongoing discussion of good instruction, 
with teachers and administrators taking responsibility for the student performance results. 

9. Bring external professional knowledge into the school.  

10. Recruit and retain the best talent.  
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Such successful schools also create a learning atmosphere inside the schools, have a school-wide 
approach to discipline and classroom management, and require that every student be accountable to 
any adult for his/her behavior and that all adults take interest in all students and hold them accountable 
for the behavioral practices in the school. In addition, these effective schools reach out to parents, 
insure that parents know the expectations of the school and welcome all parents into the school. 

In sum, the schools studied that have boosted student performance deployed strategies strongly aligned 
with those embedded in the EB Model. These practices bolster the claim that if funds are provided and 
used to implement these effective, research based, strategies, significant student performance gains 
should follow.  

Three Tier Approach 

It is important to note that the design of the EB Model reflects the Response to Intervention (RTI) 
model. RTI is a three-tier approach to meeting student needs. Tier 1 refers to core instruction for all 
students. The EB Model seeks to make core instruction as effective as possible with its modest class 
sizes, provisions for teacher collaboration time, and professional development resources. Effective core 
instruction is the foundation on which all other educational strategies depend. Tier 2 services are 
provided to students struggling to achieve to standards before being given an individualized education 
program (IEP) and labeled as a student with a disability. The EB Model’s current Tier 2 resources include 
one core tutor for every prototypical school and additional resources triggered by at-risk and ELL 
student counts providing funding for tutoring, extended day, summer school, additional pupil support 
and ELL services. The robust levels of Tier 2 resources allow schools to provide a range of extra help 
services. These servicees often are funded only by special education programs, but can get many 
modestly struggling students back “on track,” and thus reduce the overall number of special education 
students. Tier 3 includes all special education services.  

The Evidence-based Model’s Prototypical School Sizes  

The EB model begins with a prototypical district size of 3,900, which comprises four 450-student 
elementary schools, two 450-student middle schools, and two 600-student high schools. It uses this 
approach and these prototypes to indicate the relative level of resources in schools, as well as to 
calculate a base per student cost. These prototypical school sizes reflect research on the most effective 
school sizes, although few schools are exactly the size of the prototypes. Although many schools in 
Michigan and other states are larger than these prototypical school sizes, the prototypical sizes can still 
be used to determine a new base cost per student, as the new base cost per student would be provided 
for all students in a school or district, regardless of actual size. In other states with larger schools, this 
approach has been used with the suggestion that larger school buildings could organize their students 
into smaller “schools within school” units inside the larger building.  

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panels  

In addition to identifying the evidence-based resources needed to establish an adequate funding level 
for Michigan schools, four Evidence-Based Professional Judgment (EBPJ) panels were held to seek 
professional educator input to the model. The panels were held in Gaylord on October 23, Ann Arbor 
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and Southfield on October 24, and in Grand Rapids on October 25. Approximately 20-25 panel members 
attended each EBPJ panel meeting. Education community stakeholders and school officials nominated 
panelists, who were invited to attend a panel meeting. The study team specifically sought to include a 
range of school staff at each EBPJ session.  

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panel Recommendations  

Six overall themes emerged from the panel conversations: 

1. Panelists largely supported the overall structure and intent of the EB approach to instructional 
improvement, student achievement, the embedded school improvement model, and school finance 
adequacy. Suggested changes were at the margin but not the core of the EB approach. 
 

2. Panelists expressed strong and universal support for the overall instructional elements of the EB 
model. Those elements – small class sizes, core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, 
intensive and ongoing professional development, extra resources to provide more instructional time 
for struggling students, teachers organized into collaborative work teams, etc. – were viewed as on 
target and reinforcing the delivery of best practices in schools.  
 

3. Panelists universally noted that the staff and resources in the EB model exceeded existing resources 
in nearly all schools, and that many of the instructionally focused staff were those that were very 
much needed (e.g., instructional coaches) but had been cut over the past few years as budgets 
declined. 

 
4. There was initial concern that the EB approach to serving students with disabilities was problematic 

and provided less than current resources for those students, but following detailed discussion, 
panelists agreed that the EB approach provided an effective approach for serving students with 
disabilities. The major area of concern was the state’s birth to age 26 requirement for serving 
students with disabilities, while the EB model covered only preschool (age three and four) to grade 
12 students (though at higher ages if still attending high school). 

 
5. There was virtually no concern over the substantially fewer paraprofessionals provided for in the EB 

model than are typically employed in most Michigan schools. Most panelists agreed that skilled 
teachers provide more effective services than paraprofessionals – even trained paraprofessionals – 
but cautioned on the need for time to shift from paraprofessionals to skilled teachers for many extra 
help services.  

 
6. Panelists noted that Michigan typically provides more school administration than the EB model but 

less instructional leadership staff. 
 
There was only one major area where EBPJ panel recommendations suggested a strong reason to 
modify the EB model as presented to the panels: central office administration where staffing levels were 
reduced to more closely reflect Michigan school district practice. In two other areas, the panels 
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suggested modest changes that were adopted: field trips for preschool students were added to the 
model, and additional resources were included to cover curriculum costs for programs for struggling 
students. 
 

Final EB Michigan Recommendations 

Table 4 provides a detailed summary of the resulting EB Michigan model resources. The resources 
described in Table 4 led to a base cost estimate and a set of associated weights for poverty, ELL and 
special education students with mild and moderate disabilities.3   

 
Table 4 

Summary of 2017 Michigan Adjusted Evidence-Based Model Recommendations 
Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Staffing for Core Programs 

1a. Preschool 
Full day preschool for children aged 3 and 4. One teacher and one aide in classes of 
15 

1b. Full-Day Kindergarten Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the funding 
system 

2. Elementary Core 
Teachers/Class Size  

Grades K-3: 15 (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6: 25 

3. Secondary Core 
Teachers/Class Size 

Grades 6-12: 25 
Average class size of 25 

4. Elective/Specialist 
Teachers 

Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:           33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

5. Instructional 
Facilitators/Coaches 

1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through poverty and ELL pupil counts in Elements 22 
and 26) 

7. Substitute Teachers 
5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and teacher 
positions in additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, ELL, and special 
education) 

8. Core Pupil Support 
Staff, Core Guidance 
Counselors, and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students, which supports a half time nurse in each 
prototypical elementary and middle school and a full-time nurse in each 
prototypical high school 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of poverty and ELL 
students in Element 23) 

9. Supervisory and 
Instructional Aides 

2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

10. Library Media 
Specialist  

1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

11. Principals and 
Assistant Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high school 

                                                           
3 Services for children with profound and severe disabilities are funded directly by the state in the EB Model.  
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
12. School Site 
Secretarial and Clerical 
Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school  

Dollar Per Student Resources 
13. Gifted and Talented 
Students  

$40 per student  

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into teacher contract year, by adding 
five days to the average teacher salary 
$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and time for 
collaborative work [Element 4]) 

15. Instructional 
Materials  

$190 per student for instructional and library materials 
$50 per student for each extra help program of poverty, ELL, summer and extended 
day 

16. Short Cycle/Interim 
Assessments  

$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

17. Technology and 
Equipment $250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

18. CTE 
Equipment/Materials  

$10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 

19. Extra Duty 
Funds/Student Activities  

$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs for grades K-
12  
$50 per preschool student 

Central Office Functions 
20. Operations and 
Maintenance 

Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and groundskeepers 
and $305 per student for utilities 

21. Central Office 
Personnel/Non-
Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number of FTE 
positions generated, as depicted in Table 3.7, and the salary and benefit levels for 
those positions. It also includes $300 per student for miscellaneous items such as 
Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 

Resources for Struggling Students 

22. Tutors  1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for every 100 
non-ELL poverty students 

23. Additional Pupil 
Support Staff 

1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one tutor position for 
every 125 non-ELL poverty students 

24. Extended Day  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 
25. Summer School  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 

26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner (ELL) 
Students  

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students; In addition, 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students. 

27. Alternative Schools 
One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students 
in an ALE program 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students 

28. Special Education  

8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes: 
7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students for services for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities and the related services of speech/hearing pathologies and/or 
OT PT. This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Plus 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing 
review. 
In addition, 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, 
minus the cost of the basic education program and Federal Title VIB, with a cap on 
the number covered at 2% of all students. 

Staff Compensation Resources 

29. Staff Compensation  

For salaries, average of previous year  
For benefits: 
Retirement or pension costs: 4.6% per employee 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security 6.2% (up to annual earnings of $127,200)  
Medicare: 1.45% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0.6 % 
Unemployment Insurance: 0% as the state cost fully reimburses costs 

 
The base cost estimate using the EB model for Michigan is $10,136 per pupil. The weights computed 
through the model for poverty, ELL and SPED students are detailed in Table 5 below.  

Table 5 
EB Total Base Cost and Additional Weights 

Base $10,136 

Weights   

   Prekindergarten 0.40 

   Poverty 0.32 

   ELL 0.41 

   Special Education (For mild and moderate special 
education students; Census approach applied to all 
students in a district, not only the special education 
count) 

0.07 
(see 
explanation 
below) 

Alternative Schools 0.64 

 
The special education cost estimate and derived weight require further explanation. It is important to 
first note that the EB model assumes the state funds 100 percent of the excess costs of programs for 
students with severe and profound disabilities.  
 
To estimate costs for students with mild and moderate disabilities, the EB model uses a “census” 
approach and computes an additional amount based on the count of all students in a district, not on the 
special education student count in each district. The EB estimate for the cost of special education is 
$673 per student for all students.  
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Successful Schools 2016 Study 
The study team performed a modified successful schools study in the 2016 Michigan Education Finance 
Study. It was considered a modified approach due to the specific requests of the 2016 RFP, which 
identified a specific standard for selecting successful districts: “successful districts have proficiency 
levels above the state average for all of the standards under the Michigan Merit Standards.” In addition 
to the state’s definition of a successful district, APA selected three additional district performance 
standards for the 2016 study: (1) performing at least one standard deviation above average on all tests 
(High Absolute Performance); (2) showing above average growth over time (Growth); and (3) showing 
success serving subpopulations (student special populations such as poverty, ELL, and special 
education). To meet any of these three additional performance measures, districts had to first meet the 
RFP standard of having proficiency levels above the state average. Districts that met the state’s RFP 
standard and one of the additional study team standards were considered “Notably Successful” districts, 
a fifth success designation in the study.  

As dictated by the state’s RFP for the study, the 2016 study only examined the performance and 
expenditures of school districts and did not include charter schools. All data used was for the 2013-14 
school year, which was the school year for which both performance and expenditure data were available 
at the time of the study. Table 5 outlines the criteria for each performance standard. 

Table 5 
Successful Schools Standards 

Standard Criteria 

Above Average  Set by state; the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is above the 
statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to as 
Above Average districts. 

High Absolute 
Performance 

The percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is at least one standard 
deviation above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this 
standard are referred to as High Absolute Performance districts. 

Growth The change in the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above between 
2009-10 and 2013-14 was above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts 
meeting this standard are referred to as Growth districts. 

Special 
Populations 

The percentage of students in each demographic subgroup present in the district is above 
the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to 
as Special Populations districts. 

Notably 
Successful  

Districts that met the Above Average Performance standard and one additional 
performance standard (High Absolute Performance, Growth or Special Populations), are 
referred to as Notably Successful districts. 

 
The list of districts that met each performance standard is included as Appendix G. 

Notably Successful Districts  

A total of 58 districts met at least one of the three standards and the state’s baseline standard, creating 
the Notably Successful standard group. Of these 58 districts, 47 met only one of the three additional 
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standards, 10 districts met two of the additional standards, and one district met all three additional 
standards. The 58 districts that are Notably Successful are made up of districts showing various types of 
higher performance including absolute performance, growth, and success with special populations. A list 
of the 58 Notably Successful districts can be found in Appendix G. Table 6 compares the demographics 
of the Notably Successful districts to the remaining districts.  

Table 6 
Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard 
 

All Districts Excluding Outliers 
 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 

Average Size             4,360           2,324            4,728           2,379  

Average Percent Special Education 9.89% 12.67% 10.42% 12.66% 

Average Percent Economically Disadvantaged 29.12% 52.95% 27.46% 52.95% 

Average Percent ELL 1.76% 2.50% 1.89% 2.53% 

Average Need Factor             1.224           1.351             1.223            1.351  

On average, the Notably Successful districts were larger than the remaining districts. The Notably 
Successful districts tended to have much lower need factors than districts that did not meet the 
standard. The average need factor for the 58 Notably Successful districts of 1.224 is far lower than the 
average need factor of 1.351 the remaining districts. When examining the need factor, it is most 
meaningful to consider only the figures on the right side of the decimal. In this case, the factor shows 
that the non-Notably Successful districts had need that was over 50 percent greater than the Notably 
Successful districts. 

After the high-spending outliers were excluded, there was very little change in the demographics of 
districts meeting the Notably Successful standard and remaining districts. Four districts were removed 
from the Notably Successful group and nine districts not meeting the Notably Successful standard were 
removed.  

Next, the study team examined the expenditures of the Notably Successful districts, both all districts and 
excluding outliers.  

Expenditures 

Table 7 looks at base costs for the Notably Successful districts. 
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Table 7 
Expenditures of Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard 

 
All Districts Excluding Outliers 

 
Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 

Average Size of Districts 4,360  2,324 4,728  2,379  

Average Need Factor 1.224  1.351  1.223     1.351  

Base Expenditures     

   Instruction $5,883 $4,944 $5,143 $4,794 

   Administration  $1,137 $1,133 $900 $1,061 

   Support $837 $652 $875 $646 

   Other $2,531 $2,153 $1,975 $2,061 

   Total Base Expenditures $10,388 $8,881 $8,893 $8,562 

   Total Base Expenditures Less Food Service     
and Transportation 

$9,301 $7,967 $8,188 $7,683 

 
The study team recommended the $8,188 figure of base costs without Food Service and Transportation 
costs as the figure that best represents the resources needed in 2013-14 for districts to perform much 
better than other districts in Michigan.  

Adjusting for Inflation 

In order to use the $8,188 figure for this study, the figure has to be adjusted for inflation to 2015-16 
dollars. To do this, the study team used the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index (CPI-U)   for 
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint.4 Two years of inflation were applied to the figure to adjust for changes from 
2013-14 to 2015-16. The CPI in August 2013, the beginning of the 2013-14 school year, was 220.000 and 
it was 220.249 in August 2015, the beginning of the 2015-16 year. This small increase indicates that 
there was almost no inflation over this time for the area. With this data, the study team recommends 
not adjusting the $8,188 figure and continuing to use that figure as the 2015-16 figure for this study. 
This decision is clearly a very conservative decision from a cost perspective, as it is likely that district 
costs have increased as the cost of wages, benefits, and other operational costs have increased during 
this time.  

                                                           
4  https://www.bls.gov/regions/midwest/data/consumerpriceindexhistorical_detroit_table.pdf 
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Other Studies 

Transportation 
The study team examined how other states approach funding transportation and also examined current 
transportation expenditures in Michigan. The team also examined how the recommendations found in 
the PJ and EB studies could impact transportation needs in Michigan.  

National Transportation Spending 

During the 2014-15 school year, Michigan expended $502 per student on transportation costs, which is 
almost identical to the national average of $498 per student. Between the 2011 and 2015 school years, 
Michigan’s per student transportation expenditures hewed closely to the national average (see Chart 1), 
never varying by more than nine dollars per student above or below the average. 

Chart 1 
Transportation Spending Per student 

 

 

State Transportation Funding Systems in the U.S. 

The study team’s review found that 49 of the 50 states provide some form of transportation funding to 
their public schools. Indiana does not currently provide public school transportation funding but will 
begin doing so through the state’s primary funding formula beginning in the 2018-19 school year.5 There 
are five general ways that states provide transportation funding to schools: 

 Reimbursement Model (22 States): states reimburse districts for a portion of their allowable 
transportation costs.  
 

                                                           
5Indiana House Bill 1009 of 2017. 
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 Included in the State’s Primary Funding Formula (11 States): transportation funding is a 
component of the state’s primary school funding formula. In some of these states additional 
funding is targeted to transportation. In other states, there is no specific amount of funding for 
transportation, but districts can use state funding for the cost of transporting students. 

 Geographic Distance (10 States): funding is based on geographic considerations such as bus 
route miles, total square miles or the density of students in a school district.  

 Per student Allocation (5 States): states provide districts with a flat per student rate regardless 
of their actual transportation costs. 

 Full State Funding (3 States): states fully fund the cost of transportation. 
 

State Transportation Funding in Comparative States 

Between the 2011 and 2015 fiscal years, Michigan per student transportation expenditures consistently 
trailed that of the comparable states6 average, as shown in Chart 2. 

Chart 2 
Historical Transportation Spending in Comparable States 

 

 

Michigan Transportation Expenditures 

The study team examined the expenditures for districts and charter schools separately. Five hundred 
districts had full transportation expenditures and rider information in 2016 and 41 charters had 
information. Transportation expenditures per student or per rider were closely correlated with the 
distance riders were transported. Overall, districts spent $973 per rider and charters spent $1,460 per 
rider.  

                                                           
6 Illinois, Indiana, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. 
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Impacts on Transportation of Adequacy Results 

The results of both the PJ and EB panel work identified various programs and interventions that need to 
be available for students to be able to meet state standards. These programs and interventions include 
services for all students and services directly aimed at special need students such as poverty and ELL 
students. Though a number of or even most of these services may exist today, the scale and scope of the 
programs might need to be expanded over what is currently in place. Panelists made it clear that 
without the proper transportation to support programs, the programs would not be available to 
students. The programs identified as having transportation impacts include extended day programs and 
preschool.  

Impacts of Adequacy Results on the Possible Capital Needs of Districts/Schools 
The study does not look specifically at capital needs; however, it is clear that some of the programs, 
interventions, and resources identified by both the PJ and EB approaches would or could lead to 
additional capital needs for districts and charters across Michigan. The study team identified several 
areas that might lead to increased capital needs:  

 Class Size Ratios 
 Support Staff 
 Extended Day/Year 
 Preschool. 

These capital implications would need to be addressed for districts and Charters to be able to fully 
implement the adequacy recommendations allowing students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet 
state standards. The programs and resources described above were found to be necessary by educators 
from around Michigan and the capital implications need to be considered beyond the operating revenue 
recommendations made in this report. 

Geographic Cost Differences 
It is well-established that the cost of educating students is not the same across all schools and students. 
Costs can vary for many reasons, some of which are under the control of local school officials (such as 
decisions about the size of classes or about curricular offerings) but many costs cannot be controlled by 
local school districts. Costs outside the control of school officials include those associated with: (1) the 
characteristics of the student body (for example, special needs populations like poverty, English 
Language Learners (ELL); (2) district size or special education students); and (3) operating in certain 
geographical locations. When allocating funds through a state finance formula, it is appropriate for 
policy makers to compensate districts for differences in these uncontrollable costs. But ensuring that 
formula adjustments accurately reflect these cost differences can be quite challenging.  

Many states include in their school funding formulas some measure of costs associated with providing a 
comparable education in different locations across the state. This report discusses the advantages and 
disadvantages of various methods to capture these geographical, cross-district cost differences, to 
recommend the best approach for Michigan going forward. 
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Approaches to Measuring Variation in Wage Costs Associated with Geographic Location 

The study team examined three options for district cost adjustments: 

 Housing-Based Cost of Living Adjustment - adjusts for the cost of living by computing the price 
of a basket of goods associated with each location (similar to how the Consumer Price Index is 
calculated across time). Typically, that local basket of goods is dominated by housing costs, 
although other goods’ prices are also usually included (McMahon, 1996). This approach has the 
advantage of being straightforward to calculate and update over time, as long as data on 
housing costs and other items in the basket are available. The major disadvantage of a housing-
based cost of living adjustment is that it does not include any information about area amenities 
which may also impact the wages needed to attract and retain workers.  

 Comparable Wage Index (CWI) - is calculated by measuring the variation in non-teacher wages 
across localities. CWIs therefore account for the impacts of both cost of living and area 
amenities. The assumption is that workers who are similar to teachers in terms of their levels of 
education, their training, and their job responsibilities will have similar preferences as teachers. 
For example, if non-teacher workers in the City of Ann Arbor are paid, on average, 10 percent 
more than non-teacher workers in the City of Flint, then the CWI would suggest Ann Arbor City 
Public Schools should receive 10 percent more revenue for teacher salaries than Flint Public 
Schools.  

 Hedonic wage index - is calculated by breaking down variation in current wages based on a 
number of different identifiable variables, such as weather, crime, or population density. 
Hedonic wage indices can capture variation due to both geographic location characteristics and 
student characteristics. 

The study team examined the use of a CWI in Michigan and finds that wage costs vary significantly 
across regions in Michigan. A CWI is relatively straightforward to create and update on an annual basis; 
it also has the advantage of being clearly beyond the control of local districts, as there are no data used 
that are generated by schools. In contrast, the data requirements and statistical complexity of the 
hedonic approach make calculating and updating even a fairly simple hedonic wage index more difficult 
than either of the alternative approaches. A hedonic model also conflates variation due to geographic 
location with costs associated with student characteristics, such as poverty; this may be particularly 
problematic when those costs are already accounted for elsewhere in the funding system.  

Labor Market Analysis 
Teaching wages are an important factor in attracting and retaining workers in the teaching profession 
over time. A number of studies have found that teaching salaries relative to other occupations influence 
exit rates of existing teachers (Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin 2004, Guarino, Santibanez, and Daley 2006) 
and relative wages of teacher and other occupations influence the quality of individuals entering 
teaching (Corocoran 2004, Stoddard 2003). 

The current study uses a variety of methods to compare teaching occupations to the occupations of 
other workers within Michigan. Because of the inherent differences in the skills, attributes, and benefits 
across occuaptions, this study puts salary comparisons in Michigan within the context of similar salary 
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comparisons in other states. This study also provides information on both broad-based comparison 
occupation groups and more narrow groups, such as other public sector workers.  

The two main methodological challenges in comparing teacher salaries with the salaries of other 
workers include identifying comparison occupations and adjustig for the characteristics of workers and 
occupations. This study uses various methods to account for these challenges and finds teachers in 
Michigan make, on average, less than in most other comparable occupations in the state. The largest 
gap (about 28 percent) is for average teacher salary relative to the salary for all professional and 
technical college educated workers. Gaps relative to the public sector tend to be smaller. Adjusting gaps 
for teacher characteristics reduces the gaps modestly. The gap between teacher salaries and salaries of 
related workers tend to be smaller in Michigan than the parallel gaps in the United States as a whole, 
but this is similar to the pattern in other states in the region. 

Recommendations  
The recommendations contained in this report synthesize information from each of the different 
components described above. Each of the recommendations focus on the development of a student 
based formula that allows all students to meet state standards. It also provides for adjustments related 
to differences in district or charter school characteristics. The study team framed each recommendation 
around the need to fund actual costs faced by districts or charters.  

The recommendations create a system that can provide an estimate of the adequacy needs for each 
district or charter in the state. The base cost figures and weights identify the total resources needed to 
meet state standards, but do not delineate the sources of funding required to provide these resources. 
State, local, and federal dollars can be used to pay for the figures discussed in the recommendations. 
However the next step in implementing the recommendations is to determine how the resources would 
be paid for. While outside of the scope of this current study, the study team feels it is important to 
highlight during the implementation of a new system that student and taxpayer equity will also need to 
be considered. Ensuring that each district and charter has the ability to raise funds needed to meet all 
resource needs is critical to ensuring both an adequate and equitable school funding system.  

Recommendation 1 

Using the results of the study, create an adequacy based funding system using appropriate base cost, 
weights, and adjustments for district characteristics. The results of the three adequacy approaches 
provide the Collaborative with a wealth of information about the resources needed for students to meet 
Michigan’s standards. This includes three base cost figures, two different sets of special needs weights, 
and information on the cost differences districts face due to size.  Table 8 shows the study team’s 
recommendations for a base cost and adjustments for Michigan. The parameters identified would allow 
students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet state standards.  
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Table 8 
Final Recommendation Base and Weights* 

Final Recommendation 
Base $9,590  
Size Adjustment Adjusted by Formula 
Poverty Weight                                                                0.35  
ELL  

 

  WIDA 1-2                                                                0.70  
  WIDA 3-4                                                                0.50  
  WIDA 5-6/FELS                                                                0.35  
Special Education 

 

  Mild                                                                0.70  
  Moderate                                                                1.15  
  Severe State Reimbursement 
Preschool                                                            14,155  
Isolation                                                                0.04  

*Does not include Transportation and Food Service 

Recommendation 2 

The base cost per student and special needs adjustments should be funded at the same levels for 
districts and brick and mortar charter schools. Providing the same funding for districts and charter 
schools produces a more equitable funding model for the state. While there are differences in the costs 
that the two sectors face, such as differences in retirement costs and facilities costs, the study team 
feels that applying the $9,590 base cost figure derived using a 4.6 percent retirement rate and does not 
include funding for transportation, food service, or capital to both sectors is the correct approach. 
Charters school are also eligible for all weights associated with students with special needs. The district 
size adjustment was developed specifically for districts and policy makers would need to decide how or 
if to apply to charter schools. The study team recognizes that applying the adjustment to charters could 
create a perverse incentive for the creation of additional small settings simply for higher funding.  

Differences in the costs for retirement and facilities between the two sectors are discussed in further 
detail in recommendations below.  

Recommendation 3 

Retirement costs above the costs used in the costing out need to be funded for all entities facing the 
expense. The study team costed out the adequacy recommendations using a 4.6 percent retirement 
figure. This figure only represents the costs of a defined benefit program and does not fully account for 
the costs faced by districts and some charter schools. Table F.3 in Appendix F shows the base cost 
figures when applying the 25.56 percent retirement rate. This base figure needs to be used for districts 
or charters paying the higher retirement costs. Weights should be applied to this higher figure when 
determining the needed adequacy amounts.  
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On top of the normal costs of retirement districts and charters face, an unfunded liability also exists. The 
study team recommends that this liability be funded outside the base cost per student amount.  

Recommendation 4 

Transportation funding should be provided outside of the base per student amount and funding 
should be tied to actual transportation costs. In the near term, the study team suggests funding 
transportation at the district per rider figure of $973 until a further transportation study can be 
conducted that designs a more specific transportation cost formula. As additional research is 
conducted on transportation needs for all districts, a specific focus should include the needs of 
isolated districts and whether a separate funding source is needed for these districts.  

The state’s current approach to funding transportation creates large inequities in the funding system. 
Districts that face larger transportation expenditures often need to take more dollars away from 
instructional programs to provide the service. In other cases, some districts and charters report no 
transportation expenses but still receive funding. 

The isolated district panel identified transportation as one of the main expenses for isolated districts. 
Panelists indicated that isolated districts face increased transportation costs for getting students to and 
from school, for before- and after- school programs, and for student activities.  

Recommendation 5 

The state should undertake a full capital study that examines the costs faced by districts and charter 
schools. Michigan’s current funding model creates inequities in capital funding in a number of ways. 
Districts face variation in the availability of funding for capital projects. This impacts both the ability to 
build new buildings and districts’ ability to maintain current buildings. Panelists throughout the PJ 
process mentioned the inequities in both areas for districts. The PJ CFO panel recommended a $400 per 
student figure to allow districts to address ongoing maintenance issues. The study team does not 
recommend including this amount in the base cost figure for districts or charters but thinks any study of 
capital needs should have a specific focus on the ongoing maintenance issues districts face. A 
determination needs to be made if an amount should be included in base funding for all districts. 

Charter schools also face facilities issues. Currently, charter schools do not have the ability to raise funds 
through local property taxes to fund buildings and are required to acquire space using current operating 
dollars. The study team suggests that a future capital study take a specific review of the costs charters 
face for facilities and that an amount of funding for the costs of facilities be included in base funding for 
charters above the base amount discussed in Recommendation 1.  

Recommendation 6 

The study team suggests utilizing a Comparable Wage Index (CWI) to adjust for cost differences due to 
geographic location. The data are easily and publicly available and the statistical method of estimation 
is straightforward. This makes annual updates relatively easy, minimizing the large changes in 
allocations that can result when updates are less frequent. The comparable wage approach does not 
require the analyst to make decisions about which specific variables to include or exclude (in contrast to 
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the hedonic methodology). Moreover, the comparable wage methodology is well-established (see, for 
example, Taylor and Fowler, 2006) and analysts are in agreement about the specification of the model. 
Again, this simplifies estimation, as there is no need to collect data from multiple sources or to worry 
that variables available in one year are not available in another. The data used for estimation is outside 
the control of local districts so there can be no ‘gaming’ of the resulting index. 

Recommendation 7 

The study team suggests utilizing a 0.10 weight for every CTE student. Both the EB and PJ approach 
examined the resources needed to implement CTE classes at the high school level. The EB approach 
recommends $10,000 per every CTE teacher to cover costs such as materials and equipment. The PJ 
panels identified a cost per student for CTE centers, as well as the per student cost to run CTE 
programming within a high school. The panelists identified a cost of $752 per CTE student within a 
center (based on centers having a 1,000 student enrollment). The panelists identified an additional $147 
per student cost at the high school level. The recommendation of a 0.10 weight will cover the materials 
and costs to provide either a program within a high school or at a CTE center. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), in partnership with Picus, Odden, and Associates (POA), was 
hired by the School Finance Research Collaborative (Collaborative) to examine the resources needed for 
students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet Michigan’s academic standards. APA and POA are 
nationally recognized experts in school finance issues with experience examining school finance 
formulas; estimating the resources needed for students, schools, and districts to meet state educational 
standards; and working with state policy makers to implement needed changes. The study team also 
includes national school finance experts Michael Griffith, Chris Stoddard, and Jennifer Imazeki. The study 
team has well over 100 years of combined experience studying school finance issues. This report details 
the approaches used by the study team to estimate the resources needed in Michigan to meet state 
standards, and the findings from those approaches. 

The study team’s implementation of adequacy approaches focused on engaging educators from around 
Michigan, ensuring the study included the complete state context in its findings. The data collection 
brought together over 250 educators from school districts, public school academies (charters), and 
intermediate school districts to examine the resources needed for students to meet state standards. The 
teachers, principals, special education educators, district administrators and other education 
professionals came from all over the state and from various size districts. These educators participated 
directly in examining the resource needs of Michigan’s schools and districts.  

Approaches to Adequacy 

The concept of adequacy as it relates to education funding grew out of the standards-based reform 
movement (Hamilton, Stecher, & Yuan, 2009). As states implemented specific learning standards and 
performance expectations for what students should know — along with consequences for districts and 
schools failing to meet these expectations (and, eventually, federal expectations imposed through No 
Child Left Behind and continued by the Every Student Succeeds Act) — the focus of school finance shifted 
to an examination of the resources necessary to provide districts, schools, and students with reasonable 
opportunities to achieve state standards. Over the past two decades, researchers have developed four 
approaches to creating estimates for the level of funding necessary to provide all students with the 
opportunity to receive an adequate education. The approaches include: 

1. The Evidence-Based (EB) approach. The EB approach was developed by POA and uses 
information from research can be used to define the resource needs of a prototypical school or 
district to ensure that the school or district can meet state standards. The approach not only 
estimates resource levels but also specifies the programs and strategies through which such 
resources could be used efficiently. The approach is used to identify a base cost figure and 
adjustments for special needs students (Special needs students include special education, 
poverty, and English language learner (ELL) students).  
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2. The Professional Judgment (PJ) approach. The PJ approach was first used in Wyoming in the 
mid-1990s and has been one of the most widely used adequacy approaches since. The PJ 
approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the state to identify the 
resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state standards 
and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. The approach identifies both a 
base cost and adjustments for special needs students. 

3. The Successful Schools/School District (SSD) approach. The SSD approach was developed by 
APA. It determines an adequate per student base cost amount by using the actual expenditure 
levels of schools or school districts that are currently meeting or exceeding state performance 
objectives. This approach assumes that every school and school district, in order to be successful, 
needs the same level of base funding that is available to the most successful schools and districts. 
The approach does not identify adjustments for special needs students. 

4. The fourth approach, the cost function or statistical (CF) approach, is an econometric method 
that estimates the level of funding needed to achieve a given level of student achievement as 
measured on assessments while controlling for student and district characteristics. Due to its 
complexity and reliance on econometric modeling techniques, the approach has proven 
difficult to explain in situations other than academic forums.  

Michigan Study 

This report describes the study team’s implementation of both the PJ and EB approaches to examine 
the cost of adequacy in Michigan. Utilizing these two approaches allowed the study team to estimate 
both the cost of meeting the full state standards for all students at a base level, and the additional 
costs associated with differences in district and student characteristics. The study does not examine 
virtual education (online) or adult education.  

APA previously implemented the SSD approach in Michigan as part of a prior study. The report, 
“Michigan Education Finance Study7,” was the result of that study and was provided to the state in 
June of 2016. As part of that effort, APA conducted an examination of the expenditures of those 
Michigan districts that outperformed other districts in the state on Michigan’s assessment system. The 
study team updates the results of this study as part of this work.  

Table 1.1 describes the differences in the three adequacy approaches including the benchmarks for 
success, data sources, and school finance parameters that can be identified by each approach. 

 

 

                                                           
7 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/budget/Michigan_Education_Finance_Study_527806_7.pdf 
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Table 1.1 
Summary of Three Approaches to Adequacy Used in Michigan 

 

Evidence-Based 

Professional 
Judgment 

Successful 
Schools/Districts 

Benchmark of 
Success 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Ensuring students can 
meet all state 

standards 

Currently 
outperforming other 

Michigan schools 
Data Source Best practice 

research, reviewed by 
Michigan educators; 
when conflict arises 

in resource 
recommendations, 

the EB approach 
defers to the research 

Expertise of Michigan 
educators serving on 

PJ panels; uses 
research as a starting 

point but defers to 
educators when 
conflict arises in 

resource 
recommendations 

2013-14 expenditure 
data from selected 
successful schools 

updated to 2015-16 
figures 

Available Data Points 

Base Yes Yes Yes 

Student 
Adjustments 
(Weights) 

Yes Yes No 

 
In addition to implementing the two adequacy approaches and updating the SSD figures, APA has 
undertaken a number of study components: 

 Drs. Chris Stoddard and Jennifer Imazeki examined the costs districts face due to differences in 
location and the competitiveness of teaching salaries in Michigan,  

 Michael Griffith led the research on the impact of district isolation on the costs districts face in 
meeting state standards. This includes a literature review of how other states address district 
isolation and the results of additional PJ work focused on district isolation, 

 The study team examined transportation by 1) looking at how other states fund transportation 
and 2) examining current expenditures on transportation for Michigan districts and possible 
figures for funding transportation as part of this adequacy study, and 

 Finally, the study team identified resources through the EB and PJ studies that could have 
impacts on the capital needs of districts and a brief summary of these potential impacts is 
included.  
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Structure of This Report 

The report is divided into three sections. Chapters two, three, and four focus on the three adequacy 
approaches. Chapters five, six, seven, and eight look at the additional studies conducted including 
examinations of transportation, capital, geographic cost differences, and the labor market. Finally, 
chapter nine synthesizes all of the components.  

Adequacy Approaches 
Chapter two details the PJ approach, describing the premise behind the approach then detailing how it 
was implemented in Michigan and the standard used to guide the PJ work. Next the chapter describes 
the resources identified by the panels and finally provides the base cost and adjustments related to 
those resources. 

Chapter three details the EB approach, first describing the EB model and philosophy as well as detailing 
the base model identified through research. The study team then describes the input process used with 
Michigan educators and the state specific changes suggested by the panel. Finally, the chapter examines 
the base cost and adjustments identified by the approach.  

Chapter four of the report details APA’s SSD study. The chapter begins by describing the various ways 
districts were identified as successful and the final set of districts identified as best representing the 
base cost needed for districts to outperform other districts in the state. The study team examines how 
the figure needs to be adjusted from its 2013-14 school figures to bring the figures into 2015-16 dollars, 
the year for the figures used in other parts of the study.  

Additional Studies 
Chapter five details the study team’s work on transportation, beginning with an examination of the 
various approaches used in states to fund transportation. The study team then examines the actual 
current expenditures on transportation for Michigan districts. Additionally, the chapter examines the 
possible impacts to transportation costs related to findings from the PJ and EB studies.  

Chapter six details the possible facilities impacts related to the findings from the PJ and EB approaches. 
Though this report does not undertake a full examination of the capital needs of Michigan districts, it is 
important to understand that changes in programs and services for students can have impacts on 
district facility needs. 

Chapter seven examines the costs districts face due to geographic differences, as well as the different 
approaches to adjusting for these differences. The chapter also recommends an approach for Michigan. 

Chapter eight examines teacher compensation in Michigan both against similar professions in the state 
and nationally.  

Results and Recommendations 
Chapter nine compares the results of all three approaches, examines the differences in resources 
identified between the EB and PJ results, and examines how the various results could be used in a 
statewide funding system.  
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It is important to remember that the study team’s focus for this report is on the resources needed for 
students to meet Michigan’s standards. The study team understands the complexities of the Michigan 
education governance structure, which includes school districts, intermediate school districts (ISDs), and 
charters. Currently districts, and some charter schools, pay 25.56 percent of salaries for costs associated 
with retirement. Many charters do not participate in the state’s retirement system and pay a lower 
amount for retirement costs. With these differences in mind, the study team has applied a 4.6 percent 
retirement rate when costing out the figures seen in the body of this report. This 4.6 percent represents 
the costs associated with a defined benefit program. Adjustments in funding will need to be made for 
districts or charters paying the full 25.56 percent retirement rate associated with the State’s retirement 
system, this is discussed in the recommendations of the study. Other differences, such as facilities costs 
are also addressed in the recommendations section. 
 
The results in the report focus on the resources needed to meet Michigan standards and do not identify 
who will be funding the needed resources. State, local, and federal dollars are available to help pay for 
the needed programs and services. The study team recognizes that the ability of different communities 
to pay for education varies widely across the state. However, this study does not attempt to recommend 
or determine how best to create a new funding system for Michigan which would include discussions of 
system equity and tax policy, but instead is intended to begin the conversation by identifying the 
resources needed for all students to meet Michigan’s standards.  
 
It is also clear different communities receive similar services in different ways. For example, some 
districts might utilize an ISD for a service while another district might provide the service itself. Similarly, 
a small single charter school might provide a service that another charter receives from a management 
organization. Therefore, the study examines the total level of resource needed but is agnostic regarding 
how the service should be provided. 
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Chapter 2: Professional Judgment Approach  
The Professional Judgment (PJ) approach relies on the experience and expertise of educators in the 
state to identify the resources needed to ensure that all districts, schools, and students can meet state 
standards and requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, additional 
supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. These resources are first identified for 
students with no identified special needs (which allows for the calculation of a base cost) and then 
separately for special needs students, presented as weights.  

The PJ approach is distinct from the successful school district (SSD) approach and similar to the 
evidence-based (EB) approach. Like the EB approach, the PJ approach is able to identify resources for 
special needs students and is also able to address future standards and performance expectations, a 
benchmark for academic success that is higher than the benchmark for the SSD approach. 

Creating Representative Schools and Representative Districts 

The PJ approach estimates the costs of adequacy by creating representative schools and representative 
districts. Representative schools are designed using statewide average characteristics to represent 
schools across the State. This includes identifying averages for school sizes and grade configurations as 
well as identifying average demographics for concentrations of students in poverty, ELL, and special 
education. For the PJ panels, the term “poverty” was used to refer to students that struggle 
academically and was defined using free and reduced-price lunch eligibility as a proxy. The term “high 
need poverty” was used to describe students who are likely to require more resources than poverty 
students to be successful in school, based on the presence of multiple risk factors. Panelists described 
these risk factors as similar to those used to determine eligibility for the Great Start Readiness Program 
(GSRP)8. 

In Michigan, average school and district sizes (in rounded figures) are 382 students for elementary 
schools, 527 for middle schools, and 512 for high schools, with an average district size of 2,466 
students9. Statewide, the average demographics are 50 percent of students qualifying for FRPL, five 
percent ELL students, and 13 percent special education students. For the purposes of this study in 
Michigan, the study team also examined the relationship between resources and student need 
concentration levels for poverty and ELL populations. For the ELL population, two concentration levels 
(five percent and 50 percent) were considered. For the poverty population, three concentration levels 
(25 percent, 50 percent, and 75 percent) were examined for both poverty and high need poverty 

                                                           
8 1. Low Family Income: family income equal to or less than 250% of the FPL 
2. Environmental Risk: Parental loss due to death, divorce, incarceration, military service, or absence; sibling 
issues; teen parent (not age 20 when first child born); family is homeless or without stable housing, residence in a 
high-risk neighborhood (area of high poverty, high crime, with limited access to critical community services); or 
prenatal or postnatal exposure to toxic substances known to cause learning or developmental delays.  
3. Parent(s) with low educational attainment: Parent has not graduated from high school is illiterate.  
4. Abuse/neglect to child or parent: Domestic, sexual of physical abuse of child or parent; child neglect issues; 
Child Protective Services report. 
5. Severe or challenging behavior: Child has been expelled from preschool or child care center 
9 The average school and district size does not include charter school data 
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students. The average special education percentage for the state is 13 percent, the study team 
disaggregated the statewide average into three categories of need: (1) mild (nine percent), (2) moderate 
(2.5 percent), and (3) severe (1.5 percent). The three categories are not based on disability, but on time 
spent in the general education classroom.  

The study team designed multiple hypothetical schools to discuss with the PJ panels: one preschool 
program; two elementary schools (of 270 and 390 students); three middle schools (of 180, 420 and 735 
students); and four high schools (of 220, 500, 800 and 1,200 students). The team also designed four 
representative districts: a very small (670 students); small (1,700 students); moderate (5,000 students); 
and large sized (13,590 students) district. The study team created the representative schools and four 
representative districts so they would closely resemble actual schools and districts, on average, in the 
state. This allowed PJ panelists to comfortably estimate what resources are needed, since the 
representative school and district sizes generally looked familiar. At the same time, the approach 
developed per student figures that can be applied in each unique district and school in Michigan based 
on real enrollment figures and demographics.  

Tables 2.1a-d list the representative schools and representative districts for Michigan, including 
demographics.  

Table 2.1a 
PJ Representative Preschool (1 School Size) and Elementary Schools (2 School Sizes) 

  Preschool 
Program 

Elementary 
School 

Elementary 
School 

Enrollment 64 270 390 
Special Need Populations    
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 16 68 98 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 32 135 195 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 48 203 293 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 18 68 98 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 32 135 195 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 48 203 293 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 3 14 20 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 32 135 195 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 6 24 35 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 2 7 10 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 1 4 6 
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Table 2.1b 
PJ Representative Middle Schools – 3 School Sizes 

  Middle 
School 

Middle 
School 

Middle 
School 

Enrollment 180 420 735 
Special Need Populations    
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 45 105 184 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 90 210 368 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 135 315 551 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 45 105 184 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 90 210 368 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 135 315 551 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 9 21 37 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 90 210 368 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 16 38 66 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 5 11 18 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 3 6 11 

 

Table 2.1c 
PJ Representative High Schools – 4 School Sizes 

  High 
School 

High 
School 

High 
School 

High 
School 

Enrollment 220 500 800 1,200 
Special Need Populations     
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 55 125 200 300 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 110 250 400 600 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 165 375 600 900 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 55 125 200 300 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 110 250 400 600 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 165 375 600 900 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 11 45 40 60 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 110 250 400 600 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 20 45 72 108 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 6 13 20 30 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 3 8 12 18 
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Table 2.1d 
PJ Representative School Districts – 4 District Sizes 

  Very Small 
District 

Small 
District 

Moderate 
District 

Large 
District 

Enrollment 670 1,700 5,020 13,590 
Special Need Populations     
  Poverty, 25% Concentration 168 425 1,255 3,398 
  Poverty, 50% Concentration 335 850 2,510 6,795 
  Poverty, 75% Concentration 503 1,275 3,765 10,193 
  High Need Poverty, 25% Concentration 168 425 1,255 3,398 
  High Need Poverty, 50% Concentration 335 850 2,510 6,795 
  High Need Poverty, 75% Concentration 503 1,275 3,765 10,193 
  ELL, 5% Concentration 34 85 251 680 
  ELL, 50% Concentration 335 850 2,510 6,795 
  Special Education, Mild (9%) 60 153 452 1,223 
  Special Education, Moderate (2.5%) 17 43 126 340 
  Special Education, Severe (1.5%) 10 26 75 204 

 

Professional Judgment Panel Design 
Based on its experience using the PJ approach in other states, the study team utilized multiple levels of 
PJ panels because: 1) multiple panels allow for the separation of school-level resources (which include 
teachers, supplies, materials, and professional development) from district-level resources (which include 
facility maintenance and operations, insurance, and school board activities); and 2) the study team 
believes strongly in having each panel’s work reviewed by another panel for a consensus approach to be 
effective.  

The PJ panel structure in Michigan was designed to conduct panels in the following progression: 

1. School-level panels: the study team first held four school-level panels based on grade-level 
(preschool, elementary, middle, and high school). Each of these panels focused first on the 
resources needed to serve students with no special needs; then identified the additional 
resources needed to serve students in poverty at the 50 percent concentration level.  
 

2. Special needs panels: next, the study team held four special needs panels (one each for special 
education, ELL, students in poverty, and CTE) to review the work of the previous panels, then 
identified the additional resources needed to serve special education, ELL and CTE students, 
additional concentration levels of students in poverty, and resources needed for high need 
students in poverty. 
 

3. District-level panels: next, four district panels reviewed the work of the previous school-level 
and special needs panels. The district panel reviewed the schools similar to those associated 
with the district’s size and then identified the needed district-level resources for a very small 
sized district, small sized district, moderate sized district, and large district. A fifth isolated 
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district panel was then held via webinar to review the work of the very small sized district panel 
and identify the additional resources needed as a result of geographic isolation. 
 

4. Charter schools panel: although there was charter representation on all of the previous panels, 
the study team held a charter schools panel specifically with charter school representatives to 
review the resources identified by previous panels within the charter context and to better 
understand the fiscal realities of charter schools in Michigan. The panel reviewed the resources 
associated with school sizes similar to charter schools across the state.  
 

5. Chief Financial Officers (CFO) panel: the study team also held a panel specifically with CFOs to 
review all non-personnel costs, both at the school and district level, identified by previous 
panels. 
 

6. Statewide panel: the study team held a final, statewide panel to review the work of all previous 
panels to attempt to resolve any remaining inconsistencies that arose across panels. 

Each panel had between nine and twelve participants, who were a combination of classroom teachers, 
principals, personnel who provide services to students with special needs, superintendents, technology 
specialists, and school business officials. Panels included representatives from districts, charters, and 
ISDs. The Collaborative used a multistep process to select panel members. This included: 

 Identifying potential participants by: 
o Seeking volunteers from the Network of Michigan Educators,10 Michigan’s most 

prestigious education network. The Network of Michigan Educator is a professional 
organization connecting educators recognized for excellence through programs 
including: 

 Michigan Teacher of the Year; 
 Milken National Educator Award; 
 Presidential Award for Excellence in Math and Science Teaching; 
 National Board Certification; 
 Michigan Secondary Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan Middle Level Principal of the Year; 
 Michigan National Distinguished Principal; and 
 Michigan Superintendent of the Year. 

o Seeking nominees from the Superintendents of the Michigan Association of School 
Administrators and the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators. 

 The Project Steering and Technical Committee then finalized panelist selections, being careful 
to: 

o Follow the researchers’ guidelines regarding the types of educators and the composition 
for each panel; 

                                                           
10 http://www.michiganeducators.org/ 
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o Include educators from all regions of the state in proportion to the number of students 
served in each region; and  

o Select a group of panelists who represent the student population as a whole by race and 
gender. 

 A list of panel members is provided in Appendix A to this report. 

Panels were held from September 2017 to November 2017. All panels were held in Lansing, Michigan, 
except the Isolated District Panel, which was held online via webinar. Table 2.2 provides the dates of 
these meetings. 

Table 2.2 
PJ Panel Dates 

Date Panel 

September 19-20, 2017 Elementary School Panel; Middle School Panel 

September 21, 2017 Preschool Panel 

September 21-22, 2017 High School Panel 

October 3-4, 2017 Special Education Panel; Students in Poverty Panel 

October 5, 2017 Career and Technical Education Panel 

October 5-6, 2017 English Language Learners Panel 

October 17-18, 2017 Very Small Sized District Panel; Small Sized District Panel 

October 19-20, 2017 Moderate Sized District Panel; Large Sized District Panel 

November 7, 2017 Charter Schools Panel 

November 8, 2017 CFO Panel; Isolated District Panel (via webinar) 

November 9, 2017 Statewide Review Panel 

Panelists were not compensated for their participation, though meals were provided and some 
expenses, like mileage, parking, and hotel fees, were reimbursed.  

Summarizing Michigan State Standards and Requirements 
Prior to the commencement of any PJ panel discussions, all panelists reviewed a specific set of 
background materials and instructions prepared by the study team. Panelists were instructed that their 
task was to identify the resources needed to meet all Michigan standards and requirements, which 
included the Michigan Merit Curriculum and graduation requirements, as well as additional 
requirements for schools and districts around assessment, accountability, and educator evaluation. The 
study team prepared a brief summary document of these standards and requirements, which was 
reviewed by the School Finance Research Collaborative. This document was then shared with panelists 
(Appendix B). The document was not meant to be exhaustive, as all panel participants were experienced 
educators in Michigan; instead, it was meant to highlight key expectations and recently revised 
expectations, such as the implementation of the “Third Grade Reading Law” and the Executive Directive 
to Implement Recommendations of the Career Pathway Alliance. Panelists were instructed to use the 
summary document, in conjunction with their knowledge of other critical education policies and 
practices in Michigan, to guide their allocations of resources needed to increase the number of Michigan 
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students meeting or exceeding standards. The instructions and background information used at the PJ 
panels can be found in Appendix C. 
 

Using Best Practice Research and Professional Association Recommendations 
as a Starting Point for PJ Panels 
The study team provided the PJ panels with some starting point figures from a review of best practice 
research and with any available staffing recommendations from educator professional associations. 
These figures were used to prompt discussion and panelists were in no way constrained by these 
recommended figures. Instead, panelists could adjust the figures as they saw fit to best suit Michigan 
and add in additional necessary staffing positions that were not addressed in the starting point figures. 

Tables 2.3a-c summarize the starting point figures that were shared with the panelists based upon the 
team’s research review and recommendations from professional associations, as available. Note that 
where “Rec.” is indicated, the research or professional associations indicated that such a resource 
should be in place but a specific resource level was not identified. For illustration purposes, the 
following tables show the starting point figures for one school at each grade span. When panelists built 
multiple schools at each level, the starting point figures for additional schools were higher or lower, 
based on the size of the school.  

Table 2.3a 
Research-Based and Professional Association Starting Point Personnel Figures 

Elementary School of 390 Students 
Personnel Position Research-Based 

Recommendations 
Professional Association 

Recommendations 
Instructional Staff   

Classroom Teachers 18.2-23.8 22.5 
Specials Teachers (art, music, PE, 
world language, etc.) 20.-2.6  
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 2.0  
Interventionists 1.0  
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0 
Media Aide  1.0 

Pupil Support Staff   
Counselors 1.6 1.6 
Nurses 1.0 0.5 
Psychologists  0.6 
Social Workers  1.0 
Family Liaisons   

Administrative Staff   
    Principal 1.0 1.0 
    Assistant Principals  1.0 
    Clerical 2.0 1.0 
    Bookkeeper  1.0 
Other Staff   

IT Technicians  1.6 
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The study team’s research review produced a range of class sizes shown to positively impact student 
success, from 15-20 in kindergarten through grade three and from 20-25 in grades four and five. The 
National Education Association recommended class sizes of 15:1 in kindergarten through grade three, 
then small class sizes in higher grades, but not a specific figure. The study team used 25:1 for grade four 
and five to create a comparison starting point figure. Other specials teachers were also recommended, 
but not at a specific resource level. Other key recommendations out of both the research and 
professional association recommendations were related to counselors (both the research and the 
American School Counselor Association recommended staffing at 250:1), librarians (both sources 
recommending one per school), nurses (research recommending one per school and the National 
Association of School Nurses recommending staffing at 750:1 for the general student population), and 
principals (one per school). The research review also recommended instructional coaches, teacher 
tutors/interventionists, clerical staff, and media aides. Additional professional association 
recommendations were 500:1 to 700:1 for psychologists based on school need (National Association of 
School Psychologists), 400:1 for social workers (School Social Work Association), the addition of an 
assistant principal (one per school at the elementary and middle school level, one or more at the high 
school level, as recommended by the National Association of Elementary School Principals and National 
Association of Secondary School Principals), and 250:1 staffing for IT positions (International Society for 
Technology in Education, NETS Standards). 

Table 2.3b 
Research-Based and Professional Association Starting Point Personnel Figures 

Middle School of 735 Students 
Personnel Position Research-Based 

Recommendations 
Professional Association 

Recommendations 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 39.2 39.2 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 3.7  
Interventionists 1.0  
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0 
Media Aides  1.0 

Pupil Support Staff   
Counselors 2.9 2.9 
Nurses 1.0 1.0 
Psychologists  1.1 
Social Workers  1.8 

Administrative Staff   
Principal 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals  1.0 
Clerical 2.0  

Other Staff   
IT Technicians  2.9 
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At the middle school, the research review recommended class sizes of 25:1 on a block schedule, with 
teachers teaching three out of four blocks. All other staffing positions used similar ratios as the 
elementary recommendations.  

Table 2.3c 
Research-Based and Professional Association Starting Point Personnel Figures 

High School of 800 Students 
Personnel Position Research-Based 

Recommendations 
Professional Association 

Recommendations 
Instructional Staff   

Teachers 42.7 42.7 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 8.0  
Interventionists 1.0  
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0 
Media Aides  1.0 

Pupil Support Staff   
Counselors 3.2 3.2 
Nurses 1.0 1.1 
Psychologists  1.1 
Social Workers  2.0 

Administrative Staff   
Principal 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals  1.0 
Clerical 2.0  

Other Staff   
IT Technicians  3.2 

The research review recommended the same class sizes (25:1) and schedule (a four-period block) as the 
middle school level for the high school level. All other staffing positions used similar ratios as the 
elementary recommendations.  

The study team also provided starting point figures from the research review for non-personnel costs, as 
shown in Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4 
Evidence-Based Starting Figures for School-Level Non-Personnel Costs 

Cost Category  Research-Based Starting Figures 
Elementary School Middle School High School 

Professional Development 10 days per teacher; 
$100 per student  

10 days per teacher;  
$100 per student 

10 days per teacher; 
$100 per student 

Supplies and Materials $165 per student $165 per student $200 per student 
Student Activities $250 per student $250 per student $250 per student 

It is important to note that the study team’s research review did not identify resources beyond the 
school-level items listed above (e.g. district-level resources).  
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Professional Judgment Panel Procedures 
Once panelists were provided with instructions and background information to guide their efforts, as 
described previously, PJ panels convened and followed a specific procedure. At least two study team 
members attended each panel meeting to facilitate the discussion and to take notes about the level of 
resources needed and the rationales behind participant decisions. Panelists were frequently reminded 
that they should identify the resources needed to meet state standards in the most efficient way 
possible, without sacrificing quality.  

Each panel discussed the following school-level resource needs: 
1. Personnel, including classroom teachers, other teachers, psychologists, counselors, librarians, 

teacher aides, administrators, nurses, etc. 
 

2. Other personnel costs, including the use of substitute teachers and time for professional 
development. 

 
3. Non-personnel costs, such as supplies, materials and equipment costs (including textbook 

replacement and consumables), plus the costs of offering extracurricular activities. 
 

4. Non-traditional programs and services, including before- and after-school programs, preschool, 
and summer school programs. 

 
5. Technology, including hardware, software, and licensing fees. 

District-level panels also addressed the following district-level resource needs:  
1. Personnel, including central office administrators, special programs directors and coordinators, 

and support staff. 
 

2. Non-personnel costs, such as maintenance and operations, insurance, safety and security, 
adoption of textbooks, assessment, contract services, and out-of-district placements.  

PJ panels first identified the above resources for students with no special needs, then addressed the 
additional resources needed to serve special needs students (students in poverty, special education, ELL 
and CTE). Keeping these costs separate allowed for the creation of a base cost and additional special 
needs weights (discussed in greater detail later in this report).  

As described in the previous section, the study team provided PJ panelists with starting point figures in a 
limited number of personnel categories from both the study team’s research review as well as 
recommendations from professional associations. These figures were used to prompt discussion. 
Panelists were in no way constrained by these recommended figures or limited to these personnel 
categories; instead they could identify resources as their experience and professional judgement 
indicated was required to meet Michigan standards. 
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For each panel, the figures the study team recorded represent general consensus among members. At 
the time of the meetings, no participant (either panel member or study team member) had a precise 
idea of the costs of resources being identified. (The study team’s costing of resources took place at a 
later date.) This is not to say that panel members were unaware that higher levels of resources would 
produce higher base cost figures or weights. However, without specific price information and knowledge 
of how other panels were proceeding, it would have been impossible for any individual or panel to 
suggest resource levels that would lead to specific base cost figures or weights, much less to costs that 
were relatively higher or lower than others.  
 

Professional Judgment Resources Identified 
While panels varied in the resources they identified as necessary for an adequate education, several key 
recommendations were common across most panels: 

 Small class sizes, with student-to-teacher ratios of 20:1 in kindergarten through grade three and 
25:1 in grades four and five; 

 Significant time for teacher planning, collaboration, and imbedded professional development 
with instructional coaches. At each level this was essentially designed so that teachers teach 
about 75 percent of the day with the remaining time available for the listed activities; 
instructional coaches were seen as instrumental to helping teachers improve practice; 

 A high level of student support (staffed as counselors, social workers, psychologists and 
behavior interventionist) available for all students; 

 Sufficient administrative support in the form of assistant principals to allow for required staff 
evaluations to be done thoroughly and effectively; 

 Before- and after-school programs and summer level learning opportunities, particularly for 
students in poverty; 

 Technology-rich learning environments, including 1.1:1 student devices, and associated IT 
support; 

 Sufficient staff to serve special education and ELL students; 
 Sufficient nursing support to ensure students receive necessary medical care and monitoring 

from nurses and/or health aides to allow teachers and administrators to focus on classroom 
instructional needs; 

 Sufficient counselor and career exploration staff to ensure students can achieve post-secondary 
goals; and 

 Preschool for all three-year-olds and four-year-olds. 

It should be noted that the resources PJ panels identified here are examples of how funds might be used 
to organize programs and services in representative schools. Further, there were separate panels for 
each school level, so approaches may vary in how they identified resources, but subsequent review 
panels felt the differences were appropriate. The study team cannot emphasize strongly enough that 
the resources identified are not the only ways to organize programs and services to meet state 
standards. Instead, the purpose of the exercise is to estimate the overall level of resources and 
therefore the cost of adequacy, not to determine the best way to organize schools and districts.  



17 
 

School-Level Personnel 
PJ panels discussed and recommended staffing, including staffing levels for:  

 Instructional staff, including teachers, instructional aides, instructional coaches, 
interventionists, librarian/media specialists, and technology specialists; 

 Pupil support staff, including counselors, nurses, social workers, psychologists, and behavior 
specialists; 

 Administrative staff, including principals, assistant principals, bookkeepers, and 
clerical/secretarial staff; and  

 Other staff members, including media aides, duty aides, 504 aides, and security and school 
resource officers. 

Tables 2.5a-e show the school level resources that panels identified for the base education of students 
in Michigan. The tables first provide the school or program size and the panel recommended average 
class size. The tables then identify the personnel needed to serve all students (on a FTE basis), regardless 
of need, at the preschool, elementary, middle, and high school settings (base education). Subsequent 
tables identify the additional personnel needed to serve special needs students. 

As noted previously, separate panels at each level identified these resources and as a result, specific 
resources and approaches may vary from level to level. As these resources are not intended to be 
prescriptive, subsequent review panels allowed for variation as long as they felt the differences were 
reasonable and the resource level was sufficient to serve at each level.  

Table 2.5a 
Elementary School Personnel as Recommended by 

Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 
School Configuration and Size K-5, 270 students K-5, 390 Students 

Recommended Average Class Size Grades K-3: 20 
Grades 4-5: 25 

Grades K-3: 20 
Grades 4-5: 25 

Instructional Staff   
   Teachers 12.6 18.2 
   Specials Teachers 3.0 3.0 
   Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 1.4 2.0 
   Teacher Tutor/Interventionists 0.7 1.0 
   Librarians/Media Specialists 0.5 0.5 
   Technology Specialists 0.5 0.5 

   504 Aides 1.0 1.0 
   Media Aides 0.5 0.5 
Pupil Support Staff   
   Counselors 0.5 0.5 
   Nurses 0.2 0.2 
   Psychologists 0.1 0.1 
   Health Aides 0.8 0.8 
   Social Workers 0.2 0.2 
   Behavior Interventionists 0.2 0.2 
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School Configuration and Size K-5, 270 students K-5, 390 Students 

Administrative Staff   
   Principals 1.0 1.0 
   Clerical/Data Entry Staff 2.0 2.0 
Other Staff   
   IT Technicians 0.4 0.5 
   Substitutes 0.5 1.0 
   Duty Aide 1.5 2.0 

For both elementary schools (of 270 and 390 students), the panelists recommended an average class 
size of 20:1 in kindergarten through grade three and 25:1 for grades four and five, for a total of 12.6 and 
18.2 classroom teachers, respectively. Panelists also identified the need for three specials teachers to 
teach subjects such as art, music, physical education, and world language, and to allow for sufficient 
planning and collaboration time for classroom teachers. The number of specials teachers is the same 
between the two schools because the class size can be higher in some of these elective classes. A full 
time 504 aide (whose primary role is to maintain, monitor, and create 504 plans) was identified at each 
school to support the academic, behavioral or medical 504 plan needs. The panelists felt that the 
librarian/media specialist and technology specialist (whose primary role is to provide coaching to 
teachers on incorporating technology in the classroom) could also provide additional instruction and 
release time. Other key staffing included a high level of pupil support across a variety of positions (the 
local school site would determine the specific pupil support positions that would be the best fit for their 
school), IT staff for the 1.1:1 student devices were recommended, and a substitute teacher (half time at 
the 270-student school and full time at the 390-student school) to provide continuity of instruction 
when teachers are out of the classroom. 

Table 2.5b 
Middle School Personnel as Recommended by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 

School Configuration and Size Grades 6-8, 180 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 420 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 720 
students 

Recommended Average Class Size 25 25 25 

Schedule Eight-period day; 
teachers teaching 

six periods 

Eight-period day; 
teachers teaching 

six periods 

Eight-period day; 
teachers teaching 

six periods 
Instructional Staff    

Teachers 9.6 22.4 39.2 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 0.5 1.1 2.0 
Teacher Tutor/Interventionists 0.5 1.1 2.0 
Librarians/Media Specialists 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Media Aides 0.0 1.0 1.0 
Technology Specialists 0.5 0.5 1.0 
504 Aides 1.0 1.0 2.0 
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School Configuration and Size Grades 6-8, 180 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 420 
Students 

Grades 6-8, 720 
students 

Pupil Support Staff    
Counselors 0.7 1.7 3.0 
Nurses 0.2 0.5 1.0 
Heath Aides 0.5 0.5 0.0 
Psychologists 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Social Workers 0.2 0.3 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.5 0.5 

Administrative Staff    

Principal 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals 0.5 1.0 2.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 1.0 2.0 3.0 

Other Staff    
IT Technicians 0.2 0.5 1.0 

School Resource Officers 0.1 0.25 0.25 
Duty Aides 1.5 1.5 2.6 
Substitutes 0.5 1.0 2.0 
Security Staff 0.1 0.25 0.25 

For each of the middle school size configurations, panelists felt that 25:1 was an appropriate average 
class size. Panelists also based their staffing of middle school grades on an eight-period day, with 
teachers teaching an average of six classes a day to allow an average of 25 percent of the day for 
planning, collaboration, and embedded professional development. This resulted in a total of 22.4 
teachers at the school, regardless of size. At the secondary level, there is no distinction between 
classroom or specials teachers, so both are included in that total teachers figure. As was the case at the 
elementary level, panelists also identified pupil support services for all students and administrators to 
address evaluations. At the middle school level, panelists identified resources for a base level of security 
staffing and school resource officers. Panelists also identified a need for school resource officers (SRO) 
on each campus for the safety of the students. The study team did not include the cost of the SRO in the 
base funding because the funding varied significantly by district, with some paying the full cost for an 
SRO, some districts splitting the cost with the municipality, and some districts receiving the services of 
retired police officers free of charge.  
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Table 2.5c 
High School Personnel, as Recommended by 

Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 
School Configuration and Size Grades 9-12, 

220 students 
Grades 9-12, 
500 students 

Grades 9-12, 
800 students 

Grades 9-12, 
1,600 students 

Recommended Average Class Size 25 25 25 25 
Schedule Eight period 

day; teachers 
teaching six 

periods 

Eight period 
day; teachers 
teaching six 

periods 

Eight period 
day; teachers 
teaching six 

periods 

Eight period day; 
teachers 

teaching six 
periods 

Instructional Staff     

Teachers 11.7 26.70 42.70 85.30 
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 1.1 2.5 4 5 
Teacher Tutor/Interventionists 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 
Librarians/Media Specialists 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Media Aides 0.4 1.0 0.5 2.0 
Technology Specialists 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
504 Aides 0.4 1.0 2.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Counselors 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 
Nurses 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Health Aides 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 
Psychologists 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Social Workers 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Postsecondary Planning 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 

Administrative Staff     

Principal 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Assistant Principals 0.5 1.0 2.0 3.0 
Athletic/Activities Director 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Bookkeepers 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 1.0 2.0 2.5 4.0 

Other Staff     
IT Technicians 0.8 1.0 1.0 2.0 

School Resource Officers 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Duty Aides 0.4 1.0 1.6 3.2 
Security Staff 0.4 1.0 2.0 4.0 

 
Table 2.5d 

CTE at High School Personnel, as Recommended by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 
  Very Small Small Moderate Large 

Instructional Aides 1.1 2.5 2.0 4.0 

Work Based Learning Coordinator 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 
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For each of the four high school sizes, panelists kept the same average class size of 25:1 that they used 
for the middle schools and recommended an eight-period day (or a four-block day) to allow for a wide 
range of courses to be offered so that students could meet all graduation requirements. Teachers would 
teach six periods on average, again allowing about 25 percent of their days for meaningful collaboration 
and embedded professional development. The panelists also identified additional pupil support staff, 
administrators to manage evaluations, and other staff. As with the middle schools, panelists included 
staffing for security and school resource officers (SRO), which is not included in the base cost of this 
study as funding for this position varies greatly across districts. Panelists also included a Postsecondary 
Planning position at the high school level to assist students with postsecondary and career exploration 
opportunities. Table 2.5d shows the additional resources that were costed out by the panelists to make 
sure that CTE programs are offered at an adequate level.  
 

Special Needs Personnel at the School Level 
The resources described above detail the resources any student in Michigan should expect to find when 
entering a school. This section focuses on the resources needed for schools and districts to serve 
students with special needs. Special needs include students in poverty, special education students, and 
English language learners. Tables 2.1a-c earlier in this chapter outlined the different ways the study 
examined the special needs populations: 

 For poverty students, the panels looked at three concentration levels for regular poverty 
students and high need poverty students. The panelists defined high need poverty students as 
students that met multiple indicators on the Great Start Readiness Program (GSRP)11,  

 The resources needed for ELL students were identified at two concentration levels, five percent 
concentration and 50 percent concentration, and then also by WIDA level. The three WIDA 
levels examined include WIDA 1&2, WIDA 3&4, and WIDA 5,6&FELS, and 

 Lastly, special education resources were examined by mild, moderate, and severe levels of 
service need. The three levels were defined by time spent in the general education classroom.  

Concentration of Poverty 

Tables 2.6a-c identify the resources needed to serve poverty students at a 25 percent, 50 percent, and 
75 percent concentration level. It is important to note that these tables identify certain positions as 
school-level personnel, even though some school districts may house these positions centrally or at the 
ISD. There are additional personnel not shown that were identified at the district level (Table 2.17a). 
Each table should be considered separately. For example, Table 2.6a identifies one teacher 
tutor/interventionist for the large elementary school for the 25 percent concentration and Table 2.6b 
shows two teacher tutor/interventionists for the 50 percent concentration. These are separate 
identifications and should not be added together.  

                                                           
11 Great Start Readiness Program is Michigan’s state funded program for four-year-old children with factors that 
put them at-risk of educational failure.  
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Table 2.6a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 25% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 

Michigan PJ Panels 
25% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size  
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
68 

students 
98 

 students 
98 

 students 
98 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Social Workers 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
45 

students 
105 

students 
184 

students 
184 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
55 

students 
125 

students 
200 

students 
400 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists  0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

Instructional Aides 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

Resources shown in Table 2.6a identified for poverty students are above and beyond the resources 
identified in the base. To fully serve these students in poverty, panelists identified the need for teacher 
tutor/interventionists to push-in to classrooms and work directly with students. At the high school level, 
the panelists recommended having an instructional aide for every additional teacher 
tutor/interventionist to be able to push-in to additional classrooms. The panelists added further pupil 
supports, including social workers to address the added student need. An additional 0.3 nurse was 
added at the elementary level; however, the health aide decreased by 0.3. The panelists identified the 
need for the health center to be staffed all day at the elementary level and the addition of more of the 
nurse’s time at the 25 percent concentration of poverty level would lead to less need of the health 
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aide’s time. At the middle school level, an additional portion of a behavior interventionist’s time was 
cited as a need for middle school students in the 25 percent concentration poverty level.  

Table 2.6b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 

Michigan PJ Panels 
50% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
136 

students 
195 

 students 
195 

 Students 
195 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

1.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
90 

students 
210 

students 
368 

students 
368 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.8 4.2 7.4 7.4 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.9 2.0 3.5 3.5 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.4 0.8 1.0 1.0 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
110 

students 
250 

students 
400 

students 
800 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Instructional Aides 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 



24 
 

High School Cont. 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.8 
Administrative Staff     
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

The resources increased for the 50 percent concentration of poverty, Table 2.6b, from what was needed 
at the 25 percent concentration, especially in terms of pupil support staff. The panelists identified a 
need for family liaisons at the 50 percent concentration level to assist with the needs of both the 
students and their families. The panelists also identified the need for additional clerical/data entry staff 
to assist with paperwork at the high school level. Additionally, the panelists identified the need for 
assistant principal support at the elementary level to assist with the increase of behavioral needs. At the 
middle school level, the panelists identified additional teachers at the 50 percent concentration of 
poverty level to assist in creating smaller class sizes for the core content classes.  

Table 2.6c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 75% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 

Michigan PJ Panels 
75% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
203 

students 
293 

 students 
293 

 students 
293 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

2.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Counselors 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Elementary School Cont.  
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Other Staff     
Duty Aides 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Substitutes 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
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Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
135 

students 
315 

students 
551 

students 
551 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.3 5.3 9.3 9.3 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.0 1.5 1.5 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.4 0.9 1.5 1.5 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.6 1.1 1.5 1.5 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
165 

students 
375 

students 
600 

students 
1,200 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.0 4.4 7.1 14.2 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists  

0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

Although the panelists continued to add resources in pupil support and administrative support at the 75 
percent concentration level, they did not add resources at the same rate as the 50 percent 
concentration level, which is considered the “tipping point” for providing added resources. The panelists 
added teachers to the high school and middle schools to help reduce class sizes, as well as assistant 
principal time to assist with the additional evaluation work affiliated with hiring more instructional staff. 
The panelists also identified additional counselor time at the elementary level to address mental health 
and behavior needs.  
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High-need Poverty  

Tables 2.7a-c identify the resources needed to serve high poverty students at a 25 percent, 50 percent, 
and 75 percent concentration level. Again, resources identified for each concentration level are separate 
and should not be added together. 

 
Table 2.7a 

Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 25% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 
Michigan PJ Panels 

25% Poverty Students  
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
68 

students 
98 

 students 
98 

 students 
98 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

1.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 0.6 .08 0.8 0.8 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
45 

students 
105 

students 
184 

students 
184 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.8 4.2 7.4 7.4 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.9 2.0 3.5 3.5 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.0 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
55 

students 
125 

students 
200 

students 
600 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionist  

0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Instructional Aides 0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.8 
Administrative Staff     
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

 
The panelists felt that a school with a concentration of 25 percent high need poverty students had the 
same needs as a school with a 50 percent concentration of poverty students, panelists built the 
resources the same for the two hypothetical schools. In both schools, there are pupil support staff to 
deal to with the social and emotional needs of these students and additional instructional staff to push 
into classrooms and assist with the academic needs of these students.  

 
Table 2.7b 

Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of Poverty Identified by 
Michigan PJ Panels 

50% Poverty Students  
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
136 

students 
195 

 students 
195 

 students 
195 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

2.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Counselors 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
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Elementary School Cont.  
Other Staff     
Duty Aides 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
90 

students 
210 

students 
368 

students 
368 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.3 5.3 9.3 9.3 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.0 1.5 1.5 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.4 0.9 1.5 1.5 
Family Liaisons 0.3 1.1 1.5 1.5 
Behavior Interventionists 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
110 

students 
240 

students 
400 

students 
800 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 2.0 4.4 7.1 14.2 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionist  0.9 2.0 3.2 6.4 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Family Liaison 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionist 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.0 
Post-Secondary Planner 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principal  0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Clerical/Data Entry 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 

 
Panelists found that the resources needed for the 50 percent concentration high-need poverty students 
are the same as needed to serve a school with a 75 percent concentration of students in poverty. The 
panel indicated there is a similarity of needs between the two concentrations and felt the resources 
provided at the 50 percent concentration level were adequate which includes more instructional 
support (teachers in the middle and high school levels to reduce class size), pupil support (family liaison 
and social work), and administrative support (assistant principals). 
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Table 2.7c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 75% Concentration of Poverty 

 Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
75% Poverty Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
203 

students 
293 

 students 
293 

 students 
293 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 3.9 5.6 5.6 5.6 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

2.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Nurses  0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Social Workers 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Health Aides -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 
Family Liaisons 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Counselors 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals  0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Other Staff     
Duty Aides 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Substitutes 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
135 

students 
315 

students 
551 

students 
551 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 3.7 8.7 15.2 15.2 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.5 1.0 1.5 1.5 

Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionists 

0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.6 1.4 2.5 2.5 
Family Liaisons 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.6 1.1 1.5 1.5 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 
Security Staff 0.7 1.6 2.8 2.8 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Poverty Students 
165 

students 
375 

students 
600 

students 
1,200 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 3.0 6.8 10.9 21.8 
Teacher Tutor 
/Interventionist  0.9 2.0 3.3 6.5 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.6 1.3 1.6 2.0 
Family Liaisons 0.6 1.3 1.6 2.0 
Behavior Interventionists 0.6 1.3 1.6 2.0 
Post-Secondary Planners 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 
Administrative Staff     
Assistant Principals 0.1 0.3 1.0 2.0 
Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0 
Security Staff 0.8 1.9 3.0 6.0 

 
The 75 percent concentration of high-need poverty students is only slightly higher resourced than the 50 
percent concentration of high-need poverty students, indicating that the 50 percent level is the tipping 
point for adding additional resources for poverty concentrations. At the 75 percent level, panelists 
added additional teachers and support staff, as well as additional security guards.  

ELL Resources by WIDA Level 

Tables 2.8a-c identify the resources needed to serve ELL students. ELL students were identified at five 
percent concentration levels and 50 percent concentration levels by the WIDA group. The study team 
used WIDA levels, which are determined by the WIDA ELP Standards12. The panelists were asked to 
assign the number of students that fall in each of the WIDA levels per school level based on the 
concentration of students in the district (five percent or 50 percent). The percentage of students at the 
three WIDA levels examined varied by grade level.  

The panelists chose to start assigning resources by WIDA level at a 50 percent concentration level. The 
panelists felt they could then adjust the resource level to address a five percent concentration of ELL 
students.  

 

 

 

                                                           
12 https://www.wida.us/standards/Resource_Guide_web.pdf 
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Table 2.8a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
50% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
54 

students 
78 

 students 
78 

 students 
78 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.28 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff     
Language Services  0.28 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 27 

students 
63  

students 
111 

students 
111 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.00 2.00 3.50 3.50 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 0.21 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Language Services Staff 0.21 0.50 0.50 0.50 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 20 
students 

50  
students 

80  
students 

160 
students 

Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.60 1.50 2.40 4.80 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.10 0.30 0.50 0.50 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-Secondary Planners 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.60 
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.50 0.80 1.60 

Language Services Staff 0.22 0.50 0.50 0.50 

 

WIDA 1&2 ELL students are students that have the highest language needs and are focusing on the 
communication aspect of the language. The panelists determined there is a higher number of students 
who are WIDA 1&2 students in earlier grades, because elementary school could be the first time the 
student has had prolonged exposure to the English language. The panelists estimated the WIDA 1&2 
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students in elementary school make up 40 percent of the ELL population. In the later grades, the 
panelists said there would be lower percentages of WIDA 1&2 students, since many of the ELL students 
have typically been in the school system for an extended amount of time. The panelists estimated WIDA 
1&2 students in high school at 20 percent of the ELL population.  

At the WIDA 1&2 level, panelists indicated there needed to be additional teaching staff to assist 
students with their language needs, with two teachers at the elementary school. Additional instructional 
facilitators were added to instruct all teachers in the building on how to educate and work with ELL 
students. The panelists added a portion of family liaison time to all school levels to run cultural classes 
for parents and assist families with navigating the school system. Additionally, the panelists felt that 
language service support would help with translation needs for communication between staff and 
parents, as well as translating newsletters and other written communications. At the high school level, 
the panelists added an additional post-secondary planner to assist ELL students in their transition out of 
high school. The amount of instructional and support staff would also provide the district the ability to 
operate a welcome center for the WIDA 1&2 students and families, offering translation services, cultural 
support, and academic support.  

Table 2.8b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of WIDA 3&4 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
50% Concentration of WIDA 3&4 ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
54 

students 
78 

 students 
78 

 students 
78 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 1.25 1.80 1.80 1.80 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.28 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff     
Language Services  0.28 0.40 0.4 0.4 
Family Liaisons 0.40 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 36 

students 
84  

students 
147 

students 
147 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.00 1.50 3.00 3.00 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.17 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Language Services Staff 0.17 0.04 0.40 0.40 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
45 

students 
100  

students 
160  

students 
320 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.50 1.00 1.60 3.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.30 0.60 1.00 1.00 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.18 0.20 0.30 0.60 
Family Liaisons 0.18 0.40 0.60 1.20 
Language Services Staff 0.18 0.40 0.40 0.40 

 
The panelists felt that the number of students categorized as WIDA 3&4 was consistent across all school 
levels, making up about 40 percent of the ELL population at each school level. WIDA 3&4 students are 
beginning and developing oral and written language in related content areas.13 The panelists added 
personnel resources in instruction and pupil support, similar to resources allocated to the WIDA 1&2 
students. The panelists felt that students often get stuck in this WIDA Level and if resourced higher, 
there would be the support needed to move the student into the WIDA 5,6&FEL level.  

 
Table 2.8c 

Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 50% Concentration of WIDA 5,6&FEL ELL Students 
Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

50% Concentration of WIDA 5,6&FEL ELL Students  
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
27 

students 
39 

 students 
39 

 students 
39 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.14 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.14 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.10 
     
     
     
     
     
     
     

                                                           
13 https://www.wida.us/standards/Resource_Guide_web.pdf 
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Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 27 

students 
63  

students 
110 

students 
110 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.50 0.90 0.90 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.04 0.10 0.10 0.10 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.20 
Language Services Staff 0.04 0.10 0.10 0.10 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
45 

students 
100  

students 
160  

students 
320 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.50 0.80 1.60 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.03 0.05 0.05 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Family Liaisons 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Language Services Staff 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.10 

 
The WIDA Standards only go as far as level 5 and 6, where students are bridging and reaching English 
language proficiency on specialized and technical language.14 The panelists felt that former English 
language learner (FEL) students should be included in the final category, since districts still have a 
responsibility to monitor these students. The panelists identified fewer instructional and student 
supports for this population. The main goal at this level was to provide students with some additional 
support so they stay on track academically. The panelists identified a higher number of WIDA 5,6&FEL 
students at the high school level, 40 percent, than at the elementary school, 20 percent. This is because 
by high school many ELL students have been in the school system for numerous years. Due to the small 
number of WIDA 5,6&FEL students in the elementary school, the panelists did not see the need for 
language services at the elementary level.  

In Tables 2.9a-c, the panelists identified the resources needed for districts with five percent ELL 
students. The panel kept many of the resource levels at the same ratio as the 50 percent concentration; 
and some minimums were set in order to guarantee that students received the adequate supports 
needed. Panelists felt that it was difficult to serve students in lower-concentration settings, because the 
settings lack the economies of scale that can be experienced by serving a larger population of ELL 
students. 

                                                           
14https://www.wida.us/standards/Resource_Guide_web.pdf 
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Table 2.9a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 5% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
5% Concentration of WIDA 1&2 ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
6 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Language Services Staff 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 3  

students 
7 

students 
11 

 students 
11 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.10 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 3  

students 
7 

students 
11 

 students 
11 

students 
Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 
Language Services Staff 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.09 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
3 

 students 
5  

students 
8  

students 
16 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.50 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.06 0.10 0.10 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 
Family Liaisons 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 
Language Services Staff 0.03 0.05 0.08 0.16 
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The panelists kept the ratio of resources very similar to the WIDA 1&2 level with 50 percent 
concentration. The panelists did identify minimum resource levels that WIDA 1&2 students should 
receive, including a minimum resource of one day of an ELL teacher a week and a day of language 
service a month. Additionally, panelists identified a minimum of half a day a month of family liaison 
staffing at the middle and elementary school level to conduct parent meetings. 

Table 2.9b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 5% Concentration of WIDA 3-4 ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
5% Concentration of WIDA 3-4 ELL Students  

Elementary School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
6 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

 students 
8 

students 
Instructional Staff        

Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 

Pupil Support Staff     

Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Language Services Staff 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Middle School 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students  4 
Students 

8 
students 

15 
 Students 

15 
students 

Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.04 0.10 0.10 

Pupil Support Staff     

Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.07 

High School 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
4 

 students 
10  

students 
16  

students 
32 

students 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.40 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.10 0.12 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     

Post-secondary Planners 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.06 

Family Liaisons 0.01 0.04 0.10 0.13 

Language Services Staff 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 

 
The panelists kept the resource level of the WIDA 3&4 students very similar to the resource level of the 
WIDA 1&2 students. As mentioned earlier, this level of support was intended by panelists to ensure that 
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these students do not get stuck at the WIDA 3&4 level. The high school level has a higher percentage of 
ELL students at the WIDA 3&4 level (40 percent) than the WIDA 1&2 level (20 percent), making the level 
of needed resources higher.  

Table 2.9c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Serve Students at 5% Concentration of WIDA 5,6&FEL ELL Students 

Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
5% Concentration of WIDA 5-6-FEL ELL Students  

Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
2 

 students 
4 

 students 
4 

 students 
4 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.02 0.10 0.10 0.10 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
 2 

students 
6 

students 
11 

 students 
11 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.02 0.10 0.20 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 

Pupil Support Staff     
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 

High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of ELL Students 
4 

 students 
10  

students 
16  

students 
32 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.02 0.05 0.10 0.20 
Instructional Facilitators 
(Coach) 

0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Pupil Support Staff     
Post-secondary Planners 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 
Family Liaisons 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 
Language Services Staff 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 

 
Again, the panelists kept the ratios similar to the 50 percent concentration level. The panelists set a 
resource minimum of an hour a day of an ELL teacher’s time for the WIDA 5,6&FEL students. There are 
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also small allocations of family liaison time to help with any family and language needs that may occur 
for these students.  
 

Special Education  

The panelists were asked to determine the adequate amount of resources needed to serve students 
with mild, moderate, and severe disabilities. Students with mild disabilities are students that spend at 
least 80 percent of their time in a classroom, moderate students spend 40 to 80 percent of their time in 
a classroom, and severe students spend under 40 percent of their time in a classroom.  

Tables 2.10a-c show the resources identified at each school level for students with disabilities.  
 

Table 2.10a 
Additional Personnel Needed to Students with Mild Disabilities Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Mild Special Education Students (9%) 
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
24 

 students 
35 

 students 
35 

 students 
35 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 1.60 2.30 2.30 2.30 
Instructional Aides 0.80 1.15 1.15 1.15 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.30 0.40 0.40 0.40 
OT/PT Staff 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.20 
IEP Coordinators 0.30 0.50 0.50 0.50 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.20 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
 16 

students 
38 

students 
66 

 students 
66 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.07 2.53 4.40 4.40 
Instructional Aides 0.53 1.27 2.20 2.20 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.10 0.23 0.40 0.40 
OT/PT Staff 0.05 0.12 0.20 0.20 
IEP Coordinators 0.24 0.58 1.00 1.00 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.11 0.25 0.44 0.44 
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High School 

District Size 
Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
20 

 students 
35  

students 
72  

students 
144 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 1.33 2.33 4.80 9.60 
Instructional Aides 0.67 1.17 2.40 4.80 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.40 
IEP Coordinators 0.57 1.00 1.20 1.40 
Pupil Support Staff      
Social Workers 0.13 0.23 0.48 0.96 

 
Students with mild disabilities make up nine percent of the student population. For these students, the 
panelists identified the need to have a 15:1 student teacher ratio and 50 percent of an aide’s time for 
every teacher. Additionally, panelists identified a high need for speech therapists at the elementary level 
and less of a need for a speech therapist at the high school level. Similarly, panelists recognized the need 
for occupational and physical therapy at the elementary and middle school level but felt that, for 
students with mild disabilities, there was less need for resources at the high school level. Panelists 
identified a need for a portion of an IEP coordinator’s time at all school levels to help create and track 
student’s IEP. Panelists determined that an IEP coordinator’s case load should be no larger than 80 
students.  

Table 2.10b 
Additional Personnel Needed to Students with Moderate 

Disabilities Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Moderate Special Education Students (2.5%) 

Elementary School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
7 

 students 
10 

 students 
10 

 students 
10 

students 
Instructional Staff        

Teachers 0.70 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Instructional Aides 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 

Special Education Staff     

Speech Therapists 0.15 0.20 0.20 0.20 

OT/PT Staff 0.15 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     

Social Workers 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.20 
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Middle School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
 5 

Students 
11 

students 
18 

 students 
18 

students 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.50 1.10 1.80 1.80 
Instructional Aides 0.75 1.65 2.70 2.70 
Special Education Staff     

Speech Therapists 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.20 

OT/PT Staff 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.20 

Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.20 

High School 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
6 

 students 
13  

students 
20  

students 
40 

students 
Instructional Staff     

Teachers 0.60 1.30 2.00 4.00 

Instructional Aides 0.90 1.95 3.00 6.00 

Special Education Staff     

Speech Therapists 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.40 

OT/PT Staff 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.40 

Pupil Support Staff      

Social Workers 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.40 

Transition Coordinator 0.09 0.19 0.30 0.60 

 
Students with moderate disabilities make up two and a half percent of the student population. For these 
students, the panelists identified the need to have a 10:1 student teacher ratio and an additional one 
and a half aid per teacher. Additionally, panelists identified a high need for speech therapists and 
occupational/physical therapists at the elementary level with a staffing ratio of one of each per every 50 
students, one of each per every 80 students at the middle school level, and one of each per every 100 
students at the high school level. Panelists identified the need for a portion of a transition coordinators 
time at the high school level at a staffing ratio of 1:66. 
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Table 2.10c 
Additional Personnel Needed to Students with Severe Disabilities Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Severe Special Education Students (1.5%) 
Elementary School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
4 

 students 
6 

 students 
6 

 students 
6 

students 
Instructional Staff        
Teachers 0.50 0.75 0.75 0.75 
Instructional Aides 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.20 
OT/PT Staff 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Middle School 

District Size 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students  3 
Students 

6 
students 

11 
 Students 

11 
students 

Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.38 0.75 1.38 1.38 
Instructional Aides 0.75 1.50 2.75 2.75 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.06 0.12 0.22 0.22 
OT/PT Staff  0.06 0.12 0.22 0.22 
Pupil Support Staff     
Social Workers 0.03 0.05 0.09 0.09 

High School 

District Size Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

# of Sped Students 
3 

 Students 
8  

students 
12 

Students 
24 

students 
Instructional Staff     
Teachers 0.38 1.00 1.50 3.00 
Instructional Aides 0.75 2.00 3.00 6.00 
Special Education Staff     
Speech Therapists 0.10 0.27 0.40 0.80 
OT/PT Staff 0.10 0.27 0.40 0.80 
Pupil Support Staff      
Social Workers 0.03 0.07 0.10 0.20 
Transition Coordinators 0.03 0.07 0.10 0.20 

 
Students with severe disabilities make up one and a half percent of the student population. The 
panelists identified the need to have an 8:1 student teacher ratio to serve students with severe 
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disabilities with additional aide support. Additionally, panelists identified a high need for speech 
therapists and occupational/physical therapists at a staffing ratio of one of each position for every 30 
severe special education students at the school level.  
 

School-Level Non-Personnel Costs 
Tables 2.5 through 2.10 show the personnel needs identified by the panels. Tables 2.11a-d, below, show 
additional school level non-personnel costs identified by the panels. 

Table 2.11a 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
 Elementary Middle High 

Professional Development $100/ student $100/ student $100/ student 

Substitutes $53/student $53/student $53/student 

Supplies, Materials, and 
Equipment 

$145/student $165/student $185/student 

Assessment $15/student   
Student Activities $25/student $250/student $350/student 

Graduation   $10 -$23/student 
dependent on school 

size 

Panelists developed non-personnel cost figures for instructional supplies, materials, equipment, 
textbooks, student activities (field trips, sports, extracurricular activities, etc.) professional development, 
and substitutes. At the high school level, panelists also identified expenses related to student 
graduation. 

These figures were reviewed by both the CFO panel and the statewide panel, who considered current 
expenditures and whether those expenditures were sufficient. Panelists indicated that costs for 
supplies, materials, and equipment and student activities increased in later grades.  

Professional development costs are shown separately as a per student figure to cover professional 
development costs such as materials, trainer fees, or conference fees. Panelists did not identify a need 
for additional days for professional development beyond what is already in current teacher contracts. 
Instead, panelists emphasized the need for ongoing professional development coaching and peer 
collaboration embedded in the regular school day. As discussed above, this need was reflected in 
teacher staffing at each grade level allowing teachers to have about 25 percent of their day on average 
available outside of the classroom to allow for these activities separate from instructional time. 

All figures for poverty, ELL and special education students are in addition to base figures and are only 
applied to the students in those categories.  
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 Table 2.11b 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs for Special Education Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
 Elementary Middle High 

Professional 
Development 

$176-178 /student depending 
on number of students  

$177 - $182/ student 
depending on the 

number of students 

$176 - $190/ student 
depending on the number 

of students 
Assistive 
technology/ 
adaptive 
equipment 

$2,220/student for severe 
students only  

$2,220/student for 
severe students only  

$2,220/student for severe 
students only  

Extended school 
year program  

$1,600/student for severe 
students only 

$1,600/student for 
severe students only  

$1,600/student for severe 
students only  

Transition   Mild: $35 - $250/student 
depending on school size 

Moderate: $75 - 
$150/student depending 

out school size 
Severe: $83 -  $667/student 

depending on school size 
 
The panelists added professional development days for both teachers and paraprofessionals working 
with special education students. Panelists also included transitional costs to assist these students with 
the cost of programs post-high school. Additionally, the panelists included resources for severe special 
education students for extended school year programs, as well as adaptive equipment and assistive 
technology. The cost of services for zero to three-year-old and 22 to 26-year-old students, which are 
mandated by the state are not included in this study.  
 

Table 2.11c 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs for Poverty Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
  Elementary Middle High 

Professional Development $25/student $25/student $25/student 

Supplies, Materials & 
Equipment 

$25/student  $50/student  $50/student 
  

Student Activities $50/student $125/student   $150/student  

Internet Access $60/student $60/student $60/student  

The panelists added additional funds for student activities and supplies and materials, in order for 
students in poverty not to have to pay additional money for participation. The panelists also identified a 
need for internet access for these students so that they would be able to use their technology at home.  
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Table 2.11d 
School-Level Non-Personnel Costs for ELL Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Base Education 
 Elementary Middle High 

Professional 
Development 

$25/student $25/student $25/student 

Supplies, Materials & 
Equipment 

$25/student  $25/student  $25/student 
  

Testing Person  $231 - 333/student 
depending on school size 

$238-333/student 
depending on school 

size   

$225-$318/student 
depending on school size  

Parent Education  $12/student $12/student $12/student  
Language services   $0-$12 depending on 

school size 

The panelists identified additional resources to support ELL students. The panelist spoke about the need 
to hire staff to administer tests to ELL students. ELL teachers use significant time administering tests, 
which takes time away from working with students on content skills. Additionally, in the large high 
school setting, where administrators have significant needs in a variety of languages to effectively 
communicate with students and parents, the panelists identified the need for additional funds for 
schools to purchase ‘language line’ services. The ELL panel also added $12 per ELL student to pay for 
snacks and resources during parent education, which will helps parents become familiar with the 
language and the culture in their schools.  
 

School-Level Additional Programs 
Tables 2.12a-c indicate other programs, such as a before- and after-school programs, summer schools, 
and bridge programs, that the panels indicated were needed to ensure that schools could meet 
Michigan state standards and requirements. Programs are shown as elementary, middle, and high 
school programs; many of these programs are designed with the belief that investments that are made 
early in a child’s education will alleviate the need for some services later on.  

It is important to note that, while the study did not include transportation, panelists felt that additional 
transportation (e.g. a second bus pickup for students in a before- and after-school program) was 
necessary for things like before- and after-school programs and summer school to be possible. Table 
2.12a displays costs by program, depending on whether the program is focused on all students or for 
students in a special needs category, and then describes the resources identified for the program.  
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Table 2.12a 
Elementary Additional Programs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

  Before-or 
After-School 

 

Before- or 
After-School 

 

Summer 
School 

 

Summer 
School 

 

Summer School 
 

Type of Student Served All Poverty All Poverty High need 
Poverty 

Percentage of 
Identified Populations 
Served 

10% 100% 10%  100% 100% 

Program Specifics 
(length of program, 
length of day) 

8 hours per 
week  

8 hours per 
week  

3 hours, 4 
days/week, 

6 weeks 

4 hours, 4 
days/week, 8 

weeks 

4 hours, 4 
days/week, 12 

weeks 
Personnel         
  Teachers 25:1 Ratio 20:1 Ratio 25:1 Ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 
 Teacher 
Tutor/Interventionists 

 100:1 Ratio  100:1 ratio 100:1 Ratio 

Coordinators 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 
Clerical Staff   0.5   
Other Costs        
 Supplies, Materials and 
Equipment 

$20/student $30/student $30/student  $31/student 
 

$31/student 

Professional 
Development  

$5/student $5/student $5/student $5/student $5/student 

Student Activities    $360/student $360/student 
Snacks $20/student $48/student $ 24/student $48/student $48/student 

Panelists identified the need for before- or after-school programs across all student populations. All 
schools would also be provided the resources to offer programming for higher achieving students and 
the panels estimated an enrollment of 10 percent of all students for these programs. Panelists included 
before-or after-school programs for all poverty and high poverty students. Panelists also provided 
extended year opportunities through summer school for the same populations. High poverty students 
would have nearly a full year program, with 12 weeks of school offered over the summer 

Shown in Table 2.12b, the middle school program is the same as the elementary program except 
panelists also identified the need for a summer program for all students.  
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Table 2.12b 
Middle School Additional Programs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
  Before- or 

After-School 
 

 Before- or 
After-School 

 

Summer 
School  

Summer School  
 

Type of Student Served All Poverty Poverty High need 
poverty 

Percentage of Identified 
Populations Served 

10% 100% 100%  100% 

Program Specifics (length of 
program, length of day) 

8 hours per 
week  

8 hours per 
week  

4 hours/day, 4 
days/week. 8 

weeks 

4 hours/day, 
4days/week, 12 

weeks  
Personnel        
   Teachers 25:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 
   Coordinators  0.5 1.0 1.0 
   Principals  138:1 ratio 138:1 ratio 138:1 ratio 
Other Costs        
Professional Development  $5/student $5/student $5/student $5/student 
Supplies, Materials and Equipment $20/student $30/student $31/student $31/student 

Student Activities   $360/student $360/student 
Snacks $20/student $48/student  $48/student $48/student 

 

Table 2.12c shows that panelists identified the same resources for high school programs as for middle 
school, but excluded the before-or after-school programming for high school students not in a special 
population, believing students would have enrichment opportunities through clubs and sports. The 
panels also added a bridge program for grade nine poverty students to support their transition to high 
school.  

Table 2.12c 
High School Additional Programs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

  Before- or After-
School 

 

Summer School  
 

Summer School  
 

Bridge 

Type of Student Served Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty 
Percentage of Identified 
Populations Served 

100% 100% 100% 25% 

Program Specifics (length of 
program, length of day) 

8 hours a week  4 hours/day, four 
days/week, 8 

weeks 

4 hours/day, four 
days/week, 12 

weeks 

3 hours/day. 5 
days/week, 2 

weeks 
Personnel       
   Teachers 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 20:1 ratio 25:1 ratio 
   Teacher 
tutor/Interventionists 

100:1    

   Coordinators 0.5 1.0 1.0  
Other Costs      
Professional Development $5/student $5/student $5/student  
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  Before- or After-
School 

 

Summer School  
 

Summer School  
 

Bridge 

   Supplies, Materials and 
Equipment 

$30/student $31/student $31/student $30/student 

Student Activities  $360/student $360/student  

  Snacks $48/student $48/student $48/student $4/student 
 

School-Level Technology Hardware 
Tables 2.13a-c show the technology needs of each school. Panelists called for an array of technology to 
be available in classrooms, computer labs (fixed or mobile), media centers, and to be available for 
teachers and administrative staff. Of particular note, panelists recommended one-to-one mobile devices 
(tablets, netbooks, or similar) for all students. Even with 1.1:1 devices, panelists still included resources 
for computer labs, given the need for high-powered machines or dedicated spaces for certain programs 
and classes. Panelists identified a 1.1:1 computer to student ratio to take into account the downtime of 
devices. Practitioners with experience in a one-to-one environment felt that this level of costing out was 
actually the most cost-efficient approach.  

Table 2.13a 
Elementary School Technology Hardware Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Hardware Item # of Units Needed 
 

Very Small District 
Small, Moderate, and Large 

Districts 
Administration/Main Office   
Computers 1 per office staff member 1 per office staff member 

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional 

Mobile Devices 1 per administrator 1 per administrator 

Copier/Printers 1 total 5 total 

Cell Phones 1 per professional 1 per professional 

Faculty   

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional 

Classroom   

Computers 1 per classroom 1 per classroom 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per classroom 1 per classroom 

Computer Lab(s)-Fixed    

# of Fixed Labs 1 total 1 total 

Computers 30 per fixed lab 30 per fixed lab 

Printers 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab 

Headphones 30 per fixed lab 30 per fixed lab 
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Hardware Item # of Units Needed 
 

Very Small District 
Small, Moderate, and Large 

Districts 
Computer Lab(s)-Mobile     

# of Mobile Labs 1 per classroom  

Laptops 30 per mobile lab  

Media Center   

Computers 3 total 3 total 

Printers 1 total 1 total 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 total 1 total 

Other   

Student Devices  1.1 per student 

DVD Players 1 total 1 total 

Copier/Printers 1 total 1 total 

3D Printers 1 total 1 total 

 
Table 2.13b 

Middle School Technology Hardware Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Hardware Item # of Units Needed 

 
Very Small District Small District 

 Moderate and Large 
Districts 

Administration/Main Office     

Computers 1 per office staff 
member 

1 per office staff 
member 

 1 per office staff 
member 

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 

Mobile Devices 1 per administrator 1 per administrator  1 per administrator 

Copier/Printers 1 total 2 total  3 total 

Cell Phones 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 

Faculty     

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 

Classroom     

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per classroom 1 per classroom  1 per classroom 

Computer Lab(s)-Fixed      

# of Fixed Labs 1 total 2 total  2 total 

Computers 30 per fixed lab 30 per fixed lab  30 per fixed lab 

Printers 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab  1 per fixed lab 

Visual Presentation Systems 1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab  1 per fixed lab 

Other     

Student Devices 1 .1 per student 1.1 per student   

Maker Spaces    1 total 

3D Printers    1 total 
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Table 2.13c 

High School Technology Hardware Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Hardware Item # of Units Needed  

 Very Small District Small District  Moderate District Large District 
Administration/Main 
Office 

     

Computers 1 per office staff 
member 

1 per office staff 
member 

 1 per office staff 
member 

1 per office staff 
member 

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 1 per professional 

Mobile Devices 1 per administrator 1 per administrator  1 per 
administrator 

1 per 
administrator 

Copier/Printers 1 total 2 total  4 total 4 total 

Cell Phones 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 1 per professional 

Faculty      

Laptops 1 per professional 1 per professional  1 per professional 1 per professional 

Classroom      

Visual Presentation 
Systems 

1 per classroom 1 per classroom  1 per classroom 1 per classroom 

Computer Lab(s)-Fixed       

# of Fixed Labs 1 total 4 total  4 total 5 total 

Computers 32 per fixed lab 32 per fixed lab  32 per fixed lab 32 per fixed lab 

Visual Presentation 
Systems 

1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab  1 per fixed lab 1 per fixed lab 

Computer Lab(s)-Mobile       

# of Mobile Labs 1 total     

Laptops 32 per mobile lab     

Media Center      

Computers 5 total 5 total  5 total 5 total 

Visual Presentation 
Systems 

1 total 1 total  1 total 1 total 

Other      

Student Devices 1 .1 per student 1.1 per student  1.1 per student 1.1 per student 

3D Printers 1 total 1 total  1 total 1 total 

 

Preschool Resources 
The PJ approach held a separate preschool panel as part of the school level panels. In this separate 
panel, panelists identified the resources needed to serve both 3- and 4-year-old students in a school-
based preschool program. Table 2.14 shows the resources identified for a 128-student preschool 
program with 64 students each in the three- and four-year-old program.  
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Table 2.14 
 Preschool Program Personnel as Recommended 

by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 

Program Configuration and 
Size 

64 Three-year-
olds 

64 Four-year-
olds 

Recommended Average Class 
Size 

16:3 (one 
teacher and two 

instructional 
aides) 

16:2 (one 
teacher and one 

instructional 
aide) 

Instructional Staff   

Teachers 4.0 4.0 

Itinerants 0.4 0.4 
Instructional Facilitators 

(Coaches) 
0.5 0.5 

Instructional Aides 8 4 
Pupil Support Staff   

Counselors 0.1 0.1 
Nurses 0.05 0.05 
Psychologists 0.1 0.1 
Social Workers 0.1 0.1 
Speech Therapists 0.0 0.1 
Behavior Interventionists 0.5 0.5 
Family Liaisons 0.5 0.5 

Administrative Staff   

Principals 0.25 0.25 
Clerical Staff 0.2 0.2 

Other Staff   

IT Technicians 0.0 0.1 
Substitutes 0.5 0.5 
Duty Aides 0.0 0.25 

 
Panelists identified the need for three adults in each classroom of 16 three-year-olds and two adults in 
each classroom of 16 four-year-olds. Additionally, panelists identified a need for itinerant teachers, 
counseling, social work, speech therapy, administration and other resources. 
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Table 2.15  
Preschool Other Costs as Recommended  
by Michigan PJ Panels, Base Education 

Program Configuration and 
Size 

64 Three-year-
olds 

64 Four-year-
olds 

Professional Development – 
Per Student 

$100 $100 

Substitutes $63 $63 
Supplies and Materials $313 $313 
Assessments $15 $15 
Student Activities $100 $100 
Enrichment $63 $63 
Family Engagement  $8 $8 
Program Licensing $6 $6 

 
Table 2.15 shows the additional costs for preschool students that were identified by the panelists. The 
panelists also identified additional school programs and technology needs. The additional costs that the 
panelists identified do not vary between the program for three-year-olds and the program for the four-
year-olds.  

Table 2.16 Preschool Total Base Cost as Recommended 
 by Michigan PJ Panels 

Program Configuration and Size 64 Three-year-olds 64 Four-year-olds 

Base Cost $15,101 $13,154 
 
Table 2.16 shows the total cost for preschool. It is higher for the program for three-year-olds than in the 
program for four-year-olds because there are more personnel resources needed in the three-year-old 
program to be in compliance with the student to adult ratio for that age group. Panelists felt that both 
three- and four-year-old preschool was very important for all students in order to meet the state 
standards, particularly the grade three reading requirements. Panelists also discussed whether the full 
cost of preschool should be part of the state’s funding system for all students. Funding for preschool will 
be discussed further in the recommendations section. 

District-Level Resources 
Panelists also identified the resources needed at the district level to support schools. Table 2.17a shows 
the personnel resources needed for all students (the base education costs), as well as the additional 
resources needed for students with special needs.  

It is important to note that different districts often use different position titles or levels of personnel to 
fulfill the same functions or roles. For example, one district may have a CFO, while in another district 
that same function might be a supervisor level position.  
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Table 2.17a 
District Personnel Resources, Base Education Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Personnel Very Small 
District 

Small 
District 

Moderate 
District 

Large 
District 

Superintendents 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Assistant/Associate Superintendents 0.0 1.0 0.0 3.0 

Directors 2.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 

Supervisors 0.0 0.0 1.0 8.0 

Coordinators 0.5 0.0 4.0 7.0 

Managers 1.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff 1.0 6.0 13.0 18.0 

IT Technicians 0.0 0.0 2.0 6.0 

Other Professionals 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 

Public Relations/Communication Staff 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 

Special Education 

Directors 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Supervisors 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 

Coordinators 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.4 1.0 2.0 5.0 

Poverty 

Directors 0.25 0.5 1.0 1.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff 0.15 0.3 1.5 3.0 

 ELL    

Directors 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 

Clerical/Data Entry Staff  0.5 0.5 0.5 

Panelists also addressed the district-level costs incurred to support schools. Such costs include building 
maintenance and operations (M and O), district-level technology licensing and hardware, insurance, 
legal fees, finance and data system fees, and dual/concurrent enrollment costs. As noted previously, 
transportation, food service, and capital costs were not addressed through the PJ approach.  

Costs were identified first by the district-level panels as panelists were comfortable estimating resource 
levels. Costs were then reviewed and finalized by the CFO and statewide panels, primarily based on 
existing district expenditure figures. Some cost areas were already identified at the school-level, so they 
are not included at the district level (even if often purchased district-wide, such as assessments) to avoid 
double counting. 

Table 2.17b identifies the additional non-personnel costs at the district level for base education, shown 
as per student figures for each district size. Capital Improvement/Long Term Maintenance is highlighted 
in table 2.17b. Panelists discussed the large inequities across districts in the current level of upkeep of 
buildings. Much of this differential can be tied to local communities’ ability to raise funds outside of the 
funding formula for this maintenance. For charter schools, such fund raising is not a possibility. Since 
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capital is excluded from the base cost figure, the study team felt it important to highlight this cost and 
will discuss in the recommendations how it might be utilized. 

Table 2.17b 
District Non-Personnel Costs, Base Education Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Cost Area Very Small 
District 

Small 
District 

Moderate 
District 

Large 
District 

Maintenance and 
Operations 

$1,200 per 
student 

$1,100 per 
student 

$1,100 per 
student 

$1,100 per 
student 

Capital Improvement/Long 
Term Maintenance 

$400 per student $400 per student $400 per student $400 per student 

Safety and Security $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student 

Other District Costs $10 per student $10 per student $10 per student $10 per student 

Textbooks $120 per student $120 per student $120 per student $120 per student 

Supplies and Materials School-Level School-Level School-Level School-Level 

Assessments $30 per student $30 per student $30 per student $30 per student 

Professional Development $11 per student $6 per student $4 per student $3 per student 

Insurance $50 per student $40 per student $30 per student $30 per student 

Legal $40 per student $30 per student $25 per student $25 per student 

Governance $50 per student $30 per student $20 per student $20 per student 

Marketing/Communications $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student $15 per student 

Uncollected Taxes and 
Adjustments 

$20 per student $20 per student $20 per student $20 per student 

Dual/Concurrent Enrollment $60 per student $60 per student $60 per student $60 per student 

Science Standards $25 per student $25 per student $25 per student $25 per student 

Technology $4 per student $2 per student $1 per student $1 per student 

 

Isolation 
The Isolated panel identified the additional resources needed for districts in a geographically isolated 
setting. The panel did not create a specific definition of an isolated district but discussed the resources 
needed for districts that are geographically isolated from other districts and towns. The isolated district 
panel reviewed the work of the Very Small school district and identified the adjustments needed for an 
isolated setting. Table 2.18 compares the areas where the Isolated panel made adjustments to the Very 
Small district resources.  
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Table 2.18 
Isolated Panel School Resources  

Elementary School Middle School High School  
270 Students 180 Students 220 Students  

Isolated 
Panel 

Very Small 
Panel 

Isolated 
Panel 

Very Small 
Panel 

Isolated 
Panel 

Very Small 
Panel 

Personnel 
      

Counselors     1.0 0.9 
Nurses 1.0 0.2 1.0 0.2   
Psychologists 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1   
Behavior Specialists   0.6    
Clerical Staff     2.0 1.0 
Substitutes 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.5   
Other Costs       
Professional 
Development $150/tch $100/tch $150/tch $100/tch $150/tch $100/tch 
Parent Education $12/student  $12/student    
 
Panel members expressed that there is a greater need for support services for students in remote areas. 
These support services include health care, mental health supports, and even food services. These 
additional services are often referred to as “wraparound services.” The panel members stated that in 
other areas of the state, social services are supplied by organizations other than school districts. 
However, isolated areas of the state do not have these support organizations, so it falls on districts to 
supply these needed services. The panels identified additional resources for both nursing and 
psychology at elementary and middle schools while adding additional counseling support at the high 
school level. The panelists also identified the need for additional behavioral supports in middle schools. 
Finally, panelists included additional resources for professional development across the grade spans and 
additional support for parent education/engagement at the elementary and middle school. 
 
Table 2.19 shows the additional costs associated with the identified resources. Looking at the combined 
costs column, the total additional cost of isolation at the school is $475 per student. The costs are the 
highest in the middle school, where a higher level of wraparound services was identified. 
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Table 2.19 
Isolated Panel Additional Costs per student  

Elementary 
School 

Middle 
School 

High School Combined 

Personnel 
    

Counselors $0 $0 $45 $15 

Nurses $134 $201 $0 $117 

Psychologists $42 $63 $0 $37 

Behavior Specialists $0 $334 $0 $83 

Clerical Staff $0 $0 $284 $95 

Substitutes $70 $105 $0 $61 

Other Costs 
    

Professional Development $50 $50 $50 $54 

Parent Education $12 $12 $12 $13 

Total $308 $764 $391 $475 

 
The Isolated panel also reviewed district resources for isolated districts. The changes made by the panel 
aligned with the overall resources for a very small district once the panel process was completed, with 
no additional costs identified. Panelists also identified transportation costs as being higher in isolated 
districts, these additional transportation costs are discussed later in the transportation chapter. 
 

Developing Cost Estimates 
Once the panels completed their work, the study team undertook the process of costing-out the 
resources identified above, which primarily involved determining salaries associated with the identified 
FTE positions and the prices of the necessary technology hardware. See Appendix D for more detail on 
salaries and benefits used, a 4.6 percent retirement rate is used here. As was discussed in the 
introduction chapter districts, and some charters, use a rate of 25.56 percent.  

In determining technology costs, the study team assumed the majority of hardware equipment would 
be replaced every four years. The School Finance Collaborative surveyed district CFOs on average costs 
for each hardware item. See Appendix E for more detail on technology prices used. 
 

School-Level and District-Level Costs 
Tables 2.20a-c, shown below, list the base costs for each representative school by size. Base costs are 
disaggregated into costs for personnel, professional development, non-personnel, technology, and other 
programs after applying the resource prices. Appendix F shows the base cost with the full retirement 
rate of 25.56 percent, the base cost without retirement, as well as the base cost with the full retirement 
and the unfunded liability.  
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Table 2.20a 
Elementary School Base Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

 Enrollment 270 Students 390 Students 

School-level Costs, Base $8,567 $7,688 
  Personnel Costs $7,702 $6,857 

  Professional Development $100 $100 

  Substitutes $58 $54 

  Non-Personnel Costs $185 $185 

  Technology $381 $358 
  Other Programs $140 $134 

 
Elementary school level base costs range from $7,688 to $8,567. The larger elementary school had a 
lower per student cost because there are more economies of scale. For example, both schools need a 
principal, but in the larger school, the salary of the principal is spread across more students.  
 

Table 2.20b 
Middle School Base Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

 Enrollment 180 Students 420 Students 735 Students 

School-level Costs, Base $8,859 $8,121 $7,949 
  Personnel Costs $8,859 $7,103 $6,934 

  Professional Development $100 $100 $100 

   Substitutes $53 $53 $53 

  Non-Personnel Costs $468 $468 $468 

  Technology $302 $313 $311 
  Other Programs $83 $83 $83 

Middle school level base cost ranges from $7,949 to $8,859. Middle school base costs are the highest 
across the grade spans. This is reflective of the panelists’ recommendation of using a traditional middle 
school model to staff the school which can have higher staffing costs.  

Table 2.20c 
High School Base Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

 Enrollment 220 Students 500 Students 800 Students 1,600 Students 

School-level Costs, Base $8,498 $8,197 $8,018 $7,359 
  Personnel Costs $7,440 $7,182 $7,024 $6,397 

  Professional Development $100 $100 $100 $100 

Substitutes $53 $53 $53 $53 

  Non-Personnel Costs $558 $545 $548 $548 

  Technology $346 $317 $293 $262 

High school level base cost ranges from $7,359 to $8,498. The high school base is the least expensive out 
of the three school levels.  
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Tables 2.21a-e then show the additional costs above and beyond the base for identified special needs 
students, including poverty, ELL, and special education students. The figures shown below would be in 
addition to the base amounts. 

Table 2.21a 
School-Level Costs for Poverty Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $3,210 $2,926 $2,926 $2,926 

   50% Concentration $4,038 $4,009 $4,009 $4,009 

   75% Concentration $4,697 $4,593 $4,593 $4,593 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $3,513 $3,299 $3,358 $3,358 

   50% Concentration $5,418 $5,312 $5,208 $5,208 

   75% Concentration $4,846 $4,580 $4,450 $4,450 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
   25% Concentration $2,217 $2,069 $2,056 $2,036 

   50% Concentration $3,322 $3,270 $3,184 $2,891 

   75% Concentration $3,563 $3,507 $3,460 $3,264 

 
Table 2.21b 

School-Level Costs for High Need Poverty Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $4,782 $4,805 $4,805 $4,805 

   50% Concentration $6,426 $6,276 $6,276 $6,276 

   75% Concentration $4,846 $4,639 $4,639 $4,639 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

   25% Concentration $7,045 $7,166 $7,152 $7,152 

   50% Concentration $6,106 $5,902 $5,923 $5,923 

   75% Concentration $4,487 $4,305 $4,199 $4,199 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
   25% Concentration $3,952 $3,906 $3,781 $3,215 

   50% Concentration $5,102 $4,962 $4,930 $4,633 

   75% Concentration $3,453 $3,442 $3,367 $3,140 
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For poverty and high-need poverty students, identified resources and subsequent per student amounts 
were highest in elementary school, reflecting the panelists’ strong feelings that early intervention was 
essential to serving these students. Additionally, the per student increase from 25 percent concentration 
to 50 percent concentration is higher across all school-levels for poverty students than the per student 
increase from 50 percent concentration to 75 percent concentration. The increase in costs for high need 
poverty students above regular poverty students ranged from $46 to $2,267.  
 

Table 2.21c 
School-Level Costs for 50 % Concentration of ELL Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $ 4,324 $3,227 $3,227 $3,227 

WIDA 3&4 $3,380 $3,018 $3,018 $3,018 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,654 $1,297 $1,297 $1,297 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $4,873 $4,131 $3,687 $3,687 

WIDA 3&4 $3,879 $2,637 $2,487 $2,487 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,393 $1,225 $1,192 $1,192 

 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
WIDA 1&2 $4,760 $4,632 $4,443 $4,006 

WIDA 3&4 $2,627 $2,224 $2,147 $1,806 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $942 $836 $807 $799 

 
Table 2.21d 

School-Level Costs for 5% Concentration of ELL Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 
Elementary 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $ 3,448 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 

WIDA 3&4 $3,448 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,716 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 

 Middle 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

WIDA 1&2 $6,331 $3,746 $4,677 $4,677 

WIDA 3&4 $4,721 $3,138 $3,444 $3,444 

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,716 $1,951 $2,118 $2,118 
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 High School 
District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
WIDA 1&2 $6,996 $5,812 $5,653 $4,587 

WIDA 3&4 $5,542 $3,573 $4,084 $2,335  

WIDA 5,6&FEL $1,197 $1,071 $1,173 $1,051 

 
Tables 2.21c and d examine the ELL costs per student. Looking at the costs for the 50 percent 
concentration of students, WIDA 1&2 students are slightly higher cost in the elementary school than 
WIDA 3&4 students and significantly higher cost than WIDA 3&4 students in middle and high school. 
Costs are frequently highest at the high school level and all three WIDA levels show an increase in costs 
as the schools get smaller. Panelists wanted to ensure that a minimum level of service was met at the 
smaller concentration of five percent and the costs per student tend to be higher due to this. The overall 
patterns are similar to the 50 percent concentration.  
 

Table 2.21e 
School-Level Costs Special Education Students Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

Elementary 

Total School Enrollment 270 students 390 students 390 students 390 students 

Mild $ 10,407 $10,409 $10,409 $10,409 

Moderate $18,990 $19,520 $19,520 $19,520 

Severe $30,580 $30,581 $30,581 $30,581 

 Middle 

Total School Enrollment  180 students 420 students 735 students 735 students 

Mild $9,552 $9,547 $9,547 $9,547 

Moderate $17,119 $17,114 $17,114 $17,114 

Severe $28,171 $28,166 $28,167 $28,167 

 High School 
Total School Enrollment 220 students 500 students 800 students 1,600 students 
Mild $11,485 $10,705 $9,486 $8,727 

Moderate $18,138 $17,359 $17,109 $16,916 

Severe $32,676 $31,896 $31,646 $31,453 

Table 2.21e shows that costs for special education students increased with their need level, reflecting 
the higher level of supports and services required. Costs were similar across school levels.  

Panelists also identified the resources needed at the district level to support schools. Table 2.22 
presents the district-level cost figures for the base, as well as the additional amounts for special needs 
students.  
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Table 2.22 
District-Level Costs Identified by Michigan PJ Panels 

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
District Enrollment 670 1,700 5,020 13,590 
Base $2,868 $2,363 $2,104 $1,948 
 Poverty $118 $90 $83 $43 
 ELL $1,880 $1,061 $610 $225 
 Special Education $1,335 $816 $889 $482 

The additional district-level base cost ranged from $1,948 to $2,868. The cost of providing the additional 
supports and services needed at the district level for special needs students was between $43 to $118 
for poverty students, $225 to $1,880 for ELL students, and $482 to $1,335 for special education 
students.  
 
Professional Judgment Total Base Costs and Weights  
Combining the school and district level costs by district size allowed the study team to calculate a single, 
school-level base cost figure for each district. To do this, the study team used school-level cost figures 
for each grade configuration (Table 2.20a-c), along with the distribution of students at each grade level. 
The study team then added district-level costs from Table 2.22 to develop total base costs and weights 
for each identified student population. These figures are shown in Table 2.23. Weights represent the 
additional resources needed above the base for student and district characteristics. For example, if the 
base cost for a student is $10,000 and the additional needs related to poverty are $3,000, then the 
weight is 0.30. The district serving this student in poverty would therefore receive a total of $13,000 to 
provide an adequate education for that student.  

Table 2.23 
Professional Judgment Total Base Cost and Additional Weights  

District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 

Base $11,482 $10,307 $9,954 $9,590 

Weights     

   Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29 

     50% Concentration 0.37 0.40 0.41 0.42 
     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.43 0.44 

High Need Poverty     

     25% Concentration 0.45 0.50 0.51 0.51 

     50% Concentration 0.53 0.57 0.59 0.60 

     75% Concentration 0.39 0.42 0.42 0.43 
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District Size Very Small Small Moderate Large 
  ELL – 5% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.62 0.52 0.51 0.46 

     WIDA 3&4 0.54 0.44 0.43 0.35 

     WIDA 5&6 0.30 0.34 0.31 0.28 

  ELL – 50% Concentration     

     WIDA 1&2 0.56 0.48 0.43 0.40 

     WIDA 3&4 0.45 0.36 0.33 0.29 

     WIDA 5&6 0.38 0.28 0.22 0.18 

 Special Education     

      Mild 1.03 1.08 1.09 1.06 

      Moderate 1.71 1.85 1.92 1.94 

      Severe 2.79 3.03 3.14 3.21 

     Average (Weighted) 1.37 1.45 1.48 1.48 
CTE Weight 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 

As table 2.23 shows, the per-student base cost rises from a low of $9,590 at the largest district to 
$11,482 at the very small district. There are small increases for the moderate and small districts.  

Poverty weights are the lowest at the 25 percent concentration, ranging from 0.27 to 0.29. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.37 to 0.42 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.44. All the weights are lowest in the very small district and rise in the larger districts. The 
50 percent and 75 percent weights are very similar to one another. 

The weights for high poverty students range from 0.45 to 0.51 for the 25 percent concentration. The 50 
percent concentration weights range from 0.53 to 0.60 and the 75 percent concentration weights range 
from 0.39 to 0.43. Again, the weights are lowest in the very small district. Interestingly, the 75 percent 
concentration weights for the high poverty students are similar to the weights for the 75 percent 
concentration weights for poverty students.  

For both the five percent and 50 percent ELL populations, the WIDA 1&2 students have the highest 
weights, the five percent population needing a weight slightly higher than the 50 percent population. In 
nearly all the cases, the ELL weights increase as the size of the district decreases, showing some need for 
a slight increase in ELL funding in smaller settings. 

The special education weights are relatively similar across the district sizes, with the smallest districts 
actually having slightly lower weights for all three categories of need. The moderate weight is over twice 
as high as the mild weight for all districts, with only a slight increase in weight from moderate to severe. 
Combined, the weights range from 1.37 to 1.48. 

The CTE weight is applied to students who attend a CTE center. The CTE center was staffed by the 
panelists to have similar resources as a traditional school, for example providing a principal and a nurse 
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in every building. The center would be staffed to serve 1,000 students and would most likely be 
operated by the district.
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Chapter 3: Evidence-Based Approach 
Evidence-Based Model Overview 

Using the Evidence-Based (EB) Model, this section provides a set of recommendations that can be used 
to determine how Michigan could provide adequate funding to all school districts to help them offer 
every Michigan student an equal opportunity to achieve to the state’s college and career ready 
standards. The sections that follow this introduction describe the EB model in detail. The first describes 
the school improvement theory that undergirds the EB funding model. It draws from research POA and 
others have conducted on schools that have dramatically moved the student achievement needle. Such 
schools exist across the country and vary by location – urban, suburban and rural – and by school size – 
large, medium, and small.  

The next section “unpacks” the elements of an effective school, reviews and summarizes the research 
supporting the individual elements, and includes specific recommendations for every element of the 
model. This includes class size, extra help for struggling students, professional development, student 
support services (including guidance counselors and nurses), and ways that instruction and teachers can 
be organized to bolster their effectiveness to increase student performance and reduce achievement 
gaps linked to student demographics. 

Following preparation of the first three sections, four professional judgment panels were created to 
review the core recommendations in using the EB Model to Identify Adequacy for Michigan Schools 
section. These panels in Michigan met over a three-day period in October 2017. The Evidence-Based 
Professional Judgment Panels section presents the findings from the four panel meetings. The findings 
are organized into three categories: panel suggestions for change to the EB model that led to Michigan 
specific modifications of the EB model; panel suggestions for changes to the EB model that the study 
team believes are not needed based on the reading and interpretation of current educational research; 
and panel commentary on the EB elements that were generally supported by the panels. 

The Final EB Michigan Recommendations section offers a summary of the final estimated EB costs using 
the accompanying EXCEL-based computer simulation. Please note this chapter on the EB model does not 
include either transportation or capital constructions costs. 

The following metaphor shows how the EB funding model, and the school improvement model 
embedded within it, can be viewed. The EB approach to school finance adequacy provides a set of 
resource and program recommendations that can be called the “Education Hybrid Car.” The typical 
hybrid car costs about what the average car costs in America, but gets double the miles per gallon (50 v. 
25 miles per gallon). One can easily spend more on a car than the cost of a basic hybrid (about $25,000-
$30,000) but not get the high mileage; for example, buying a speedy V-8 engine-powered car, with 
moon roof and leather. If one is interested in high gas mileage – or, in this case, better school 
performance – one can easily spend much more and get neither. 

The EB School model costs about the average of what is currently spent on schools across the country 
(Odden, Picus & Goetz, 2010), but the school cases that the study team have studied and which deploy 
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strategies that are funded by the EB model (e.g., Odden, 2009), generally produce twice the level of 
student achievement. It is the EB study team’s professional position that if schools use the resources in 
the model as indicated in The Evidence-based School Improvement Model section, student achievement 
in Michigan should dramatically rise. The following sections describe the high performance EB school 
funding model. 

The Evidence-Based School Improvement Model 

The intent of the Evidence-Based Model is threefold:  

1. To identify the array of educational goods that would provide each student an equal 
opportunity to meet the state’s student performance standards, 

2. To identify the costs of that basket of education goods, and 
3. To provide each school district with adequate funds so that it could purchase and provide that 

basket of goods appropriately to all its students.  
 

Although a direct linkage between funding and student performance does not exist, the Evidence-Based 
(EB) model is designed to identify a level of resources that would enable all districts and schools to 
provide every student with robust opportunities to meet college and career ready standards.  

No matter what course of studies a high school student completes – college prep or career tech – all of 
Michigan’s students are expected to achieve to college and career-ready standards in order to be 
competitive – after high school or college – in today’s global, knowledge-based economy. This includes 
children from low-income homes, students of color, English language learners (ELL) and students with 
disabilities. The basket of educational goods and services and a cost-based funding model to support 
that basket must be sufficiently robust to allow students in all school districts in the state to have 
sufficient opportunities to attain these rigorous standards.  

Before presenting the details of, and research supporting, each component of the Evidence-Based 
approach to school finance adequacy, this section provides a more general description of the school 
improvement model that undergirds the EB Model used to estimate school finance adequacy for 
Michigan.  

The High-Performance School Model Embedded in the Evidence-Based Approach 
to School Finance Adequacy 
The EB Model is used to estimate a cost-based spending level for schools has been designed to allow 
districts and schools to provide every child with an equal opportunity to learn to state performance 
standards. The EB Model is unique in that it is derived from research and best practices that identify 
programs and strategies that boost student learning. Further, the formulas and ratios for school 
resources developed from that research have been reviewed by dozens of educator panels in multiple 
states over the past decade. The EB Model relies on two major types of research: 
 

1. Reviews of research on the student achievement effects of each of the EB Model’s individual 
major elements, with a focus on randomized controlled trials, the “gold standard” of evidence 
on “what works.” 
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2. Studies of schools and districts that have dramatically improved student performance over a 
four- to six-year period – what is sometimes labeled “a doubling of student performance” on 
state assessments. 

The EB approach has been modified over time as a result of research and work in other states. Today the 
EB Model explicitly identifies the components of a school improvement model, and articulates how all of 
the model’s elements are linked to strategies that, when fully implemented, produce notable 
improvements in student achievement (see Odden & Picus, 2014; Chapter 5).  

High performing and improving schools have clear and specific student achievement goals, including 
goals to reduce achievement gaps linked to poverty and minority status. The goals are typically specified 
in terms of performance on state assessments.  

Compared to traditional schools where teachers work in isolated classrooms, improving schools organize 
instruction differently. Regardless of the context – urban, suburban, or rural, rich or poor, large or small 
– improving and high performing schools organize teachers into collaborative teams: grade level teams 
in elementary schools and subject or course teams in secondary schools. With the guidance and support 
of instructional coaches, the teacher teams work with student data – usually short-cycle or formative 
assessment data – to:  

 Plan standards-based curriculum units; 
 Teach those units simultaneously; 
 Debrief on how successful the units were; and  
 Make changes when student performance does not meet expectations.  

This collaborative teamwork makes instruction “public” over time by identifying a set of instructional 
strategies that work in the teachers’ school. Over time all teachers are expected to use the instructional 
strategies that have been demonstrated to improve student learning and achievement.  

High performing and improving schools also provide an array of “extra help” programs for students 
struggling to achieve to standards. This is critical because the number of struggling students is likely to 
increase as more rigorous programs are implemented to prepare all students for college and careers. 
Individual tutoring, small group tutoring, after-school academic help and summer school focused on 
reading and mathematics for younger students, and courses needed for high school graduation for older 
students, represent the array of “extra help” strategies these improving schools typically deploy. Their 
approach is to “hold standards” constant and vary instructional time.  

These schools exhibit multiple forms of leadership. Teachers lead by coordinating collaborative teams 
and through instructional coaching. Principals lead by structuring the school to foster instructional 
improvement. The district leads by ensuring that schools have the resources to deploy the strategies 
outlined above with a focus on aggressive student performance goals, improving instructional practice 
and taking responsibility for student achievement results.  
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High performing and improving schools seek out top talent. They know that the challenge to prepare 
students for the competitive and knowledge-based global economy is difficult and requires smart and 
capable teachers and administrators to effectively get the educational job done.  

The most recent summary of the research undergirding the EB model can be found in the Odden and 
Picus (2014) school finance textbook, and in several books that profile schools and districts that have 
moved the student achievement needle (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, 2009; Odden, 2012). The 
study team recently studied dramatically improving schools in Maryland, Vermont, and Maine as part of 
school finance studies in those states and found the theory of improvement embodied in the EB Model 
is reflected in nearly all the successful schools studied (Picus, Odden, et al., 2011; Picus, Odden, et al., 
2013; Odden & Picus, 2015b). In addition, other researchers and analysts have found similar features of 
schools that significantly improve student performance and reduce achievement gaps (e.g., Blankstein, 
2010, 2011; Chenoweth, 2007, 2009, 2017). 

After a comprehensive set of studies and analyses, Greg Duncan and Richard Murnane (2014) reached 
conclusions similar to those embedded in the EB Model. They note that if all students in a school are to 
have a chance at success in the emerging global economy, they will need high-quality preschool 
programs, followed by effective elementary and secondary schools. The key features needed in each 
school include: 1) leadership focused on improving instructional practice, 2) within-school organization 
of teachers into teams that over time create a set of effective instructional practices and deploy them 
systematically in all classrooms, 3) a culture of assistance (e.g., instructional coaches and ongoing 
professional development) and accountability (e.g., adults taking responsibility for the impact of their 
school actions on student performance), and 4) an array of extra help strategies to extend learning time 
for any student who needs more time to achieve to standards.  

Although the details of studies of improving and high performing schools vary, and different authors 
highlight somewhat different elements of the process, the overall findings are more similar than 
different. This suggests all schools can improve if they have adequate resources AND deploy those 
adequate resources in the most effective ways. 

The EB Model offers a framework for the use of resources by districts and schools to help them focus 
those resources on programs and strategies that would allow them to produce substantial gains in 
student academic performance. In addition to the above more global description of the EB effective 
schools, the study team organized the key elements of the school improvement model embedded in the 
EB Model into ten areas. In general, schools and districts that produce large gains in student 
performance follow ten similar strategies (see Chapter four and five of Odden & Picus, 2014; Odden, 
2009), resources for each of which are included in the EB Model: 

1. Analyze student data to become deeply knowledgeable about performance issues and to 
understand the nature of the achievement gap. The test score analysis usually first includes 
review of state test results and then, over time, analysis of formative/short cycle (e.g., 
Renaissance Learning Star Enterprise) as well as benchmark assessments (e.g., NWEA MAP) to 
help tailor instruction to precise student needs, to progress monitor students with an Individual 
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Education Plan to determine whether interventions are working, and to follow the performance 
of students, classroom, and the school over the course of the academic year. Improving schools 
are “performance data hungry.” 

2. Set high goals such as aiming to educate at least 95% of the students in the school to proficiency 
or higher on state reading and math tests; seeing that a significant portion of the school’s 
students reach advanced achievement levels; having more high school students take and pass 
AP classes; and making significant progress in closing the achievement gap. The goals tend to be 
explicit and far beyond just producing “improvement” or “making AYP.” Further, because the 
goals are ambitious, even when not fully attained they help the school produce large gains in 
student performance. 

3. Review evidence on good instruction and effective curriculum. Successful schools throw out the 
old curriculum, replace it with a different and more rigorous curriculum, and over time create 
their specific view of what good instructional practice is to deliver that curriculum. Changing 
curriculum is a must for schools implementing more rigorous college and career ready 
standards. And such new curriculum requires changes in instructional practice. Successful 
schools also want all teachers to learn and deploy new content-based, instructional strategies in 
their classrooms and seek to make good instructional practice systemic to the school and not 
idiosyncratic to teachers’ individual classrooms. 

4. Invest heavily in teacher training that includes intensive summer institutes and longer teacher 
work years, provide resources for trainers, and, most importantly, fund instructional coaches in 
all schools. Time is provided during the regular school day for teacher collaboration focused on 
improving instruction. Nearly all improving schools have found resources to provide 
instructional coaches to work with school-based teacher data teams, to model effective 
instructional practices, to observe teachers and to give helpful but direct feedback. This focus 
has intensified now that schools are delivering a more rigorous curriculum focused on educating 
all students to college and career proficiency levels. Further, professional development is 
viewed as an ongoing and not a “once and done activity.” 

5. Provide extra help for struggling students and, with a combination of state funds and federal 
Title 1 funds, provide some combination of tutoring in a 1:1, 1:3, or 1:5 teacher to student 
format. In some cases, this also includes extended days, summer school, and English language 
development for all ELL students. These Tier 2 interventions in the Response to Intervention 
(RTI) approach to helping struggling students achieve to standards are absolutely critical. For 
many students, one dose of even high-quality instruction is not enough; many students need 
multiple extra help services in order to achieve to their potential. No school producing large 
gains in student learning ignored extra help strategies altogether or argued that small classes or 
preschool were substitutes. 

6. Restructure the school day to provide more effective ways to deliver instruction. This includes 
multi-age classrooms in elementary schools, block schedules and double periods of mathematics 
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and reading in secondary schools, and “intervention” periods at all school levels. Schools also 
“protect” instructional time for core subjects, especially reading and mathematics. Further, 
most improving schools today organize teachers into collaborative teams – grade level teams in 
elementary schools and subject/course teams in secondary schools. These teams meet during 
the regular school day, often daily, and collaboratively develop curriculum units, lesson plans to 
teach them, and common assessments to measure student learning results. Further, teams 
debrief on the impact of each curriculum unit, reviewing student learning overall and across 
individual classrooms. 

7. Provide strong leadership and support for data-based decision making and improving the 
instructional program, usually through the superintendent, the principal and teacher leaders. 
Instructional leadership is “dense” and “distributed” in successful schools; leadership derives 
from the teachers coordinating collaborative teacher teams, from instructional coaches, the 
principal and district leaders. Both teachers and administrators provide an array of 
complementary instructional leadership. 

8. Create professional school cultures characterized by ongoing discussion of good instruction with 
teachers and administrators taking responsibility for the student performance results of their 
actions. Over time, the collaborative teams that deliver instruction produce a school culture 
characterized by: 1) high expectations of performance on the part of both students and 
teachers, 2) a systemic and school-wide approach to effective instruction, 3) a belief that 
instruction is public and that good instructional practices are expected to be deployed by every 
individual teacher, and 4) an expectation that the adults in the school are responsible for the 
achievement gains made or not made by students. Professionals in these schools accept 
responsibility for student achievement results. 

9. Bring external professional knowledge into the school, e.g., hiring experts to provide training, 
adopting new research-based curricula, discussing research on good instruction, and working 
with regional education service agencies as well as the state department of education. 
Successful schools do not attain their goals by “pulling themselves up by their own boot straps.” 
Faculty in successful schools aggressively seek outside knowledge, find similar schools that 
produce results and benchmark their practices, and operate in ways that typify professionals.  

10. Finally, talent matters. Many improving schools today consciously seek to recruit and retain the 
best talent, from effective principal leaders to knowledgeable, committed, and effective 
teachers. They seek individuals who are mission-driven to boost student learning, willing to 
work in a collaborative environment where all teachers are expected to acquire and deliver the 
school’s view of effective instructional practice, and who are accountability focused.  

Such successful schools also create a learning atmosphere inside the schools, have a school-wide 
approach to discipline and classroom management, and require that every student be accountable to 
any adult for his/her behavior and that all adults take interest in all students and hold them accountable 
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for the behavioral practices in the school. In addition, these effective schools reach out to parents, 
insure that parents know the expectations of the school and welcome all parents into the school. 

In sum, the schools studied that have boosted student performance deployed strategies strongly aligned 
with those embedded in the EB Model. These practices bolster the claim that if funds are provided and 
used to implement these effective, research based, strategies, significant student performance gains 
should follow.  

Using the EB Model to Identify Adequacy for Michigan Schools 

Introduction  
This section identifies the details of every element in the EB Funding Model. The five parts of this section 
include the following: 

1. Staffing for core programs, which include preschool, full-day kindergarten, core teachers, 
elective/specialist teachers, substitute teachers, instructional facilitators/coaches, core tutors, 
core guidance counselors, nurses, supervisory aides, librarians, library aides, school computer 
technicians, principals/assistant principals, and school secretarial and clerical staff. 
 

2. Dollar per student resources for gifted and talented students, professional development, 
instructional materials and supplies, formative/short cycle assessments, computers and other 
technology, career and technical education equipment and materials and extra duty/student 
activities. 
 

3. Central functions, which include maintenance and operations, central office personnel and non-
personnel resources. 
 

4. Resources for struggling students including tutors, pupil support, extended day personnel, 
summer school personnel, ELL personnel, alternative school personnel and special education. 
 

5. Personnel compensation resources including salary levels, health insurance, benefits for 
workers’ compensation, unemployment insurance, retirement, and social security. 

Each section provides an overview of the current research on the element discussed, and the specifics of 
the EB Model recommendation for the element.  

Three Tier Approach 

It is important to note that the design of the EB Model reflects the Response to Intervention (RTI) 
model. RTI is a three-tier approach to meeting student needs. Tier 1 refers to core instruction for all 
students. The EB Model seeks to make core instruction as effective as possible with its modest class 
sizes, provisions for collaborative time, and robust professional development resources. Effective core 
instruction is the foundation on which all other educational strategies depend. Tier 2 services are 
provided to students struggling to achieve to standards before being given an individualized education 
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program (IEP) and labeled as a student with a disability. The EB Model’s current Tier 2 resources include 
one core tutor for every prototypical school and additional resources triggered by at-risk and ELL 
student counts providing funding for tutoring, extended day, summer school, additional pupil support 
and ELL services. The robust levels of Tier 2 resources allow schools to provide a range of extra help 
services. These services often are funded only by special education programs, and that get many 
modestly struggling students back “on track,” and thus reduce the overall number of special education 
students. Tier 3 includes all special education services.  

Student Counts 

The EB model recommends that states use an ADM student count to distribute general aid. To help 
district deal with the costs of declining enrollment, the model suggests states use the current year ADM 
count or the average of the previous three years, whichever is larger. The model also needs a measure 
of the number of students from poverty backgrounds to trigger specific resources. In the past, this 
usually has been the number of students eligible for the federal free and reduced-price lunch program. 
Since districts can now provide free lunches to all students if they have a large number of students from 
poverty, the count of free and reduced lunch students is not available in some districts, often the largest 
districts in the state. So, the issue is whether to use a different indicator. Illinois provides a good 
example of the latter and uses the non-duplicated count of children receiving services through the 
programs of Medicaid, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, or Temporary Assistance for Needy Families. ELL students and students with disabilities will be 
as currently defined by the state.  

Previously the EB model defined at-risk students as the non-duplicated count of students from poverty 
and ELL students, and provided additional resources that included tutoring, extended day, summer 
school and additional pupil support. In addition, all ELL students also received an additional allocation 
for ESL services. This definition confused most people who concluded that the model provided ELL 
students just the ESL resources. Consequently, the EB model has changed its approach. In this report, all 
ELL students trigger tutoring, extended day, summer school, ESL, and additional pupil support resources. 
Further, all non-ELL poverty students also trigger tutoring, extended day, summer school and additional 
pupil support resources. In addition, the model provides all ELL students additional ESOL resources. The 
model also describes how the EB model provides resources for students with disabilities. 

Prototypical Schools 

A key component of the EB model is the use of prototypical schools and districts to indicate the general 
level of resources in schools and districts, and to serve as a heuristic to calculate the base per student 
amount, and then the student weights. The EB model identifies resources for prototypical elementary, 
middle, and high schools, as well as a prototypical district. The model needs to use specific sizes in order 
for the prototypes to indicate the relative level of resources in the schools. Although EB modeling is 
based on these prototypes, this does not imply Michigan should adopt new policies on school or district 
size.  
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Research on School Size  

School sizes differ substantially within and across all states. No state has a specific policy on school size, 
though some – including New Jersey and Wyoming – use prototypical school sizes to develop and/or 
operate their funding formula. A number of other states include “ideal” size configurations for different 
levels of schools in their facility guidelines – which clearly creates incentives for specific school sizes.  

Research on school size is quite consistent in its conclusions. Most of the research on school size 
addresses the question of whether large schools – those significantly over 1,000 students – are more 
efficient and more effective than smaller school units (schools of 300 to 500), and whether cost savings 
and performance improvements can be identified by consolidating small schools or districts into larger 
entities. The research generally shows that school units of roughly 400 to 600 elementary students and 
between 500 and 1,000 secondary students are the most effective and most efficient (Lee & Smith, 
1997; Raywid, 1997/1998; Ready & Lee, 2004).  

Moreover, the research on diseconomies of small and large scale, which should consider both costs and 
outcomes, generally does not provide solid evidence for a consolidation policy. In an early review of the 
literature, Fox (1981) concluded that little research had analyzed output in combination with input and 
size variables. Ten years later, after assessing the meager extant research that did address costs as well 
as outcomes, Monk (1990) concluded that there was little support for either school or district 
consolidation, a conclusion also reached by Leithwood and. Jantzi (2009). 

In reviews of scale economies and diseconomies and potential cost savings from consolidation, 
Andrews, Duncombe & Yinger (2002) and Duncombe and Yinger (2007, 2010) found that the optimum 
size for elementary schools was in the 300 to 500 student range, and for high schools was in the 600-900 
range. Both findings suggest that the very large urban districts and schools across America – and 
Michigan – are larger than the optimum size and perhaps need to be downsized somehow, but that the 
potential cost savings from consolidation of small districts and schools are realistically scant. In sum, the 
research suggests that elementary school units be in the range of 400 to 500 students and that 
secondary school units be in the range of 500 to 1,000 students. 

These findings have been reinforced by several studies of small high schools in both New York City and 
Chicago, each of which had initiatives to create many smaller high schools, sometimes including several 
school units in one building. These schools generally enrolled 550 or fewer students, less than 400 
students in Chicago K-8 schools. Schwartz, Stiefel and Wiswall (2013) found that achievement increased 
significantly in the New York City small high schools, a parallel finding of Barrow, Claessens and 
Schanzenbach (2010) in a similar set of experiments in Chicago high schools. Likewise, Lee and Loeb 
(2010) found that grade six and eight math achievement was higher in small (less than 400 students) 
Chicago K-8 schools than in large ones (greater than 750 students). 

The Evidence-based Model’s Prototypical School Sizes  

The EB model begins with a prototypical district size of 3,900, which comprises four 450-student 
elementary schools, two 450-student middle schools, and two 600-student high schools. It uses this 
approach and these prototypes to indicate the relative level of resources in schools, as well as to 
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calculate a base per student cost. These prototypical school sizes reflect research on the most effective 
school sizes, although few schools are exactly the size of the prototypes. Although many schools in 
Michigan and other states are larger than these prototypical school sizes, the prototypical sizes can still 
be used to determine a new base cost per student, as the new base cost per student would be provided 
for all students in a school or district, regardless of actual size. In other states with larger schools, this 
approach has been used with the suggestion that larger school buildings could organize their students 
into smaller “schools within school” units inside the larger building.  

Additionally, as will be discussed in Element 21, the EB model begins with a prototypical district size of 
3,900, which comprises four 450-student elementary schools, two 450-student middle schools, and two 
600-student high schools. This configuration is then used to estimate a district-level cost per student. 
Several states have used the micro-EB formulas and ratios to estimate a base per student cost estimate 
for their foundation school finance formula. States using this approach include Arkansas, New Jersey, 
and North Dakota. Although actual school sizes vary in each of those states, the prototypes provide 
good estimates of a base cost per student in the context of each of those states. POA’s Wisconsin Study 
(Odden et al., 2007) estimated a base per student cost using prototypical schools and a prototypical 
district, then compared that to a district specific cost estimate created by adapting the ratios and 
formulas to every school and district size. In Wisconsin, the difference between the two methods was 
about $50 per student, a small amount in a base spending level of approximately $10,000 per student.  

The EB prototypes should not be construed to imply Michigan needs to replace all school sites with 
smaller or larger buildings or break school districts into smaller units; they are used as heuristics to 
determine the estimated base cost per student.  

Table 3.1, below, provides a summary of how each element is calculated under the 2017 EB Model 
recommendations.  

Table 3.1 
Summary of 2017 Evidence-Based Model Recommendations 

 
 

2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

Staffing for Core Programs 

1a. Preschool Full day preschool for children aged 3 and 4. One teacher and one aide in classes of 15 
1b. Full-Day Kindergarten Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the funding system 
2. Elementary Core 

Teachers/Class Size  
Grades K-3: 15 (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6:  25 

3. Secondary Core 
Teachers/Class Size 

Grades 6-12: 25. 
Average class size of 25 

4. Elective/Specialist 
Teachers 

Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:           33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

5. Instructional 
Facilitators/Coaches 

1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 
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2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through poverty and ELL pupil counts in Elements 22 and 
26) 
 

7. Substitute Teachers 5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and teacher positions in 
additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, ELL, and special education) 

8. Core Pupil Support Staff, 
Core Guidance 
Counselors, and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of poverty and ELL 
students in Element 23) 

9. Supervisory and 
Instructional Aides 

2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

10. Library Media 
Specialist  

1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

11. Principals and 
Assistant Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high school 

12. School Site Secretarial 
and Clerical Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school  

Dollar Per Student Resources 

13. Gifted and Talented 
Students  

$40 per student  

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into teacher contract year, by adding five 
days to the average teacher salary 

$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and time for 
collaborative work [Element 4]) 

15. Instructional Materials  $190 per student for instructional and library materials 
16. Short Cycle/ Interim 

Assessments  
$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

17. Technology and 
Equipment 

$250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

18. CTE Equipment/ 
Materials  

$10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 

19. Extra Duty Funds/ 
Student Activities  

$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs for grades  
K-12  

Central Office Functions 
20. Operations and 

Maintenance 
Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and groundskeepers, and 
$305 per student for utilities  

21. Central Office 
Personnel/ Non-
Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number of FTE positions 
generated and the salary and benefit levels for those positions. Also includes $300 per 
student for miscellaneous items such as Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 
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2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

Resources for Struggling Students 

22. Tutors  1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for every 100 non-
ELL poverty students 

23. Additional Pupil 
Support Staff 

1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one tutor position for every 
125 non-ELL poverty students 

24. Extended Day  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students. 
25. Summer School  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students. 
26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner (ELL) 
Students 

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students, 

In addition: 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students 

27. Alternative Schools One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students in an 
ALE program. 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students. 

28. Special Education 8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes: 7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 
students for services for students with mild and moderate disabilities and the related 
services of speech/hearing pathologies and/or OT PT. 
This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 

Plus 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing review. 

In addition: 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, minus 
the cost of the basic education program and  
Federal Title VIB, with a cap on the number covered at 2% of all students  

Staff Compensation Resources 
29. Staff Compensation For salaries: average of previous year  

For benefits: 
Retirement or pension costs: 25.56 % 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security and Medicare: 7.65% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0.6 % 

Unemployment Insurance: 0 % as the state fully reimburses districts for these costs 

 

Staffing for Core Programs 

This section covers full-day kindergarten, core teachers, elective/specialist teachers, substitute teachers, 
instructional facilitators/coaches, core tutors, core guidance counselors, core nurses, substitute 
teachers, supervisory aides, library media specialists, principals/assistant principals, and school 
secretarial and clerical staff.  
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1a. Preschool  

The EB model provides for a full-day preschool program for children ages three and four.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

1a. Preschool 
Full day preschool for children aged three and four. One teacher and one aide in 
classes of 15. 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Preschool education has received considerable attention in recent years, including a major push to 
expand preschool education by the federal government. According to the National Institute for Early 
Education, states enrolled 1.5 million children in public pre-school programs in 2016.15  Underscoring 
that movement, there is increasing evidence that high-quality preschool programs are an effective way 
to help all children succeed in school (Kauerz, 2006). Research shows that preschool programs are most 
effective for at-risk children who are not likely to come to kindergarten fully prepared. When paired 
with well-resourced elementary schools, preschool programs can help at-risk children catch-up with 
their better-prepared schoolmates (Takanishi, 2016; Takanishi & Kauerz, 2008). In other words, there is 
growing recognition that integrating preschool programs with the traditional public-school system, 
particularly grades K-3, could strengthen the effect of both preschool programs and programs in grades 
K-3.  
 
This analysis of preschool focuses on estimating the structure and costs of establishing universally 
available, voluntary, high-quality programs for three- and/or four-year-olds. It discusses how those 
preschool programs would be integrated with existing K-3 programs the EB model provides. The balance 
of this part is divided into five segments. The first briefly summarizes the research base supporting 
preschool education programs, the second summarizes research on the impact of a statewide preschool 
program, the third summarizes fiscal returns to preschool programs, and the fourth identifies the 
research base for integrating preschool programs with K-3 programs into a more unified PreK-3  

program. The fifth describes the EB approach to providing for preschool programs.  
 
The Case for Preschool. There is continued activity across the United States to establish universal 
preschool programs for four-year-old children and in increasing numbers of instances for three-year-
olds as well. This activity stems from the increased demands on schools through standards-based 
education reforms, the expectations for which have now been ratcheted up to include preparing all 
students for college or careers, and a growing recognition that early childhood development programs 
can have an impact on student outcomes well beyond the preschool years. Much of the research on the 
effectiveness of PreK-3 programs has focused on the preschool component, with less research on the 
advantages of integrated programs that continue from preschool through the grade three.  
 

                                                           
15 See http://nieer.org/state-preschool-yearbooks/yearbook2016. 
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Drawing from major studies that found long-term positive effects of preschool programs on student 
learning, Reynolds and Temple (2008) constructed five possible pathways through which early childhood 
development programs produced their impacts, including:  
 

1. A cognitive advantage pathway that leads to enhanced literacy, language and numeracy skills, 
and better school readiness (see also Conger, 2008 for evidence on the impact of early learning 
on acquisition of English language skills for ELL students).  
 

2. A family support pathway describing benefits from greater parental involvement in education 
and enhanced parenting skills (see also Kalil & Crosnoe, 2008). 

 
3. A school support pathway that argues for high-quality education programs beyond preschool to 

strengthen the learning advantages of early childhood development programs, a pathway 
allowed by the Evidence-Based funding model.  

 
4. A social adjustment pathway suggesting benefits from increased classroom and peer social skills 

and positive teacher-child relationships.  
 

5. A motivational pathway arguing that early education programs provide benefits in terms of 
achievement motivation and commitment to school.  

 
Whatever the pathway, most researchers find that high-quality preschool, particularly for students from 
lower income backgrounds, significantly affects future student academic achievement as well as other 
desired social and community outcomes (Barnett, 2008, 2010, 2011a, 2011b; Camilli, et al., 2010; Pianta, 
et al., 2012; Reynolds, et al., 2001, 2011; Reynolds and Temple, 2006, 2008; Schweinhart et al., 2005). 
These longitudinal studies show that students from lower income backgrounds who experience a high-
quality, full-day preschool program perform better in learning basic skills in elementary school, score 
higher on academic goals in middle and high school, attend college at a greater rate, and as adults, earn 
higher incomes and engage in less socially-undesirable behavior.  
 
In specifying more specific positive impacts, Lynch (2007) and a more recent report from the Education 
Commission of the States (Workman, Griffith & Atchison, 2014) identify the multiple benefits of 
preschool programs for children who participate in high-quality preschool programs:  
 

 Require less special education; 
 Are less likely to repeat a grade; 
 Are less likely to need child welfare services; 
 Enroll in K-12 education better prepared resulting in lower spending on extra help services; 
 Are less likely to engage in criminal activity as juveniles and adults; 
 Are less likely to need social welfare support services as adults; 
 Have higher incomes, generally, when they enter the labor force; 
 Pay higher taxes as a result of their higher incomes; and 
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 Are likely to have employer-provided health insurance. 
 

The consistent and recurring theme in the analyses is the multiple benefits and long-term savings accrue 
to high-quality preschool programs. Although a high-quality program is defined to a large extent by the 
individuals employed to run the program and their commitment to their job, as well as a comprehensive 
array of services beyond the school component, it is possible to identify the components needed to 
support high-quality programs.  
 
Russo (2007) identified the components of high-quality, effective PreK-3 programs as:  
 

1. Voluntary, full-day preschool-kindergarten available to all three-and four-year-old children. 
 

2. Full-day kindergarten that builds on preschool experiences and is available to all children, which 
is supported by the current Legislative Model. 

 
3. Standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessments aligned within and across grades from 

preschool through grade three, which can be accomplished with new curriculum standards. 
 

4. Curriculum focused on emotional development, social skills, and self-discipline, as well as 
reading and mathematics. 

 
5. Early education lead teachers qualified to teach any grade level from preschool through grade 

three and compensated based on public elementary school teacher salaries. 
 

6. Families and teachers who work together to ensure the success of all children.  
 
In 2010 the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER) established 10 quality benchmarks to 
identify program quality, and modified them in 2017 to make them consistent with more recent 
research.16 The slightly revised and enhanced standards listed below are similar to the previous 
standards and track closely to the elements of the EB model. The new standards include:  

 Comprehensive early learning development standards that are horizontally and vertically 
aligned with K-3 curriculum standards and programs; 

 Support for curriculum implementation; 
 Teachers with a bachelor’s degree; 
 Teachers with specialized training in early childhood; 
 Assistant teachers with a Child Development Associate credential or the equivalent; 
 Teacher in-service training of at least 15 hours per year, with coaching for both teachers and 

assistant teachers; 
 Class sizes of 20 or fewer students; 

                                                           
16 See http://nieer.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/YB2016_StateofPreschool2.pdf .pp 14-17 for a detailed 
description of the NIEER quality standards.  
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 Staff to child ratios of 1:10 or better; 
 Vision, hearing and health screening and referral and support services; and 
 Continuous quality improvement systems. 

 
For many years, nearly all of the longitudinal, randomized controlled studies of preschool programs have 
relied on data from three preschool programs that met the above standards: High-Scope Perry 
Preschool Program, Carolina Abecedarian Project, and the Chicago Child-Parent Center Program. These 
results reinforce the finding that the most robust impacts of preschool programs are those that emerged 
from studies of the effect of high-quality programs. 

In sum, these studies found that a high-quality preschool program, offered for a full day and taught by 
fully certified and trained teachers using a rigorous, but appropriate early childhood curriculum, can 
provide initial positive effects and even greater effects in later primary years. By themselves, preschool 
programs can reduce achievement gaps linked to race and income by half. And the effect of preschool 
programs can be enhanced if followed by high-quality education programming in the elementary grades, 
particularly grades K-3.  
 
Today, there is increasing recognition that preschool should be provided for all students. Recent 
research shows that this strategy produces significant gains for children from middle class backgrounds 
and even larger impacts for students from lower income backgrounds (Barnett, Brown & Shore, 2004). 
 
Impact of Statewide Preschool Programs. Researchers have also analyzed the success of larger, more 
universal, i.e., statewide, preschool initiatives. A 2003 study of state-funded preschool programs in six 
states – California, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, New York, and Ohio – found that children from lower 
income families start catching up to their middle-income peers when they attend a preschool program 
(Jacobson, 2003). There is evidence that statewide universal programs in Georgia (Henry, et. al. 2006), 
and Oklahoma (Gromley, Jr. et. al. 2005) have improved the performance of students who participated 
in those programs. In addition, a 2007 study showed that preschool programs in New Jersey’s urban 
districts had not only significant short-term cognitive and social impacts, but also long term, positive 
impacts on students who enrolled in them, closing the achievement gap by 40% in second grade for a 
two-year preschool program (Frede, Jung, Barnett et al., 2007). 
 
More recent analyses of state preschool programs show that although preschool effects might appear to 
dissipate by grade three, they have longer-term positive impacts. Two recent studies of a more 
“universal” preschool program in Tulsa, Oklahoma, found that a high-quality Head Start program had 
clear short-term impacts which, tended to dissipate (though not completely and not for all children) by 
grade three. But the program produced significant positive impacts on participating students several 
years later in their middle school years (Hill, et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2016), especially for low income 
and minority children. The authors argued that the grade three “fade” phenomenon, while troublesome, 
is muted by longer term impacts by the time children who participated in the program reached middle 
school. This suggests evidence that high-quality preschool programs do produce longer term, 
sustainable results. 
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Fiscal Returns to Preschool. Generally, estimates of the long-term financial benefits of preschool 
programs are reported as returns on investment. Reynolds and Temple (2008) reported that in addition 
to benefits to child well-being and student achievement, high-quality preschool programs for low-
income children at-risk for underachievement produced economic returns ranging from four dollars to 
$10 per dollar invested. Others make similar arguments. Several studies conclude that there is a return 
over time of eight to 10 dollars for every one dollar invested in high-quality preschool programs 
(Barnett, 2007; Barnett & Masse, 2007; Barnett & Frede, 2017; Karoly et al., 1998; Reynolds et al., 2011; 
Zigler, Gilliam & Jones, 2006; and Gromley, 2007). 

In a more detailed analysis, Lynch (2007) found that voluntary, high-quality, publicly funded preschool 
programs targeted to the poorest 25 percent of three-and four-year old children generate substantial 
benefits that would eclipse the costs of the programs in six years. By 2050, Lynch estimated that the 
annual benefits of these preschool programs would exceed the program costs in that year by a ratio of 
12.1:1. He estimated the cost of a high-quality half-day program at $6,300 (2006 dollars) for each of the 
2 million children enrolled. He further estimated that if programs were funded by individual states 
(rather than the Federal Government), by 2050, all 50 states would realize net benefits in tax revenues 
from the programs in between four and 29 years.  
 
Lynch (2007) estimated that if a voluntary, high-quality publicly funded universal half-day preschool 
program for three-and four-year-olds were established, budgetary savings would surpass costs in about 
nine years and by 2050, benefits would exceed costs by an 8.2:1 ratio. He assumed these preschool 
programs would also cost approximately $6,300 (2006 dollars) per student and when fully phased in 
would enroll approximately seven million children.  
 
The Case for Integrated PreK-3 Programs. The discussion above addressed preschool programs, but said 
little about PreK-3 programs or their benefits. While there is growing evidence that integrating 
preschool programs with primary grades can lead to increased educational benefits, this field has not 
been explored as extensively. Takinishi (2016) is an exception, and as noted above, the National Institute 
on Early Education Research now includes integration of preschool with the K-3 program as a core 
program quality standard. 
 
Takanishi and Kauerz (2008) and more recently Takanishi (2016) argue that the PreK-3 years are the 
cornerstone of any educational system, and point out the importance of quality integrated PreK-3 
programs in providing strong foundations for lifelong learning, educational excellence, and 
competitiveness in the marketplace. Bogard (2003) suggests that variability in preschool experiences is a 
strong predictor of children performance, and the link is even stronger for low-income children. She 
suggests that a PreK-3 approach to early childhood education will help to level the playing field by 
supporting better teacher preparation and qualifications, as well as establishing sequential learning 
experiences.  
 
One of the challenges is coordinating traditional education programs with PreK-3 programs. First, the 
need to coordinate education programs (curriculum, professional development, teacher collaboration, 
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school facilities) becomes more complex with the addition of more staff, students, and grade levels. An 
efficient way to help such coordination is to make preschool teachers part of a PreK-3 teacher 
collaborative team. Second, many preschool programs are offered by providers other than the public 
school system – frequently at sites other than the local school. Finally, coordinating preschool with the 
regular K-3 program is further complicated by the fact that in the foreseeable future, preschool 
programs will remain voluntary. This means some children will continue to come to kindergarten 
without the benefit of preschool programs, and other children who have had access to preschool 
programs will bring very different experiences to the first years of formal schooling. The success of a 
PreK-3 program also depends on the quality of the educational program in grades K-3, which varies 
across schools, school districts and even states. This issue would be mitigated with adequate funding for 
all Michigan schools. This study addresses that issue by using the EB Model to estimate the resources 
needed for a high-quality program in all PreK-3 classrooms, with the K-3 programs addressed below in 
the discussion of adequate EB resources for grades K-3.  
 
Many of the components of success for high-quality preschool programs are also part of the 
components advocated by PreK-3 supporters. These include full-day Pre-K programs with low 
pupil/teacher ratios staffed by highly qualified teachers and aides, along with support for articulating 
curriculum, professional development, teacher collaboration and educating children with special 
educational needs.  
 
In earlier research, Picus, Odden and Goetz (2009), as part of an overall effort to estimate costs for PreK-
3 programs nationwide, developed case studies of several integrated preschool programs. The case 
studies showed that such programs were provided in regular elementary school settings; often 
organized schools into PreK-1, grades two through three, and grades four through five collegial teacher 
teams; provided preschool teachers with the same pupil-free time as the grade level elementary 
teachers so they could all meet during the regular school day for collaborative planning; integrated the 
preschool through grade one curriculum; and generally augmented a K-5 elementary school with an 
additional one to three preschool classrooms. Most of the preschool classrooms were staffed with one 
teacher and one aide for every 15-20 students.  
 
In addition, and as recommended by the NIEER standards, preschool programs had classroom teachers 
that were fully certified as early childhood educators and paid on the same salary schedule as the other 
teachers in the school district. It should be expected that many of the components of a high-quality 
preschool program are part of the K-3 programs provided by the EB Model. As stated above, preschool 
impact is linked to quality and quality includes both a set of programs and strategies and the staff to 
implement them (Camilli, et al., 2010; Whitebrook, 2004). Program quality is particularly significant for 
males. Garcia, Heckman, Leaf & Prados (2016) write in a recent paper that males placed in relatively 
low-quality childcare centers experience far more negative consequences than females, which suggests 
that high program quality is necessary to generate quality outcomes. 
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Including preschool students in a district’s pupil count for state aid purposes and including preschool 
teachers on the same salary schedule as teachers of other grades is the most straight-forward way to 
fund high-quality preschool programs.  
 
The EB Method to Providing Integrated Preschool Programs. The EB method has been used to identify 
costs for integrated preschool programs in three recent studies. The first was a study Picus Odden & 
Associates conducted for The Fund for Child Development, that developed estimated costs for providing 
PreK-3 programs, in all 50 states and the District of Columbia (Picus, Odden & Goetz, 2009). The study 
estimated Pre-K-3 program costs for each state using varying assumptions of student eligibility and 
participation. The second was a study conducted in 2011 as part of an adequacy study for Texas (Picus, 
Odden, Goetz & Aportela, 2012). The third was an analysis conducted for Maine as part of a 2013 
recalibration of its adequacy-oriented school funding system (Picus et al., 2013).  
 
In these three studies, the EB Model was used to develop a per preschool pupil cost for a high-quality 
preschool program by identifying the elements for a high-quality preschool program. The per student 
cost figure was derived from a prototypical preschool program of 150 students, which included 10 
classrooms of 15 students each. The preschool EB Model provides core, elective and substitute teachers. 
Additional personnel resources include an assistant principal position to provide a preschool program 
coordinator, instructional coaches, pupil support, special education teachers for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities, instructional aides, special education aides, nurses and secretaries. Non-personnel 
resources are provided for technology and equipment, instructional materials, professional 
development, and assessments. The EB Model also includes central office costs for central 
administration and operation and maintenance.  
 
Alternatively, the State could provide a preschool program as part of the EB Model and simply add 
preschool student counts to those of every elementary school. By doing this and staffing the preschool 
grades with one teacher and one instructional aide for every 15 preschool students, an estimate of the 
costs of providing preschool would be included in the costs of the EB Model. The EB report provides a 
separate per student figure for students aged three and four in an EB Model resourced preschool 
program. 

1b. Full-Day Kindergarten  

The EB model provides for a full-day kindergarten program.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

1b. Full-day kindergarten 
Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the 
funding system.  

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Research shows that full-day kindergarten for students age five, particularly for such students from low-
income backgrounds, has significant, positive effects on student learning in the early elementary grades 
(Gullo, 2000; Slavin, Karweit & Wasik, 1994). Fusaro’s (1997) late 1990s meta-analysis of 23 studies 
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comparing the achievement effect of full-day kindergarten to half-day kindergarten programs, found an 
average effect size of +0.77, which is substantial.17 Children participating in full-day kindergarten 
programs do better in learning the basic skills of reading, writing, and mathematics in the primary 
grades than children who receive only a half-day program or no kindergarten at all (see also Lee, 
Burkam, Ready, Honigman & Meisels, 2006).  

In 2003, using nationally-representative, longitudinal data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, 
Kindergarten Class of 1998–99 (ECLS–K), Denton, West & Walston (2003) showed children who attended 
full-day kindergarten had a greater ability to demonstrate reading knowledge and skill than their peers 
in half-day programs, across the range of family backgrounds. Cooper, et al.’s (2010) comprehensive 
meta-analysis reached similar conclusions finding the average effect size of students in full-day versus 
half-day kindergarten to be +0.25. Moreover, a randomized controlled trial found the effect of full-day 
versus half-day kindergarten to be about +0.75 standard deviations (Elicker & Mathur, 1997). As a result 
of this research, funding full-day kindergarten for five-year-olds is an increasingly common practice 
among the states (Kauerz, 2005). Since research suggests children from all backgrounds can benefit from 
full-day kindergarten programs, the EB Model supports a full-day kindergarten program for all students. 

2. Elementary Core Teachers/Class Size 

In staffing schools and classrooms, the most expensive decision superintendents and principals make is 
that of class size. Core teachers are defined as the grade-level classroom teachers in elementary schools. 
In middle and high schools, core teachers are those who teach core subjects such as mathematics, 
science, language arts, social studies and world languages. Advanced Placement (AP) or International 
Baccalaureate (IB) classes in these subjects are considered core classes.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

2. Core Teachers/Class Size 
Grades K-3: 15  (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6:  25 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

The gold standard of educational research is randomized controlled trials, which provide scientific 
evidence on the impact of a certain treatment (Mosteller, 1995). In that vein, the primary evidence on 
the impact of small classes today is the Tennessee STAR study, which was a large scale, randomized 
controlled experiment of class sizes of approximately 15 students compared to a control group of 
classes with approximately 24 students in kindergarten through grade three (Finn and Achilles, 1999; 
Word, et al., 1990). The study found students in the small classes achieved at a significantly higher level 
(effect size of about 0.25 standard deviations) than those in regular class sizes, and the impacts were 
even larger (effect size of about 0.50) for low income and minority students (Finn, 2002; Grissmer, 1999; 
Krueger, 2002). The same research also showed a regular class of 24 to 25 students with a teacher and 

                                                           
17 Effect size is the amount of a standard deviation in higher performance that the program produces for students 
who participate in the program versus students who do not. An effect size of 1.0 indicates that the average 
student’s performance would move from the 50th to the 83rd percentile. The research field generally recognizes 
effect sizes greater than 0.25 as significant and greater than 0.50 as substantial.  
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an instructional aide did not produce a discernible positive impact on student achievement, a finding 
that undercuts proposals and wide spread practices that place instructional aides in elementary 
classrooms (Gerber, Finn, Achilles, & Boyd-Zaharias, 2001). 

Subsequent research showed the positive impacts of the small classes in the Tennessee study persisted 
into middle and high school years, and the years beyond high school (Finn, Gerber, Achilles & J.B. 
Zaharias, 2001; Konstantopoulos & Chung, 2009; Krueger, 2002; Mishel & Rothstein, 2002; Nye, Hedges 
& Konstantopoulos, 2001a, 2001b). Longitudinal research on class size reduction also found the lasting 
benefits of small classes include a reduction in the achievement gap in reading and mathematics in later 
grades (Krueger & Whitmore, 2001). 

Although some argue the impact of the small class sizes is derived primarily from kindergarten and 
grade one that was not the experimental treatment. Further, Konstantopoulos and Chung (2009) found 
the longer students were in small classes (i.e., in grades K, one, two, and three) the greater the impact 
on grade 4-8 achievement. They concluded the full treatment – small classes in all of the first four 
grades – had the greatest short and long-term impacts. 

Though differences in analytic methods and conclusions characterize some of the debate over class size 
(see Hanushek, 2002 and Krueger, 2002), the EB model reflects those concluding class size makes a 
difference, but only class sizes of approximately 15 students with one teacher (and not class sizes of 30 
with an aide or two teachers) and only for kindergarten through grade three. 

Finally, in these times when funds for schools are scarce, it is legitimate to raise the issue of the cost of 
small classes versus the benefits. Whitehurst and Chingos (2011) argue that though the Tennessee STAR 
study supports the efficacy of small classes, there is other research today that produced more 
ambiguous conclusions. However, they also note the other research includes class size reductions in 
grades above K-3 and “natural experiments” rather than randomized controlled trials. Most importantly, 
they also conclude that while the costs of small classes are high, the benefits, particularly the long-term 
benefits, outweigh the costs and conclude small class sizes in grades K-3 “pay their way.”   

The study team consistently recommend states fund all other elements of the EB Model before putting 
funds into smaller class sizes because research shows many other components of the EB Model are 
more cost effective in terms of improving student performance – particularly for improving the 
performance of struggling students.  

A Note on the Difference Between Class Size and Staffing Ratios   

As is discussed next, the EB model provides more than just core teachers; it also provides elective 
teachers. The model calculates the total number of instructional teachers by using class size. But some 
state formulas use staffing ratios, not class size, as a term that includes both core and elective teacher 
(these terms are defined below) while the EB model determines the number of core and elective 
teachers separately and determined by class size. Thus “class size” and “staffing ratios” are two terms 
that have different meanings. Despite the important difference between these two terms, there has 
been misunderstanding about class size and staffing ratios and how many total teaching resources are 
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generated by each. The purpose of this discussion is to clarify the terms “staffing ratios” and “class size,” 
and explain the differences between the two. 

The first step is to define the phrase “class size” and the phrase “staffing ratio.” Understanding the 
distinction between the two is critical to understanding the differences in the number of teachers in the 
EB staffing model versus other state’s staffing models.  

1. Class Size: In the EB Model, class size is used to determine the number of core teachers in each 
school. The number of core teachers is then used to determine the number of elective teachers, 
which is specified as a percent of core teachers. The total number of teachers who provide 
classroom instruction at any school is the sum of the core and elective teachers.  
 

2. Staffing Ratio: Once the number of core and elective teachers is calculated, a staffing ratio can 
be determined by dividing the total number of (core and elective) teachers into the number of 
students in the school. Although the staffing ratio is not used in the EB model, it is used in some 
states to generate the number of teachers in each prototypical school, and is a common term 
used among both legislators and educators.  

The second step is to show how class size and staffing ratios can be equivalently compared. Take a 
school of 500 students. Suppose core teachers would be staffed at class sizes of 25. This would produce 
20 teachers (500 divided by 25). If the school had a six-period schedule and teachers provided 
instruction for five of those periods, then additional or elective teachers would be provided at the rate 
of 20 percent of core teachers, or an additional four teachers (20 percent times 20). This would produce 
a total of 24 teachers, 20 core and four elective teachers. A staffing ratio that produces the equivalent 
number of teachers would be determined by dividing 24 into 500, which equals 20.83. The result is a 
staffing ratio of 20.83 which is equivalent to providing core teachers and elective teachers for class sizes 
of 25.  
 
A staffing ratio of 20.83 should not be interpreted as providing class sizes of 21 (20.83 rounded to the 
nearest whole number). Staffing ratios are correctly used to determine the total number of teachers 
provided. In a school of 500, a staffing ratio of 20.83 provides 24 total teachers (500 divided by 20.83). 
That total then needs to be segmented into core teachers and elective teachers, which would be 20 and 
four respectively, in the example above, with class sizes of 25, not 21.  

3. Secondary Core Teachers/Class Size 

In middle and high schools, core teachers are those who teach core subjects such as mathematics, 
science, language arts, social studies, and world languages. AP and IB classes in these subjects are 
considered core classes.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
3. Secondary Core Teachers/Class 

Size 
Grades 6-12: 25 
(Average Class Size of 25) 
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Analysis and Evidence 

There is less research evidence on the most effective class sizes in grades four through 12 than there is 
on effective class sizes in grades K-3. As a result, in developing the EB Model, the study team sought 
evidence on the most appropriate secondary class size from typical and best practices to identify the 
most appropriate class size for these grades. The national average class size in middle and high schools is 
roughly 25 students, and nearly all the late 20th century comprehensive school reform models were 
developed on the basis of a class size of 25 students (Odden, 1997; Stringfield, Ross & Smith, 1996) a 
conclusion on class size reached by the dozens of experts who created these whole-school design 
models. Although many professional judgment panels in several states have recommended secondary 
class sizes of 20, none cited research or best practices to support that proposal.  

Citing more recent studies, Whitehurst and Chingos (2011) argue there might be a modest linear 
relationship in improving student performance when class size drops from between 25 and 30 students 
to 15, but the evidence and impact is that the gains identified are modest at best, and insufficient to 
alter the EB Model class size recommendations.  

The EB model includes core class sizes of 25 for grades 4-12. 

4. Elective/Specialist Teachers  

In addition to core classroom teachers, the EB Model provides elective or specialist teachers to support 
core teachers. Generally, non-core or elective teachers, also called specialist teachers, offer courses in 
subjects such as music, band, art, physical education, health, career-technical education, etc. A 
combination of core and elective teachers has two purposes. The first is to allow schools to offer a full, 
liberal arts curriculum program with adequate courses outside the core. The second is that it provides 
time during the school day for all teachers to collaborate on instructional plans, participate in 
professional development activities and otherwise plan for class instruction.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

4. Elective/Specialist Teachers 
Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:            33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

In addition to the core subjects addressed above, schools need to provide a solid well-rounded 
curriculum including art, music, library skills, career/technical and physical education. The April 2017 
issue of Phi Delta Kappan discusses many issues related to the importance of art and music for our 
public schools. Relatedly, teachers also need some time during the regular school day to work 
collaboratively and engage in job-embedded professional development. Providing every teacher one 
period a day for collaborative planning and focused professional development requires an additional 20 
percent allocation for elective teachers. Using this elective staff allocation, every teacher – core and 
elective – would teach five of six periods during the day, and have one period for planning, preparation, 
and collaborative work. One of the most important elements of effective collaborative work is team-
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focused data-based decision making, using student data to improve instructional practices, shown to be 
effective by a recent randomized controlled trial (Carlson, Borman & Robinson, 2011). 

When teachers work in collaborative teams, they review student data to design standards-based lesson 
plans and curriculum units, identify interventions for struggling students and monitor all student 
progress toward meeting performance standards. Research supports the importance of teacher 
collaborative work. As noted previously in the section on the high-performance school embedded in the 
EB model, collaborative teacher teams are key ingredients in schools producing large gains in student 
performance and significant reductions in achievement gaps for at-risk students. Ronfeldt et al. (2015) 
found that teachers working in collaborative groups boosted student learning over a two-year period in 
the Miami-Dade school district. Using a data base similar to the Miami-Dade data base, Sun, Loeb and 
Grissom (2017) found that when a more effective teacher becomes part of a teaching team, the 
performance of other teachers improves and the performance of the more effective teacher does not 
drop. This finding suggests that teacher collaboration can be enhanced when the system strategically 
ensures that each teacher team has a highly effective teacher as a member. Economists Jackson, and 
Bruegmann (2009), calling teacher collaboration “peer learning,” also found that such activities were 
related to student learning gains. Jensen (2014) shows how integrating “professional learning” into the 
lives of teachers is a core element of high performing schools in Australia. Johnson, Reinhorn & Simon 
(2016) found that six high-poverty schools in one urban district that had achieved the highest state 
rating, made teacher teams the central component of their schoolwide improvement strategies and that 
a key condition was ensuring that the school schedule provided regular, reliable meeting times for 
teams. Berry (2015-16) synthesizes several studies of how teacher collaborative work is linked to 
student learning in many U.S. schools and Boudett and Steele (2007) provide several examples of how 
data-based decision making can be organized in schools. 

This research supports the EB model strategy of including both core and elective teachers, making it 
possible for schools to offer a full liberal arts curriculum and enable all teachers to engage in 
collaborative work with their peers.  

The 20 percent additional staff is adequate for elementary and middle schools, but the EB Model 
establishes a different argument for high schools. If the goal is to have more high school students take a 
core set of rigorous academic courses, and learn the course material at a high level of thinking and 
problem solving, cognitive research findings suggest that use of longer class periods, such as a block 
schedule, can be a better way to organize the instructional time of a high school. (Bransford, Brown and 
Cocking, 1999; Donovan & Bransford, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c). Typical block scheduling for high schools 
includes four 90-minute blocks where teachers provide instruction for three of those 90-minute blocks 
and have one block – or 90 minutes – for planning, preparation, and collaboration each day. This 
schedule requires elective teachers at a rate of 33 1/3 percent of the number of core teachers. This 
block schedule would operate with students taking four courses each semester attending the same 
classes each day, or with students taking eight courses each semester while attending different classes 
every other day. Such a schedule could also entail a few “skinny” blocks (45 minute periods) for some 
classes. Each of these specific ways of structuring a block schedule, however, would require an 
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additional 33 1/3 percent of the number of core teachers to serve as elective teachers to provide the 
regular teacher with a “block” for planning, preparation, and collaboration each day. 

It should be noted that staffing recommendation for high schools would be sufficient for high schools to 
provide all students with a rigorous set of courses throughout grades 9-12, such as Michigan’s merit 
curriculum. It also allows schools to provide the appropriate number of credits required for high school 
graduation to qualify for scholarships and be college ready for virtually any post-secondary institution in 
the country, including Michigan’s high school graduation requirements. 

The elective teacher recommendation described above does not provide sufficient resources, at the 
same class sizes, for either middle schools or high schools to offer a seven-period day and have teachers 
instruct for only five of those periods. The EB Model does not resource schools at that level for two 
primary reasons. First, the EB Model formulates recommendations on strategies and resources to 
dramatically improve student performance in the core subjects of mathematics, 
reading/English/language arts, science, history/geography, and world languages, in part by providing 
nearly an hour of instruction in each of these subjects daily. Restructuring the day to add a seventh 
period is usually accomplished by dividing the six hours of instruction by seven rather than six, therefore 
reducing the minutes of instruction in core subjects; this is not a strategy that is likely to boost 
performance in those subjects, regardless of the arguments about the motivational aspects of elective 
classes. Second, increasing the provision of specialist and elective teachers to 40 percent in both middle 
and high schools is costlier. Therefore, a recommendation of 40 percent specialists and elective teachers 
in both middle and high schools would result in added costs and a potential decrease in instructional 
effectiveness for the core subjects, something that is not aligned with the framework for the EB 
approach to adequacy. 

Additional Comments on Scheduling Time for Teacher Collaboration 

Collaborative teacher work in Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) is critical to a school’s success. 
During focus groups with teachers in four states over the past two years, nearly all teachers have stated 
that PLCs – or collaborative teacher teams – were core and critical elements of their success in 
producing student learning gains, aligning their practices with research.  

In order for schools to create such work teams, pupil-free time must be available during the school day. 
Creating collaborative time and then scheduling teachers in each team for common pupil-free time is 
enabled by having a combination of elective and core teachers. In other states, teachers shared many 
different approaches to using time for planning and collaboration. The EB recommendations of 
providing at least 60 minutes of pupil-free time for elementary middle teachers, and 90 minutes for high 
school teachers has generally been viewed as adequate for carving out collaborative time. However, 
even when the funding model provides for such time, too often schools do not provide for that pupil-
free time, or when they do, do not have teachers using most of it for collaborative team work – a key to 
boosting student learning. Stakeholder focus groups noted considerable differences in how strongly 
teachers were encouraged or required to use pupil-free time for collaborative teacher work versus 
individual planning and preparation.  
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Moreover, many middle and high schools organize the schedule for a seven-period day with teachers 
providing instruction for five periods. As compared to the EB Model, this requires 40 percent elective 
teachers over core teachers, not the 20 percent for middle schools and 33.33 percent for high schools in 
the EB Model. This approach either requires larger class sizes or local districts to raise funds above the 
adequacy level to cover the additional costs. 

At the same time, school districts around the country increasingly require a seven-and-a-half-hour work 
day for teachers. Instruction usually comprises six hours of this time, and lunch 30 minutes, leaving 60 
minutes for student arrival and departure and possible teacher collaborative time. A seven-hour teacher 
day together with the core and elective provisions of the EB model provide ample resources for districts 
and schools to provide time for teacher collaborative teams to meet regularly and often during the 
regular school day. 

A reasonable goal for a funding formula, and for organizing schools to provide both instructional and 
collaborative time, is to create three to five pupil-free time periods a week to allow teachers to engage 
in collaborative teacher work. As noted above, the EB Model provides resources to allow this to happen, 
especially with a seven-and-a-half-hour work day. 

The EB model provides elective teachers at the rate of 20 percent of the number of core elementary and 
middle school teachers, and 33.33 percent of core secondary teachers, for average elective class sizes of 
25. This provision ensures all schools can provide a full liberal arts curriculum and schedule sufficient 
time for all teachers to meet several times a week in collaborative, teacher data teams. 

5. Instructional Facilitators/Coaches 

Instructional coaches, or instructional facilitators, coordinate the instructional program but most 
importantly provide the critical ongoing instructional coaching and mentoring the professional 
development literature shows is necessary for teachers to improve their instructional practice (Cornett 
& Knight, 2008; Crow, 2011; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Joyce & Calhoun, 1996; 
Joyce & Showers, 2002). This means that instructional coaches spend the bulk of their time with 
teachers, modeling lessons, giving feedback to teachers, helping teachers analyze student data for its 
instructional implications, working with teacher collaborative teams, and generally helping to improve 
the instructional program. The few instructional coaches who also function as school technology 
coordinators provide the technological expertise to fix small problems with the computer system, install 
software, connect computer equipment so it can be used for both instructional and management 
purposes, and provide professional development to embed computer technologies into a school’s 
curriculum. This report expands on the rationale for these individuals in the section on professional 
development (Element 14), but includes them here as they represent teacher positions.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
5. Instructional Coaches/Facilitators 1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 
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Analysis and Evidence  

A few states (i.e., Arkansas, New Jersey, Wyoming and to a modest degree North Dakota) explicitly 
provide resources for school and classroom-based instructional coaches. Most comprehensive school 
designs (see Odden, 1997; Stringfield, Ross & Smith, 1996), and EB studies conducted in other states – 
Arizona, Arkansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, North Dakota, Washington and Wisconsin – call for 
school-based instructional coaches.  

Early research found strong effect sizes (1.25-2.71) for coaches as part of professional development 
(Joyce & Calhoun, 1996; Joyce & Showers, 2002). Several years later, Sailors and Price (2010) found that 
professional development combined with coaching increased the deployment of comprehensive 
instructional practices by between 0.64 and 0.78 SD, and Newmann and Cunningham (2009) found a 
similar impact on teachers’ instructional impact as well as improved reading achievement by about 0.2 
standard deviations. A 2010 evaluation of a Florida program that provided reading coaches for middle 
schools found positive impacts on student performance in reading (Lockwood, McCombs & Marsh, 
2010). A related study found that coaches provided as part of a data-based decision-making initiative 
also improved both teachers’ instructional practice and student achievement (Marsh, McCombs & 
Martorell, 2010). A study published two years later came to the same conclusions about coaching as 
part of improving reading (Coburn & Woulfin, (2012).  

Positive impacts of coaching are not limited to reading instruction and achievement. Campbell and 
Malkus (2011) found that the combination of professional development and two years of coaching also 
changed teachers’ instructional practice and increased students’ mathematics achievement by about 0.2 
standard deviations.  

More importantly, a randomized controlled trial of coaching (Pianta, Allen & King, 2011) found 
significant, positive impacts in the form of student achievement gains across four subject areas – 
mathematics, science, history, and language arts. This research provides further support for this element 
as an effective strategy to change teachers’ instructional practice and boost student learning. 

Domina et al. (2015) documented the increase in the number of instructional coaches in school districts 
around the country. They found that the number of instructional specialists per 1000 students doubled 
from 1998-2013 (from about 0.7 to 1.4) and that the percent of districts with no such staff declined from 
20 percent to seven percent. In addition, Cobb and Jackson (2011) argue that instructional coaches are 
key to improving instructional practice at scale, particularly in mathematics. 

In terms of numbers of coaches, several comprehensive school designs suggest that although one 
instructional coach might be sufficient for the first year of implementation of a new curriculum program, 
additional instructional coaches are needed in subsequent years as the curriculum in more subjects is 
modified – something that is happening in Michigan and most other states to implement a more 
rigorous curriculum designed to have all students be college and career ready. Moreover, several 
technology-heavy school designs recommend a full-time instructional facilitator who spends at least half 
of their time as the site’s technology expert.  
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Drawing from all programs, the study team concludes that one FTE instructional coaches are needed for 
every 200 students in a school. This resourcing strategy works for elementary as well as middle and high 
schools. For the prototypical schools, this recommendation equates to 2.25 instructional coach positions 
for each prototypical elementary and middle schools (450 students) and three instructional coach 
positions for the prototypical high school (600 students). 

Although instructional coaching positions are identified as FTE positions, schools could divide the 
responsibilities across several individual teachers. For example, the three positions in a 600-student high 
school could be structured with six half-time teachers and instructional coaches. In this example, each 
teacher/coach would work 50 percent time as a coach – perhaps in one curriculum area such as reading, 
math, science, social studies, and technology – and 50 percent time as a classroom teacher or tutor.  

 This level of staffing for instructional coaches, combined with the additional elements of professional 
development discussed below, focuses on making Tier 1 instruction (in the RTI framework) as effective 
as possible, providing a solid foundation of high-quality instruction for everyone, including students who 
struggle more to learn to proficiency, and students with disabilities. 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 Intervention 

The most powerful and effective approach for helping students struggling to meet state standards is 
individual one-to-one or small group (1:3 or 1:5 maximum) tutoring provided by licensed teachers 
(Shanahan, 1998; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). Earlier EB reports recommended allocation of tutors to schools 
on the basis of the number of poverty and ELL students, with no minimum tutor positions. Since then, 
and particularly with the onset of more rigorous college and career ready curriculum standards, the 
study team has concluded that all schools, even those with no or very few poverty or ELL students, will 
still have some struggling students that need Tier 2 resources. Thus, the EB Model has been enhanced to 
provide each prototypical school with at least one core tutor position as well as the additional tutor/Tier 
2 Interventionist positions based on poverty and ELL student counts (Element 22 and 26).  
 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through the at-risk pupil and 
ELL counts in Elements 22 and 26) 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

The most powerful and effective extra help strategy to enable struggling students to meet rigorous 
performance standards is individual one-to-one tutoring provided by licensed teachers (Shanahan, 1998; 
Wasik & Slavin, 1993). Students who must work harder and need more assistance to achieve to 
proficiency levels especially benefit from preventative tutoring (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982). Tutoring 
program effect sizes vary by the components of the approach used, e.g. the nature and structure of the 
tutoring program, but effect sizes on student learning reported in meta-analyses range from 0.4 to 2.5 
(Cohen, Kulik & Kulik, 1982; Shanahan, 1998; Shanahan & Barr, 1995; Wasik & Slavin, 1993) with an 
average of about 0.75 (Wasik & Slavin, 1993)., The most recent meta-analysis of the impact of 



91 
 

intelligent, or computer-based, tutoring found that the average effect size was 0.66 across multiple 
subjects, which increases student performance from the 50th to the 75th percentile (Kulik & Fletcher, 
2016), though the effect varied by type of tutoring. Finally, the most recent meta-analysis of the impact 
of tutoring found similarly high effects (Dietrichson, Bog, Filges, & Jorgensen, 2017). 
 
The impact of tutoring programs depends on how they are staffed and organized, their relation to the 
core program, and tutoring intensity. Researchers (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982; Farkas, 1998; Shanahan, 
1998; Wasik & Slavin, 1993) and experts on tutoring practices (Gordon, 2009) have found greater effects 
when the tutoring includes the following: 

 Professional teachers as tutors; 
 Tutoring initially provided to students on a one-to-one basis; 
 Tutors trained in specific tutoring strategies; 
 Tutoring tightly aligned to the regular curriculum and to the specific learning challenges, with 

appropriate content-specific scaffolding and modeling; 
 Sufficient time for the tutoring; and 
 Highly structured programming, both substantively and organizationally. 

 
Please note several specific structural features of effective one-to-one tutoring programs: 

1. Each tutor would tutor one student every 20 minutes, or three students per hour. This would 
allow one tutor position to tutor 18 students a day. (Since tutoring is such an intensive activity, 
individual teachers might spend only half of their time tutoring; but a one FTE tutoring position 
would allow 18 students per day to receive 1:1 tutoring.). Four positions would allow 72 
students to receive individual tutoring daily. 
 

2. Most students do not require tutoring all year long; tutoring programs generally assess students 
quarterly and change tutoring arrangements. With modest changes, close to half the student 
body of a 400-student school could receive individual tutoring during the year. 
 

3. Not all students who are from a low-income background require individual tutoring, so a portion 
of the allocation could be used for students in the school who might not be from a lower income 
family, but nevertheless have a learning issue that could be remedied by tutoring. This also is 
part of the rationale for including one tutor in each prototypical school, regardless of the 
number of at-risk students. 

 
Though this discussion focuses on individual tutoring, schools could also deploy these resources for 
small group tutoring. In a detailed review of the evidence on how to structure a variety of early 
intervention supports to prevent reading failure, Torgeson (2004) shows how one-to-one tutoring, one-
to-three tutoring, and one-to-five small group sessions (all Tier 2 interventions) can be combined for 
different students to enhance their chances of learning to read successfully. 
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One-to-one tutoring would be reserved for the students with the most severe reading difficulties, 
scoring at or below the 20th or 25th percentile on a norm referenced test, or at the below basic level on 
state assessments. Intensive instruction for groups of three-to-five students would then be provided for 
students above those levels but below the proficiency level. 
 
It is important to note that the instruction for all student groups needing extra help needs to be more 
explicit and sequenced than that for other students (Honig, 1996). Young children with weakness in 
knowledge of letters, letter sound relationships and phonemic awareness need explicit and systematic 
instruction to help them first decode and then learn to read and comprehend. As Torgeson (2004:12) 
states: 

Explicit instruction is instruction that does not leave anything to chance and does not make 
assumptions about skills and knowledge that children will acquire on their own. For 
example, explicit instruction requires teachers to directly make connections between letters 
in print and the sounds of words, and it requires that these relationships be taught in a 
comprehensive fashion. Evidence for this is found in a recent study of preventive instruction 
given to a group of high at-risk children in kindergarten, first grade and second grade …..only 
the most [phonemically] explicit intervention produced a reliable increase in the growth of 
word-reading ability … schools must be prepared to provide very explicit and systematic 
instruction in beginning word-reading skills to some of their students if they expect virtually 
all children to acquire work-reading skills at grade level by the third grade …. Further, 
explicit instruction also requires that the meanings of words be directly taught and be 
explicitly practiced so that they are accessible when children are reading text…. Finally, it 
requires not only direct practice to build fluency…. but also, careful, sequential instruction 
and practice in the use of comprehension strategies to help construct meaning. 

Torgeson (2004) goes on to state that meta-analyses consistently show the positive effects of reducing 
reading group size (Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes & Moody, 1999) and identifies experiments with both one-
to-three and one-to-five teacher-student groupings. Though one-to-one tutoring works with 20 minutes 
of tutoring per student, a one-to-three or one-to-five grouping requires a longer instructional time for 
the small group – up to 45 minutes. The two latter groupings, with 45 minutes of instruction, reduced 
the rate of reading failure to a miniscule percentage. 

For example, if the recommended numbers of tutors are used for such small groups, one reading 
position could teach 30 students a day in the one-to-three setting with 30 minutes of instruction per 
group, and 30+ students a day in the one-to-five setting with 45 minutes of instruction per group. Four 
tutoring positions could then provide this type of intensive instruction for up to 120 students daily. In 
short, though, one to one tutoring, and some students need one to one tutoring, other small group 
practices (which characterize the bulk of Tier 2 interventions) can also work, with the length of 
instruction for the small group increasing as the size of the group increases. 

Though Torgeson (2004) states similar interventions can work with middle and high school students, the 
effect often is smaller as it is much more difficult to undo the lasting damage of not learning to read 
when students enter middle and high schools with severe reading deficiencies. However, a new 
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randomized control study, (Cook et al., 2014) discussed next, found similarly positive impacts of a 
tutoring program for adolescents in high poverty schools if it was combined with counseling as well. This 
is made possible in the EB Model as it includes such additional non-academic pupil support resources 
(see Element 27 discussion). Nevertheless, Torgeson is also viewed as a key individual encouraging 
practitioners and policymakers to address reading interventions for secondary students, because until 
the 1980s most reading research and interventions were developed for grades K-3. Since then, several 
effective secondary reading interventions have been developed (Scammacca, Roberts, Vaughn & 
Stuebing, 2015) and should be considered by schools as the resources to deploy them are included in 
the EB funding model. 

The rationale outlined above is strengthened by two recent randomized controlled trials of the 
effectiveness of tutoring for struggling students, which support the EB’s logic of providing a minimum 
level of tutor support in all schools as well as additional tutors for schools with greater need. At the 
elementary level, May et al., (2016), using a randomized controlled trial, assessed the impact of tutors in 
a Reading Recovery program. Reading Recovery is a short-term intervention that provides one-on-one 
tutoring to first-grade students who are struggling in reading. The supplementary program aims to 
promote literacy skills and foster the development of reading strategies by tailoring individualized 
lessons to each student. As part of the scale-up, the 3,747 teachers trained in Reading Recovery with 
Federal I3 grant funds provided one-to-one Reading Recovery lessons to 62,000 students and taught an 
additional 325,000 students in other instructional settings.  

The evaluation included a four-year, multi-site randomized control trial (RCT) involving nearly 7,000 first-
grade students in more than 1,200 schools. Students who participated in Reading Recovery significantly 
outperformed students in the control group on measures of overall reading, reading comprehension, 
and decoding. These effects were similarly large for English language learners and students attending 
rural schools, which were the student subgroups of priority interest for the i3 scale-up grant program. 

The RCT revealed medium to large impacts across all outcome measures. Effect sizes on the Iowa Test of 
Basic Skills (ITBS) Reading Total assessment and its Comprehension and Reading Words subscales at the 
end of 12 to 20 weeks of treatment ranged from 0.30 and 0.48 standard deviations. For the ITBS Total 
Reading battery, this effect size translates to a gain of +18 percentage points in the treatment group, as 
compared with control students. The growth rate observed in students who participated in Reading 
Recovery over approximately a five-month period was 131 percent of the national average rate of 
progress for first-grade students. 

For students in high schools, Cook, et al. (2014) reported on a randomized controlled trial of a two-
pronged intervention that provided disadvantaged youth with tutoring and counseling. They found 
intensive individualized academic extra help – tutoring – combined with non-academic supports seeking 
to teach grade nine and 10 youth social-cognitive skills based on the principles of cognitive behavioral 
therapy, led to improved math and reading performance. The study sample consisted mainly of students 
from low income and minority backgrounds, who generally pose the toughest challenges. The effect size 
for math was 0.65 and for reading was 0.48; the combined program also appeared to increase high 
school graduation by 14 percentage points (a 40 percent hike). The authors concluded this intervention 
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seemed to yield larger gains in adolescent outcomes per dollar spent than many other intervention 
strategies. 

These studies are highlighted for several reasons. First, they represent new, randomized controlled 
trials, supporting the efficacy of tutoring. Second, they show tutoring can work not only for elementary 
but also for high school students, whereas most of the tutoring research addresses elementary-aged 
students. Third, they show tutoring can work even in the most challenging educational environments. 
Lastly, they bolster the EB Model recommendation below that extra help resources in schools triggered 
by poverty and ELL status should also include some non-academic, counseling resources as well, as the 
treatment in the second study was tutoring combined with counseling. 

As noted above, earlier EB analysis did not include any minimum tutors. The current EB Model provides 
one core tutor/Tier 2 intervention position in each prototypical school, and still includes the additional 
tutor positions of one position for every 100 poverty and ELL students. The additional support beyond 
the first tutor per prototypical school is discussed again in Elements 22 and 26 below.  

7. Substitute Teachers 

Schools need some level of support for substitute teachers to cover classrooms when teachers are sick 
for short periods of time, absent for other reasons, or on long-term leave. In many other states, 
substitute funds are budgeted at a rate of about 10 days per teacher. The EB model approach, providing 
funding equal to five percent of the cost of teacher salaries, approximates that ten-day figure. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

7. Substitute Teachers 
5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and 
teacher positions in additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, 
ELL, and special education) 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Five percent of a teacher work year equals approximately 10 days, so this provision provides up to ten 
days of substitute teacher resources for each teacher. This approach does not mean that each teacher is 
provided ten substitute days a year; it means the district receives a “pot” of money approximately equal 
to 10 substitute days per year for all teachers, in order to cover classrooms when teachers are sick for 
short periods, absent for other reasons, or on long term sick or pregnancy leave. This allocation is not 
for 10 days above what is currently provided, it simply is an amount of money for substitute teachers 
estimated at 10 days for each teacher on average. These substitute funds are not meant to provide for 
student free days for professional development. The professional development recommendations are 
fully developed in a separate section below (Element 16). 

8. Core Guidance Counselors and Nurses  

The previous EB model provided student or pupil support resources without specifying guidance 
counselor or nurse positions. During the past five years, that approach has been changed to provide 
guidance counselor and nurse positions in the core program, and to provide additional pupil support 
positions (e.g., social workers and family liaison persons) on the basis of poverty and ELL student counts 
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as described in Element 23 below. Thus, core student support services now specify guidance counselor 
and nurse positions.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

8. Core Pupil Support Staff, 
Core Guidance Counselors 
and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of 
poverty and ELL students in Element 23) 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Schools need guidance counselors and nurses. For guidance counselors, the EB Model uses the 
standards from the American School Counselor Association.18  Those standards recommend one 
counselor for every 250 secondary (middle and high school) students. This produces 1.8 guidance 
counselor positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school and 2.4 guidance counselor positions 
for a 600-student prototypical high school.  

Today many states require guidance counselors in elementary schools as well. Moreover, even in states 
that do not require counselors at the elementary level, a growing number of elementary schools have 
begun to employ these personnel. Consequently, the EB Model includes a minimum of one guidance 
counselor for a 450-student prototypical elementary school.  

In addition to counseling needs, the physical and medical needs of students also have changed 
dramatically over the past several years. Many students need medications during the school day and 
school staff often administer these medications. Many students have additional medical or physical 
needs and the study team’s experience in several states suggests these needs have been growing over 
the past decade. Consequently, the EB Model has been enhanced to provide nurses as core positions. 
Drawing from the staffing standard of the National Association of School Nurses,19 the EB Model 
provides core school nurses at the rate of one nurse position for every 750 students.  

9. Supervisory and Instructional Aides 

Supervisory aides are non-certified individuals who provide needed services and supervision needed in a 
school such as lunch duty, hallways, and external door monitoring, and helping elementary students get 
on and off buses. Supervisory aides do not provide instructional assistance to teachers inside or outside 
the classroom nor instruction of any kind to students. They are provided so teachers are not used for 
non-instructional duties and can use portions of pupil free time for teacher collaborative work as well as 
individual planning and preparation. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
9. Supervisory and Instructional 

Aides 
2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

                                                           
18 https://www.schoolcounselor.org/  
19 https://www.nasn.org/  
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Analysis and Evidence 

Elementary, middle, and high schools need staff for responsibilities that include lunch duty, hallway 
monitoring, before and after school playground supervision, and others. Covering these duties generally 
requires an allocation of supervisory aides at about the rate of two supervisory aide positions for a 
school of 400-500 students. 

However, research does not support the use of instructional aides for improving student performance. 
As noted above (Element 2), the Tennessee STAR study, which produced solid evidence through field-
based randomized controlled trials that small classes work in elementary schools, also produced 
evidence that instructional aides in a regular-sized classroom do not add instructional value, i.e., do not 
positively impact student achievement (Gerber, Finn, Achilles & Boyd-Zaharias, 2001). 

At the same time, districts may want to consider a possible use of instructional aides that is supported 
by research. Two studies show how instructional aides could be used to tutor students. Farkas (1998) 
has shown that if aides are selected according to clear and rigorous literacy criteria, are trained in a 
specific reading tutoring program, provide individual tutoring to students in reading, and are supervised, 
then they can have a significant impact on student reading attainment. Some districts have used Farkas-
type tutors for students still struggling in reading in the upper elementary grades. Another study by 
Miller (2003) showed instructional aides could also have an impact on reading achievement if used to 
provide individual tutoring to struggling students in the first grade. Neither of these studies, however, 
supports the typical use of instructional aides as general teacher helpers. The studies also show that 
such aides have only about half the impact on student achievement compared to licensed teacher 
tutors. 

10. Library Media Specialists 

Most schools have a library, and staff resources must be sufficient to operate the library and to 
incorporate appropriate technologies into the library system.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
10. Library Media Specialist  1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

 

Analysis and Evidence  

There is scant research on the impact of school librarians on student achievement. In 2003, however, six 
states conducted studies of the impacts of librarians on student achievement: Florida, Minnesota, 
Michigan, Missouri, New Mexico, and North Carolina. In 2012, Colorado conducted a study using data 
from 2005-2011. The general finding was, regardless of family income, children with access to licensed 
librarians working full time perform better on state reading assessments (Rodney, Lance, & Hamilton-
Rennell, 2003; Lance & Hofschire 2012). The Michigan study found regardless of whether the librarian 
was licensed, student achievement was better for low-income children, but having a licensed librarian 
was associated with higher achievement than having an unlicensed librarian (Rodney, Lance, & 
Hamilton-Rennell, 2003). Each state examined the issue differently, but library staffing and the number 
of operating hours were generally associated with higher academic outcomes. The EB Model 
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recommendation for library staff is derived from best practices in other states, state statutes where they 
exist and the above research. 

The importance of the school library as a resource-rich learning center has developed and evolved with 
the addition of technology. In libraries, students can explore and individualize their learning experience, 
using all modalities of learning, through access to both electronic and print materials that enhance the 
curriculum.  

Librarians can act as a partner in student achievement, assisting students to hone their 21st Century skills 
and preparing them to be successful in the post-secondary environment and the workplace. The library 
experience becomes more valuable to students and staff when libraries are staffed with licensed 
librarians and, for large schools, library aides that can help students effectively search, cull, and 
synthesize information found in the many books, magazines, and myriad sources available on the 
internet.  

There is much anecdotal data about how librarians may enhance student learning and achievement; 
however, the empirical data are limited. Some studies demonstrate positive benefits; yet many of these 
benefits could be attributed to other sources as well. It is difficult to establish direct causality (American 
Association of School Librarians, 2014). Despite these challenges, the sources cited above conclude that 
libraries and librarians can play a role in increasing student achievement. 

For libraries to be effective, they must be adequately staffed. Research is silent on the number of staff 
members required to provide useful service to school staff and students. Because of the lack of 
literature on library staffing numbers, it is appropriate to examine general practices in a large number of 
districts and states to understand what is working in school libraries across America.  

Fortunately, through an extensive survey of school libraries conducted in 2011-12, the National Center 
for Educational Statistics (NCES) calculated average library staff in school libraries at both the 
elementary and secondary levels (NCES, 2015). To represent all staff working in the library, NCES 
categorized library personnel into three categories; librarians/media (aide) specialists, other 
professional staff, and other paid staff. The findings suggested that the EB Model of providing one 
librarian for every prototypical staff was appropriate, and would provide for the more non-licensed staff 
found in school libraries much larger than the EB Model prototypes. 

School Computer Technicians 

The role of the library media specialist – the individuals in the past who organized the multi-media 
instruments such as movie and slide projectors, and who became the computer experts in schools – has 
recently evolved into what the EB Model terms the “school computer technician.”  As the number of 
computers continues to increase at the school site and online testing and curriculum become more 
prevalent, it becomes imperative for districts to deliver quick and efficient technology support to 
teachers and students. Districts can provide this support through the school computer technician. The 
school computer technician offers all “first level” support, including, solutions to basic break-and-fix 
issues, connectivity difficulties, configuration errors, and printing concerns. The school computer 
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technician can set up an LCD projector for the principal, install software for teachers, reset email and 
student-administration accounts, and clearly explain and demonstrate the proper use of computer 
hardware and devices from ergonomic mice to electronic Smartboards.  

When the library was the sole source for multimedia materials, library media technicians would wheel 
filmstrip projectors into classrooms to create multimedia experiences for students. Because of the nexus 
to multimedia, as computers entered the schools, the first computer laboratories were traditionally in or 
close to libraries. Many library media technicians learned how to troubleshoot the machines based on 
their technical prowess and proximity to the lab environment. 

As schools acquire more technology, using carts of laptops and banks of computers in classrooms, the 
“computer lab” function of the library is being distributed throughout the school. The library is no longer 
the only hub of multimedia resources and the sole keeper of the multi-media experience. Libraries now 
assist in directing students to resources. 

For teachers and other staff to take full advantage of the benefits technology can provide, they need to 
feel support is close by and available. Having a school computer technician, instead of library media 
aides, on campus can generate a sense of technological security. 

General support for computers and for their maintenance and configuration has traditionally been 
district-based. School sites submit service requests to the district and wait to see when a technician will 
come. In the revised EB recommendation, district technicians still handle the more difficult issues, while 
school computer technicians have most of their time scheduled to be at specific campuses. They 
participate at the sites like a staff member and can be directed during their scheduled time by the 
principal and/or other site administrators. However, the EB Model’s school computer technicians are 
included in the Central Office staffing, not library staffing. 

11. Principals and Assistant Principals 

Every school needs a principal. There is no research evidence on the performance of schools with or 
without a principal. All comprehensive school designs, and all prototypical school designs from all 
professional judgment studies around the country, include a principal for every school unit.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

11. Principals and 
Assistant 
Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high 

school 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Much is written about the importance of school principals; few if any studies of schools that boost 
student learning find the absence of a principal and nearly all such schools, including those studied as 
part of other state adequacy projects, have strong principal leaders. Chenoweth and Theokas (2011) 
provide one of the most readable descriptions of the various roles principals play in creating and leading 
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effective schools, from instructional leadership, to managing the building, creating a culture of respect 
and high expectations for students and teachers, and managing outside relationships. Principals who 
want to “get it done,” meaning produce large gains in student learning while also reducing achievement 
gaps, would be wise to read this helpful book. Chenoweth’s (2017) most recent book on cases of schools 
that boost student achievement provides additional detail on the management and leadership tasks of 
principals that turn around schools, start effective schools from scratch or lead schools to even higher 
levels of performance. 

Few if any comprehensive school designs for 500 students include assistant principal positions. Very few 
school systems around the country provide assistant principals to schools with 500 or fewer students. 
The EB model recommends that instead of one school with a large number of students, school buildings 
with large numbers of students be subdivided into multiple school units within the building, with each 
unit having a principal. This implies that one principal would be required for each school unit. The EB 
model provides one assistant principal for the prototypical high school, largely for discipline and 
athletics. 

Neumerski (2012) reviews the knowledge about the principal’s role in instructional leadership, and 
updates that knowledge base in relation to current findings on the emerging roles of teachers and 
instructional coaches – individuals who also provide instructional leadership inside schools. Her review 
identifies ways all three roles can be integrated to ensure that a robust set of coordinated, direct and 
indirect instructional leadership functions exist in schools – all of which are compatible with the EB 
model’s leadership resources. 

12. School Site Secretarial Staff 

Every school site needs secretarial support to provide clerical and administrative support to 
administrators and teachers, to answer the telephone, greet parents when they visit the school, help 
with paper work, and perform many other administrative support tasks.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

12. School Site 
Secretarial Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school 

 

Analysis and Evidence  

The secretarial ratios included in the EB Model generally are derived from common practices across the 
country. There is no research on the impact secretarial and clerical staff have on student outcomes, yet 
it is impossible to have a school operate without adequate staff support.  

Dollar per Student Resources 
This section addresses areas funded by dollar per student amounts, including resources for gifted and 
talented, professional development, instructional materials and supplies, formative/short cycle 
assessments, computers and other technology, career and technical education equipment and materials 
and extra duty/student activities. 
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13. Gifted and Talented Students20 

A complete analysis of educational adequacy should include the gifted, talented, and able and ambitious 
students, most of who perform above state proficiency standards. This is important for all states whose 
citizens desire improved performance for students at all levels of achievement.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
13. Gifted and Talented $40 per student inflated annually 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Research shows that developing the potential of gifted and talented students requires: 

 Effort to discover the hidden talent of students, including low income and/or culturally diverse 
students; 

 Curriculum materials designed specifically to meet the needs of talented learners; 
 Acceleration of the curriculum; and 
 Special training in how teachers can work effectively with talented learners. 

Discovering Hidden Talents in Low-Income and/or Culturally Diverse High Ability Learners. Research 
studies on the use of performance assessments, nonverbal measures, open-ended tasks, extended try-
out and transitional periods, and inclusive definitions and policies produce increased and more 
equitable identification practices for high ability culturally diverse and/or low-income learners. Access to 
specialized services for talented learners in the elementary years is especially important for increased 
achievement among vulnerable students. For example, high-ability, culturally-diverse learners who 
participated in three or more years of specialized elementary and/or middle school programming had 
higher achievement at high school graduation, as well as other measures of school achievement, than a 
comparable group of high ability students who did not participate (Struck, 2003). 

Access to Curriculum. Overall, research shows curriculum programs specifically designed for talented 
learners produce greater learning than regular academic programs. Increased complexity of the 
curricular material is a key factor (Robinson & Clinkenbeard, 1998). Large-scale curriculum projects in 
science and mathematics in the 1960s, such as the Biological Sciences Curriculum Study (BCSC), the 
Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC), and the Chemical Bond Approach (CBA), benefited 
academically talented learners (Gallagher, 2002). Further, curriculum projects in the 1990s designed to 
increase the achievement of talented learners in core content areas such as language arts, science, and 
social studies produced academic gains in persuasive writing and literary analysis (VanTassel-Baska, 
Johnson, Hughes & Boyce, 1996; VanTassel-Baska, Zuo, Avery & Little, 2002), scientific understanding of 
variables (VanTassel-Baska, Bass, Ries, Poland & Avery, 1998), and problem generation and social 
studies content acquisition (Gallagher & Stepien, 1996; Gallagher, Stepien & Rosenthal, 1992). 

Access to Acceleration. Because academically talented students learn quickly, one effective option for 
serving them is acceleration of the curriculum. Many educators and members of the general public 

                                                           
20 This section is based on an unpublished literature review written by Dr. Ann Robinson, Professor, University of 
Arkansas at Little Rock.  
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believe acceleration always means skipping a grade. However, there are at least 17 different types of 
acceleration, ranging from curriculum compacting (which reduces the amount of time students spend on 
material) to subject matter acceleration (going to a higher-grade level for one class) to high school 
course options like AP or concurrent credit (Southern, Jones & Stanley, 1993). In some cases, 
acceleration means content acceleration, which brings more complex material to the student at his or 
her current grade level. In other cases, acceleration means student acceleration, which brings the 
student to the material by shifting placement. Reviews of the research on different forms of acceleration 
have been conducted across several decades and consistently report the positive effects of acceleration 
on student achievement (Gallagher, 1996; Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Southern, Jones & Stanley, 1993), 
including AP classes (Bleske-Rechek, Lubinski & Benbow, 2004). Multiple studies also report participant 
satisfaction with acceleration and benign effects on social and psychological development. 

Access to Trained Teachers. Research and teacher reports indicate general classroom teachers make 
very few, if any, modifications for academically talented learners (Archambault, et al, 1993), even 
though talented students have mastered 40 to 50 percent of the elementary curriculum before the 
school year begins. In contrast, teachers who receive appropriate training are more likely to provide 
classroom instruction that meets the needs of talented learners. Students report differences among 
teachers who have had such training, and independent observers in the classroom document the 
benefit of this training as well (Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994). Curriculum and instructional adaptation 
requires the support of a specially trained coach at the building level, which could be embedded in the 
instructional coaches recommended (Element 7) (Reis & Purcell, 1993). Overall, learning outcomes for 
high ability learners are increased when they have access to programs whose staff have specialized 
training in working with high ability learners, which could be accomplished with the professional 
development resources recommended (Element 16). 

Overall, research on gifted programs indicates the effects on student achievement vary by the strategy 
of the intervention. Research in the 1990s found that enriched classes for gifted and talented students 
produced effect sizes of about +0.40 and accelerated classes for gifted and talented students produced 
somewhat larger effectives sizes of +0.90 (Gallagher, 1996; Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Kulik & Kulik, 1992). 
These conclusions were generally confirmed by a recent meta-analyses of 100 years of research on the 
effects of ability grouping and acceleration on academic achievement of K-12 students (Steenbergen-Hu, 
Makel & Olszewski-Kubilis, 2016). Talented students benefit substantially from “accelerated” practices, 
both within classrooms and across grades. 

Practice Implications. At the elementary and middle school level, the research on best practices is to 
place gifted students in special classes comprised of all gifted students and accelerate their instruction 
because such students can learn much more in a given time period than other students. When the pull 
out and acceleration approach is not possible, an alternative is to have these students skip grades in 
order to be exposed to accelerated instruction. Research shows neither of these practices systemically 
produces social adjustment problems. Many gifted students get bored and sometimes restless in 
classrooms that do not have accelerated instruction. Both of these strategies have little or no cost, 
except for scheduling and training of teachers, resources for which are provided by professional 
development (Element 16). 



102 
 

The primary approach to serve gifted students in high schools is to enroll them in advanced courses, 
such as AP and IB, to participate in dual enrollment in postsecondary institutions, or to have them take 
courses through distance learning mechanisms. 

To supplement such practices, the University of Connecticut Center on the Gifted and Talented 
developed a very powerful internet-based platform, Renzulli Learning, which provides for a wide range 
of programs and services for gifted and talented students. This system takes students through about a 
25-30 minute detailed assessment of their interests and abilities, which produces an individual profile 
for the student. The student is then directed, via a search engine, to multiple internet data systems, 
including interactive web-sites and simulations that provide a wide range of opportunities to engage the 
student’s interests. Several years ago, Renzulli stated that such an approach was undoubtedly the future 
for the very bright student and could be supported by a grant of $25 per student in a district. Field 
(2007) found that after 16 weeks, students given access to an internet-based program, such as Renzulli 
Learning to read, research, investigate, and produce materials, significantly improved their overall 
achievement in reading comprehension, reading fluency and social studies. 

Renzulli Learning was originally run by the Connecticut National Research Center on the Gifted and 
Talented. In 2005, Renzulli Learning was sold to Compass Learning, an educational organization 
headquartered in Austin, Texas with technology-based applications used around the country. Compass 
Learning renamed the Renzulli Learning program GoQuest. According to the company’s website,21 a 
student’s first experience with Renzulli Learning is with the Renzulli Profiler, a detailed online 
questionnaire that allows the software to generate a personal profile of each student’s top interests, 
learning styles, and expression styles, making it easier for teachers to get to know their students and 
effectively differentiate instruction. Once a profile is generated, students and teachers use it to guide 
their exploration of the 40,000 online educational resources in the database. Students can engage in 
self-directed learning by exploring safe, fully-vetted resources that have been specifically matched to 
their individual profiles. Further, teachers can browse the database of resources to find activities that 
also align to specific objectives, skills, as well as State and Common Core Curriculum Standards. 

In summer 2015, the study team spoke with Troy Duffield, who was the Compass Learning’s lead 
consultant for the Rocky Mountain region. He described the attributes of Renzulli Learning and other 
products provided by Compass Learning and POA confirmed a new pricing structure for Renzulli 
Learning. The cost today is $40 per student for up to 125 students in a school, at which point the cost is 
$5,000 for a school and all students have full access to the program. If a figure of $40 per student were 
included in the EB Model, all districts would be able to afford this gifted program.  

Compass Learning also offers products that can be used for both teaching the regular curriculum and 
providing extra help to struggling students, and these additional products have been adopted by school 
districts across the country. These products integrate the instructional strategies with results of testing 
data from three of the most popular interim, short cycle testing systems many districts use: the MAP 
results from the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), the STAR Enterprise assessments from 

                                                           
21 http://www.renzullilearning.com/  
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Renaissance Learning, and Scantron. The costs of these additional Compass Learning programs range 
from $70 to $115 per student per program, and could be funded from a district’s regular instructional 
and professional development budgets or the resources provided by the poverty student or ELL 
programs. 

14. Intensive Professional Development 

Professional development includes a number of important components. This section describes the 
specific dollar resource recommendations the EB Model provides for professional development. In 
addition to the resources listed here, PD includes the instructional coaches described in Element 7 and 
the collaborative planning time provided by the provisions for elective or specialist teachers. Those staff 
positions are critical to an adequate PD program along with the resources identified in this section.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into the teacher contract year 
$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and 
time for collaborative work [Element 4]) 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Effective teachers are the most influential factor in student learning (Rowan, Correnti & Miller, 2002; 
Wright, Horn & Sanders, 1997) and more systemic deployment of effective instruction is key to 
improving student learning and reducing achievement gaps (Odden, 2011a; Raudenbusch, 2009). All 
school faculties need ongoing professional development. Improving teacher effectiveness through high-
quality professional development is arguably one of the most important strategies effective schools 
deploy, and thus providing resources to deploy those programs is important.  

An ongoing, comprehensive, and systemic professional development strategy is the way in which all the 
resources recommended in this report are transformed into high-quality, Tier 1 instruction that 
increases student learning. Further, though the key focus of professional development is for better 
instruction in the core subjects of mathematics, reading/language arts, writing, history and science, the 
professional development resources in the EB Model are adequate to address the instructional needs 
for gifted and talented, special education, ELL students (including sheltered-English pedagogy), 
embedding technology in the curriculum and for elective teachers as well. Finally, all beginning teachers 
need intensive professional development, first in classroom management, organization, and student 
discipline, and then in instruction. The most effective way to “induct” and “mentor” new teachers is to 
have them working in functional collaborative teacher teams, discussed in Elements 4 and 5. 

Fortunately, there is substantial research on effective professional development and its costs (e.g., 
Crow, 2011; Odden, 2011b). Effective professional development is defined as professional development 
that produces change in teachers’ classroom-based instructional practice that can be linked to 
improvements in student learning. The practices and principles researchers and professional 
development organizations use to characterize “high-quality” or “effective” professional development 
draw upon a series of empirical research studies that linked program strategies to changes in teachers’ 
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instructional practice and subsequent increases in student achievement [see Kennedy (2016) for a 
review]. Combined, these studies and reports from Learning Forward, the national organization focused 
on professional development (see Crow, 2011), identified six structural features of effective professional 
development: 

1. The form of the activity – that is, whether the activity is organized as a study group, teacher 
network, mentoring collaborative, committee, or curriculum development group. The above 
research suggests effective professional development should be school-based, job-embedded 
and focused on the curriculum taught rather than a one-day workshop. 
 

2. The duration of the activity, including the total number of contact hours participants are 
expected to spend in the activity, as well as the span of time over which the activity takes place. 
Research has shown the importance of continuous, ongoing, long-term professional 
development that totals a substantial number of hours each year, at least 100 hours and closer 
to 200 hours. 
 

3. The degree to which the activity emphasizes the collective participation of teachers from the 
same school, department, or grade level. The research suggests effective professional 
development should be organized around groups of teachers from a school that over time 
includes the entire faculty. 
 

4. The degree to which the activity has a content focus – that is, the degree to which the activity is 
focused on improving and deepening teachers’ content knowledge as well as how students learn 
that content. The research concludes teachers need to know the content they teach, need to 
know common student miscues or problems students typically have learning the content, and 
effective instructional strategies linking the two. The content focus today should emphasize 
content for college and career ready curriculum standards. 
 

5. The extent to which the activity offers opportunities for active learning, such as opportunities 
for teachers to become engaged in the meaningful analysis of teaching and learning for 
example, by scoring student work or developing, refining and implementing a standards-based 
curriculum unit. The research has shown professional development is most effective when it 
includes opportunities for teachers to work directly on incorporating the new techniques into 
their instructional practice with the help of instructional coaches (see also Joyce & Showers, 
2002). 
 

6. The degree to which the activity promotes coherence in teachers’ professional development, by 
aligning professional development to other key parts of the education system such as student 
content and performance standards, teacher evaluation, school and district goals, and the 
development of a professional community. The above research supports tying professional 
development to a comprehensive, interrelated change process focused on improving student 
learning. 
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Form, duration, and active learning together imply that effective professional development includes 
some initial learning (e.g. a two-week – 10-day – summer training institute) as well as considerable 
longer-term work in which teachers work to incorporate the new instructional strategies into their 
classroom practices, with guidance provided by instructional coaches. Active learning implies some 
degree of collaborative work and coaching during regular school hours to help the teacher incorporate 
new strategies into his/her normal instructional practices. It should be clear that the longer the 
duration, and the more the coaching, the more time is required of teachers as well as professional 
development trainers and coaches. 

Content focus means effective professional development focuses largely on subject matter knowledge, 
what is known about how students learn that subject, and the actual curriculum that is used to teach 
the content. Currently, this means a curriculum program to ensure students are college and career ready 
when they graduate from high school. Collective participation implies that professional development 
includes groups of and at some point, all teachers in a school, who then work together to implement the 
new strategies, engage in data-based decision making (Carlson, Borman & Robinson, 2011) and build a 
professional community. 

Coherence suggests professional development is more effective when the signals from the policy 
environment (federal, state, district, and school) reinforce rather than contradict one another or send 
multiple, confusing messages. Coherence also implies professional development opportunities should be 
given as part of implementation of new curriculum and instructional approaches, today focusing on the 
college and career ready standards. There is little support in this research for the development of 
individually oriented professional development plans; the research implies a much more systemic 
approach. 

Each of these six structural features has cost implications. Form, duration, collective participation, and 
active learning require various amounts of both teacher and trainer/coach/mentor time, during the 
regular school day and year and, depending on the specific strategies, outside of the regular day and 
year as well. This time costs money. Further, all professional development strategies require some 
amount of administration, materials and supplies, and miscellaneous financial support for travel and 
fees. Both the above programmatic features and the specifics of their cost implications are helpful to 
comprehensively describe specific professional development programs and their related resource 
needs. 

From this research on the features of effective professional development, the EB Model includes the 
following for a systemic, ongoing, comprehensive professional development program: 

 Ten days of student free time for training embedded in the salary level and a longer teacher 
work year; and  

 Funds for training at the rate of $125 per student. 

The resources for student free time and cost of training are in addition to instructional coaches (Element 
5) and collaborative work with teachers in their schools during planning and collaborative time periods 
(Element 4). 
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In a December 2016 review of the research on professional development, Kennedy (2016) generally 
identifies the same structural features of effective professional development as outlined above. She also 
notes that when effective, the impact of a professional development program is usually stronger in the 
year following the program and can increase even after that [for an example, see Horn (2010) and 
Pianta, Allen & King (2011)]. She further states that many studies find little if any impact of a 
professional development program, but argues that nearly all education research struggles to find 
consistent findings from all studies. Finally, her review included only programs lasting at least a year, 
whereas many less effective professional development programs are much shorter. The take away is 
that professional development can work. It needs all the programmatic features identified above, should 
last at least a year, and should be followed by intensive coaching of individual teachers in their 
classrooms – resources for all of which are included in the EB model. 

15. Instructional Materials  

The need for up-to-date instructional materials is paramount. Newer materials contain more accurate 
information and incorporate the most contemporary pedagogical approaches. New curriculum materials 
are critical today as the school systems shifts to more rigorous college and career ready standards. To 
ensure that materials are current, nearly half the states have instituted adoption cycles in which they 
specify or recommend texts that are aligned to state learning standards (Ravitch, 2004). Up-to-date 
instructional materials are expensive, but affordable and vital to the learning process. Researchers 
estimate that up to 90 percent of classroom activities are driven by textbooks and textbook content 
(Ravitch, 2004). Adoption cycles with state funding attached allow districts to upgrade their texts on an 
ongoing basis instead of allowing these expenditures to be postponed indefinitely. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
15. Instructional Materials  $190 per student for instructional and library materials 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

This analysis addresses two issues: instructional materials and library materials. 

Instructional Materials. Michigan supports rigorous curriculum standards that prepare all students to be 
college and career ready, particularly rigorous standards in mathematics, reading/English/language arts, 
science, history and world languages. Access to standards-aligned instructional resources is critical for 
teachers and students to successfully implement these standards. Michigan currently does not have a 
specified textbook adoption cycle. Adoption cycles backed by State funding for materials allow districts 
to upgrade their textbooks and instructional materials on an ongoing basis instead of postponing these 
purchases indefinitely. In 2004, 20 states had instituted adoption cycles in which they specified or 
recommended texts aligned to state learning standards (Ravitch, 2004). These cycles ranged from five to 
seven years. Michigan could consider a textbook adoption cycle as a mechanism of insuring that local 
districts provide students with recent, relevant, and reliable information, particularly if the funding 
formula included adequate resources to keep instructional materials up-to-date. Textbook adoption is a 
time consuming, labor-intensive process; without state encouragement, and many times state action, 
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these important and costly decision processes can be delayed by districts for extended periods, to the 
detriment of the instructional programs and student learning. 

The type and cost of textbooks and other instructional materials differ across elementary and secondary 
levels. Textbooks at the secondary level are more complex and thus more expensive. Elementary grades, 
on the other hand, use more workbooks, worksheets, and other consumables than the secondary level. 
Both elementary and secondary levels require extensive pedagogical aides such as math manipulatives 
and science supplies that help teachers demonstrate or present concepts using different pedagogical 
approaches.  

Textbook prices range widely. At the high school level, textbooks can cost from $80 to $140. Most major 
textbook companies now offer electronic versions of their texts; however, contrary to popular belief, 
these versions can be more expensive than the paper-based texts. Some digital versions are offered with 
time-bound contracts, much like library database subscriptions, while others might require the purchase 
of the paper texts with the digital license. Most digital-only materials from standard publishers are the 
same price or are only marginally discounted from the paper-based version. Many publishers will offer 
to sell the paper-based texts with the electronic version for a 20 percent to 30 percent premium.  

Unless Michigan decides to fund a one-to-one student computer program, it is not practical to rely 
exclusively on electronic-based textbooks. One-to-one computer programs also rely on home-based 
internet connectivity. Until a one-to-one computer program is funded, it is necessary to continue to 
purchase paper-based textbooks to ensure all students have access to curriculum-appropriate 
resources. 

Considering the move to Michigan’s version of more rigorous curriculum standards, districts should 
focus on purchasing curriculum and instructional materials that will assist teachers to drive student 
success. These new, more demanding standards require more reading from information texts across all 
curricular subject areas. This necessitates the purchase of additional materials that have not been 
required prior to the implementation of these more rigorous curriculum standards. The EB Model 
recommendation providing $170 per student allows school districts to support a six-year standard 
adoption. The six-year adoption cycle fits nicely with the typical secondary schedule of six content 
courses (see below). It also comes close to matching the content areas covered at the elementary level. 

Six-Year Textbook Adoption Cycle Example 
Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Content Area Social Studies 
Science,  

Health, PE 
Fine Arts 

English 
Language Arts 

Foreign 
Language 

Mathematics 

In some years, at the elementary level, there are subject areas that pertain more to the secondary 
levels.  

In these years, the funds for instructional materials provide the opportunity for purchasing not only 
additional supplementary texts but also consumables/pedagogical aides (see below). 
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Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Content 
Area 

Language 
Arts  

Mathematics Social Studies 
Science/ 
Health 

PE, Visual & 
Performing Arts 

Supplements, 
Consumables, 
Manipulatives 

 
With more rigorous curriculum standards as a backdrop, the current EB Model recommendation is to 
create one unified rate of instructional materials, regardless of whether the student attends an 
elementary or secondary school. The rate of $170 per student will support the purchase of instructional 
materials that are best organized to take advantage of Michigan teaching strategies. This funding level 
would also allow the purchase of digital access to some textbooks if districts desire to adopt and 
experiment with digital access to textbook materials. If combined with a regular adoption cycle, this 
annual allocation will allow districts to focus on purchasing new curricular materials for one subject area 
a year, including textbooks and supplementary materials, all of which are needed to enable teachers to 
raise student achievement. 

A comment on curriculum. It goes without saying that textbooks selection substantially determines the 
specific curriculum a school will teach. Additionally, some curriculum and instructional programs are 
more effective than others. Though a complete review of curriculum programs is beyond the scope of 
this report, which is focused on adequate resources, it is important that districts and schools use the 
funds for instructional materials to select textbooks, curriculum, and instructional programs that 
research finds effective. In the section on tutors, the analysis emphasized that structured reading 
programs, which specifically, systematically, and directly address phonemic awareness and phonics, 
have been shown by multiple researchers to be more effective, especially for children from lower 
income and ELL backgrounds.  

Similar evidence suggests mathematics programs and instructional practices matter. Many effective 
schools have used some version of the Everyday Math or Math Their Way textbooks, which integrate 
problem solving with concept instruction and an emphasis on arithmetic basics. Further, a recent study 
concludes that early elementary children with mathematics difficulties are best served by teachers who 
provide substantial direct mathematical instruction and routine practice and drill on math facts 
(Morgan, Farkas & Maczuga, 2015). The study team’s conclusion is that some instructional materials are 
more effective with some or all students than others, and districts and schools should select specific 
programs only after careful analysis and review to ensure that funds for instructional materials are spent 
wisely. 

Library Materials. The NCES reports the average national expenditure for library materials in the SY 
2011-12 was $16 per student, excluding library salaries (NCES, 2015). Over 90 percent of the $16 was 
spent on book titles and the remainder on other resources such as subscription databases. In the past, 
electronic databases were increasing in use, however use has declined in recent years as many 
instructional resources such as the Khan Academy and Wikipedia are offered free to the public. 
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Electronic database services vary in price and scope and are usually charged to school districts on an 
annual per student basis. Depending on the content of these databases, costs can range from one to five 
dollars per database per year per student.  

Inflating these numbers to adequately meet the needs of school libraries, the EB Model provides $20 
per student to pay for library texts and electronic services. These figures modestly exceed the national 
average, allowing librarians to strengthen print collections. At the same time, it allows schools to 
provide, and experiment with, the electronic database resources on which students rely (Tenopir, 2003).  

Adding this $20 per student figure to the $170 per student figure for instructional materials, brings the 
2015 EB Model recommendation to $190 per student for instructional and library materials.  

16. Short Cycle/Interim Assessments 

The need to monitor students with IEPs and for teachers to engage in collaborative work using student 
data requires faculties to have access to short cycle, interim assessment data. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
16. Short Cycle/ Interim 

Assessments  
$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Data-based decision making has become an important element in school reform over the past decade. It 
began with the seminal work of Black and Wiliam (1998a, 1998b) on how ongoing data on student 
performance could be used by teachers to frame and reform instructional practice, and continued with 
current best practice on how professional learning communities use student data to improve teaching 
and learning (DuFour, et al., 2010; Steiny, 2009). The goal is to have teachers use data to inform their 
instructional practice, identify students who need interventions and monitor those students to 
determine whether the interventions improve student performance (Boudett, City & Murnane, 2007). 
Today, data-based decision making has become a central element of schools moving the student 
achievement needle (Odden, 2009, 2012). 

Research on data-based decision making has documented significant, positive impacts on student 
learning. For example, Marsh, McCombs and Martorell (2010) showed how data-driven decision making 
in combination with instructional coaches produced improvements in teaching practice as well as 
student achievement. Another study of such efforts using a randomized controlled trial showed that 
engaging in data-based decision making using interim assessment data improved student achievement 
in both mathematics and reading (Carlson, Borman & Robinson, 2011).  

In light of the high impact of data-based decision making, several articles have appeared recently to help 
teachers, schools, and districts to design effective structures for both facilitating and enhancing the 
effects of data based decision making. Hamilton et al. (2009) summarize the research on, and structures 
of, effective data-based decision-making mechanisms. Datanow (who has conducted several studies of 
these issues) and Park (2014) produced a handbook on how to structure and implement high impact 
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data-based decision-making processes. The authors followed that book with a more succinct overview of 
the systems in Educational Leadership (Datanow & Park, 2015). And the late Richard DuFour (2015), 
another of the country’s experts of teacher collaborative work using student data, also provided a 
synopsis of effective structures and processes for engaging in effective data-based decision making. 

Diversity of interim assessments 
There is some confusion in terminology when referring to these new assessment data. Generally, these 
student performance data are different from those provided by state accountability or summative 
testing. The most generic term is “interim data,” meaning assessment data collected in the interim 
between the annual administrations of statewide assessments, though some practitioners and writers 
refer to such data as “formative assessments.”  There are at least two kinds of such “interim” 
assessment data. Benchmark assessments, such as those provided by the NWEA called MAP 
(www.nwea.org ), which are given two to three times a year, often at the beginning, middle and end of 
the year. They are meant to provide “benchmark” information so teachers can see at the end of the 
semester how students are progressing in their learning. Sometimes these benchmark assessments are 
given just twice, once in the fall and again in late spring, and function just as a pre- and post-test for the 
school year, even though some practitioners erroneously refer to tests used this way as “formative 
assessments.”  Until recently, these test data could not be used for progress monitoring in a RTI program 
of extra help for struggling students. 

A second type of assessment data is collected during shorter time cycles within every quarter, such as 
monthly, and often referred to as “short cycle” or “formative” assessments. These more “micro” student 
outcome data are meant to be used by teachers to plan instructional strategies before a curriculum unit 
is taught, to track student performance for the two to three curriculum concepts that would normally be 
taught during a nine week or so instructional period, and to progress monitor students with IEPs. 

Examples of “short cycle” assessments, the costs of which are discussed more below, include STAR 
Enterprise from Renaissance Learning (www.renaissance.com), which is in an online, adaptive system 
that provides data in reading/literacy and mathematics for grades PreK-12. The basic package takes 
students about 20-30 minutes to be assessed, is aligned to the common core curriculum standards, can 
easily be further aligned to more specific state standards, can be augmented with professional 
development activities and programs, and can be given as often as the teacher wishes. Many Reading 
First schools, as well as many schools studied (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, 2009), use the Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) assessments (http://dibels.uoregon.edu). Another 
commercial interim assessment package used frequently is Aimsweb (http://www.aimsweb.com). 

Many districts have also developed their own benchmark tests, mainly in core subject areas. Others use 
common unit or chapter tests to gauge interim student progress toward achieving standards. While 
these tests cannot be normed because of their localized origin, they can provide valuable information to 
site and district teachers and administrators to ensure students are learning and that teachers have 
covered the subject standards required in district pacing guides. 
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Though some “interim” assessments are teacher created, it often is more efficient to start with 
commercially available packages, most of which today are administered online and provide immediate 
results. Analyses of the state tests provide a good beginning for schools to redesign their overall 
educational program. Benchmark assessments give feedback on each semester of instruction and are 
often used to determine which students need interventions or extra help. But, short cycle assessments 
provide the information a teacher needs to create a micro-map for how to teach specific curriculum 
units. Teachers need short cycle assessment and other screening data to design the details of, and daily 
lesson plans for, each specific curriculum unit in order to become more effective in getting all students 
to learn the main objectives in each curriculum unit to the level of proficiency. 

When teachers have the detailed data from these interim assessments, they are able to design 
instructional activities that are more precisely matched to the exact learning status of the students in 
their own classrooms and school. In this way, their instruction can be much more efficient because they 
know the goals and objectives they want students to learn, and they know exactly what their students 
do and do not know with respect to those goals and objectives. With these data they can design 
instructional activities specifically to help the students in their classrooms learn the goals and objectives 
for the particular curriculum unit. 

Costs of interim assessments 

The costs of these powerful assessments are modest. In the past, the EB Model provided $30 to $35 per 
student, which was more than sufficient for a school to purchase access to the system, as well as some 
specific technological equipment and related professional development. The Renaissance Learning STAR 
assessments can function as both interim and benchmark assessments, can be used to progress monitor 
students with IEPs, include both math and reading PreK-12, and cost less than this figure. Some districts 
have dropped Scantron, NWEA MAP, and Aims Web assessments and replaced them with just the single 
STAR enterprise system that provides all the information of the previous three, and at a lower overall 
cost. 

The EB Model now includes just $25 per student for these assessments, as their costs have declined. The 
variety of assessment instruments available commercially to school districts, many of which are used in 
Michigan districts, are discussed below. They include the NWEA MAP, DIBELS, AIMSWEB, and 
Renaissance Learning’s STAR Enterprise. 

NWEA MAP 

According to the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) website, the assessments are electronically 
administered and scored achievement tests designed to measure growth in student learning for 
individual students, classrooms, schools, and districts. The assessments provide accurate and immediate 
scores to help teachers plan instructional programs, place new students in the appropriate courses, and 
screen students for special programs. MAP is a computerized adaptive testing system tailored to a 
student’s achievement level. Each student takes a dynamically developed test. The program instantly 
analyzes the student’s response to each question and based on how well the student has answered all 
previous questions, provides a question of appropriate difficulty next. The standard package includes 



112 
 

assessments for reading, language usage, mathematics, and the upper math series (Algebra I, Geometry, 
Algebra II, Integrated Math I, and Integrated Math II). A science assessment has recently been added. 
Further, NWEA has created a Skills Navigator for math and reading that can be used to monitor students 
receiving interventions. The Skills Navigator is also an online assessment. 

Many Michigan districts use the NWEA MAP assessments, which usually are administered in September, 
January and May and reflect “benchmark” assessments, i.e., assessments that show how students are 
progressing over the course of the year. In the fall, the results from the screener portion of the MAP can 
be used to place students into small reading or math groups, and to identify appropriate interventions.  

The core MAP assessments can be administered three to four times a year. The cost for the reading, 
language usage and math assessments is $13.50 per student per year. The new science test costs an 
additional $2.50 per student. The Skills Navigator used for monitoring the progress of students with 
interventions can be administered as often as needed and costs seven dollars per student and covers 
both reading and math. All together these assessments would cost $23 per student. NWEA would 
negotiate a lower cost if the State negotiated a deal and paid for all students.22   

DIBELS 
Another popular interim assessment is the DIBELS. DIBELS includes a set of procedures and measures for 
assessing the acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergarten through grade 6. They are 
administered by teachers and designed to be short (one to six minute) fluency measures used to 
regularly monitor the development of early literacy and early reading skills. DIBELS is comprised of seven 
measures to function as indicators of phonemic awareness, alphabetic principle, accuracy, and fluency 
with connected text, reading comprehension, and vocabulary. DIBELS was designed for use in identifying 
children experiencing difficulty in acquisition of basic early literacy skills in order to provide support 
early and prevent the occurrence of later reading difficulties. The cost is a nominal one dollar per 
student. 

Unfortunately, DIBELS is often administered by an instructional coach, guidance counselor or Title I 
teacher, or a trained paraprofessional, but not by the student’s classroom teacher. Under these 
circumstances, the assessment data must then be provided to teachers if they are to use the results in 
classroom activities. This transfer of data can be cumbersome as the data are on paper and not in 
electronic form.  

Another common interim assessment frequently used around the country is AIMSWEB. AIMSWEB, now 
owned by Pearson, is an assessment system that provides up to 33 alternate forms per skill, per grade. 
AIMSWEB covers more skill areas and grade levels than any other assessment system. 

 Although browser-based scoring allows teachers to automatically upload scores to the AIMSWEB 
database system, the assessment itself is administered to each individual student by the teacher. 
AIMSWEB assessments include: 

                                                           
22 These cost figures were obtained from a state NWEA liaison for the MAP assessments, Carolyn Mock. 
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 Reading: early literacy, Spanish early literacy, reading (English and Spanish) and reading maze, 
 Language arts: spelling and written expression, 
 Mathematics: early numeracy, math concepts and applications, and math computations, and 
 Behavior: Exclusive screening, monitoring, and intervention tools for behavior and social skills.  

 
The complete AIMSWEB package costs six dollars per student, and the company is moving towards 
providing the assessments in a computer-based format. 

Renaissance Learning’s STAR Enterprise 
A fourth type of interim assessment system is an online, computer adaptive assessment system linked to 
a learning progression. One such system is Renaissance Learning’s STAR Enterprise, which includes early 
literacy, mathematics and reading. This system requires much less teacher time than the teacher 
administered assessments as students can take these assessments virtually on their own. Since they are 
online computer adaptive systems, they provide immediate feedback to teachers and include many 
instructional strategies to address any learning needs identified by the results. These assessments can 
be administered as often as needed, at no extra cost, so they work well for progress monitoring. 

The STAR Enterprise assessment programs support “instructional decisions, RTI, and instructional 
improvement” by measuring student progress in early literacy, reading, and mathematics. The early 
literacy program measures student proficiency from pre-kindergarten to grade three. The reading and 
math programs assess student skills for grades one to 12. A science assessment is also being developed.  

Subscriptions to STAR Enterprise products cost $3.80 per student for each assessment: math, reading 
and early literacy. The smallest subscription size available is 100 students. A more comprehensive 
subscription, STAR 360, costs $11.45 per student. In addition to the per student subscription fee, 
subscribers must pay a small annual fee ($500 in 2013) for online product hosting services. New 
subscribers to STAR Enterprise pay a one-time licensing fee of $1,600.  

Final Comments on the Costs of Interim Assessment 
Though districts need interim assessments to provide teachers with interim data for instructional 
decision making, grouping students, identifying appropriate interventions for struggling students, and 
monitoring the progress of all students, too many districts across the country have adopted multiple and 
often overlapping assessments. DIBELS is largely a screener assessment. AIMSWEB, MAP and STAR 
Enterprise also can function as screeners. Districts do not need both DIBELS and one of MAP or STAR 
Enterprise. Further, DIBELS and AIMSWEB, while popular, also require teachers to administer the 
assessments. For these reasons, the computer adaptive assessments – STAR Enterprise and MAP – have 
become more popular in many places, often replacing both DIBELS and AIMSWEB as well as Scantron, 
another paper-based testing system.  

For more information about benchmark assessments, Hanover Research23 recently completed an 
extensive review of the above and other interim assessment systems, including costs and ratings of 
them from the National Center for Response to Intervention.  

                                                           
23 Hanover Research. (2013). Review of K12 Literacy and Math Progress Monitoring Tools. Washington, D.C. 
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17. Technology and Equipment 

Over time, schools need to embed technology into instructional programs and school management 
strategies. Today, states require students not only to be technologically proficient but also to take some 
courses online to graduate from high school. Many state end-of-year accountability assessments are 
now taken in an on-line format. Further, there are many online education options, from state-run virtual 
schools such as those in Florida and Wisconsin, to those created by private sector companies who run 
many virtual charter schools, such as K12 Inc. and Connections Academy. “Blended instructional” or “the 
flipped classroom” models, such as Rocketship, have also emerged (Whitmire, 2014). These programs 
infuse technology and online teaching into regular schools, provide more one to one student assistance, 
and put the teacher into more of a coaching role (see Odden, 2012). Research also shows these 
technology systems work well for many students, and can work effectively in schools with high 
concentrations of lower income and minority students (Whitmire, 2014). Moreover, they can be less 
costly than traditional public schools (Battaglino, Haldeman & Laurans, 2012; Odden, 2012). 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
17. Technology and 

Equipment 
$250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Infusing technology into the school curriculum has associated costs for computer hardware, networking 
equipment, software, training, and personnel associated with maintaining and repairing these machines. 
If these technology elements are not maintained and updated, teachers and students will become 
disengaged and learning opportunities will be lost.  

Purchasing and embedding technology into the operation of schools has both direct and indirect costs. 
Direct costs include expenditures for the hardware, software, and labor costs for repairing and 
maintaining the infrastructure and machines. Indirect costs include the expenditures for professional 
development, loss of time for self-support and casual learning, and additional hours of user application 
development. This section focuses on direct technology costs, as the indirect costs of training and 
ongoing professional development are resourced by Element 14.  

The EB Model assumes Michigan schools are not beginning at a baseline of zero. All Michigan schools 
today have some mix of computers of varying ages, the large majority of which are connected to school 
networks and the internet. Schools have been wired and most are now adding Wi-Fi capabilities and 
increasing bandwidth. This cost analysis includes funds for upgrading network switchgear and central 
servers that occur in the normal course of maintenance. The EB Model assumes major capital expenses 
such as access to fiber optics have been covered, or will be covered, with other funds from the school 
capital construction program.  

POA refers readers to a more detailed analysis of the costs of equipping schools with ongoing 
technology materials (Odden, 2012) spearheaded by Scott Price, now Chief Financial Officer for the Los 
Angeles County Office of Education. The analysis estimated four categories of technology costs totaling 
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$250 a student. The amounts by category should be considered flexible, as districts and schools need to 
allocate dollars to their highest technology priority outlined in state and district technology plans.  

The per-student costs for each of the four subcategories are:   

1. Computer hardware: $71. 
 

2. Operating systems, productivity, and non-instructional software: $72. 
 

3. Network equipment, printers, and copiers: $55. 
 

4. Instructional software and additional classroom hardware: $52. 
 
This per student figure is sufficient for schools to purchase, upgrade and maintain computers, servers, 
operating systems and productivity software, network equipment, and student administrative system 
and financial systems software, as well as other equipment such as copiers. System software packages 
vary dramatically in price; the figure recommended would cover medium priced student administrative 
and financial systems software packages.  

The $250 per student figure, originally developed in 2006 and updated in both 2010 and 2015, allows a 
school to have one computer for every two to three students. This ratio was sufficient to provide every 
teacher, the principal, and other key school-level staff with a computer, and to have an actual ratio of 
about one computer for every three-to-four students in each classroom.  

Over the last few years, computer makers have developed alternative products, such as netbooks, 
Chromebooks and tablet computers that have a lower entry price point of about $300 per unit 
compared to the $500 to $800 cost for laptop or desktop computers. For school districts that value 
lowering the student-to-computer ratio, purchase of these devices provides an opportunity to 
significantly increase the number of student devices when replacing traditional units at their end-of-life. 
By using non-traditional form factors with lower-priced units, districts can purchase more units and 
lower their student-to-computers ratios. Additionally, many times it is cheaper for a district to buy 
additional units of these less expensive computers than to purchase multi-year service agreements. 

Though Chromebooks use a different operating system than typically used in the educational 
environment, most instructional and interactive testing software is browser-based, making the 
instructional software agnostic regarding operating systems. Additional software is being continually 
developed for these new platforms as they become more commonly used in the educational space. 
Google develops applications that will work offline when a Chromebook is not connected to the 
internet. However, when the Chromebook is not connected to the internet, the functionality of the 
applications may be limited. This can be a disadvantage for low-income students in one-to-one models 
or loan program models who do not have internet access at home. Finally, Chromebooks and other such 
platforms are still not appropriate for the school or district administrative office functions. 

As the ratio of these new devices to traditional devices increases there is opportunity for districts to 
explore one-to-one student-to-computer ratios at key grade levels. As high stakes, computerized testing 
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is pushed further into the primary grade levels, moreover, it is essential students are able to comfortably 
use computers to demonstrate their knowledge. If students have not had sufficient practice with 
computers in a testing environment, computerized testing can become a barrier to successfully 
assessing student achievement. If students cannot comfortably type, text responses become more of a 
test of “hunt and peck” skills than a reflection of the student’s ability to respond to a prompt.  

Although states and districts continue to move to online testing for accountability and short cycle, 
interim assessments, districts will need to increase the number of devices they have and expand their 
internet bandwidth to accommodate this testing. Students will also have to become accustomed to 
using headphones, which are required when testing groups of students together. Again, it is important 
students feel comfortable with the computers they will use for testing so the hardware does not 
become a barrier to assessing student knowledge. Many Michigan students already have some 
experience in online testing in those districts that use the Renaissance Learning Star or NWEA MAP 
online assessment systems for interim and benchmark assessment data and to show student 
performance gains for summer school programs. 

In considering the above factors, if a district begins to adopt a mix of standard and low-cost units into 
district inventories, the average cost of a computer unit will drop depending on the percentage of higher 
and lower priced form factors. Despite this drop in average cost, the EB Model recommendation 
remains at $71 per student for computer hardware, recognizing that introducing lower priced units will 
allow districts to move closer to a one-to-one student to computer ratio and improve refresh rates on all 
units. It will also allow students to experience a wider breadth of form factors that will better prepare 
them for the workplace. 

In the past, the EB Model has recommended districts either incorporate maintenance costs into lease 
agreements or, if purchasing the equipment, buy 24-hour maintenance plans to eliminate the need for 
school or district staff to fix computers. For example, for a very modest amount, one can purchase a 
maintenance agreement from a number of computer manufacturers that guarantees computer repair 
on a next business day basis. In terms of educator concerns that it would be difficult for a 
manufacturer’s contractors to serve remote communities, the maintenance agreement makes meeting 
the service requirements the manufacturer’s or contractor’s problem and not the district’s problem. 
Many of the private sector companies that offer such service often take a new computer with them, 
leave it, and take the broken computer to fix, which often turns out to be more cost effective than to 
send technicians to fix broken computers. On the other hand, when districts analyze the cost of 
warranty programs for Chromebooks or similar low-cost hardware, they may find it is more practical to 
replace broken machines than to pay for extended warranties. 

As the number of computers in schools increases, it becomes more impractical to hard-wire connections 
into classrooms or other instructional spaces. Wireless connectivity is the only solution to creating an 
instructional environment in which internet access is available anywhere, anytime on campus. 
Depending on campus configuration, it is possible to serve a small group of wireless computers with just 
a few wireless access points. However, as the number of computers being simultaneously used 
increases, additional access points must be added. The original EB Model recommendation for 



117 
 

technology and equipment included modest funds to complete small on-campus infrastructure 
improvements.  

The 2017 EB Model recommendation for technology remains at $250. In considering inflation of 
technology costs over time, the cost of some computer related items has decreased although the 
absolute dollar amount has stayed the same. As technology has improved, price points for many 
technologies have remained fairly constant as the capacity and demands increase. While general 
computer and server costs have declined, other technology costs have risen. For example, as the need 
for bandwidth has increased, the older network switches with speeds of 100 megabits have been 
replaced with gigabit switches that cost the same as a 100 megabit seven years ago. If Michigan funds 
school-based technology and equipment at $250 per student, districts will be able to gradually upgrade 
necessary network equipment within their campuses and to lower their student-to-computer ratios 
using a mixture of traditional and new devices.  

A Note on Moving to a One-to-One Computer to Student Ratio. There are many in Michigan as well as 
around the country who argue schools should move to ensure that every student has access to a 
computer, and that embedding computer technologies fully into the curriculum is an idea whose time 
has come. One-to-one computing means each student is issued a laptop to use in all classes and at 
home; this approach has been successfully implemented in some grade levels in districts across the 
country. Districts and schools usually begin one-to-one programs by assigning computers at a specific 
grade level and then letting the students use the computers as they advance to the next grades. In this 
manner, districts can build a one-to-one computer program over a series of years. Maine, which began a 
program of providing every student with a computer, has one of the longest running of such programs 
(Silvernail & Gritter, 2007). 

One-to-one programs are more expensive than a three- or two-to-one program, which are covered by 
the general EB figure of $250 per student. One-to-one programs raise the cost of all four areas of the 
previously listed formula, namely: 1) computer hardware, 2) operating systems, productivity, and other 
non-instructional software, 3) network equipment, bandwidth, Wi-Fi coverage, and 4) instructional 
software. 

In the 2015 recalibration of the Wyoming EB funding formula (Odden & Picus, 2015b), POA argued that 
Chromebooks were not a viable option for moving to a one-to-one strategy, as they were not as durable 
as a Windows or Apple based laptop, and did not have the capabilities of user programs as the latter. 
However, the context has changed rapidly over the past two years. It is now reported that more than 50 
percent of computers used in schools are Chromebook-based. Further, Chromebook technologies have 
substantially improved. Google continues to enhance its package of free software tools that are cloud 
based, meaning the "Microsoft Office-type" suite of applications (presentation, word processing, etc.). 
Further, students who are coming up through the system and have used the Google tools are 
comfortable with them (they know how to do what they want to do in the programs). In addition, 
Microsoft keeps improving Microsoft 360 and allowing access to these programs from the cloud, 
including from the Chromebook device. Finally, school systems have dramatically improved bandwidth 
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to schools, and are shifting to wireless technologies within schools (rather than hard-wiring each 
classroom).  

Thus, the EB estimates of one-to-one costs can be reduced, and refer readers to the 2015 Wyoming 
report on the details of the $571 per student estimate for a one-to-one computer program (Odden & 
Picus, 2015a). Though the costs of hardware drop when one shifts from PC or Apple-based computers to 
Chromebooks, there are still additional costs for networking equipment (expanding bandwidth and 
creating within-school wireless systems), printers and servers, as well as non-instructional and 
instructional software. Those costs can vary depending both on the current status of the school as well 
as the nature of licensing agreements.  

With these caveats, Table 3.2 summarizes cost difference for a three-to-one and two versions of a one-
to-one student to computer ratio. The three-to-one student to computer ratio is the cost per student in 
the EB Model recommendation at $250 per student. The one-to-one environment, with PC or Apple 
computers increases the cost to approximately $571 per student. A rough estimate of a one-to-one 
environment with more Chromebook computers reduces the $571 to about $400. Again, both of the 
latter two cost estimates can vary depending on the current networking capabilities of the district and 
its schools as well as the software licensing agreements it maintains. It is important to note these cost 
estimates do not include the increased costs for additional personnel needed to service the associated 
issues that come with three times as many computers.  

Table 3.2 
Cost of Implementing a 1-to-1 Student to Computer Ratio from a 3-to-1 Student to Computer Ratio* 

Subcategory 3-to-1 
Student-to-

Computer Ratio 

1-to-1 
Student-to-

Computer Ratio* 

1-to-1 
Student-to-

Computer Ratio** 
Computer Hardware $71 $213 $100 
Networking Equipment, Copiers, 
Printers 

$55 $110 $100 

Non-Instructional Software $72 $144 $100 
Instructional Software $52 $104 $100 
Total Cost per Student $250 $571 $400 

*Costs are associated with implementing a one-to-one computing program with a full-featured 
Windows-based laptop.  
**Costs associated with more Google and Chromebook-based computers. 

Benefits of One-to-One Computing. 
Advocates of one-to-one computing cite various benefits, including (Oliver, 2012): improved student 
achievement (especially in writing skills), increased student engagement and collaboration, better 
implementation of project-based learning, an expansion of learning beyond the classroom, and instant 
access to information. Opponents claim it is difficult to isolate technology as the only contributing factor 
to these benefits. Other drawbacks mentioned include: the cost, the need for increased student 
supervision, and the necessity to provide additional professional development to teachers and other 
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district staff (Sauers & Mcleod, 2012; Jackson, 2009; Goodwin, 2011). Though moving to one-to-one 
computing is a popular education initiative across the country, there is mixed evidence on its 
effectiveness in dramatically boosting student achievement (see for example, Goodwin, 2011; Lowther, 
et al., 2007; Shapley, et al., 2009; Silvernail & Gritter, 2007). On the other hand, a 2016 meta-analysis of 
the impact of a one-to-one computer format concluded that such programs did improve achievement, 
though the effect was smaller than tutoring and class size reduction (Zheng, Warschauer, Lin, & Chang, 
2016). 

Another “label” for one-to-one computers is personalized learning. Personalized learning is instruction 
that is focused on meeting students' individual learning needs while incorporating their interests and 
preferences. Options for personalization have increased as personal computing devices have become 
increasingly affordable and available in schools and developers created software to support individual 
student learning. This education approach requires each student to have access to a computer and each 
student proceeds at his/her own pace. For example, in Mountain View California many students receive 
the bulk of their education through the Kahn Academy. Students log into computers, watch video 
lessons, take exams, book slots with teachers for specific instruction, are organized into non-age based 
groups, and pursue individual goals and schedules, structured to ensure they cover the California 
curriculum standards (see The Economist, 2017). Similar to the above findings on one-to-one computer 
programs, research on personalized learning also is mixed (see for example, Pane, et al., 2017). 

At this point, the EB model takes a neutral position of a state’s moving to a one-to-one computer to 
student format and/or personalized learning. If Michigan chooses that option, it would need to increase 
the technology allocation from $250 per student to about $400 per student, and assess the degree to 
which additional school computer technicians would be needed. 

18. Career Technical Education Equipment/Materials 

Vocational education, or its modern term, career, and technical education (CTE), has experienced a shift 
in focus in the past several years. Traditional vocational education focused on practical, applied skills 
needed for wood and metalworking, welding, automobile mechanics, typing and other office assistance 
careers, as well as courses in home economics. Today, many argue that voc-tech is more appropriately 
info-tech, nano-tech, bio-tech, and health-tech. The argument is CTE should begin to incorporate 
courses that provide students with applied skills for new work positions in the growing and higher wage 
economy including information technologies (such as computer network management), engineering 
(such as computer-assisted design), a wide range of jobs in the expanding health portions of the 
economy and bio-technical positions – all of which can be entered directly from high school. The 
American College Testing Company and many policymakers have concluded the knowledge, skills and 
competencies needed for college are quite similar to those needed for work in the higher-wage, growing 
jobs of the evolving economy, so all students need a solid academic high school program to be college 
and career ready when they graduate from high school, all of which align with Michigan education 
policy.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
18. CTE Equipment/ Materials  $10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 
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Analysis and Evidence  

A recent analysis of the impact of substantive CTE programs is that of Shaun Caugherty (2016). This 
study of career technical programs in Arkansas found that such programs did not track low income 
students into low quality vocational or career-tech programs. Further, the study found that students 
who took 3 or more coherent CTE classes (a key element of newer approaches to CTE programming) 
were 21 percentage points more likely to graduate from high school in four years, and 25 percent more 
likely to graduate from high school if from a low-income background. Such students also were more 
likely to attend two- and four-year colleges, to succeed in those college settings and to earn more after 
high school. This represents one study that shows the potential power of the CTE approach. 

A key issue is the cost of CTE programs. Many districts and states believe that new CTE programs cost 
more than the regular program and even more than traditional vocational classes. However, in a review 
conducted for a Wisconsin school finance adequacy task force, a national expert on CTE (Phelps, 2006) 
concluded the best of the new CTE programs did not cost more, especially if the district and state made 
adequate provisions for professional development (as teachers in these new programs needed training) 
and computer technologies (as computer technologies were heavily used). These conclusions generally 
were confirmed by the cost analyses the study team conducted of Project Lead the Way (PLTW), one of 
the most highly rated and allegedly “expensive” CTE programs in the country. Further, the team recently 
consulted by telephone with a state liaison for Project Lead the Way and confirmed the cost estimates 
remain valid. 

PLTW is a nationally recognized exemplar for secondary CTE. Often implemented jointly with local 
postsecondary education institutions and employer advisory groups, these programs usually feature 
project- or problem-based learning experiences, career planning and guidance services, and technical 
and/or academic skills assessments. Through hands-on learning, the programs are designed to develop 
the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) skills essential for achievement in the 
classroom and success in college or jobs not requiring a four-year college education. Today, PLTW is 
offered in more than 5,000 elementary, middle, and high schools in all 50 states and enroll over 500,000 
students. 

The curriculum features rigorous, in-depth learning experiences delivered by certified teachers and end-
of-course assessments. High-scoring students earn college credit recognized in more than 100 affiliated 
postsecondary institutions. Courses focus on engineering foundations (design, principles, and digital 
electronics) and specializations (e.g., architectural, and civil engineering, bio-technical engineering) that 
provide students with career and college readiness competencies in engineering and science. Students 
need to take math through Algebra 2 in order to handle the courses in the program, which also meets 
many states’ requirements for science and other mathematics classes. 

The major cost areas for the program are in class size, professional development, and computer 
technologies. Most programs recommend class sizes of 25, a figure provided for all secondary 
classrooms by the EB model. The required professional development and most of the computer 
technology costs are covered through the professional development and technology components of the 
EB Model. In most other states, these would be new costs but they are already embedded in the EB 
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model’s approach to school funding. However, a few of the PLTW concentration areas require a one-
time purchase of expensive equipment, which can be covered by $10,000 per CTE teacher. 

19. Extra Duty Funds/Student Activities 

Elementary, middle, and high schools typically provide an array of non-credit producing after-school 
programs, such as clubs, bands, sports, and other activities. Teachers supervising or coaching in these 
activities usually receive small stipends for these extra duties.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
19. Extra Duty Funds/Student 

Activities  
$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs 

for grades K-12  

 

Analysis and Evidence  

Research shows, particularly at the secondary level, students engaged in student activities tend to 
perform better academically than students not so engaged (Feldman & Matjasko, 2005), although too 
much extra-curricular activity can be a detriment to academic learning (Committee on Increasing High 
School Students’ Engagement and Motivation to Learn, 2004; Steinberg, 1996, 1997). Feldman and 
Matjasko (2005) and Fredericks & Eccles (2006) found participation in interscholastic (as compared to 
intramural) sports had a positive impact for both boys and girls on: grades, postsecondary education 
aspirations, reducing dropout rates, lowering alcohol and substance abuse, and led to more years of 
schooling. The effect was particularly strong for boys participating in interscholastic football and 
basketball. One reason for these impacts is participation in interscholastic athletics placed students in 
new social groups that tended to have higher scholastic aspirations and those aspirations “rubbed off” 
on everyone. But the effects differed by race and gender, and were not as strong for African Americans. 
Additional research concludes that students who participate in extracurricular activities from grades 
eight to 12, attend college, vote in national and regional elections and volunteer at a higher rate (Zaff, et 
al., 2003). Research also finds, largely in the context of the “No pass, no play” rules, that participation in 
extracurricular activities significantly reduced student decisions to drop out of high school, compared to 
similar students who did not participate (Crispin, 2017). The effect was similar for both at-risk and not-
at-risk youth.  

In an overview of additional research on the impact of non-academic activities on student performance, 
Bowen and Hitt find that students who participate in sports are more likely to attend college (see also 
Shifrer, et al., 2015), score higher on academic texts (Lipscomb, 2007) and earn higher wages when 
adults (Barron, Ewing & Waddell, 2000). Levine (2016) found that student participation in sports or clubs 
prepared youth for more engagement in adult civil life.  

Because of the positive outcomes on student performance, student activities are viewed by many as an 
integral component of a student’s education. Most states addressing school finance adequacy include an 
amount for student activities in the formula.  
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A 2009 national survey asked high school seniors about their participation in high school activities 
including school newspaper, yearbook, music, performing arts, athletics, academic clubs (e.g. world 
language, science), student government and other school activities. The results of the survey can be 
viewed in Table 3.3. Student respondents indicated 38 percent participated in athletics, followed by 
other school activities at 32 percent and music and performing arts at 24 percent. There were 
differences in participation based on student gender. Female students participated in other school clubs 
at a rate of 40 percent, athletics 31 percent, and music and performing arts 30 percent. Male students 
participated in activities in the following rates, athletics 46 percent, other social clubs 24 percent, music 
and performing arts 18percent, and other activities 12 percent. 

Table 3.3 
National High School Student Participation in Student Activities, 2009 

Activity 
Participation Rate (%) 

Female Male Total 

Newspaper Yearbook 11.30 5.80 8.70 

Music Performing Arts 30.00 17.80 23.90 

Athletics 31.40 46.00 38.40 

Academic Clubs 16.50 11.60 14.00 

Student Council 13.10 5.90 9.60 

Other School Clubs 40.00 23.60 31.80 

Source: Aud, et al. (2012).  
 
Additional information on student participation is available at the state level through the National 
Federation of State High School Association (NFHS), an organization providing leadership for the 
administration of education-based interscholastic activities. NFHS surveyed state level organizations to 
collect athletic program participation rates based on high school competition in SY 2012-13. Table 3.4 
summarizes the NFHS findings for Michigan and several other Big Ten states. NFHS found high school 
participation rates for Michigan students are above all state’s shown, except for Minnesota. Data for 
other types of student activities are not available. The participation rates contained in Table 3.4 count 
an individual who participated in two sports twice, three sports three times, etc. 
 
There are no national sources that provide state average expenditures per student for student activities. 
However, POA conducted a survey of some states for a 2015 Wyoming study. Table 3.4 shows those 
expenditures in 2012-13 for Wyoming and its surrounding states. The expenditures range from below 
$100 per student to over $400 per student; however, states do not report such expenditures in a 
common format, so it is hard to make strong comparisons. For example, some states include 
transportation expenses in student activities, which can be considerable, and others do not. Some states 
include some athletic staff, for example athletic directors, in school administration and others include it 
in student activities. As a result, the numbers are hard to interpret. Wyoming’s figures were especially 
high because of the costs of transportation between districts separated by scores of miles. Nevertheless, 
the data show that most states surveyed spent between $250 and $300 per student.  
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Table 3.4  
High School Student Activity Participation Rates in Student Athletics for  

Michigan and Surrounding States, SY 2012-13 

State Boys Girls Total 
State Student 

Membership (1) 

Athletics 
Participation as a 

% of State Student 
Membership 

Michigan 174,429 130,009 304,438 1,555,370 19.6% 

Illinois 200,270 139,674 339,944 2,072,880 16.4% 

Indiana 91,094 61,483 152,577 1,041,369 14.7% 

Minnesota 120,109 110,312 230,421 845,404 27.3% 

Ohio 194,330 133,589 327,919 1,729,916 19.0% 

Pennsylvania 169,198 146,294 315,492 1,763,677 17.9% 

Wisconsin 113,020 79,380 192,400 872,436 22.1% 

Source: Survey conducted by National Federation of State High School Associations based on 
competition at the High School Level in the 2012-13 School Year 
http://www.nfhs.org/ParticipationStatics/PDF/2013-14%20NFHS%20Handbook_pgs52-70.pdf.  
(1) Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Selected Statistics From the Public Elementary and 
Secondary Education Universe: School Year 2012–13], Table 2 
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2014098. 
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Table 3.5 
Student Activity Expenditures Per student, SY 2012-13 

State 

Total Student 
Activities 

Expenditures 
Student  

Membership 

Student Activities 
Expenditures per 

ADM 

Wyoming24 $37,730,125 91,533 $412.20 

Colorado25 $237,610,879 863,561 $275.15 

Idaho26 $26,124,128 284,834 $91.72 

Montana27 $37,082,446 142,908 $259.48 

Nebraska28 $88,217,585 303,505 $290.66 

South Dakota29 $35,002,841 130,471 $268.28 

Utah30 $115,501,624 613,279 $188.33 

 
In sum, co-curricular activities should be considered an integral part of overall school activities. Just as 
the curriculum should include the arts, it should also include school activities. During the past several 
years, the EB Model has allocated between $200 and $300 per student for student activities, including 
intramural sports. These figures are in line with average amounts spent on such activities in many states 
as just noted. For 2017, the EB model includes an overall figure of $300 per student. 
 

Central Office Functions 
In addition to school level resources, education systems also need resources for district level 
expenditures including operations and maintenance, the central office and transportation. These are 
outlined below.  
 

20. Operations and Maintenance 

Computation of operations and maintenance costs is complicated by the lack of a strong or consistent 
research base. Some school finance models allocate a percentage of current expenditures to operations 

                                                           
24 WDE CRERW report, October 2014. 
25 Colorado Department of Education, Fiscal Year 2012-13 District Revenues and Expenditures, 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdefinance/fy12-13revexp.  
26 Idaho State Department of Education, Statewide Summary Combined Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and 
Changes in Fund Balance, 
https://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/statistics/docs/financial_summaries/12_13/Statewide.pdf.  
27 Montana Office of Public Instruction, Reported Expenditures by School District, 
http://gems.opi.mt.gov/SchoolFinance/Pages/ReportedExpenditureBySchoolDistrict.aspx. 
28 Nebraska Department of Education, Annual Financial Report - Statewide, 
http://www.education.ne.gov/FOS/ASPX/AFR/AFRStatewide.aspx?datayear=2012/13&id=2. 
29 South Dakota Department of Education, Statewide Annual Financial Report, 
http://doe.sd.gov/ofm/documents/FY13StTtl.pdf.  
30 Utah State Office of Education, Superintendent's Annual Report - Total Statewide Revenue and Expenditures by 
Fund, http://www.schools.utah.gov/data/Superintendents-Annual-Report/AR-2012-2013/StatewideFund.aspx. 
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and maintenance. The EB Model uses formulas to compute the number of personnel needed for 
custodial, maintenance and grounds. Additionally, funding is provided for utilities.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
20. Operations and 

Maintenance 
Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and 
groundskeepers, and $305 per student for utilities 

 
Analysis and Evidence   

Drawing on professional standards in the field as well as research, POA has conducted analyses of the 
cost basis for maintenance and operations (e.g., Odden & Picus, 2015; Picus & Seder, 2010). The 
research evidence linking the operations and maintenance of schools directly to student performance is 
both limited and mixed. Even without a strong basis to support the linkage between facility quality and 
student outcomes, all students are entitled to attend schools in a safe, clean, and well-maintained 
environment. The importance of operating and maintaining this investment is clear regardless of the 
strength of the relationship between them.  

Recently, the study team sought to find new research on the structure of maintenance and operations, 
but found little, if any, new evidence that would alter the basic EB formulas for this formula element. 
Earthman (2002) noted the importance of school facility conditions as researchers have consistently 
found a difference of between five and 17 percentile points in performance of students in buildings that 
are poorly maintained compared to students in standard buildings. Interestingly, correlations were also 
documented that show teacher effectiveness decreases in schools with poor facilities. The information 
presented cited not only the importance of clean, maintenance free buildings but also the quality of the 
thermal and acoustic materials in the environment where students are learning.  

In similar work completed by The Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(Young, et. al., 2003), research shows a statistically significant relationship between the condition of a 
school or classroom with student achievement. Students attending schools in up to date facilities score 
higher on standardized tests than those in substandard buildings. The committee concluded policy 
makers should be thinking about the relationship between school facilities and student learning 
outcomes, not only because of safety and welfare responsibilities to the students and staff, but also 
because a lack of adequate funding for facilities repair and maintenance can undermine spending in 
other areas focused on educational reform.  

Young, et. al. showed positive educational outcomes were correlated with the following factors:  

 New facilities; 
 Well-maintained buildings; 
 Thermal regulations to avoid excessive temperatures; 
 Appropriate lighting levels; 
 Utilizing relaxing shades of paint; and 
 Limited external noise.  
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Contrary to this, Picus, Marion, Calvo and Glenn (2005) studied the correlation between the quality of 
Wyoming school facilities and student outcomes. School facility quality was measured using a 100-point 
scale developed specifically for Wyoming schools and used to assess every school. These scores were 
correlated with measures of student outcome and no statistically significant relationship was found. 
While this finding does not mean that Michigan should abandon its efforts to provide safe, clean, and 
well-maintained facilities, the expectation is that those resources should be expected to improve 
student performance significantly.  

In some states, the study team found differences between the amount generated by the EB Model for 
operations and maintenance and what districts spent. To operate and maintain facilities with modern, 
technology enhanced, sophisticated control systems, many districts needed an additional level of 
expertise and training than possessed by extant staff and often subcontracted out such services. Total 
spending for operations and maintenance was similar to the revenues produced by the model, but the 
expenditures were in different categories. The study team concluded that the EB recommendation for 
operations and maintenance is adequate, but that districts might spend the resources in ways that are 
different from how they are provided.  

The discussion below summarizes research on operations and maintenance, identifying the needs for 
custodians (school level), maintenance staff (district level) and groundskeepers (school and district 
level), as well as the costs of materials and supplies to support these activities. 

Custodians. Custodians are responsible for the daily cleaning of classrooms and hallways as well as for 
routine furniture set ups and takedowns. In addition, custodians often manage routine and simple 
repairs like minor faucet leaks, and are expected to clean cafeterias/multipurpose rooms, lockers, and 
showers. Custodial workers’ duties are time-sensitive, are structured and varied. Zureich (1998) 
estimates the time devoted to various custodial duties:  

 Daily duties (sweep or vacuum classroom floors; empty trash cans and pencil sharpeners in each 
classroom; clean one sink with faucet; and, security of room), which take approximately 12 
minutes per classroom; 

 Weekly duties (dust reachable surfaces; dust chalk trays and clean doors; clean student desk 
tops; clean sink counters and spots on floors; and, dust chalk/white boards and trays), each of 
which adds five minutes a day per classroom; and 

 Non-cleaning services (approximately 145 minutes per day) provided by custodians include: 
opening school (checking for vandalism, safety, and maintenance concerns), playground and 
field inspection, miscellaneous duties (teacher/site-manager requests; activity set-ups; repairing 
furniture and equipment; ordering and delivering supplies), and putting up the flag and physical 
education equipment. 

 
A formula that was developed to consider these cleaning and non-cleaning duties was updated by Nelli 
(2006). The formula takes into account teachers, students, classrooms, and gross square feet (GSF) in 
the school.  
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The formula is: 
 

Base FTE school level custodian position = (One custodian for every 13 teachers + One custodian 
for every 325 students + One custodian for every 13 classrooms + One custodian for every 

18,000 allowable GSF)/ four 
 
The formula calculates the number of custodians needed at prototypical schools and the district. The 
advantage of using all four factors for the school custodians is it accommodates growth or decline in 
enrollment and continues to provide the school with adequate coverage for custodial services over time.  
 
Maintenance Workers. Maintenance workers function at the district level, rather than at individual 
schools. Core tasks provided by maintenance workers include preventative maintenance, routine 
maintenance, and emergency response activities. Individual maintenance worker accomplishment 
associated with core tasks are (Zureich, 1998): 

 HVAC systems, HVAC equipment, and kitchen equipment, 
 electrical systems, electrical equipment, 
 plumbing systems, plumbing equipment, and 
 structural work, carpentry and general maintenance/repairs of buildings and equipment. 

 
Zureich (1998) recommends a formula for maintenance worker FTEs incorporated into the funding 
model for instructional facilities as follows: 
 

[(# of Buildings in District) x 1.1 + (GSF/60,000 SqFt) x  
1.2 + (enrollment/1,000) x 1.3  

+ General Fund Revenue/5,000,000) x 1.2] / 4  
= Total number of Maintenance Workers needed. 

 
It is assumed the maintenance worker FTEs determined on the basis of a district’s total allowable 
educational GSF for schools are sufficient to service all buildings in a district, both educational and non-
educational. 
 
Groundskeeper Positions. The typical goals of a school grounds maintenance program are generally to 
provide safe, attractive, and economical grounds maintenance (Mutter & Randolph, 1987). This, too, is a 
district level function. Although groundskeepers generally work in teams and visit schools on a less than 
daily schedule, the model estimates groundskeeper resources on the basis of the number of schools. 
Specifically, it estimates that an elementary school needs the equivalent of 0.25 FTE groundskeeper 
staff, a middle school 0.5 FTE groundskeeper staff, and a high school 1.5 FTE groundskeeper staff. 
 
Supplies and Materials. Maintenance and custodial supplies are estimated at one dollar per gross square 
foot, which for the prototypical district is 623,000 square feet. 
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Utilities. It is necessary to add the per student costs of utilities and insurance to these totals. It is unlikely 
that a district has much control over these costs in the short run and thus each district can best estimate 
future costs using their current expenditures for utilities and insurance as a base. The cost of utilities is 
estimated at $305 per student.  

21. Central Office Staffing/Non-Personnel Resources  

All districts require central office staff to meet the overall management needs of the educational 
programs. In other states, Evidence-Based staffing models were developed using a prototypical district 
of approximately 3,900 students. Although most states have districts both smaller and larger than 3,900, 
this figure has worked to determine an adequate base spending level in those states. The per student 
figure for the 3,900 student districts works for larger districts, even though central office staffing is 
larger with more discrete positions than the EB prototypical district.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

21. Central Office Personnel/ 
Non-Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number 
of FTE positions generated and the salary and benefit levels for those 
positions. It also includes $300 per student for miscellaneous items 
such as Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 

 

Analysis and Evidence   

Picus Odden and Associates has identified resources for these positions in other reports and the most 
recent version its textbook (see for example, Odden & Picus, 2014; Picus & Odden, 2010) drawing on a 
variety of research studies and professional standards for best practices. Over the past several years, the 
study team has developed central office staffing recommendations in several states, including Maine, 
Maryland, New Jersey, North Dakota, Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin, and Texas. In all states, POA 
began its analysis with the research of Elizabeth Swift (2007), who used professional judgment panels to 
determine staffing for a prototypical district. That research addressed the issue of the appropriate 
staffing for a district of 3,500 students. Swift’s work formed the basis of each state’s analysis, although 
in three states (Washington, Wisconsin, and North Dakota) POA also conducted professional judgment 
panels to review the basic recommendations that emerged from Swift’s research. Through that work, 
POA was able to estimate the central office resources required for a district of 3,500 students. The initial 
studies provided for about 8 professional staff (superintendent, assistant superintendent for curriculum, 
business manager, and directors of human resources, pupil services, technology, and special education) 
and nine clerical positions.  

Although the research basis for staffing school district central offices is relatively limited, analysis of the 
Educational Research Service (2009) Staffing Ratio report shows that nationally school districts with 
between 2,500 and 9,999 students employ an average of one central office professional/administrative 
staff member for every 440 students (Educational Research Services, 2009). This equates to about eight 
central office professionals (7.95) in a district of 3,500 students. The EB research-based staffing formula 
of eight FTE professional staff matches the ERS estimate of eight FTE central office staff for a school 
district of 3,500 students nationally. 
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Because the 3,500-student district size did not readily incorporate the EB model’s prototypical schools, 
parameters for which are needed to estimate maintenance and operations costs, over the past few 
years the study team increased its prototypical district size to 3,900 students so it would include, as 
noted above, four 450 student elementary schools, two 450 student middle schools, and two 600 
student high schools. This larger size also allowed the addition of testing and evaluation, and central 
office computer staff, which districts have been arguing are needed today. Further, in recent analyses, it 
was recommended that the EB model add individuals who work with schools to provide the first line 
technical help – installing computers and their software, insuring that wireless systems operate, keeping 
printers operating, and related technical assistance to keep all computers operating. The 
recommendation was one school computer technician for every 600 students working in schools, but 
operating from the central technology office, which adds six and a half positions to the central office. 
Subsequently, POA decided that this allocation was a bit too robust and have reduced it to one school 
computer technician for every 1,000 students, which adds just four positions to the central office. 

Moreover, the EB model has been short on central resources for special education and related services. 
In summer 2015, POA asked a group of superintendents to design central office staff for several sizes of 
districts. For a 4,000 or 3,900 district office, they recommended that two speech pathologists and two 
psychologists be added. However, these positions are included in its recommendations for special 
education staffing (see Element 28), so they are not included in the central office figures. In addition to 
staffing, central offices need a dollar per student figure for such costs as insurance, purchased services, 
materials and supplies, equipment, association fees, elections, district wide technology, 
communications, and other costs. That figure is approximately as $300 per student. 
 
Table 3.6 summarizes these staffing proposals organized into departments into which a central office 
could be organized. The table shows the staff in the previous EB central office as well as the staff in the 
newer, 3,900-student central office that includes the additional positions discussed above. Larger 
districts would be provided the resources for a larger central office by prorating up the per student cost 
of this 3,900-student central office, and they could have more differentiated staff with coordinators as 
well as a full-fledged legal counsel for large districts. 
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Table 3.6 
EB Central Office Staffing for a District with 3,900 students 

Office and Position FTE FTE 
Previous EB Model Current EB Model 

Admin. Classified Admin. Classified 
Superintendent’s Office 
  Superintendent  1  1  
  Secretary   1  2 
Business Office 
  Business Manager  1  1  
  Director of Human Resources  1  1  
  Accounting Clerk   1  2 
  Accounts Payable   1  2 
  Secretary   1  1 
Curriculum and Support 
  Assistant Supt. for Instruction  1  1  
  Director of Pupil Services  1  1  
  Dir. of Assessment and Evaluation  1  1  
  Secretary   3  3 
Technology 
  Director of Technology  1  1  
  Network Supervisor (Hardware)  1  1 
  Systems Supervisor (Software)  0.3  1 
  School Computer Technician   1  4 
  Secretary   1  2 
Operations and Maintenance 
  Director of O&M  1  1  
  Secretary   1  2 
Central Office Staffing (3,900)  8 10 8 20 

 

Resources for Struggling Students 
The staffing for core programs section contains positions for supporting teachers and students beyond 
the core classroom teachers. Those positions include: elective or specialist teachers, core tutors, 
instructional coaches, substitute teachers, core guidance counselors, nurses, supervisory aides, 
librarians, school administrators and school secretarial staff.  
In many instances, additional support for struggling students is needed. The programs described in this 
section extend the learning time for struggling students in focused ways. The key concept is to 
implement the maxim of standards-based education reform:  keep standards high for all students, but 
vary the instructional time so all students have multiple opportunities to achieve to proficiency levels. 
The EB Model elements for extra help are also embedded in the RTI schema described at the beginning 
of this section.  
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The EB Model provides substantial additional resources for struggling students: tutors, ELL teachers, 
pupil support, and summer school and extended day programs. These resources for students struggling 
should be viewed in concert with resources for students with identified disabilities. Districts sometimes 
over-identify students for special education services as the “only” way to trigger more resources for 
some struggling students. The EB Model goal in expanding resources for struggling students is to provide 
adequate resources – to enable preventive services – for all struggling students, with or without a 
diagnosed disability, and to reduce over identification in special education by identifying need for 
special education after providing appropriate preventive services.  

This section discusses seven categories of extra help services: tutors, pupil support, extended day 
programs, summer school programs, ELL teachers, alternative schools, and special education. Tutors, 
additional pupil support, extended day and summer school programs are provided to all ELL students, 
and to non-ELL poverty students. In addition, ELL students also receive an ESL allocation. The EB model 
today embeds “welcome centers” for ELL students new to the country and from situates where prior 
schooling was limited, such as refugees, etc. 

22. Tutors  

The first strategy to help struggling students is to provide additional support for struggling students as 
described in Element 8 above. In addition to the one core tutor position provided to every prototypical 
school discussed above for Element 8, the EB Model provides additional tutor position at the rate of one 
for every 100 ELL students and one tutor for every 100 non-ELL poverty students.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
22. Tutors  1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for 

every 100 non-ELL poverty students. 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Refer to Element 8 for an explanation of analysis and evidence surrounding the use of tutors. 
The EB model provides one tutor for every 100 ELL students, and one tutor position for every 100 non-
ELL poverty students. When the model was first changed to include one core tutor position in each 
prototypical school, the original ratio of additional tutors of one per 100 was raised to one position for 
every 125 at-risk and ELL students. Though this approach increased tutor/tier 2 interventionist resources 
for small schools, it actually decreased such resources for larger schools. Thus, the model now provides 
one tutor position for each prototypical school and uses the original formula for additional tutor 
resources: one tutor position for every 100 ELL students, and one tutor position for every 100 non-ELL 
poverty students. 

23. Pupil Support 

Core pupil support positions for guidance counselors and nurses are discussed in Element 10. Students 
in poverty, however, generally have more non-academic needs that should be addressed by additional 
pupil support staff, which include additional guidance counselors, as well as social workers, family liaison 
staff, and psychologists. Thus, in addition to the core guidance counselor and nurse positions, the EB 
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Model provides additional pupil support positions at the rate of one position for every 125 ELL students 
and one pupil support position for every 125 non-ELL poverty students. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

23. Additional Pupil Support  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one pupil 
support position for every 125 non-ELL poverty students. 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

ELL and poverty students tend to have multiple non-academic issues for schools to address. This usually 
requires interactions with families and parents, social and other service agencies, as well as more 
guidance counseling in school. The EB Model addresses this by providing more pupil support staffing 
resources to meet these needs. Although there are many ways schools can provide outreach to parents, 
or involve parents in school activities – from fundraisers to governance – research shows school 
sponsored programs that have an impact on achievement address what parents can do at home to help 
their children learn. For example, if the education system has clear content and performance standards, 
programs that help parents and students understand both what needs to be learned and what 
constitutes acceptable standards for academic performance have been found to improve student 
outcomes. Parent outreach that explicitly and directly addresses what parents can do to help their 
children be successful in school, and to understand the standards of performance that the school 
expects, are the types of school-sponsored parent activities that produce discernible impacts on 
students’ academic learning (Steinberg, 1997). 

At the secondary level, the goal of parent outreach programs is to have parents learn about what they 
should expect of their children in terms of academic performance. If a district or a state requires a 
minimum number of courses for graduation, which is the case for Michigan, those requirements should 
be made clear. Any differences between the two also should be addressed. If either average score on 
end-of-course examinations or a cut-score on a comprehensive high school test are required for 
graduation, they too should be discussed. Secondary schools need to help parents understand how to 
more effectively assist their children in identifying an academic pathway through middle and high 
school, understand standards for acceptable performance, and be aware of the course work necessary 
for college entrance. This is particularly important for parents of students in the middle or lower end of 
the achievement range, as often these students know very little of the requirements for transition from 
high school to postsecondary education (Kirst & Venezia, 2004). 

At the elementary level, the focus for parent outreach and involvement programs should concentrate on 
what parents can do at home to help their children learn academic work for school. Too often parent 
programs focus on fund raising through parent-teacher organizations, involvement in decision making 
through school site councils, or other non-academically focused activities at the school site. Although 
these school-sponsored parent activities might impact other goals – such as making parents feel more 
comfortable being at school or involving parents more in some school policies – they have little effect on 
student academic achievement. Parent actions that impact learning would include: 1) reading to them at 
young ages, 2) discussing stories and their meanings, 3) engaging in open ended conversations, 4) 
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setting aside a place where homework can be done, and 5) ensuring that their child completes 
homework assignments. 

The resources in the EB Model are adequate to create and deploy the ambitious and comprehensive 
parent involvement and outreach programs that are part of two comprehensive school designs: Success 
for All Program and the Comer School Development Program. The Success for All Program includes a 
family outreach coordinator, a nurse, a social worker, a guidance counselor, and an education 
diagnostician for a school of about 500 students. This group functions as a parent outreach team for the 
school, serves as case managers for students who need non-academic and social services, and usually 
includes a clothing strategy to ensure all students, especially in cold climates, have sufficient and 
adequate clothes, and coats, to attend school. 

The Comer School Development Program was created on the premise of connecting schools more to 
their communities. Its Parent-School team has a somewhat different composition and is focused on 
training parents to raise expectations for their children’s learning, to work with social service agencies 
and to work with the school’s faculty to raise their expectations for what students can learn. Sometimes 
the team co-locates on school site premises to provide a host of social services 

A program called Communities in Schools, which now operates in 26 states and the District of Columbia 
and can be resourced by the resources provided by this element, has been successful in raising school 
attendance rates. The program adds a caseworker, often trained in social work, to a school’s pupil 
support team to help match social services provided by non-educational agencies to students who need 
them.  

24. Extended-Day Programs  

At both elementary and secondary school levels, some struggling students are likely to benefit from 
after-school or extended-day programs, even if they receive tutoring or Tier 2 interventions during the 
regular school day.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

24. Extended Day  
1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL 
poverty students.  

 

Analysis and Evidence 

Extended-day programs provide environments for children and adolescents to spend time after the 
school day ends during the regular school year. In a review of research, Vandell, Pierce and Dadisman 
(2005) found well designed and administered after-school programs yield numerous improvements in 
academic and behavioral outcomes (see also Fashola, 1998; Posner & Vandell, 1994). On the other hand, 
the evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program (James-Burdumy et al., 2005), 
though hotly debated, indicated for elementary students, extended-day programs did not appear to 
produce measurable academic improvement. Critics of this study (Vandell, Pierce & Dadisman, 2005) 
argued the control groups had higher pre-existing achievement, which reduced the potential for finding 
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program impact. They also argued the small impacts identified had more to do with the lack of full 
program implementation during the initial years than with the strength of the program. 

Overall, studies have documented positive effects of extended-day programs on the academic 
performance of students in select after-school programs (e.g., Takoata & Vandell, 2013: Vandell, 2014). 
Magana, Saab, and Svoboda (2016-17) provide a recent example of how an extended day school 
program was critical to turning around a low performing middle school in Denver. However, the 
evidence is mixed because of research methods (few randomized trials), poor program quality and 
imperfect implementation of the programs studied. Researchers have identified several structural and 
institutional supports necessary to make after-school programs effective: 

 Staff qualifications and support (staff training in child or adolescent development, after-school 
programming, elementary or secondary education, and content areas offered in the program, 
staff expertise; staff stability/turnover; compensation; institutional supports); 

 Program/group size and configuration (enrollment size, ages served, group size, age groupings 
and child staff ratio);  

 Program culture of mastery, i.e., engaging in activities to become more proficient and/or to 
meet various standards of performance; 

 Participation in a structured program; 
 Financial resources and budget (dedicated space and facilities that support skill development 

and mastery, equipment, and materials to promote skill development and mastery; curricular 
resources in relevant content areas; location that is accessible to youth and families); 

 Program partnerships and connections (with schools, to connect administrators, teachers, and 
programs with larger networks of programs, and with parents and the community); and 

 Program sustainability strategies (institutional partners, networks, linkages; community linkages 
that support enhanced services; long term alliances to ensure long term funding). 

 
The resources recommended in the EB Model could be used to provide struggling students in all 
elementary grades and in secondary schools with additional help during the school year, but before or 
after the normal school day. A recent study of tutoring provided after school found positive impacts for 
all students in English-language arts and for the bottom half of students in mathematics (Kraft, 2015). 
Tutoring was provided by recent college graduates, to students individually or in groups of two to four, 
for one hour a day in each subject from three to five pm. 

Because not all ELL or poverty students need or will attend an after-school program, the EB Model 
assumes 50 percent of the eligible students will attend the program – a need and participation figure 
identified by Kleiner, Nolin and Chapman (2004). Providing resources at a rate of one teacher position 
for every 30 ELL and for every 30 non-ELL poverty students results in class sizes of approximately 15 
students in extended-day programs. This position is paid at the rate of 25 percent of the annual salary, 
enough to pay a teacher for a two-hour extended-day program, five days a week. An equivalent but 
simpler formula for funding this element is to resource one teacher position for every 120 ELL and for 
every 120 non-ELL poverty students. 
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The State should monitor over time the degree to which the estimated 50 percent figure accurately 
estimates the numbers of students needing extended-day programs. The study team also encourages all 
states to require districts to track the students participating in the programs, their pre- and post-
program test scores, and the specific nature of the after-school program provided. States can use this 
information to develop a knowledge base about which after-school program structures have the most 
impact on student learning. These extended-day services provided will vary across Michigan’s school 
districts, and any monitoring of the impacts of these resources should focus more on impacts on student 
performance than the strategy for providing the services. Most of the schools studied in other states 
that improved student performance had various combinations of before- and after-school extra help 
programs. 

25. Summer School Programs 

Many students need extra instructional time to achieve the state’s high proficiency standards. Thus, 
summer school programs should be part of the set of programs available to provide struggling students 
the additional time and help they need to achieve to standards and earn academic promotion from 
grade to grade (Borman, 2001). Providing additional time to help all students master the same content is 
an initiative that is grounded in research (National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994). 
It should be noted summer school services are provided outside of the regular school year. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

25. Summer School  
1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL 
poverty students.  

 
Analysis and Evidence 

Research dating back to 1906 shows students, on average, lose a little more than a month’s worth of 
skill or knowledge over the summer break (Cooper, Nye, Charlton, Lindsay, & Greathouse, 1996). 
Summer breaks have a larger deleterious impact on poor children’s reading and mathematics 
achievement. This loss can reach as much as one-third of the learning during a regular nine-month 
school year (Cooper et al., 1996). A longitudinal study by Alexander and Entwisle (1996) showed these 
income-based summer learning differences accumulate over the elementary school years, such that 
poor children’s achievement scores – without summer school – fall further and further behind the 
scores of middle class students as they progress through school grade by grade. As a result of these 
findings, there is emerging consensus that what happens (or does not happen) during the summer can 
significantly impact the achievement of students from low-income and at-risk backgrounds, and help 
reduce (or increase) the poor and minority achievement gaps in the United States. 

However, evidence on the effectiveness of summer programs in attaining either of these goals is mixed. 
Although past research linking student achievement to summer programs shows some promise, several 
studies suffer from methodological shortcomings and the low quality of the summer school programs 
themselves (Borman & Boulay, 2004). 

A meta-analysis of 93 summer school programs (Cooper, Charlton, Valentine, & Muhlenbruck, 2000) 
found the average student in summer programs outperformed about 56 percent to 60 percent of similar 
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students not receiving the programs. However, the certainty of these conclusions is compromised 
because only a small number of studies (e.g., Borman, Rachuba, Hewes, Boulay & Kaplan, 2001) used 
random assignment, and program quality varied substantially. More recent randomized controlled trial 
research of summer school reached more positive conclusions about how such programs can positively 
impact student learning (Borman & Dowling, 2006; Borman, Goetz & Dowling, 2009). And earlier, 
Roberts (2000) found an effect size of 0.42 in reading achievement for a randomized sample of 325 
students who participated in the Voyager summer school program. 

Researchers (see also McCombs, et al., 2011) note several program components related to improved 
achievement effects for summer program attendees, including:   

 Early intervention during elementary school; 
 Full 6-8-week summer program; 
 Focus on mathematics and reading achievement, or failed courses for high school students; 
 Small-group or individualized instruction; 
 Parent involvement and participation; 
 Scrutiny for treatment fidelity, including monitoring to ensure good instruction in reading and 

mathematics is being delivered; and 
 Student attendance monitoring. 

Summer programs that include these elements hold promise for improving the achievement of poverty 
and ELL students and closing the achievement gap. A more recent review of the effects of summer 
school programs reached this same conclusion (Kim & Quinn, 2013). Their meta-analysis of 41 school- 
and home-based summer school programs found students in kindergarten through grade eight who 
attended summer school programs with teacher directed literacy lessons showed significant 
improvements in multiple areas including reading comprehension. Moreover, the effects were much 
larger for students from low-income backgrounds. 

A 2016 study randomized control trial of summer school, found that summer programs that focused on 
academics, provided small classes of 15, and lasted for several weeks produced significant impacts on 
elementary student academic achievement (Augustine, et al., 2016). Not surprisingly, the study found 
that students that attended such programs for longer times experienced larger gains in reading and 
math scores than students who attended for less than four weeks. Drawing from this study and the 
districts involved, Browne (2016-17) provides practical examples of how districts can design and 
implement such effective summer school programs, all possible with the EB model’s summer school 
resources. 

And finally, a comprehensive book on the “summer slide,” written by several of the analysts cited above, 
expands on the points outlined above. The book describes what is known about learning loss over the 
summer and what can be done to prevent it (Alexander, Pitcock & Boulay, 2016). The authors’ 
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suggestions for how to structure effective summer school programs echo the recommendations 
above.31 

In sum, research suggests summer school is needed and can be effective for at-risk students. Studies 
suggest the effects of summer school are largest for elementary students when the programs emphasize 
reading and mathematics, for high school students when programs focus on courses students failed 
during the school year, and for all students when attendance is high in a multiple-week summer 
program. The more modest effects frequently found in middle school programs can be partially 
explained by the emphasis in many middle school summer school programs on adolescent development 
and self-efficacy, rather than academics. 

Summer school can produce powerful impacts. The EB Model provides resources for summer school for 
classes of 15 students, for 50 percent of all ELL and non-ELL poverty students in all grades K-12, an 
estimate of the number of students still struggling to meet academic requirements (Capizzano, Adelman 
& Stagner, 2002). The EB Model provides resources for a program of eight weeks in length and a six-
hour day, which allows for four hours of instruction in core subjects. A six-hour day would also allow for 
two hours of non-academic activities. The formula would be one teacher position for every 30 such 
students or 3.33 per 100 such students. This position is paid at the rate of 25 percent of the annual 
salary. Simplified, the formula equates to one teacher position for every 120 ELL and every 120 non-ELL 
poverty students. 

26. ESL Staff for English Language Learner (ELL) Students  

Research, best practices, and experience show that ELL students need assistance to learn English, in 
addition to instruction in the regular content classes and in addition to the above tutoring, pupil 
support, extended day and summer school resources. This can include some combination of small 
classes, English as a second language classes, professional development for teachers to help them teach 
“sheltered English classes, and “reception” centers for districts with large numbers of ELL students who 
arrive as new immigrants to the country and the school throughout the year. The EB Model provides ESL 
teachers in addition to the tutors, pupil support, extended-day and summer school for all ELL students 
using the ELL count.  

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner 
(ELL) Students  

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students, and in addition, 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students.  

 

                                                           
31 Lynch and Kim (2017) report that a randomized controlled trial of an on-line summer school program for 
mathematics had no impact on student learning but could not determine whether it was the on-line curriculum 
itself, or some other programmatic element – like monitoring of students engaging in the online instruction – that 
diminished the impact. 
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Analysis and Evidence   

Good ELL programs work whether the approach is structured English immersion or initial instruction in 
the native language, often called bilingual education (Clark, 2009). However, bilingual education is 
difficult to provide in most schools, including most schools in Michigan, because students come from so 
many different language backgrounds. Thus, most schools have adopted the “sheltered English” 
approach. According to Wikipedia, sheltered instruction is an approach to teaching English language 
learners which integrates language and content instruction. Sheltered instruction has two prime goals: 
1) to provide access to mainstream, grade-level content, and 2) to promote the development of English 
language proficiency. Several Michigan EB Professional Judgement panelists stated that their districts 
had adopted the SIOP approach to sheltered English Instruction. SIOP or the Sheltered Instruction 
Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model is a research-based and validated instructional model that has 
proven effective in addressing the academic needs of English learners throughout the United States. The 
SIOP Model consists of eight interrelated components: lesson preparation, interaction, building 
background, practice and application, comprehensive input, lesson delivery, strategies and review and 
assessment (see Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2017 for more detail). Several panelists also stated that 
sheltered instruction represents high-quality and effective instruction, and is effective not only for ELL 
students but also all students, and particularly at-risk, non-ELL students. 

Nevertheless, bilingual programs have been studied intensively. A best-evidence synthesis of 17 studies 
of bilingual education (Slavin & Cheung, 2005) found ELL students in bilingual programs outperformed 
their non-bilingual program peers. Using studies focused primarily on reading achievement, the authors 
found an effect size of +0.45 for ELL students. A more recent randomized controlled trial also produced 
strong positive effects for bilingual education programs (Slavin, et al., 2011), but concluded the language 
of instruction is less important than the approaches taken to teach reading. 

Addressing that important issue in The Elementary School Journal, Gerstein (2006) concludes ELL 
students can be taught to read in English if, as shown for monolingual students, the instruction covers 
phonemic awareness, decoding, fluency, vocabulary and reading comprehension. Gerstein’s studies also 
showed ELL students benefit from instructional interventions initially designed for monolingual English 
speaking students, the resources for which are included in the EB Model’s programs for struggling 
students: tutoring, extended-day, summer school and pupil support. 

Beyond the provision of additional teachers to provide English as a second language instruction to 
students, however, research shows ELL students need a solid and rigorous core curriculum as the basis 
from which to provide any extra services (Gandara & Rumberger, 2008; Gandara, Rumberger, Maxwell-
Jolly, & Callahan, 2003). This research suggests ELL students need: 

 Effective teachers – a core goal of all the staffing in the EB Model; 
 Adequate instructional materials and good school conditions; 
 Good assessments of ELL students so teachers know in detail their English language reading and 

other academic skills; 
 Less segregation of ELL students; 
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 Rigorous and effective curriculum and courses for all ELL students, including college and career 
ready, and affirmative counseling of such students to take those courses; and 

 Professional development for all teachers, focusing on sheltered English teaching skills. 
 
Hakuta (2011) supports these conclusions, and argues that English language learning takes time and 
more specifically that “academic language” is critical to learning the new common or college and career 
ready standards. These more rigorous standards require more explicit and coherent ELL instructional 
strategies and extra help services if schools are to be effective at ensuring ELL students learn the subject 
matter, English generally, and academic English specifically, i.e., learn how to read content texts in 
English. Most also would agree that if this instruction requires smaller regular classes, those are already 
provided by the EB Model. 
 
Additional teaching staff are needed to provide English as a second language instruction during the 
regular school day, such as having ELL students take English as a second language course in lieu of an 
elective course. Although the potential to eliminate some elective classes exists if there are large 
numbers of ELL students who need to be pulled out of individual classrooms, it is generally agreed that 
to fully staff a strong ELL program, each 100 ELL students should trigger one additional teaching 
position. This makes it possible to provide additional instructional opportunities for ELL students to 
provide an additional dose of English instruction. The goal of this programming is to reinforce ELL 
student learning of academic content and English so at some point the students can continue their 
schooling in English only. 

Research shows ELL students from lower income and generally less educated backgrounds struggle most 
in school and need extra help to learn both academics and English. The EB Model addresses this need by 
ensuring the ESL resources triggered by ELL counts are in addition to other Tier 2 intervention resources 
provided by tutoring, pupil support, extended-day and summer school. Given these realities, it is 
appropriate to view the EB Model as providing all ELL students tutoring, additional pupil support, 
extended day, summer school and ESL resources. Put differently, for every 100 ELL students the EB 
model provides 1.0 tutors, 0.8 pupil support, 0.83 extended day, 0.83 summer school and 1.0 ESL 
teacher positions, or 4.46 teacher positions for every 100 ELL students. Put differently, every 22.4 ELL 
students trigger 1.0 additional licensed position to provide the extra help ELL students need to learn to 
standards. 

27. Alternative Schools  

A small number of students have difficulty learning in the traditional school environment. The 
Alternative Learning Environment (ALE) students this report addresses are those who also have some 
combination of significant behavioral, social, and emotional issues, often also including alcohol or drug 
abuse. Such students often do much better in small “alternative learning environments.” However, this 
rationale for ALE does not consider alternative schools for students who simply prefer a different 
approach to learning academics, such as project-based learning, or more applied learning strategies that 
can be deployed in new career technical programs such as computer assisted engineering. The EB 
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concept of alternative schools, which the study team believes is also the state’s concept, is for 
“troubled” youth who need counseling and therapy embedded in the school’s instructional program. 

In addition, the alternative school funding formula can also be used to fund “welcome programs” for 
students who have recently entered this country, often from an environment of refugee status, refugee 
camps, and little access to formal schooling. 

Model Element 2016 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
27. Alternative 
Schools 

One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students; 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students 

 

Analysis and Evidence 

The Institute for Education Sciences at the United States Department of Education published statistics 
on alternative schools and programs for SY 2007-08 (Carver & Lewis, 2010). That study identified 
558,300 students in 10,300 district-administered alternative education schools and programs across the 
United States. Although the report did not provide data on the size of these schools or on staffing ratios, 
the data suggest an average alternative school size of 54 students. Most of the programs served 
students in grades 9-12. The main reasons students were enrolled in alternative programs – all of which 
meet the study team’s initial definition of severe emotional and/or behavioral problems – included:  

 
 Possession or use of firearms or other weapons;  
 Possession, distribution, or use of alcohol or drugs; 
 Arrest or involvement with the criminal justice system; 
 Physical attacks or fights; 
 Disruptive verbal behavior; 
 Chronic truancy; 
 Continual academic failure; 
 Pregnancy/teen parenthood; and  
 Mental health needs. 

 
One of the major issues states face in creating funding programs for alternative schools is defining them. 
The EB original review of literature and state practice on alternative education provided little guidance 
for developing a clear definition of alternative education. More recently, and as part of implementing its 
compulsory attendance laws, Maryland commissioned a study to review state definitions of ALE 
programs (see Porowski, O’Conner & Luo, 2014). Maryland needed a definition because attendance in 
an ALE program was an exemption in its compulsory attendance law and the state did not have a clear 
definition of such programs. The study found great variation across the states in both defining and 
structuring alternative education programs. Because individual states or school districts define and 
determine the features of their alternative education programs, they tend to differ in key 
characteristics, such as target populations, setting, services, and structure. 
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A formal definition of an ALE program would need to consider the target population (including both 
grade levels served and types of students), program setting (within a public school or outside such a 
structure), program offerings (academic, behavioral, counseling, social skills, career counseling, etc.) and 
structure (how programs are scheduled, staff responsibilities, etc.). The Porowski, O’Conner & Luo 
(2014) study found wide variation across states (and districts) as well as these elements.  

The 2006 Urban Institute (Aron, 2006) definition of alternative education closely follows such programs: 
 

Alternative education refers to schools or programs that are set up by states, school 
districts, or other entities to serve young people who are not succeeding in a 
traditional public-school environment. Alternative education programs offer students 
who are failing academically or may have learning disabilities, behavioral problems, or 
poor attendance an opportunity to achieve in a different setting and use different and 
innovative learning methods. While there are many different kinds of alternative 
schools and programs, they are often characterized by their flexible schedules, smaller 
teacher-student ratios, and modified curricula.  

 
In 2010, the study team also reviewed state standards – where such existed – for alternative schools. 
Most states use definitions similar to that of the Urban Institute, but only one state, Indiana, actually 
established standards for what an ALE program might look like. The Indiana Department of Education’s 
(2010) website states: 
 

While each of Indiana’s alternative education programs is unique, they share 
characteristics identified in the research as common to successful alternative 
schools. 

 
 Maximum teacher/student ratio of 1:15, 
 Small student base; 
 Clearly stated mission and discipline code; 
 Caring faculty with continual staff development; 
 School staff having high expectations for student achievement; 
 Learning program specific to the student's expectations and learning style; 
 Flexible school schedule with community involvement and support; and 
 Total commitment to have each student be a success. 

 
These characteristics align with the EB Model view of ALE programs. 

From work in other states, the study team has found that funding formulas for alternative schools differ 
substantially. In a few states, the typical staffing ratio for an alternative school is one administrative 
position for the school plus one teacher position for every eight students. Because alternative high 
schools are generally designed to serve students who are severely at-risk, the study team recommends 
they remain relatively small. Because of the small size of alternative schools, staff at these schools often 
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must fill multiple roles. Many teachers in alternative schools provide many different services for 
students, including:  instruction, pupil support, and counseling services. This suggests the staffing 
structure and organization for instruction in alternative schools is usually quite different from typical 
high schools.  

Though Michigan could launch a process to more formally define alternative education programs as well 
as set standards for them, it might also want to simply adopt the Urban Institute’s definition. It could 
also include a maximum size for any alternative education programs that would trigger alternative 
education funding. The EB model resources alternative education programs with 1.0 FTE assistant 
principal position and one FTE teacher position for every seven alternative students, and assumes the 
programs enroll fewer than 100 students. 

Welcome Centers for ELL students 
As noted above, some districts in Michigan – and several other districts across the country – are 
receiving students from several places around the world which can be characterized by strife, poverty, 
danger, hunger, war, refugee status or other problematic environments for children. In many cases, 
children escaping from these contexts and enrolling in U.S. schools have experienced insufficient formal 
education as well as trauma. Such students need more intensive assistance to become accustomed to 
the structure of U.S. schools and to effectively participate in formal schooling. These acculturation 
experiences are best provided in small contexts, often called “welcome centers,” in which small groups 
of students work with an adult who not only provides appropriate beginning instruction but also 
supportive counseling and other related services.  

Michigan would need to set standards for systematically identifying such students. The EB model would 
then resource such students with the same formula as that for the more typical alternative school: 1 
teacher position for every seven “Welcome Center eligible ELL students.” If there were several such 
“classrooms” in a school, the formula could include the assistant principal position too. Such resourcing 
would allow all districts to provide a nurturing and welcoming educational environment for such 
students until they could function in regular classrooms. Such programs often last nine to 18 weeks, but 
program length would be determined by state standards. 

28. Special Education 

Providing appropriate education services for students with disabilities, while containing costs and 
avoiding over-identification of students, particularly minority students, presents several challenges (see 
Levenson, 2012). Many mild and moderate disabilities, often those associated with students learning to 
read, are correctable through strategic early intervention – before a student is identified as an individual 
with a disability and an IEP is created. This intervention includes effective core instruction as well as 
targeted Tier 2 intervention programs, particularly one-to-one tutoring (Elements 6 and 22). For those 
with mild and moderate disabilities who require special programs as identified through an IEP, the EB 
model relies on a census-based formula that provides additional teaching resources based on the total 
number of students in a school. As described below, these resources are expected to meet the 
instructional needs of children with mild and moderate disabilities. For children with severe and 
profound disabilities, the EB model recommends that the state pay the entire cost of their programs, 
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minus the cost of the basic education program for all non-public placements, up to two percent of all 
students. This section also addresses the issue of related services: speech and hearing disabilities, and 
the need for Occupational and/or Physical Therapy (OT and PT).  
 

2016 EB Recommendation: Special Education 
8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes 7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students for services 
for students with mild and moderate disabilities and the related services of speech/hearing pathologies 
and/or OT PT. This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing review. 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, minus the cost of the basic 
education program and Federal Title VIB, with a cap on the number covered at 2% of all students. 

 

Analysis and Evidence   

In their book on the best approaches to serve students with disabilities, Frattura and Capper (2007) 
conclude that both research and most leading educators recommend that educating students in general 
education environments results in higher academic achievement and more positive social outcomes for 
students with and without disability labels, as well as being the most cost-effective way to educate 
students. Thus, they recommend that school leaders focus their efforts on preventing student 
underachievement and alter how students who struggle are educated. Doing so, they argue, will 
overcome the costly and low performance outcomes of multiple pullout programs. Further, fewer 
students will be inappropriately labeled with a disability, more students will be educated in 
heterogeneous learning environments, and higher student achievement and a more equitable 
distribution of achievement will result (Frattura & Capper, 2007). The bulk of the April 2017 issue of 
Educational Leadership provides this argument in a more advocacy oriented manner and also includes 
multiple examples of how this approach can be implemented in schools and classrooms. Most states, 
including Michigan, have implemented this philosophy for several years and it is the philosophy behind 
the Evidence-Based model as well.  
 
The core principles of such a proactive approach to teaching students with disabilities are that the 
education system needs to adapt to the student; that the primary aim of teaching and learning is the 
prevention of student failure; that the aim of all educators is to build teacher capacity; that all services 
must be grounded in the core teaching and learning of the school and particularly skilled teachers; and, 
that to accomplish this, students must be educated alongside their peers in integrated environments 
(Frattura & Capper, 2007).  
 
Supporting this argument, research shows that many mild and moderate disabilities, particularly those 
associated with students learning to read, are correctable through intensive early intervention. For 
example, several studies (e.g., Borman & Hewes, 2003; Landry, 1999; Slavin, 1996) have documented 
that through a series of intensive instructional interventions (e.g. preschool, small classes, rigorous 
reading curriculum, 1 to 1 tutoring), nearly 75 percent of struggling readers identified in kindergarten 
and grade 1 can be brought up to grade level without the need for placement in special education. 
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Other studies have noted decreases in disability labeling of up to 50 percent with interventions of this 
type (see for example, Levenson, 2011; Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan & Wasik, 1993; Slavin, 1996).  
 
That is why the EB recommendations for extended learning opportunities (Elements 22, 24 and 25) are 
so important. They, along with core tutoring and pupil support services, are the series of service 
strategies that can be deployed before IEP specified special education services are needed. This sounds 
like a common-sense approach that would be second nature to educators, but often educator practices 
have been rooted in a “categorical culture” that can be modified through professional development and 
leadership from the district office and the site principal. Further, unlike the EB funding model, many 
states do not provide sufficient resources for early intervention and preventive services, so students 
who could have been helped often end up unnecessarily in special education programs. Using a census 
approach to provide most of the extra resources for students with disabilities, an approach increasing in 
use across the country, works best for students with mild and moderate disabilities, but only if a 
functional, collaborative early intervention model (as outlined above) is also implemented. At the same 
time, it is perfectly legal for a student’s IEP to call for tutoring, extended day help or summer school 
services that are part of the EB model, even though the services may not be provided by a person with a 
special education certification. 
 
This proactive approach to special education became evident in the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) of 2004, which changed the law about identifying children with specific learning 
disabilities. The reauthorized law states that schools will “not be required to take into consideration 
whether a child has a severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability ..." (Section 
1414(b)). Instead, in the Commentary and Explanation to the proposed special education regulations, 
the U.S. Department of Education encouraged states and school districts to abandon the IQ-
achievement discrepancy model and adopt Response to Intervention (RTI) models, also discussed above, 
based on recent research findings (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Lyon et al., 2001; President’s Commission on 
Excellence in Special Education, 2002; Stuebing et al., 2002). An RTI model, called a proactive approach 
above, identifies students who are not achieving at the same level and rate as their peers and provides 
appropriate interventions, the first ones of which should be part of the “regular” school program and 
not funded with special education resources (Mellard, 2004).  
 
The core features of RTI, which is a critical part of the EB approach, include:  

 High-quality classroom instruction;  
 Research-based instruction; 
 Classroom performance; 
 Universal screening; 
 Continuous progress monitoring; 
 Research-based interventions, that would include 1-1 tutoring; 
 Progress monitoring during interventions; and 
 Fidelity measures (Mellard, 2004).  
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Common attributes of RTI implementations are: a strong core instructional program for all students; 
multiple tiers of increasingly intense student interventions; implementation of a differentiated 
curriculum; instruction delivered by staff other than the classroom teacher; varied duration, frequency, 
and time of interventions; and categorical or non-categorical placement decisions (Mellard, 2004). This 
proactive model fits seamlessly into the EB broader approach to helping all struggling students through 
early interventions.  
 
In many instances, this approach requires school-level staff to change their practice and cease 
functioning in silos that serve children in pullout programs identified by funding source for the staff 
member providing the services (e.g. General Fund, Special Education, Title I). Instead, all staff would 
team closely with the regular classroom teacher to identify deficits and work together to correct them 
as quickly as possible. This is a common-sense approach that could be second nature in schools, but in 
many cases schools have heretofore been rooted in a categorical culture that must be corrected through 
professional development and strong leadership from the district office and the site principal. 
 
At the same time, there is some emerging evidence, using the national representative sample of 
students called the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS), that full inclusion classrooms can have 
some negative spillover impacts on students without disabilities, particularly classrooms with students 
with significant emotional/behavioral problems (see for example, Fletcher, 2010 and Gottfried, 2014). 
The authors still sanction the inclusion model but suggest that teachers need training in both how to 
manage such complex classrooms as well as provide instruction in such mixed classrooms.  
 
For children with more severe disabilities, clustering them in specific schools or at the SU/district level to 
achieve economies of scale is generally the most effective strategy and provides the greatest 
opportunity to find ways to mainstream them (to the extent feasible) with regular education students. 
Students in these categories generally include: severely emotionally disturbed (ED), children with 
intellectual disabilities and orthopedic disabilities and children within the autism spectrum. The ED and 
autism populations have been increasing dramatically across the country, and it is likely that this trend 
will continue in the future. To make the provision of services to these children cost-effective, it makes 
sense to explore clustering of services where possible and design cost parameters for clustered services 
in each category. In cases where students need to be served individually or in groups of two or three 
because of geographic isolation, it would be helpful to cost out service models for those configurations 
as well, but provide full state funding for those children. This strategy would reduce the likelihood of 
overwhelming the financial capacity of a small school district that happens to be the home of a child 
with a severe disability. 

On the Use of Paraprofessionals  
In many states across the country, undoubtedly including Michigan, school systems often use 
paraprofessionals to provide a significant portion of services to students with disabilities. As University 
of Vermont Professor Michael Giangreco argues, this strategy puts the least expert individuals in the 
role of providing instruction to the students with the most educational challenges and is not the most 
effective strategy. Giangreco (2015) further states that the use of paraprofessionals often occurs when 
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schools do not have a proactive strategy for addressing the needs of students who struggle to achieve to 
standards and recommends, as does the EB model, the proactive approach.  
 
Providing another example of heavy use of paraprofessionals, individual students with severe and 
profound disabilities, including many students with autism, often are provided the service of a 1-1 
paraprofessional aide. These practices have been studied in great depth in Vermont. Studies have found 
that up to half of all paraprofessionals in Vermont might be assigned 1-1 to individual students 
(Giangreco, 2015; Shultz, et al., 2015). Although there are situations for which a student needs an 
individual aide, in many cases such aides can work to the inadvertent detriment of students (Giangreco. 
et al., 2005) implying that the use of paraprofessionals generally as well as in the 1-1 context should be 
discouraged and implemented only when absolutely needed.  
 
As should be clear, the EB model aligns with these arguments and includes few paraprofessionals, 
except for some students with severe and profound disabilities. Instead, the EB model provides skilled 
teachers to provide the extra services needed by students who struggle to learn to standards as well as 
skilled teachers for the additional needs of students with disabilities. 

Census Approach to Funding 
The proactive approach to providing services to struggling students as well as students with disabilities 
has led to what is called the census approach to funding core special education services. The census 
method is accomplished by providing additional teacher resources at a fixed level. The census approach 
emerged across the country for several reasons: 

 Continued rise in the number and percentage of “learning disabled” students and continued 
questioning by some of the validity of these numbers; 

 Under-funding of the costs of students with severe disabilities; 
 Over-labeling of poor, minority, and ELL students into special education categories, which often 

leads to lower curriculum expectations and inappropriate instructional services;  
 Proactive approach to providing services to struggling students and the RTI system; and 
 Reduction of paperwork. 

 
The census funding approach for the high-incidence, lower-cost students with disabilities should be 
combined with a different strategy for the low-incidence, high-cost students, whose costs are funded 
separately and totally by the state (with the exception of basic education funding), as these students are 
not found proportionately in all districts. This is the catastrophic funding for school districts that 
provides resources for special education students who require services exceeding some figure (after 
Medicaid, federal special education grants, and other available third-party funding are applied). 
 
Today, diverse states such as Alabama, Arkansas, California, Massachusetts, Montana, North Dakota, 
Pennsylvania, and Vermont all use some version of census-based special education funding systems. 
Moreover, all current and future increases in federal funding for students with disabilities are to be 
distributed on a census basis.  
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The issue then becomes the staffing standards for the various categories in special education: 

 Students with mild and moderate disabilities; 
 Students with severe and profound, and high cost-to-serve, disabilities; 
 Related services; and 
 Costs associated with developing and continually reviewing IEPs.  

 
Each of these is addressed below.  
 
As background, however, the study team conducted this analysis by making an assumption that 25 
percent of the 16 percent incidence of students with disabilities in Michigan could be serviced by the EB 
model’s extra help resources: core tutors and school counselors, and additional tutors, pupil support, 
extended day, summer school and ESOL resources. This would bring the percentage of students needing 
and triggering additional special education resources to 12 percent.  
 

Mild and Moderate Disabilities 
At an incidence rate of 12 percent, it would be reasonable to assume that  one to two percentage points 
of that total would be for children with severe and profound disabilities. That would leave 10 percent 
with mild and moderate disabilities. Although the previous EB provision for resources for students with 
mild and moderate disabilities was one teacher and one aide for every 150 regular students, the study 
team is revising that via the following analysis. 
 
The service load for special education teachers for mild and moderate disabilities ranges widely across 
the country, with some school districts setting the load at 15 and others at 30. And there is no national 
legal requirement for service loads. The following analysis assumed special education teachers service 
an average of 20 students with mild and moderate disabilities, which is at the lower end of the range. If 
the incidence of such students is 10 percent, that means about 15 students of every 150 students would 
have a mild or moderate disability. The EB formula then needs to be modified to provide 0.75 special 
education teacher positions for every 150 students (the 0.75 is determined by dividing the number of 
mild and moderate special education students in a group of 150, which is 15, by the service load for a 
teacher, which is 20). The 0.75 special education teacher position is equivalent to one teacher position 
for every 200 students, to align the teacher allocation to a 10 percent incidence, or five positions for 
every 1,000 students. 
 
Nate Levenson (2011, 2012), a national expert on effective special education servicing, also 
recommends, as does the above discussion, that most of the services needed by students with mild and 
moderate disabilities should be provided by skilled teachers, not by less skilled special education aides. 
In fact, he argues that places with many special education aides serving students with mild and 
moderate disabilities usually work in educational sites that have few preventive services like the EB 
model provides. Thus, the argument is that few – if any – aides are needed for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities. 
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The aides used by many if not most schools across the country frequently focus on behavioral issues. But 
rather than having aides work individually with students on behavioral issues, what is needed is a 
teacher behaviorist, who works with teachers to develop their skills to manage classrooms even with 
students with behavior challenges, including students with autism. Some of the best private schools for 
students with autism do not have any aides in the classroom, but the teachers are skilled in classroom 
management and behavior strategies. The EB model proposal is to provide one teacher behaviorist for 
every five special education teachers. This equates to a formula of one behaviorist teacher for every 
1,000 students. 
 
The above analysis produces and ED recommendation of five special education teachers and 1 teacher 
behaviorist, or a total of six teacher positions, for every 1,000 students. 

Related Services 
Related services include the need for speech/hearing pathologists, occupational therapy (OT), physical 
therapy (PT) and other services required for a student to benefit from special education services. The 
incidence of related services is generally half of that for mild and moderate disabilities, or five percent in 
this case. Further, related service personal usually service 45 students needing these kinds of related 
services. 
A group of 1,000 students, at an incidence of five percent, would have 50 students needing related 
services, meaning the need for related services staff per 1,000 students would be 50/45, or 1.1 related 
services staff positions.  
 
This brings the total special education services staff for 1,000 students to 7.1, the sum of six positions for 
mild and moderate disabilities and an additional 1.1 for related services. 

Psychologists 
Finally, districts need psychologists for the primary role of overseeing the development and continued 
review of Individual Education Programs, which must be reviewed and reassessed every three years. A 
typical standard for psychologists is developing 75 IEPs a year. At a special education incidence rate of 
16 percent, a group of 1000 students would have 160 who needed an IEP. As IEPs are reviewed every 
three years, that reduces the burden to 53. On the other hand, for every 1000 PreK-12 students, there 
typically is the need to administer an IEP review process for an additional 20 or so students for incoming 
preschoolers, kindergartners and first graders, many of whom would need the review but most of whom 
would not actually receive an IEP. This adds to the 53 another 20 IEP reviews for a total of 73. Thus, at a 
typical load of 75, a group of 1,000 K-12 students would trigger the need for an additional one 
psychologist. 

Severe and Profound Disabilities 
The EB approach for children with severe and profound disabilities is for the state to fund 100 percent of 
the costs for students with severe and profound disabilities, minus federal Tile VIb and the cost of the 
basic education program. To control costs for this recommendation, the EB model would limit the 
number of students so covered to 2 percent of students in the district or SU.  
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Total EB recommendation for special education: 

1. 8.1 positions for every 1000 students, which includes: 
o 7.1 positions per 1,000 students for services for students with mild and moderate 

disabilities and for the related services of speech/hearing pathologists and/or OT PT, 
which equals approximately one position for every 140 students, and 

o one psychologist for every 1,000 students. 
2. 100 percent state funding of services for students with severe and profound disabilities, minus 

federal Title VIb funds and the basic education program, capped at 2 percent of all students. 
 

Staff Compensation Resources 
There are several other issues related to the Michigan Funding system that are not individual elements 
of the model, but integral aspects of costing the model. These issues include: salary levels, health 
insurance, other fringe benefits, regional cost adjustments, external cost adjustments and the school 
district school finance audit process. 

29. Staff Compensation  

To cost out the above recommendations, one needs to identify a compensation amount for each staff 
position. Compensation includes salary as well as benefits. Benefits include Social Security and 
Medicare, health insurance, retirement or pension costs, Workers’ Compensation and Unemployment 
Insurance. 

Model Element Michigan Evidence-Based Recommendation 

29. Staff 
Compensation  

For salaries, average of previous year 
For benefits: 

Retirement or pension costs: 4.6% 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security 6.20% (up to annual earnings of $127,200)  
Medicare: 1.45% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0% 

        Unemployment Insurance: 0.6% 

 
As is usually done in most adequacy studies, the EB approach to costing out the above 
recommendations is to use the average of the previous year’s staff salaries to put a salary “price” on 
each staff element of the funding model. Staff would include the major certified categories such as 
teacher, principal, superintendent, assistant superintendent, as well as the major classified categories 
such as secretary, custodian, maintenance worker, groundskeeper, and supervisory aide. 

In some cases, adequacy studies explicitly include a market analysis of salaries, for example, comparing 
teacher salaries to salaries of workers in other occupations with similar skills and competencies to 
teaching. These market analyses, however, are not part of the current study. Therefore, average salaries 
from the preceding year will be used as the salary price to cost out the various staff elements of the 
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model in the process of identifying both a new base per student figure and appropriate pupil weights or 
dollar per student figures for ELL, non-ELL poverty students, and special education.  
 
Benefits present a set of issues that need to be addressed in more detail. Benefits generally include: 

 Social Security and Medicare; 
 Health insurance; 
 Retirement or pension costs; 
 Worker’s compensation; and 
 Unemployment insurance. 

 
These are usually calculated as a percent of salary.  
 
For example, today Social Security and Medicare costs are 7.65 percent of salary, but Social Security 
applies only to incomes up to $127,200.32 There is no income cap for Medicare taxes. 
 
Health care insurance costs pose a more complex challenge. Costs of health care insurance often vary 
substantially across districts, which usually have different approaches to covering health care, including 
self-insurance. Rates often differ for individuals, couples, and families. Typically, the state does not 
explicitly state its fiscal responsibility for health insurance costs for school district employees, and 
typically unspecified amounts for such coverage are included in the base school funding formula. 
Moreover, many states’ school funding formulas under-support actual health care insurance costs. 

But health care costs need to be directly addressed in an adequacy study, to ensure that this part of the 
compensation is “adequately” reflected in any cost figure. A recent study in North Dakota found that the 
state average cost for health insurance for all state employees was about $12,000. Though the state had 
not explicitly adopted a policy of health care coverage for school district employees, the decision was 
made, with the assent of the legislative committee for which the study was conducted, to use the figure 
used for state employees as an “indirect” indicator of how the state would recognize health insurance 
costs in the school aid formula. This decision was bolstered by a previous state policy that allowed 
school districts to “opt into” the state health care program. Thus, in calculating a new per student figure 
for North Dakota, the $12,000 state figure for health insurance costs was used for all staff categories. 
Wyoming also uses a state health insurance cost figure in its K-12 school aid formula. 

Michigan districts spend an estimated $12,000 per employee for health insurance and that figure is used 
in this analysis. 

Retirement costs generally are set by the state. In some cases, the state pays pension costs directly to 
the retirement fund, and that cost is not included in local district costs. This is a straightforward way to 
cover pension costs, but advantages high salary over lower salary districts. Nevertheless, Michigan pays 
11.04 percent “off the top” for unfunded pension liabilities. In addition, Michigan requires districts to 
pay 25.56 percent of salaries for ongoing pension costs. The EB approach to compensation typically adds 

                                                           
32 This will increase to $128,400 for 2018. 
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the cost of pensions for all educators and education staff. Generally the percentage used is the figure 
the state requires districts to pay which is 25.56 percent for all staff. However, for the purpose of this 
analysis, the study team used 4.6 percent of salary for ongoing pension costs. The balance of the costs 
are real and need to be included in the total, but because pension costs vary for charter schools and 
depending on the employment date of each employee, the 4.6 percent figure was used and the balance 
will be included in the discussion of total costs for the PK-12 education system elsewhere in this report..  
 
The model uses a figure of 0.6 percent for Unemployment Insurance, the current average across 
districts. For Workers’ Compensation, the model uses zero percent because the state fully reimburses 
districts for these costs. 

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panels 

Introduction  
As part of the Evidence-Based (EB) approach to estimating school finance adequacy, the study team 
conducted four Professional Judgment (PJ) panels across Michigan in October 2017. The purpose of 
these panels was to seek input from educational professionals on the content and elements of the EB 
model described previously in the “Using the EB Model to Identify Adequacy for Michigan Schools” 
section. At each of the panel meetings the study team shared the elements of the EB model, asked the 
panel members to reflect on those elements and provide us with Michigan-specific assessments as to 
how the element could function in Michigan. Based on this feedback, the study team identified several 
areas where adjustments to the EB model might be considered in estimating an Evidence-Based level of 
school finance adequacy, as well as several areas where the EB model would not need to be changed. 
 
This section describes the outcomes from the four Evidence-Based PJ (EBPJ) panels. The study team 
used the recommendations of those panels to refine the EB model so it more accurately reflects the 
issues and context of Michigan. During panel meetings, the study team walked panelists through each of 
the elements as described previously (and summarized in Table 3.1). There were three general 
responses to each model element from the EBPJ panels:  

1. For some elements, panel members recommended changes in the level of resources needed by 
Michigan schools – suggestions with which the study team agrees and have incorporated into the 
Michigan EB model. 
 

2. For other elements, the panels recommended changes where the study team’s reading of the 
evidence and best practices diverged from the panel recommendations. In these instances, a 
detailed description of the differences between the EB model and the panel recommendations is 
provided, the rationale for the EB recommendations is documented, and information is provided for 
state policymakers to enable them to determine their preferred approach.  
 

3. For the remaining elements, panel members agreed that the proposed EB model resources were 
adequate to support Michigan schools as they seek to attain the state’s desired educational 
outcomes.  
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The Excel-based simulation that accompanies this report makes it possible for stakeholders to model 
alternative recommendations in real time and review alternative cost projections based on those 
alternatives. In cases where the study team believes evidence does not support panel 
recommendations, Michigan policymakers may want to estimate the costs of the panel 
recommendations and consider modifying the EB recommendations. The simulation model allows them 
to make such changes and to understand the impact those changes would have on the base cost of 
education and the related pupil weights.  

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panels  
Four Evidence-Based Professional Judgment (EBPJ) panels were held in Michigan: one in Gaylord on 
October 23, one in Ann Arbor and another in Southfield on October 24, and one in Grand Rapids on 
October 25, to ensure representation from all regions of the state. Approximately 20-25 panel members 
attended each EBPJ panel meeting. Education community stakeholders and school officials nominated 
panelists, and all nominated individuals were invited to attend a panel meeting. The study team 
specifically sought to include a range of school staff at each EBPJ session.  

A goal was to have half of the members of each panel be teachers from different levels of schools 
(elementary, middle, and high school) as well as teachers with varying work assignments including core 
subjects, elective classes, special education, English for speakers of other languages (ELL), and others. 
The study team wanted teachers with experience in helping to improve student performance in schools, 
that experience would make them particularly helpful in understanding the resource implications of 
programs to meet new Common Core and college and career ready state standards. The study team also 
sought lead teachers, mentor teachers, instructional coaches, and certificated personnel serving in the 
role of tutors.  
 
In addition to teachers, the panels had participation from: school site administrators at all school levels; 
various central office administrators including superintendents, assistant/associate/deputy 
superintendents, curriculum directors, special education directors, and business managers; and 
representatives from school districts and Intermediate educational agencies.  
 
Several days prior to the meetings, all EBPJ panel members received an e-mail outlining the purpose of 
the panel meetings along with an electronic copy the draft EB report. EBPJ panels met for an entire day, 
starting at 9:00 in the morning and ending around 4:00 in the afternoon. Each panel was supported by 
either Allan Odden or Lawrence Picus from Picus Odden & Associates, and an additional staff member 
from APA. The study team presented an overview of the EB model and then sought input – model 
element by model element – regarding the appropriateness of the model’s resources for Michigan 
schools. The study team also solicited panel members’ views on how the allocation of those resources 
could improve student learning. The findings from each of the four panels form the basis for the findings 
presented in this section.  
 
The balance of this section describes six overall themes that emerged from the EBPJ panels, then 
describes the recommendations of the EBPJ panels regarding each element, starting with the elements 
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where the study team concurs with recommended changes, and followed by the elements where the 
study team documents its recommendation to continue with the EB model resource allocation 
strategies and finishing with the elements with which the panels felt the EB model resource allocations 
were adequate as proposed.  

Professional Judgment Panel Recommendations  
Six overall themes emerged from the panel conversations: 

1. Panelists largely supported the overall structure and intent of the EB approach to instructional 
improvement, student achievement, the embedded school improvement model, and school finance 
adequacy. Suggested changes were at the margin but not the core of the EB approach. 
 

2. Panelists expressed strong and universal support for the overall instructional elements of the EB 
model. Those elements – small class sizes, core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, 
intensive and ongoing professional development, extra resources to provide more instructional time 
for struggling students, teachers organized into collaborative work teams, etc. – were viewed as on 
target and reinforcing the delivery of best practices in schools.  
 

3. Panelists universally noted that the staff and resources in the EB model exceeded existing resources 
in nearly all schools, and that many of the instructionally focused staff were those that were very 
much needed (e.g., instructional coaches) but had been cut over the past few years as budgets 
declined. 

 
4. There was initial concern that the EB approach to serving students with disabilities was problematic 

and provided less than current resources for those students, but following considerable detailed 
discussion, panelists agreed that the EB approach was quite robust and an effective approach for 
serving students with disabilities. The major area of concern was the state’s birth to age 26 
requirement for serving students with disabilities while the EB model covered only preschool (age 
three and four) to grade 12 students (though at higher ages if still attending high school). 

 
5. There was virtually no pushback to the substantially fewer paraprofessionals in the EB model than 

are typically employed in most schools. Most panelists agreed that skilled teachers provide more 
effective services than paraprofessionals – even trained paraprofessionals – but cautioned on the 
need for time to shift from paraprofessionals to skilled teachers for many extra help services.  

 
6. Panelists noted that Michigan typically provides more school administration than the EB model but 

less instructional leadership staff. 
 
As indicated above, EBPJ panel recommendations fell into three categories:  

1. Areas where the panelists recommended changes that the study team believes have a sound 
evidence basis and have been incorporated into the EB model. 
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2. Areas where panelists recommended that the study team consider changes or identified potential 
concerns with the EB model, but for now have not been changed in the EB model. 

 
3. Areas where panelists were in general agreement with the EB model recommendations. 
 
Each of these areas is considered below, identifying the EB model elements in each section that are 
impacted.  

Areas Where EBPJ Recommendations Led to EB Model Changes 

There was only one major area where EBPJ panel recommendations suggested a strong reason to 
modify the EB model as presented to the panels: central office administration. In two other areas, the 
panels suggested modest changes that were adopted: field trips for preschool students and higher 
curriculum costs for programs for struggling students. 

Element 21: Central Office  
The study team told all panels that the EB model’s approach to central office staffing would be prorated 
up and down, on a dollar per student basis, for districts larger and smaller than the prototypical central 
office of 3,900 students. In all panel sessions, panelists suggested that while they would like the level of 
staff in the initially proposed central office model, they nevertheless felt the staffing was more than 
needed. The study team explained that the EB central office model had grown over the past several 
years because of increased district assessment and evaluation responsibilities, and expanded technology 
systems at both the district and school level. Panelists agreed, but nevertheless suggested that the 
model be slimmed down, and the study team agreed to do so. Table 3.7 represents the revised EB 
Central Office model and compares revisions with the data presented earlier, in Table 3.6. Note that the 
major changes are in the reduction of support staff as those had been the prime source of the increased 
number of positions. 
 
 

Table 3.7: EB Central Office Staffing for a District with 3,900 students 

Office and Position 
FTE FTE FTE 

Previous EB Model Current EB Model Revised EB Model 
Admin. Classified Admin. Classified Admin Classified 

Superintendent’s Office 
  Superintendent  1  1  1  

  Secretary   1  2  1 
Business Office 
  Business Manager  1  1 1 1  
  Director of Human 
     Resources  

1  1 1 1  

  Accounting Clerk   1  2  2 
  Accounts Payable   1  2  2 
  Secretary   1  1  1 
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Office and Position 
FTE FTE FTE 

Previous EB Model Current EB Model Revised EB Model 
Admin. Classified Admin. Classified Admin Classified 

Curriculum and Support 
  Assistant Supt. for 
     Instruction  

1  1  1  

  Director of Pupil 
     Services  

1  1  1  

  Dir. of Assessment 
     and Evaluation  

1  1  1  

  Secretary   3  3  3 
Technology 
  Director of 
     Technology  

1  1  1  

  Network Supervisor 
     (Hardware) 

 1  1  1 

  Systems Supervisor 
    (Software) 

 0.3  1  1 

  School Computer 
     Technician  

 1  4  2 

  Secretary   1  2  1 
Operations and Maintenance 
  Director of O&M  1  1  1  
  Secretary   1  2  1 
Central Office Staffing 
(3,900) 

8 10 8 20 8 15 

 

Element 1a: Preschool student activities 
In discussing student activity resources, several panelists noted that preschool programs also take 
students on field trips and that there should be some modest funds for such activities. The study team 
agreed and added $50 per student in the student activities line for the EB preschool model. 

Element 15: Instructional Materials 
Several panelists noted that programs for students struggling to meet standards needed extra resources 
for aligned supplemental curricular programs. For example, one online reading program for ELL 
students, Imagine Learning, costs $100 per student per year. Other districts identified other extra help 
programs, such as Read 180. Thus, supplemental materials allocation for poverty students, ELL students, 
extended day and summer school was increased to $50 per student. 

Areas Where EBPJ Panels Recommended Potential Changes That are Not Included in the Core 

Evidence-Based Model 

PJ panelists offered suggestions regarding four elements of the EB model that have not been 
incorporated into the study team’s recommendations. Those recommendations are described here, and 
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remind readers that in all cases, the Excel simulation of the Michigan EB model can be used to estimate 
the impact of these changes on the per student revenue. The four elements are:  

1. School level administration; 
2. Instructional materials and computer technologies; 
3. Career and technical education equipment; and 
4. Special education. 

 

Element 11: Principals and Assistant Principals  
The EB model provides one principal for every prototypical elementary, middle school, and high school, 
and in addition provides one assistant principal for a 600-student high school. 
 
The EBPJ panels felt strongly that all three prototypical schools (450 student elementary, 450 student 
middle and 600 student high school) should be resourced with an additional assistant principal, arguing 
that the 450-student elementary and middle schools should have both a principal and an assistant 
principal, and that the 600 student high school have a principal and two assistant principals. Panelists 
provided several arguments to support this recommendation including: the fact that traditionally more 
school administration has been provided in Michigan; administrative needs have grown given the rising 
and more difficult educational and disciplinary needs of children; and, the need for time to engage in 
more performance-oriented teacher evaluation systems. 
 
Because the EB model provides substantial instructional leadership resources in the positions for 
instructional coaches, it provides fewer resources for school administration per se. The rationale is that 
while each school’s leadership team needs to provide both school management and instructional 
leadership functions, the EB school administration staff combined with the robust instructional 
leadership staff (e.g., the instructional coaches) provide sufficient school leadership/management 
resources. And with respect to student disciplinary needs, the EB model also provides substantial pupil 
support staff, as well as additional pupil support staff for schools with poverty and ELL students. With 
this combination of school leadership/management staff and the considerable counseling and pupil 
support staff, the EB model posits that an effective schoolwide student management and disciplinary 
system can be implemented. Further, higher poverty schools, perhaps with more intense student 
discipline issues, could allocate a pupil support position for a “dean” position focused on student 
discipline. Indeed, several schools in the various panels did organize its administrative staff this way. This 
use of staff would be allowed by and resourced by the EB model. 
 
Therefore, it is the study team’s recommendation that the EB model does not need to provide more 
administrative staff. 
 
One qualification to this recommendation is that if schools and districts adopt teacher evaluation 
strategies that require multiple live observations of teachers over the course of a year – which is needed 
if such systems are to obtain fair and accurate data on a teacher’s instructional practice – then 
additional staff are needed to conduct these observations. Although the EB model does not address 
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teacher evaluation explicitly, the study team would argue that there are more efficient and more 
effective ways to structure performance-based teacher evaluations than multiple principal observations 
(Grissom & Youngs, 2016; Odden, 2011a). If Michigan prefers this more expensive approach to teacher 
evaluation, it could provide the additional administrative staff to each prototypical school, which would 
produce a higher base per student figure. 

Elements 15, 16 and 17: Instructional Materials, Interim, Short Cycle Assessments, and Instructional 
Technology 
 
The EBPJ panelists were generally supportive of the EB model allocations of $190 per student for 
instructional materials, $25 per student for formative and short cycle assessments, and $250 per 
student for school-based technology. Most of the school business officers on the panels indicated this 
was more than is currently expended in these three categories.  
 
To ensure that districts and schools are not engaging in “over testing,” the EB recommendation for short 
cycle assessments is that no more than $25 per student be allocated as a way to encourage schools to 
purchase just one, integrated, online battery of such assessments, rather than multiple additional 
assessment systems. 
 
Some panelists in three of the panels noted that they were spending much more for current textbook 
adoptions. For example, one school said it had paid $286 per student for an adoption of algebra I, 
algebra II and geometry textbooks. These adoptions included all the supplementary materials as well as 
a CD and online access that provided additional instructional support. Another school had spent close to 
$1,000 per student on a reading program for elementary schools, which also included several 
supplemental materials as well as “leveled” readers. A different elementary reading program, Read 
Well, cost one district $220 per student for the texts, supplies, supplemental materials, and online 
resources. A fourth district spent $500 per student for an Advanced Placement biology course. Ann 
Arbor had adopted the Lexia Learning program, a K-3 reading program for struggling students, at a cost 
of $184 per student. Some districts are spending substantial sums for new textbook adoptions at cost 
levels the study team heretofore never encountered. Also, “electronic” copies of textbooks often 
require hard copy adoptions as well, so produce no cost savings.  
 
Some new curricular materials are also available at no cost from more than one source. For example, 
Engage New York was the result of a New York State initiative to create curricular materials linked to the 
Common Core Standards and all the materials are available online for free. A second example is the 
curriculum materials that are available – at no cost –from the organization that developed the Next 
Generation Science Standards. These science materials receive high marks for their quality. 
 
The study team is therefore reluctant to increase the EB’s allocation for instructional materials. Many, if 
not most, districts in Michigan spent less than the $190 per student in the EB model, as do nearly all 
districts in other states where the EB study team has conducted adequacy studies during the past five 
years. However, Michigan would be wise to probe the reasons why some districts spend so much on 
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curricular materials. If those materials produce better student achievement results, the state should 
consider supporting those materials and increase the EB allocation in this area. But if not, districts 
should be encouraged to purchase lower cost but effective curricular materials. 
 
A similar issue raised by several panelists was the district’s responsibility for purchasing college texts, 
which are quite expensive, for students accessing the “dual enrollment” program. Some students take 
up to three courses, with texts for each – that must be purchased each year – costing from $100 to $200 
each. As dual enrollments increase, it could be that at some point the high school textbook allocation 
would need to be enhanced to cover these higher costs. 
 
Finally, Michigan is on a path to leverage technology for learning, to empower every student in the state 
to excel at next generation assessments, and to achieve lifetime success in a technology-based, global 
economy. These aspirations might at some point require more computer technologies than the EB 
model provides. Several panelists noted this aspiration and argued that the EB model’s technology 
recommendations should be enhanced. As noted earlier, for the computer and technology allocation to 
be sufficient for Michigan to move to a one-to-one computer ratio for all students, the base $250 per 
student would need to be increased by $150 per student to $400 per student. If Michigan decides to 
take this path, then the ultimate base per student number from the core EB model would need to be 
increased by $150.  

One large ISD provides computer-based technologies for schools on a county-wide basis and uses a 
figure of $250 – the EB amount – to provide the equipment that includes computer devices, operating 
systems, software needed for various applications and spy/security software. Another ISD used a figure 
closer to $300 per student. 

At this point, the EB model does not support a one-to-one computer ratio and concludes that it is a bit 
premature to do so given the mixed evidence on its impact on student achievement. But that does not 
mean the state could decide to move in that direction, in which case, the base per student number 
would need to be increased by $150 per student. 

Element 18: Career and Technical Education 
In Michigan, career and technical education programs are provided both by Intermediate School 
Districts, usually with a special mill levy for the program, and by local districts. For the latter, it often, if 
not always, is the case that their ISD does not have a special CTE mill levy and provides few if any CTE 
programs. Michigan also has a complex approach to provide state aid for CTE programs. 
 
In some EBPJ panels, panelists identified CTE programs with equipment costs that were quite high, 
sometimes approaching $50,000 for some high cost programs. In these panels, most of the CTE 
programs were provided by ISDs and most ISDs provided a wide range of programs including advanced 
manufacturing, graphic art, computer programming, robotics, accounting, welding, etc.  

It is the consensus view that most state-approved career and technical education (CTE) programs often 
cost more to operate than non-vocational programs due to such factors as: 
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 Smaller classes; 
 Specialized equipment; 
 Supplies; 
 Specialized supportive services; and 
 High-quality instructors with specialized certifications. 

 
However, during the discussions, it became clear that the bulk of these costs are included in the EB base 
program, including class sizes (25 in the EB model), supplies, and professional development. Thus, the 
major added costs would be those associated with specialized equipment. While some programs might 
have high equipment costs (e.g., robotics), others do not (e.g., accounting). Even though many panelists 
argued that the EB allocation of $10,000 per CTE program (which would include five one-hour sections a 
day) was too low, it is the study team’s conclusion that across all CTE programs the $10,000 figure would 
be adequate. High equipment costs for some programs would be balanced by lower equipment costs for 
others; and equipment for all programs last over several years so even a program with equipment needs 
of $50,000 would have sufficient funding assuming the equipment would last for five years. 
 
Thus, the study team continues to recommend that the EB CTE allocation of $10,000 per all CTE 
programs is adequate. Michigan should reassess its overall structure for CTE programs. While some ISDs 
adopt a special mill levy for CTE programs, others do not, so there certainly are inequities in the 
accessibility of CTE programs from the student perspective.  

Element 28: Special Education  
The EB model provides one teacher position for every 141 students in a school (total students, not only 
special education students) as well as the allocation of positions at the central office to oversee 
development and implementation of IEPs. In addition, the model recommends that the state fund 100 
percent of the costs of students with severe and profound disabilities – the high cost students. In the 
MARS report, these would be the student categories of: severe cognitive impairment, severe emotional 
impairment, homebound and hospitalized services, severe multiple impairments, and perhaps some 
programs for students with severe autism.  
 
This full state funding would be capped at two percent of total school enrollments across the state. In 
addition, the EB model recommends special education funding should be net of Federal Title VIb 
funding. 
 
Nearly all panelists felt at the beginning of the discussion of this topic, that the EB model would not be 
sufficient for the Michigan special education standards and service levels, and because of the state’s 
mandate to provide special education to all persons from birth to age 26. In terms of the latter, the EB 
model only covers students aged three and four, who would be in preschool, and the all students in 
kindergarten through grade 12, so it falls short of the state’s birth to age 26 special education mandate.  
 
At the same time, when panelists who were special educators and/or directors of special education to 
reviewed the service levels outlined in the special education section, it turned out that all districts 



160 
 

represented had larger service levels than the EB proposed. After realizing these discrepancies, panelists 
understood how the overall EB approach to special education worked and supported it. 
 
The panel discussions about special education were closely linked to the discussion of strategies for 
struggling students. The research behind the EB model includes multiple resources for educators to 
provide for Tier 2 interventions – tutoring, extended day, summer school and extra pupil support – 
before a student is given an IEP. The model also considers those resources in combination with the 
resources in the special education element to address the issues of all students who need extra help to 
learn to standards. Further, the substantial Tier 2 resources, if provided as preventative extra help 
before a student is given an IEP, have been shown over time to reduce the need for special education 
services. As a result, the EB model puts more resources into these Tier 2 strategies and less into special 
education under the theory that the combination of resources can be used to address the needs of all 
struggling students, those in and those not yet in a special education program.  
 
Initially, many panelists observed that the EB special education allocation would result in fewer 
educators providing extra help to struggling students, including students with IEPs, then are currently 
employed in their schools. Some panelists struggled with considering the special education resources in 
combination with the multiple and additional extra help resources – tutoring, extended day, summer 
school, and additional pupil support.  
 
However, when panels discussed examples that showed how to meet the needs of students who require 
extra help – both those with and without an IEP – several panelists noted that the EB allocations 
provided more resources than their schools currently had, leading to a conclusion that the combination 
of extra help resources and special education resources were adequate. 
 
A few of the panelists agreed with the assertion that effective use of more preventative Tier 2 programs 
along with early intervention supports embedded in the EB model – preschool, small K-3 classes, 
multiple Tier 2 interventions including tutoring by certificated personnel – can reduce the number of 
students who require special education services and that the academic struggles of many students are 
best addressed before and without an IEP (which is made possible by the EB approach). This perspective 
aligns with the theory of action embedded in the EB model and drives the logic behind the way 
resources are allocated in the model. This leads us to reaffirm the recommendation of one teacher 
position for every 141 students, which covers services for students with moderate and mild disabilities, 
related services (OT, PT, speech and hearing help), and behaviorists to help teachers and schools 
implement a school-wide strategy of behavior and discipline. 
  
It is important to note that the PJ panels supported the concept of full state funding of programs for 
students with severe and profound disabilities and argued that it would be important for the state to 
develop rules and regulations to identify these students and programs. 
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Areas where EBPJ Panelists Agreed with the EB Model Recommendations  

For most of the elements of the EB Model, the EBPJ panelists generally agreed the resources allocations 
were adequate for providing the resources schools needed to give all Michigan students an equal 
opportunity to meet state performance standards. Each of those elements is listed below together with 
pertinent comments from the panels.  

School Prototypes 
The panelists generally supported the use of school prototypes – 450 student elementary school, 450 
student middle school, and 600 student high school – as well as the prototypical district of 3,900 
students including four elementary schools, three middle schools, and two high school, to both show 
how all elements of the EB model play out at the school level and to calculate a base dollar per student 
figure.  
 

Element 1a: Preschool 
The panels supported the EB model recommendation of one teacher and one instructional aide for each 
group of 15 students for a preschool program. Several panelists mentioned that a full-fledged preschool 
program could help acculturate to formal schooling many students who have been entering 
kindergarten with significant behavioral and social issues, in addition to laying a foundation for learning. 
 
Michigan’s Early Childhood Standards of Quality require class sizes of 16 with two adults. The EB model 
is a bit more specific, providing not only two adults for classes of 15 students, but more specifically a 
fully licensed and trained teacher as one of those two adults. Michigan’s early childhood standards also 
support a PreK-grade 3 integrated approach to early education, a focus that is also part of the EB model. 
 
Michigan currently has a developmental “kindergarten” program for “young” five-year-olds. If the state 
adopted a full-fledged preschool program as included in the EB model, it would no longer need the 
developmental kindergarten programs as those students would all be eligible for the PreK services. 
 
The EB model provides not only the one teacher and one aide for every 15 students in its prototypical 
preschool program, but also the elective teachers (so preschool teachers in a PreK-3 setting can engage 
in collaborative work with other early elementary grade teachers), instructional coaches, counselors and 
nurses, professional development, instructional materials, assessments, and technology resources that 
are provided to elementary schools.  
 

Element 1b: Kindergarten 
 
The panels supported the EB model recommendation of one teacher for 15 students in a full day 
kindergarten program. As well known, Michigan already supports a full day kindergarten program.  
 
Some panelists would urge the state to take a more proactive approach to requiring all students to 
attend a preschool as well as full-day kindergarten program, so that they would be better prepared to 
enter first grade fully prepared for academic work and appropriate school behavior. 
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Element 2: Core Elementary Teachers  
The EB model provides core elementary teachers at the ratio of one teacher position for every 15 
students in kindergarten through grade 3 and one teacher position for every 25 students in grades four 
and five allocation averages to approximately one teacher for every 17 elementary students in a typical 
K-5 elementary school. Panelists supported these class size ratios. Many panelists stated that their 
current elementary class sizes were larger than these numbers, and had risen during the past decades 
because of required budget cuts. 
 

Element 3: Core Secondary Teachers  
 
The EB model provides core secondary teachers at a ratio of 25 students per teacher in all middle and 
high schools, generally grades 6-12. The PJ panels supported this recommendation.  
 
It should be noted that nearly all panelists noted that their current actual class sizes were much larger 
than the EB model of 15 and 25. One panelist stated that these smaller class sizes would “solve all their 
education problems.” 
 

Element 4. Elective Teachers  
 
The EB model provides elective teachers to prototypical schools at a rate of 20 percent of elementary 
and middle school core teachers and 33.33 percent of core high school teachers. The combination of 
core and elective teachers allows every school in Michigan – elementary, middle, and high school – to 
provide a full liberal arts curriculum program, to provide a curriculum for both college and career ready 
focused students, and to have a focus on both what the EB model labels “core” courses (mathematics, 
science, reading/English/language arts, social studies and world language) and other subjects such as 
art, music, physical education, and career-technical education.  
 
With this mix of staffing, the EB model provides for five 60-minute daily periods of pupil free time for 
elementary and middle school teachers. The high school elective allocation allows high schools to 
organize using a block schedule with four 90-minute blocks each day and allows for teachers to teach 
during three blocks and have 90 minutes each day for individual and collaborative planning (this time 
period also could be organized as two 45 minute periods). 
 
In viewing the issue of core and elective teachers, the challenge is to ensure that this staffing of schools 
allows for sufficient time for both individual planning and preparation and for collaborative teacher 
teamwork. Most of the panelists stated that the EB staffing allocations would be adequate to provide 
such collaborative time.  
 
Many panelists, however, argued that given the onset of Common Core/College and Career Ready 
academic standards, middle schools are becoming more like high schools and should have a 33-1/3 
percent allocation for elective teachers, just as high schools have. This obviously would increase costs. 
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During the discussions of how sufficient collaborative time could be structured, it became clear that the 
issue required understanding both the student’s typical day and the teacher’s typical day. The student 
day is usually six and a half hours, with six hours of instruction and 30 minutes for lunch. The teacher 
day is most commonly seven hours, or an additional 30 minutes, with five hours of instruction, 30 
minutes for lunch, 45 minutes for planning or meeting, and 15 minutes for opening and closing the 
school day. It is difficult to find 45 minutes a day for collaborative time as well as 45 minutes for 
individual planning and preparation, in a seven-hour work day.  
 
But extending the teacher work day to seven and half hours solves this dilemma. Given this longer day, 
Michigan principals could straightforwardly organize school days so that all teachers – elementary, 
middle, and high – could have at least 45 minutes of pupil free time during the regular day and at least 
45 minutes of pupil free time after the instructional day, both of which could be organized in various 
ways to ensure adequate time for individual teacher planning and preparation and daily teacher 
collaborative time. The EB model’s goal is to have 45 minutes of teacher collaborative time daily, 
because teacher collaborative work is a key to improving student performance in virtually all studies of 
schools that have moved the student achievement needle. 
 
In sum, most panelists supported the EB elective allocation of 20 percent elementary, 20 percent middle 
school and 33 1/3 percent high school. If, however, these staff allocations together with a seven-hour 
teacher work day created problems in providing sufficient collaboration time, the state could lengthen 
the typical teacher work day by 30 minutes, from seven to seven and half hours. This would require a 
seven percent increase in teacher salaries. Alternatively, the state could increase the middle school 
elective teacher allocation to 33 1/3 percent. 
 

Element 5: Instructional Coaches 
 
This EB model recommendation for instructional coaches was strongly supported by panelists, who 
indicated that the allocation of one coach for every 200 students generally was higher than is now 
provided to schools. Panelists agreed that coaches are critical for supporting collaborative time and 
professional development to improve instructional practice. Panelists also noted that instructional 
coaches are a needed staff resources to effectively implement the state’s third grade reading initiative. 
 
Several panelists noted that instructional coaches needed specific professional development to execute 
the coach role effectively. In response, the study team noted that as all instructional coaches in the EB 
model are considered teachers, and thus trigger ten days of annual professional development. As noted 
below in the section on professional development, providing this number of pupil-free days for 
professional development would require extending the average teacher’s work year by five days so that 
the typical contract would include ten pupil-free days for professional development, as compared to the 
estimated average of just five days today. 
 
Several panelists also suggested that it would be wise for the state to affirmatively launch programs to 
develop and train instructional coaches. The study team agreed with that suggestion and stated that 
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several groups – the state department of education, administrator, and principal associations as well as 
teacher unions – could take on that role. Panelists shared that the General Education Leadership 
Network of the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrator’s was one group that has 
already implemented such an instructional coach development and training program. 
 
Although panelists were not asked if instructional coach funds should be included in a foundation block 
grant or separated as a categorical program, if the EB study team were asked, it would recommend that 
the state make funding of coaches a categorical program. This would help to ensure that instructional 
coach funds were actually used to hire and deploy instructional coaches. The study team’s research in 
other states has shown that when funding for coaches is not dedicated, up to half of coaching funds are 
diverted to other expenditure items and coaches are in short supply. 
 

Element 6: Core Tutors 
The EB model provides one core tutor for each prototypical school. The PJ panels supported this 
recommendation, agreeing that there will be students in every school who struggle to achieve to the 
new higher Common Core standards and this extra help strategy is important to providing all students 
an equal opportunity to meet the new and more rigorous standards.  
 
Some panelists urged the EB model to use the term “Tier 2 interventionist” instead of tutor; the EB 
model acknowledges this perspective but as noted previously, tutors, teachers in extended day and 
summer school are all part of Tier 2 resources the model provides. The EB model continues to support 
one-to-one tutoring in the early elementary years as the most effective, initial Tier 2 intervention. 
 

Element 7: Substitute Teachers 
The recommendation that substitutes be provided at the rate of five percent of all core and elective 
teachers as well as for instructional coaches, tutors, special education, extended day and summer school 
teachers was supported. School business officers who attended the panels indicated this would be 
sufficient.  
 

Elements 8 and 24: School Counselors  
The standard EB model provides one school/guidance counselor for every 450 PreK-5 students and one 
school counselor for every 250 students in grades 6 through 12.  
 
As noted at the panel meetings, the EB model provides not only core guidance counselors and nurses, 
but also additional pupil support staff based on the incidence of poverty and English language learner 
(ELL) students. In addition to core school counselors the EB model provides an additional counselor for 
every 125 ELL students as well as for every 125 non-ELL poverty students. These additional positions 
could be a school counselor, social worker, family liaison, disciplinary dean, etc. Indeed, combining core 
school counselors with this additional pupil support allocation, the EB model provides more of these 
support staff than are employed in several districts, including many high poverty impacted districts, 
represented at the EBPJ panels. 
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Behavioral problems were also identified as challenging issues for most schools across the state; and 
many panelists suggested this required more counselors, behaviorists, or disciplinary deans. Though 
skills in organizing and managing classroom rules and behavior are reinforced by school wide strategies 
and programs that are uniformly enforced, panelists felt the need for behavioral expertise. As noted, 
Element 28, special education, includes behaviorist positions; this position is intended largely to aid 
schools and teachers develop and implement a positive assertive discipline strategy in the school and in 
each teacher’s classroom.  
 
Some panelists argued that every prototypical school needed a full-time nurse position. This concern 
was somewhat alleviated when the study team pointed out that the allocation of one school nurse for 
every 750 students would be sufficient for districts to provide for a full-time nurse in the prototypical 
600-student high school and a half time nurse position in each of the 450-student elementary and 
middle schools.  
 
Finally, some panelists stated that large numbers of students currently suffer from mental health issues 
that require therapy and suggested that therapists, such as psychologists and/or psychiatrists, be added 
to the model. One big issue here is whether such services should be included in the education budget or 
in the broader state and local health and human/social services budget. Mental health therapists are not 
included in the EB model at this point, but note that Michigan as a state may need to enhance the level 
of mental health services it provides it citizens, including its children. One way to access such services, 
noted by several panelists, is to partner with local County Health Systems. Indeed, in a few districts, the 
county health systems provided clinics in schools. 
 

Element 9: Supervisory Aides/School Resource Officers 
The goal of the EB model’s providing supervisory aides is to create a system in which non-instructional 
duties such as hall, lunch, recess, or bus duty are provided by supervisory aides and not teachers. The 
EBPJ panels broadly supported the recommendation for supervisory aides in all schools to remove these 
“duties” from teacher responsibilities, hire non-licensed and lower-priced staff for these functions, and 
have teachers use the extra time for some combination of collaborative teacher work and individual 
planning and preparation. The general EB allocation is two supervisory aide positions for each 
prototypical elementary and middle school and three for a prototypical high school.  
 
Although the panels did not raise the issue of school resource officers (SROs), the study team takes this 
opportunity to make relevant comments on them. SROs are individuals who provide additional safety 
for schools, which can include multiple activities, including securing doors and hall duty. The EB model’s 
perspective on SROs is that they often are (in other states), and should be, funded by the 
police/sheriff/public safety budgets of towns or local municipalities, not school districts. The study team 
assumes that is the case for some Michigan schools as well. Public safety offices generally estimate 
resource needs based on the total population of their jurisdiction, which includes students. Thus, public 
safety officers should be available to provide protection to schools during school hours when that 
portion of the population is in school. In addition, public safety agencies also maintain the high cost 
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insurance required for safety and police officers, costs that would substantially increase the cost to 
school districts if they employed SROs.  
 

Element 10: Library Media Specialists 
The panelists supported the recommendation of one library media specialist for each prototypical 
school. Panelists noted that librarians today play much broader roles than in the past, including helping 
the school provide access to and enabling students to access a wide variety of information sources on 
line. 
 
Panelists agreed with the EB approach to move what used to be library media specialists – people who 
monitored movie projectors, slide projectors, etc. and who became school technology experts – to the 
central office and name them school computer technicians. 
 

Element 12: School Site Secretarial Staff 
The allocation of two secretarial positions at prototypical elementary and middle schools and three 
secretarial positions at prototypical high schools was generally supported. Some panelists indicated this 
was more staff then they had at schools in their districts, others said it was somewhat less. The study 
team left these allocations as originally recommended.  
 

Element 13: Gifted and Talented 
The panels supported the recommendation of $40 per student, which provides access to the internet-
based GoQuest system, formerly called Renzulli Learning. Generally, the panelists endorsed the concept 
of this type of approach for enriched experiences for areas of interest or talent for all students.  
 

Element 14: Professional Development 
The PJ panels supported the professional development recommendations in the EB Model. These 
include sufficient time during the regular school day for collaborative teacher work, instructional 
coaches (Element 5), additional days in the teacher work year to ensure a total of 10 days for training 
and $125 per student for trainers and other professional development costs (such as coffee and donuts 
at professional development sessions, but not for tuition credit costs).  
 
Panelists generally agreed that today the typical Michigan teacher contract includes five pupil free days 
for professional development. That would mean the EB model would increase the typical teacher work 
year by 5 days, which is done by calculating the current average daily rate for a teacher, and adding five 
times that to the current average teacher salary to cost out the EB model. 
 
During this discussion, the issues of the teacher work year, days of instruction, days supposed to be used 
for professional development, and days for opening and closing schools and having parents emerged. 
Often so-called PD days are used for something other than professional development. When asked, the 
EB model’s suggestion to most states is to create a standard 200-day teacher work year: 180 days of 
instruction, 10 pupil free days devoted exclusively to professional development, two to three days at the 



167 
 

beginning and end of each year for opening and closing school, and another two to four days for parent-
teacher conferences in the fall and spring. The study team encourages Michigan to set a standard for the 
number of instructional days in the school year, and argue that 180 days is appropriate. At present, 
however, the EB model does not explicitly include a recommendation that the instructional year should 
be a set number of days, and accepts the instructional year a state determines. The Michigan EB model 
will increase the average teacher’s salary by five days so that the model provides ten pupil free days for 
the training element of professional development. 
 
Finally, the robust professional development resources provided by the EB model are meant to cover all 
teacher professional development needs, including for example, content-based instructional strategies 
now linked to common core standards, the SIOP strategies needed for sheltered English instruction, 
instructional skills to identify and instruct the gifted and talented, training for instructional coaches, and 
appropriate training for elective teachers. 
 

Element 19: Activity Funds and Extra Duty Pay 
The panelists supported the inclusion of resources for sports, clubs, and other extracurricular activities. 
Many argued that the funding levels were too low for high schools. Several panelists in more than one 
panel stated that their secondary extracurricular programs cost closer to $600 per student, excluding 
transportation. These panelists suggested that the activities amount be differentiated by school level, 
with different amounts for elementary, middle, and high schools. 
 
Other panelists noted that these resources would be provided to school districts which themselves 
could make appropriate allocations among elementary, middle and high schools and suggested the 
amount be left as is, a point with which the study team agreed.  
 

Element 20: Maintenance and Operations 
This topic was not discussed in detail, as most of panelists lacked knowledge in this area. 
 

Elements 23, 24, 25 and 26: Strategies for Struggling Students 
Panelists were generally supportive of the recommendations of resources for these services. The EB 
model now provides all these resources for students who are eligible for free and reduced-price lunch as 
well as for all ELL students. ELL students trigger these extra help resources whether or not they are 
eligible for free and reduced-price lunch. The goal is to make resources for students from poverty and 
for ELL students more robust, and in addition to special education.  
 
All panels stated that transportation would need to be addressed and probably expanded for both 
extended day and summer school programs. Transportation was not included in this study.  
 

Element 26: English Language Learner Students  
For ELL students, the EB model provides extra tutoring (one position for every 125 ELL students), 
extended day (one position for every 120 ELL students), summer school (one position for every 120 ELL 
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students), additional pupil support (one position for every 125 ELL students) and additional resources for 
language services (one position for every 100 ELL students). Altogether, this provides 4.2 positions for 
every 100 ELL students; put differently, each group of about 23 ELL students triggers an additional 
licensed position. By any measure, this allocation is adequate and panelists generally agreed with this 
perspective. 
 

Element 27: Alternative Schools  
The EB model provides funding for the equivalent of one assistant principal and one full time teacher or 
educational professional for every seven students in an alternative school. This allocation provides a 
source of funding that can then be used to staff schools a variety of different ways, depending on the 
specific needs of the students in those alternative schools. Generally, PJ panelists felt that for typical 
alternative schools, with a small number of students – usually 50 or fewer – this formula would work 
well, particularly if alternative school students were defined as children with multiple behavioral and 
emotional issues, including substance abuse.  
 
This allocation supported the staffing of the Saginaw Security School, as well as another district’s 
Juvenile Detention Center, both of which enroll students in line with the EB approach, i.e., students with 
multiple, emotional behavioral and often substance abuse issues. 
 
Panelists also supported using the alternative school formula for resourcing the Welcome Centers for 
ELL students new to the district and the country and from various “traumatic” places such as refugee 
camps, wars, etc.  
 

Element 29: Compensation 
Panelists generally understood that the model will use the prior year average salaries to “price” out all 
staff, and there was support for including realistic assumptions about the cost of various benefits, 
particularly health insurance, in the model.  
 
For pension costs, Michigan pays “off the top” an amount for “unfunded” pension costs of 11.04 percent 
for education staff and requires districts to pay 25.56 percent for ongoing pension costs. The model 
used this approach and 25.56 percent is the estimated cost of local pensions. In the future, Michigan 
could decide it wanted districts also to pay the 11.04 percent amount as well; this would require a 
change in current policy and increase compensation costs for all staff.  
 
Worker compensation averages 0.6 percent for all staff. The state reimburses 100 percent of 
unemployment insurance so that entails no cost for school districts. The EB model uses 0.6 percent for 
workers compensation and zero percent for unemployment insurance. 
 
Districts on average pay about $12,000 for each employee for health insurance. The EB cost estimates 
use this estimated figure for health insurance costs. 
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Some districts also provide disability and small life insurance policies. The EB model does not include life 
insurance as a benefit and the costs of short-term disability are extremely low, so the model does not 
include a line for these items. 
 

Summary  
This section summarized the reflections and discussion of four Evidence-Based Professional Judgment 
panel meetings that occurred in October 2017 across the state of Michigan. Approximately 100 
educators attended these meetings in four locations across the state. The panels consisted of educators, 
approximately half of whom were teachers and the rest school site administrators, special educators, 
and/or central district administrators and board members.  
 
Overall, the panels offered several important and helpful suggestions. In three areas – central office, 
preschool activities, and curriculum resources for extra help programs– panel recommendations led us 
to recommend Michigan changes to the EB model. Although the study team did not modify the EB 
model in response to suggestions in four other areas, the capacity to do so through the simulation 
model will enable policy makers to understand the costs of these suggested changes as well, should the 
state choose to adopt them.  
 
For most of the model elements, particularly the instructional-focused elements, there was general 
agreement among PJ panelists that the EB Model provides adequate resources for all Michigan school 
children to be given an equal opportunity to meet the state’s proficiency standards.  
 

Final EB Michigan Recommendations 
Table 3.8 provides a detailed summary of the resultant EB Michigan model resources. 
 

Table 3.8  
Summary of 2017 Michigan Adjusted Evidence-Based Model Recommendations 

Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Staffing for Core Programs 

1a. Preschool 
Full day preschool for children aged 3 and 4. One teacher and one aide in classes of 
15 

1b. Full-Day Kindergarten 
Full-day kindergarten program. Each K student counts as 1.0 pupil in the funding 
system 

2. Elementary Core 
Teachers/Class Size  

Grades K-3: 15 (Average class size of 17.3) 
Grades 4-5/6: 25 

3. Secondary Core 
Teachers/Class Size 

Grades 6-12: 25 
Average class size of 25 

4. Elective/Specialist 
Teachers 

Elementary Schools:  20% of core elementary teachers 
Middle Schools:         20% of core middle school teachers 
High Schools:           33 1/3% of core high school teachers 

5. Instructional 
Facilitators/Coaches 

1.0 Instructional coach position for every 200 students 



170 
 

Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 

6. Core Tutors/Tier 2 
Intervention 

One tutor position in each prototypical school 
(Additional tutors are enabled through poverty and ELL pupil counts in Elements 22 
and 26) 

7. Substitute Teachers 
5% of core and elective teachers, instructional coaches, tutors (and teacher 
positions in additional tutoring, extended day, summer school, ELL, and special 
education) 

8. Core Pupil Support 
Staff, Core Guidance 
Counselors, and Nurses 

1 guidance counselor for every 450 grade K-5 students 
1 guidance counselor for every 250 grade 6-12 students 
1 nurse for every 750 K-12 students, which supports a half time nurse in each 
prototypical elementary and middle school and a full-time nurse in each 
prototypical high school 
(Additional student support resources are provided on the basis of poverty and ELL 
students in Element 23) 

9. Supervisory and 
Instructional Aides 

2 for each prototypical 450-student elementary and middle school 
3 for each prototypical 600-student high school 

10. Library Media 
Specialist  

1.0 library media specialist position for each prototypical school  

11. Principals and 
Assistant Principals  

1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
1.0 principal for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
1.0 principal and 1.0 assistant principal for the 600-student prototypical high school 

12. School Site 
Secretarial and Clerical 
Staff 

2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical elementary school 
2.0 secretary positions for the 450-student prototypical middle school 
3.0 secretary positions for the 600-student prototypical high school  

Dollar Per Student Resources 
13. Gifted and Talented 
Students  

$40 per student  

14. Intensive Professional 
Development 

10 days of student-free time for training built into teacher contract year, by adding 
five days to the average teacher salary 
$125 per student for trainers 
(In addition, PD resources include instructional coaches [Element 5] and time for 
collaborative work [Element 4]) 

15. Instructional 
Materials  

$190 per student for instructional and library materials 
$50 per student for each extra help program of poverty, ELL, summer and extended 
day 

16. Short Cycle/Interim 
Assessments  

$25 per student for short cycle, interim and formative assessments 

17. Technology and 
Equipment 

$250 per student for school computer and technology equipment 

18. CTE 
Equipment/Materials  

$10,000 per CTE teacher for specialized equipment 

19. Extra Duty 
Funds/Student Activities  

$300 per student for co-curricular activities including sports and clubs for grades K-
12  
$50 per preschool student 

Central Office Functions 
20. Operations and 
Maintenance 

Separate computations for custodians, maintenance workers and groundskeepers 
and $305 per student for utilities 

21. Central Office 
Personnel/Non-
Personnel Resources 

A dollar per student figure for the Central office based on the number of FTE 
positions generated, as depicted in Table 3.7, and the salary and benefit levels for 
those positions. It also includes $300 per student for miscellaneous items such as 
Board support, insurance, legal services, etc. 
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Model Element 2017 Evidence-Based Recommendation 
Resources for Struggling Students 

22. Tutors  
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students and one tutor position for every 100 
non-ELL poverty students 

23. Additional Pupil 
Support Staff 

1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students and one tutor position for 
every 125 non-ELL poverty students 

24. Extended Day  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 
25. Summer School  1.0 teacher position for every 120 ELL and for every 120 non-ELL poverty students 

26. ESL staff for English 
Language Learner (ELL) 
Students  

As described above: 
1.0 tutor position for every 100 ELL students  
1.0 pupil support position for every 125 ELL students 
1.0 extended day position for every 120 ELL students 
1.0 summer teacher position for every 120 ELL students; In addition, 
1.0 ESL teacher position for every 100 ELL students. 

  

27. Alternative Schools 
One assistant principal position and one teacher position for every 7 ALE students 
in an ALE program 
One teacher position for every 7 Welcome Center eligible ELL students 

28. Special Education  

8.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students, which includes: 
7.1 teacher positions per 1,000 students for services for students with mild and 
moderate disabilities and the related services of speech/hearing pathologies and/or 
OT PT. This allocation equals approximately 1 position for every 141 students. 
Plus 
1.0 psychologist per 1,000 students to oversee IEP development and ongoing 
review. 
In addition, 
Full state funding for students with severe disabilities, and state-placed students, 
minus the cost of the basic education program and Federal Title VIB, with a cap on 
the number covered at 2% of all students. 

Staff Compensation Resources 

29. Staff Compensation  

For salaries, average of previous year  
For benefits: 
Retirement or pension costs: 4.6% per employee 
Health Insurance: $12,000 per employee 
Social Security 6.2% (up to annual earnings of $127,200)  
Medicare: 1.45% 
Workers’ Compensation: 0.6 % 
Unemployment Insurance: 0% as the state cost fully reimburses costs 

 

Calculating the Base Per Student Cost and Pupil Weights 

To estimate adequacy costs based on the model described in Table 3.8, the EB study team developed an 
Excel-based simulation that provides the Evidence-based base cost per student as well as computes 
weights for special education, students in poverty and English Language Learners. Critical to these 
estimates are the costs of personnel. Salary data used to develop the cost estimates can be found in 
Appendix D. 
 
To estimate total compensation, the model used the benefit rates described earlier. With these 
compensation estimates, the per student EB base expenditure is estimated to be $10,136, with weights 
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of 0.32 for poverty or at-risk students and 0.41 for ELL students.33 The per student EB preschool cost 
estimate is $14,155 which computes to a weight of 0.40 relative to the base per student expenditure 
estimate of $10,136. The alternative school cost estimate is $16,618 per student, which computes to a 
weight of 0.64 relative to the base per student figure of $10,136. These weights are depicted in Table 
3.9, below. 

Table 3.9 
EB Total Base Cost and Additional Weights 

Base $10,136 

Weights   

   Preschool  0.40 

   Poverty 0.32 

   ELL 0.41 

   Special Education (For mild and moderate special 
education students; Census approach applied to all 
students in a district, not only the special education 
count) 

0.07 
(see 
explanation 
below) 

Alternative Schools 0.64 

 
The special education cost estimate and derived weight require further explanation. It is important to 
first note that the EB model assumes the state funds 100 percent of the excess costs of programs for 
students with severe and profound disabilities.  
 
To estimate costs for students with mild and moderate disabilities, the EB model uses a “census” 
approach and computes an additional amount based on the count of all students in a district, not on the 
special education student count in each district. The EB estimate for the cost of special education is 
$673 per student for all students.  
 
This equates to a weight of 0.07 applied to the total number of students in a district (or state). The effect 
is that the total revenue generated through the EB model for special education for children with mild 
and moderate disabilities is equal to the base EB cost estimate (in this model $10,136) times 0.07 for all 
students in the district (or state). Or looked at another way, every student (except those with severe and 
profound disabilities) in a district (or state) generates 1.07 times the EB base cost estimate ($10,846). 
 
Finally, it is important to remind readers that the Excel-based simulation model can be used to model 
alternative resource levels. When used to do so, a revised base per student cost estimate will result, 
along with new estimates and weights for students in poverty, English language learners, and for special 
education. Costs for pre-school and alternative school students will also change as the parameters of the 
model are adjusted by the simulation user.

                                                           
33 The ELL recommendations also include welcome centers for districts impacted by substantial numbers of new 
students with no English language skills. These are funded at the same level as alternative schools, and would have 
the effect of providing some districts with a higher weight for ELL during the time the welcome center was open.  
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Chapter 4: Successful Schools Districts Approach 
Introduction 

In its 2016 study, the Michigan Education Finance Study, the study team undertook a modified 
successful school district study (SSD) for the state of Michigan. The study examined the performance 
and expenditures of successful school districts in the 2013-14 school year. As part of its response to the 
Collaborative’s RFP, the study team proposed to update the numbers from the 2016 study.  

The SSD approach provides a base cost that represents the level of resources needed for districts to 
outperform other districts in the state on current state standards and at current performance levels. 
This number then can be compared to the Evidence-based (EB) and Professional Judgment (PJ) base 
amounts, both of which examine the resource level needed to meet the higher performance standard of 
all students meeting all state standards. The SSD approach does not provide a means of determining the 
additional funding needed for students with additional needs (e.g poverty, ELL, and special education) 
and districts with different circumstances (e.g isolation). In most cases the highest performing districts 
also tend to have lower concentrations of students with additional needs. This was true for the districts 
that were selected in the 2016 Michigan Education Finance Study. 

This chapter first examines the SSD approach used in the 2016 study, utilizing information pulled directly 
from that study and further narrative provided by the study team. The chapter ends by examining how 
the results of the 2016 study would need to be adjusted to be brought to 2015-16 school year figures.  

Successful Schools 2016 Study 

The study team performed a modified successful schools study in the 2016 Michigan Education Finance 
Study. It was considered a modified approach due to the specific requests of the 2016 RFP, which 
identified a specific standard for selecting successful districts: “successful districts have proficiency 
levels above the state average for all of the standards under the Michigan Merit Standards.” In addition 
to the State’s definition of a successful district, APA selected three additional district performance 
standards for the 2016 study: (1) performing at least one standard deviation above average on all tests 
(High Absolute Performance); (2) showing above average growth over time (Growth); and (3) showing 
success serving subpopulations (student special populations such as poverty, ELL, and special 
education). To meet any of these three additional performance measures, districts had to first meet the 
RFP standard of having proficiency levels above the state average. Districts that met the state’s RFP 
standard and one of the additional study team standards were considered “Notably Successful” districts, 
a fifth success designation in the study.  

As dictated by the state’s RFP for the study, the 2016 study only examined the performance and 
expenditures of school districts and did not include charter schools. All data used was for the 2013-14 
school year, which was the school year for which both performance and expenditure data were available 
at the time of the study. Table 4.1 outlines the criteria for each performance standard. 
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Table 4.1 
Successful Schools Standards 

Standard Criteria 

Above Average  Set by state; the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is above the 
statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to as 
Above Average districts. 

High Absolute 
Performance 

The percentage of district students scoring proficient or above is at least one standard 
deviation above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this 
standard are referred to as High Absolute Performance districts. 

Growth The change in the percentage of district students scoring proficient or above between 
2009-10 and 2013-14 was above the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts 
meeting this standard are referred to as Growth districts. 

Special 
Populations 

The percentage of students in each demographic subgroup present in the district is above 
the statewide average in all tested subjects. Districts meeting this standard are referred to 
as Special Populations districts. 

Notably 
Successful  

Districts that met the Above Average Performance standard and one additional 
performance standard (High Absolute Performance, Growth or Special Populations), are 
referred to as Notably Successful districts. 

 
The list of districts that met each performance standard is included as Appendix G. 

The following sections first present the districts that met the first four performance standards and then 
examine the expenditures of the Notably Successful districts.  

Districts Meeting the Above Average, High Absolute Performance, Growth, and 
Special Populations Performance Standards 
It is important to first understand the Above Average standard set by the State’s RFP. Table 4.2 looks at 
the proficiency levels that districts had to achieve in each subject area in 2013-14 to meet the Above 
Average standard.  

Table 4.2  
Proficiency Standards for Above Average Standard by 

Subject Area 

 
Percent Proficient or 

Above 
Math 36% 

Reading 65% 

Science 20% 

Social Studies 29% 

Writing 47% 

 
As Table 4.2 shows, average proficient and above levels were relatively low for most test areas, with all 
subjects but reading below 50 percent. For math, science, socials studies and writing districts could have 
less than 50 percent of their student proficient or above and be above statewide averages. Districts 
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would have had to have over 65 percent of their students proficient or above in reading to be above 
average.  

Table 4.3 looks at the number of districts, average size of the districts, and need factor for the districts 
meeting each of the first four performance standards. Again, districts had to meet the Above Average 
standard to be eligible to meet the other three standards. The study team used a metric called a Need 
Factor to examine a district’s relative need, based on its concentration of students with identified needs 
including special education, poverty, and ELL students. The higher the need factor, the higher the level 
of student need in a district. Additionally, 13 school districts were found to have spending that was 
significantly higher than other districts. These districts were considered outliers in the study and all 
rsults are shown both included and excluded outliers the outlier districts, a list of the thirteen can be 
found in Appendix H.  
 
Table 4.3 shows that 186 districts met the State’s Above Average standard while 34 met the High 
Absolute Standard, 27 met the Growth standard, and 9 met the Special Populations standard. In each 
case at least one outlier district met the standard, with six meeting the Above Average standard, two 
meeting the High Absolute Performance standard, three meeting the Growth standard, and just one 
meeting the Special Populations standard.  
 

Table 4.3 
Comparison of Expenditures for All Standards 

  
Above 

Average 

High 
Absolute 

Performance 
Growth Special 

Populations 

All Districts 

Number of Districts 186 34 27 9 

Average Size of Districts 3,548 5,919 2,097 7,466 

Average Need Factor 1.254 1.186 1.269 1.223 

Excluding Outliers 

Number of Districts 180 32 24 8 

Average Size of Districts 3,686 6,344 2,386 8,419 

Average Need Factor 1.253 1.186 1.278 1.218 

 

Notably Successful Districts  
A total of 58 districts met at least one of the three standards and the State’s baseline standard, creating 
the Notably Successful standard group. Forty-seven districts met only one of the three additional 
standards, 10 districts met two of the additional standards, and one district met all three additional 
standards. The 58 districts that are Notably Successful are made up of districts showing various types of 
higher performance including absolute performance, growth, and success with special populations. A list 
of the 58 Notably Successful districts can be found in Appendix G. Table 4.4 compares the demographics 
of the Notably Successful districts to the remaining districts.  
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Table 4.4 
Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard  

All Districts Excluding Outliers  
Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 
Average Size             4,360           2,324            4,728           2,379  
Average Percent Special Education 9.89% 12.67% 10.42% 12.66% 
Average Percent Economically Disadvantaged 29.12% 52.95% 27.46% 52.95% 
Average Percent ELL 1.76% 2.50% 1.89% 2.53% 
Average Need Factor             1.224           1.351             1.223            1.351  

On average, the Notably Successful districts were larger than the remaining districts. The Notably 
Successful districts tended to have much lower need factors than districts that did not meet the 
standard. The average need factor for the 58 Notably Successful districts of 1.224 is far lower than the 
average need factor of 1.351 for the remaining districts. When examining the need factor, it is most 
meaningful to consider only the figures on the right side of the decimal, meaning the non-Notably 
Successful districts had need that was over 50 percent greater than the Notably Successful districts. 

After the high-spending outliers were excluded, there was very little change in the demographics of 
districts meeting the Notably Successful standard and remaining districts. Four districts were removed 
from the Notably Successful group and nine districts not meeting the Notably Successful standard were 
removed as outliers.  

Next, the study team examined the expenditures of the Notably Successful districts, both all districts and 
excluding outliers.  

Expenditures 

Base Expenditures 

Expenditures were examined by type of expenditure. The study team focused on examining the districts’ 
base expenditures, which districts spend on students with no identifiable additional needs (where 
additional needs students include special education, poverty, and ELL students). For this study, APA 
examined base expenditures by expenditure type, including the following expenditure types: 

 Instruction; 
 Administration; 
 Student Support Services; 
 Instructional Support; 
 Food Service; 
 Transportation; 
 Maintenance and Operations (M&O); 
 Community Service; 
 Adult Education; and 
 Other Expenditures. 
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The tables below condense these categories into instruction, administration, support, and other. 
Support includes student support services and instructional supports. The study team created two total 
base cost figures, one with all base expenditures and one without Food Service and Transportation. 
Since Food Service and Transportation are often funded separately from other base functions, APA 
wanted to highlight the differences in expenditures when these categories are included and when they 
are excluded. Both expenditure categories often vary for reasons unrelated to district characteristics 
used in funding formulas. For example, transportation expenditures per student are often less related to 
the need or size of a district and more related to the geography and density of a district. APA compared 
districts that were Notably Successful to those districts that did not meet the standards. 

Table 4.5 looks at the combined group of Notably Successful districts. 

Table 4.5 
Expenditures of Districts Meeting and Not Meeting Notably Successful Standard  

All Districts Excluding Outliers  
Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Meeting 
Standard 

Remaining 
Districts 

Number of Districts 58 483 54 474 
Average Size of Districts 4,360  2,324 4,728  2,379  
Average Need Factor 1.224  1.351  1.223     1.351  
Base Expenditures     
   Instruction $5,883 $4,944 $5,143 $4,794 
   Administration  $1,137 $1,133 $900 $1,061 
   Support $837 $652 $875 $646 
   Other $2,531 $2,153 $1,975 $2,061 
   Total Base Expenditures $10,388 $8,881 $8,893 $8,562 
   Total Base Expenditures Less Food Service 
    and Transportation 

$9,301 $7,967 $8,188 $7,683 

 
The 58 Notably Successful districts spent, on average, a little over $1,300 per student more on base 
expenditures than districts that did not meet the standards. The districts that met the standards also 
spent, on average, about $900 more per student on instruction and also spent more on support and 
other expenditures. 

Excluding the four high-spending outlier Notably Successful districts reduced the base expenditures by 
nearly $1,500 per student. Districts that met the standard still had higher spending in instruction and 
support. Base expenditures for the districts that met the standard were on average still more than $300 
more per student than in the remaining districts when including Food Service and Transportation and 
over $500 more per student when excluding those two expenditure areas.  

The study team recommended the $8,188 figure of base costs without Food Service and Transportation 
costs as the figure that best represents what it took in 2013-14 for districts to perform much better than 
other districts in Michigan.  
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Adjusting for Inflation 
In order to use the $8,188 figure for the current Michigan study, the figure has to be adjusted for 
inflation to 2015-16 dollars. To do this, the study team used the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer 
Price Index (CPI-U)  for Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint.34 Two years of inflation need to be applied to the figure 
to adjust for changes from 2013-14 to 2015-16. The CPI in August 2013, the beginning of the 2013-14 
school year, was 220.000 and it was 220.249 in August 2015, the beginning of the 2015-16 year. This 
small increase indicates that there was basically no inflation over this time for the area. With this data, 
the study team recommends not adjusting the $8,188 figure and continuing to use that figure as the 
2015-16 figure for this study. This decision is clearly a very conservative decision, as it is likely that 
district costs have increased as the cost of wages, benefits, and other operational costs have increased 
during this time.  

                                                           
34  https://www.bls.gov/regions/midwest/data/consumerpriceindexhistorical_detroit_table.pdf 
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Chapter 5. Transportation 
This chapter reviews the study team’s work examining transportation. Transportation for students 
includes the day-to-day travel to and from school, travel for school activities and sports, the additional 
travel needed to provide students with extended learning opportunities such as after school or summer 
school, and the specific travel needs for special education students. A number of factors can impact the 
costs different districts or charters face to provide these transportation services. These factors include 
the size of a district, the student population density of the district, the number and type of activities 
offered to students, and the type of special education populations served by the district or school.  

In the 2017-18 school year, the state of Michigan earmarked just $3.73 million for school transportation 
costs.35 Districts in the state can use this earmarked funding for specific transportation expenses, but the 
bulk of transportation costs to districts has to come from the operational funding through the state’s 
funding system. Any operational funding used by districts to cover transportation costs will mean fewer 
dollars available for other operational costs, such as teacher salaries and benefits, textbooks, technology 
or school maintenance. Districts that have the same size student population may face very different 
student transportation costs due to their geographic size, student density, or the location of their 
schools. Over the years states have developed funding systems to address the fact that districts have 
different needs when it comes to student transportation.  

The rest of this chapter is broken out into three areas. First, the study team examines how other states 
approach funding transportation including an analysis of comparable states. Second, the study team 
examines current transportation expenditures in Michigan. The examination looks at district and charter 
spending separately as well as special education transportation separately from other transportation. 
Third, the study team describes how the recommendations found in the PJ and EB studies could impact 
transportation needs in Michigan.  

Transportation Expenditures Across the United States  
According to the U.S. Census’ “Annual Survey of School System Finances” in the 2014-15 school year 
(the most recent year that nationally comparable data is available), Michigan’s public schools spent just 
over $675 million to transport students.36 During this school year, transportation expenditures in 
Michigan accounted for 4.6 percent of total state education expenditures, which equaled the national 
average for transportation spending. In other states the percentage of education funding used to 
transport students ranged from 7.4 percent in West Virginia to 2.3 percent in California. 

During the 2014-15 school year, Michigan expended $502 per student on transportation costs, which is 
almost identical to the national average of $498 per student. Per student transportation expenditures 
ranged greatly in the states during 2014-15, with New York spending the most per student at $1,256 and 
Utah spending the least at $219 per student. Between the 2010-11 school year and the 2014-15 school 
year, Michigan’s per student transportation expenditures increased by 4.9 percent. During the same 
time period, the national average saw a 6 percent increase. Between the 2011 and 2015 school years, 

                                                           
35 Michigan annotated code: Section 388.1674 
36 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/school-finances/data/tables.html 
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Michigan’s per student transportation expenditures hewed closely to the national average (see Chart 
5.1), never varying by more than nine dollars per student above or below the average. 

Chart 5.1 
Transportation Spending Per student 

 

 

State Transportation Funding Systems in the U.S. 
To determine school transportation funding policies in the 50 states, the study team reviewed a 2016 
study by Dr. Deborah Verstegen reviewing transportation funding in 45 states. 37 The study team then 
reviewed state data from the five states that were not part of the Verstegen study (Arkansas, Indiana, 
Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island) to create a 50-state review of public school transportation 
funding policies. The review found that 49 of the 50 states provide some form of transportation funding 
to their public schools. Indiana does not currently provide public school transportation funding but will 
begin doing so through the state’s primary funding formula beginning in the 2018-19 school year.38 
There are five general ways that states provide transportation funding to schools: 

 Reimbursement Model (22 States): states reimburse districts for a portion of their allowable 
transportation costs.  

 Included in the State’s Primary Funding Formula (11 States): transportation funding is a 
component of the state’s primary school funding formula. In some of these states additional 
funding is targeted to transportation. In other states, there is no specific amount of funding for 
transportation, but districts can use state funding for the cost of transporting students. 

                                                           

37 Verstegen, Deborah A. (2016) "Policy Perspectives on State Elementary and Secondary Public Education Finance 
Systems in the United States," Educational Considerations: Vol. 43: No. 2. h ps://dx.doi.org/10.4148/0146-
9282.1026 

38Indiana House Bill 1009 of 2017. 
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 Geographic Distance (10 States): funding is based on geographic considerations such as bus 
route miles, total square miles or the density of students in a school district.  

 Per student Allocation (5 States): states provide districts with a flat per student rate regardless 
of their actual transportation costs. 

 Full State Funding (3 States): states fully fund the cost of transportation.  
 

Table 5.1 
State Transportation Formulas 

Funding Method Number of States States 

Reimbursement Model 22 Alabama, California, Connecticut, Georgia, 
Idaho, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New 
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, and Utah 

Included in State’s Funding 
Formula 

11 Arkansas, Florida, Iowa, Louisiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, and 
West Virginia 

Geographic Distance 10 Arizona, Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine 
Mississippi, Ohio, Oklahoma, Texas, and 
Virginia 

Per student Allocation 5 Alaska, New Jersey, Vermont, Washington, 
and Wisconsin 

Full State Funding 3 Delaware, Hawaii, and Wyoming 

Note: The total number of states does not equal 49 because Ohio and Oregon make use of 
multiple methods of funding transportation. Information from Washington, D.C. was not 
included in this table because it functions as a single school district. 

Funding Formulas and Expenditure Patterns 
After reviewing national trends in transportation funding, the study team reviewed student 
transportation expenditure data to examine relationships between state funding policies and actual 
transportation expenditures. There are many factors influencing public education transportation 
expenditures, including geographic distances, student density, state mandates, and local district decision 
making. Even with those variations, there exists a pattern between state funding models and actual 
transportation expenditures. 

As shown in Table 5.2, states that fund districts through a “Per student Allocation” expend $85 (14.6 
percent) more on a per student basis to transport students than the national average. States that use 
some form of “Geographic Distance” to fund their student transportation systems expend $156 (45.5 
percent) less to transport their students than the national average. What cannot be determined is if the 
different ways that states fund schools actually impact expenditures or if state school transportation 
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needs have shaped the way that the states fund student transportation. Determining the actual causal 
effect would require a more in-depth study of the data.  

Within each of these funding categories, there can be a large difference between state expenditures. 
For example, states that fund their transportation programs through the state’s primary funding formula 
(like Michigan does) averaged spending $455 per student in FY 2014-15 to transport students, but this 
amount ranged from a low of $333 (Tennessee) to a high of $855 (West Virginia). 

Table 5.2 
 Funding Formulas & Expenditures 

State Transportation Formula 
Transportation Expenditure Per student 

(FY 2014-15)39 

Per student Allocation $583 

Full State Funding $579 

Reimbursement Model $560 

Included in State Funding Formula $455 

Geographic Distance $342 

 

Comparative States 
Comparing Michigan’s school transportation funding to all 50 states’ systems provides a broad 
understanding of the differences in how states fund transportation and differences in spending across 
states. However, a more targeted examination is also useful. For example, Michigan’s transportation 
needs are not necessarily comparable to small New England states or large western states. To help gain 
a greater perspective, the study team assembled school transportation information for states that are 
the most comparable to Michigan. Michigan’s school districts are physically smaller than the national 
average, as shown in Table 5.3, but they are more densely populated than the average school district in 
the U.S., as shown in Table 5.4. APA reviewed national data to choose states with districts of 
approximately the same geographical size as Michigan’s and with roughly the same student density. In 
addition, each comparable state selected had to have at least one large urban school district. Using 
these criteria, the study team found six comparable states: Illinois, Indiana, New York, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
39 Calculations based on data from the United States Census using total student enrollment. Ohio and Oregon were 
excluded from these calculations due to the fact that they use multiple methods for funding student 
transportation. 
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Table 5.3 
Average School District Size 

 Average District Size 
(In Miles)40 

United States 262.2 
Wisconsin 128.7 

Indiana 121.6 
Michigan 103.7 

Pennsylvania 89.6 
New York 68.0 

Ohio 66.3 
Illinois 64.6 

 

Table 5.4 
Number of Students Per Square Mile 

 Students Per Square Mile41 

United States 13.7 

Wisconsin 15.9 

Michigan 24.0 

Indiana 28.1 

Pennsylvania 35.8 

Illinois 37.1 

Ohio 39.1 
New York 55.5 

 

State Transportation Funding in Comparative States 
In the 2014-15 school year, per student transportation expenditures in comparable states averaged 
$815 and ranged from $496 (Wisconsin) to $1,256 (New York). In FY 2014-15, the per student 
transportation expenditures in comparable states was $313 higher, 63.4 percent, than Michigan’s 
spending level of $502. Between the 2011 and 2015 fiscal years, Michigan per student transportation 
expenditures consistently trailed that of the comparable states average, as shown in Chart 5.2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
40 Ibid 
41 Calculated by APA based on information from the United States Census, “Annual Survey of School System 
Finances 2014-15”.  
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Chart 5.2 
Historical Transportation Spending in Comparable States 

 
 

Comparative State Funding for Transportation 

Five of the comparable states provide some state funding for student transportation. The only 
comparable state that does not provide transportation funding to their schools is Indiana. The five states 
that do provide funding vary in their funding policies, with Illinois, New York, and Pennsylvania using the 
Reimbursement Model, Wisconsin providing funding on a per student basis and Ohio making use of a 
reimbursement model for most schools and a geographic distance model for sparsely populated 
districts.42 In the 2017-18 school year state transportation funding ranged greatly from New York, which 
provided just over $1.7 billion, to Wisconsin, which provided $24 million, shown in Table 5.5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
42 Ohio Legislative Service Commission, “School Funding Complete Resources”. February 2017. Page 37. 
https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/documents/reference/current/schoolfunding/edufeb2017.pdf 
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Table 5.5 
Comparable State Transportation Funding 

 Funding Method 
State Education Funding Earmarked for 

Transportation Fiscal Year 2017-1843 

Illinois Reimbursement Model $262.9 million44 

Indiana No state funding NA 

Michigan Through the state’s primary funding formula $3.73 million45 

New York Reimbursement Model $1.717 billion46 

Ohio 
Reimbursement Model and Geographic 

Distance $479.5 million47 

Pennsylvania Reimbursement Model $549 million48 

Wisconsin Per student Allocation $24 million49 
 
Of the five comparative states that provide schools with additional funding for transportation costs, the 
per student amounts vary greatly from $27.85 (Wisconsin) all the way to $652.47 in New York, as shown 
in Table VIII. This variance has to do less with the type of funding formula used and more with the 
state’s definition of the students that they will fund. Wisconsin makes use of a per student funding 
system that provides districts with $365 for each qualified student. However, students only qualify for 
state transportation aid if they live 12 miles or more from their school. In contrast, New York provides 
transportation funding for any student that lives more than one and a half miles from their school. This 
dramatic difference between a qualified student in New York and Wisconsin can help to explain the 
difference in state funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
43 These numbers represent state funding that is specifically targeted to student transportation. 
44 Illinois State Board of Education, Overview of Mandated Categorical Program Funding. October, 2017. Page 4. 
https://www.isbe.net/Documents/mcat-narrative.pdf 
45 Michigan annotated code: Section 388.1674 
46 New York Education Department, 2017-18 State Aid Handbook. Page 28. 
https://stateaid.nysed.gov/publications/handbooks/handbook_2017.pdf 
47 Ohio House Bill 49 of 2017 
48 $549.1 million for traditional pupil transportation and $80 million for transporting charter and non-public school 
students. Source: Pennsylvania Appropriations Act of 2017 (Act 1A). 
49 Wisconsin Act 59 of 2017. 
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Table 5.6 
Estimated State Transportation Funding Per student50 

 Per student Transportation 
Funding51 

Indiana $0 

Michigan $2.77 

Wisconsin $27.85 

Illinois $128.42 

Ohio $299.65 

 

Michigan Transportation Expenditures 

Since transportation costs are driven by a number of factors such as the distance traveled, the number 
of students transported per mile, and the types of transportation services provided rather than just the 
number of pupils served, it is best not to analyze transportation data on a per student basis. This section 
examines the expenditures detailed in Michigan’s 4094 transportation report focusing on examining 
transportation expenditures for regular education transportation. Additionally, all analysis is done for 
districts and charters separately.  

Regular Transportation 
The 4094 report provides transportation expenditures by “Regular” and “Section 52” expenditures. For 
this section, the study team focuses on the costs associated with regular education. The analysis 
undertaken includes looking at a number of variables split into those related to district characteristics 
and those related to cost per unit for the 2015 -2016 school year (2016). The variables include: 

1. District Characteristics: 
o Square miles (for districts only); 
o Density per FTE (students per square mile for districts only); 
o Density per rider (riders per square mile for districts only); and 
o Miles traveled per rider. 

2. Costs per Unit: 
o Cost per square mile (for districts only); 
o Cost per mile transported; 
o Cost per FTE; and 
o Cost per rider. 

Districts 

In 2016, 516 Michigan districts had expenditures on regular transportation in the 4094 data, this 
included the Education Achievement Authority. Ten districts had no identified riders while an additional 

                                                           
50 This number is based on total enrollment in each state. 
51 Based on FY 2014-15 total student enrollment. 
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four districts had no miles traveled. The study team excluded any districts without riders or miles, 14 
districts, and also the Education Achievement Authority (EAA) from its analysis of district expenditures 
(due to a lack of square mile information for the EAA.) Additionally, one district had a cost per rider of 
around $95,000. This cost was nearly $90,000 more per rider than any other district. For analysis 
purposes this district was excluded also. Table 5.7 below shows the average, minimum, and maximum 
for the variables described above for the 500 districts included in the transportation analysis. 

Table 5.7 
Transportation Data for 500 Districts with Riders 

 
Square 
Miles 

Miles per 
Rider 

Density 
per FTE 

Density 
per Rider 

Cost per 
Square 

Mile 

Cost per 
Mile 

Transported 

Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Average 111 255 99.93 32.53 $24,107 $4.46 $497 $973 
Median 77 221 17.99 8.62 $7,219 $3.98 $411 $876 
Min 1 12 0.04 0.05 $195 $0.23 $10 $42 
Max 1,281 3,325 1,481.94 615.84 $334,272 $34.49 $10,139 $7,983 
StDev 127 228 197.90 56.38 $39,935 $2.60 $679 $575 
CoVar 1.144 0.893 1.980 1.733 1.657 0.584 1.365 0.591 

 
Table 5.7 shows the wide range in the variables that often impact the cost of transportation for districts. 
Districts range from just one square mile up to 1,281 square miles. One district traveled almost 3,400 
miles per rider while the district with the lowest miles per rider was just 12 miles. The vast differences in 
district size also lead to very different district density. The district with the lowest density per FTE has 
just .04 FTE per square mile, while the district with the highest density has nearly 1,500 students per 
square mile. The range in density per rider is similar though lower.  

The large variation in size and miles traveled leads to very large differences in the costs per unit faced by 
school districts. The average district spends over $24,000 per square mile for transportation but the 
range is over $330,000 with a minimum of $195 per square mile to $334,272 per square mile. The cost 
per mile transported averages $4.45 with a range of $.23 to $34.49. The average cost per FTE is just 
under $500 with a range of $10 to $10,139. The range for cost per rider is smaller with a minimum of 
$42 and a maximum of $7,983.  

The last line on Table 5.7 shows the variation in figures across all districts. A figure of .0 would mean that 
there is no variation. In school finance, a figure above .100 is starting to show larger variation. Clearly, 
the variation in all categories is much higher than the .100 standard. Still, a few variables show much 
lower variation compared to others including cost per mile transported and cost per rider.  

Table 5.8 below shows the correlations between the transportation data variables, attempting to see if 
the differences in costs can be explained by the relationships between the variables. A correlation 
describes the relationship between two variables. A correlation of 1.000 would mean that two variables 
are perfectly correlated in a positive direction, as one rises so does the other. A correlation of -1.000 
would mean that two variables are perfectly correlated in a negative direction, as one rises the other 
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decreases. A correlation of 0 means there is no relationship between two variables. Generally, in school 
finance research a correlation above +/- .300 is thought to be moderately correlated. A correlation +/- 
.700 is thought to be highly correlated.  

Table 5.8 
Correlations for 500 School Districts with Riders 

 

Square 
Miles 

Miles 
per 

Rider 
Density 
per FTE 

Density 
per 

Rider 

Cost per 
Square 

Mile 
Cost per Mile 
Transported 

Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Square Miles 1.000 0.210 -0.341 -0.347 -0.355 -0.200 0.150 0.144 

Miles per student 
Transported 0.210 1.000 -0.222 -0.281 -0.229 -0.276 0.766 0.637 

Density per FTE -0.341 -0.222 1.000 0.711 0.780 0.523 -0.191 -0.011 
Density per Rider -0.347 -0.281 0.711 1.000 0.832 0.266 -0.169 -0.232 

Cost per Square 
Mile -0.355 -0.229 0.780 0.832 1.000 0.363 -0.159 -0.056 

Cost per Mile 
Transported -0.200 -0.276 0.523 0.266 0.363 1.000 -0.145 0.334 
Cost per FTE 0.150 0.766 -0.191 -0.169 -0.159 -0.145 1.000 0.505 

Cost per Rider 0.144 0.637 -0.011 -0.232 -0.056 0.334 0.505 1.000 

 
In trying to understand the impact of different district characteristics to costs, it is best to examine the 
correlation between specific district characteristics and different costs per unit. The data show that the 
cost per square mile is highly correlated with the density of the district, both per FTE or per rider. This 
shows that smaller districts, which tend to have more density, have a higher cost per square mile. When 
density is compared to cost per FTE or cost per rider, there is either a low negative or no correlation. 
The strongest correlations to cost per FTE or Rider is the miles per rider transported. Miles per rider 
transported has a low negative correlation to the density factor.  

Charter Schools 

One hundred twenty-one public school academies (Charters) had transportation expenditures for the 
2016 school year in the Michigan’s 4094 database. Of those 121 Charters, just 52 Charters had riders in 
the 2016 database. Additionally, 11 charters indicated they had zero miles traveled in 2016. Without 
miles traveled data, the study team had no data for correlation analysis and thus the 11 charters were 
removed from this analysis leaving 41 charter schools in the data set. Charter schools do not have 
defined borders like school districts and thus square mileage is not available for each charter. Without 
square mileage density calculations cannot be made. Table 5.9 shows information on the variables 
available for charter schools which includes: 

 Miles per rider; 
 Cost per mile transported; 
 Cost per FTE; and 
 Cost per rider 
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Table 5.9 shows that the average miles per rider was just 625 miles nearly three times the average miles 
per rider for school districts. The variation for charter schools was over three times higher with a 
variation of over 3.000. The cost per mile for charter schools was $5.92 with a range from $0.44 to 
$19.69. Charters had a higher cost per mile, with a smaller range but higher variation than districts. 
Costs per FTE were actually similar to district costs with a slightly lower average and slightly higher 
median. The variation was also close. Charters had about a 50 percent higher cost per rider than 
districts. This was due to one charter school that had a significantly higher number of miles traveled 
than other districts with a smaller number of students. There was a similar range of differences in costs 
per rider but the variation amongst charters was about twice as high as districts. 

Table 5.9 
Transportation Data for 41 Charter Schools with Riders 

 
Miles per 

Rider 
Cost per 

Mile 
Transported 

Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Average $625 $5.92 $474 $1,460 
Median $213 $3.97 $419 $1,044 
Min $32 $0.44 $25 $51 
Max $12,356 $19.69 $1,415 $7,540 
StDev $1,911 $4.78 $327 $1,435 
CoVar 3.058 0.807 0.690 0.983 

  
Table 5.10 shows the small number of correlations available for the charter school analysis. Similar to 
districts, there is a moderate relationship between cost per rider and miles transported per rider. 
Interestingly, the cost per FTE is negatively related to the miles per rider. The variation in correlations is 
likely due to the differences in decisions being made between charters as well as the small number of 
charters represented in the data.  

Table 5.10 
Correlations for 41 Charter Schools with Riders  

Miles 
per 

Rider 

Cost per Mile  Cost per 
FTE 

Cost per 
Rider 

Miles per Rider 1.000 (0.251) (0.186) 0.539 

Cost per Mile (0.251) 1.000 0.254 (0.008) 

Cost per FTE (0.186) 0.254 1.000 0.252 

Cost per Rider 0.539 (0.008) 0.252 1.000 
 
This section looked at the current actual expenditures for transportation, the next section looks at the 
possible areas of impact on transportation related to the adequacy recommendations. 
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Impacts on Transportation of Adequacy Results 

The results of both the PJ and EB panel work identified various programs and interventions that need to 
be available for students to be able to meet state standards. These programs and interventions include 
services for all students and services directly aimed at special need students such as poverty and ELL 
students. Though a number of or even most of these services may exist today, the scale and scope of the 
programs might need to be greater than are in place today. Panelists made it clear that without the 
proper transportation to support programs, such programs would not truly be available or accessible to 
many students.  

Extended Day: Both the EB and PJ recommendations suggest making available extended learning 
opportunities for students in the form of before/after school and summer school programming. Both 
programs would require additional transportation to be effective. An additional round of buses would 
need to be in place each day to provide transportation for students who remain at school. During the 
summer, busing would allow students to participate in the extended year opportunity. Since both of 
these programs are most targeted at students in poverty, the transportation becomes even more 
important.  

Preschool: The EB and PJ panelists identified the need for preschool to allow students the best 
opportunity to succeed. If the preschool program is determined to be a half-day program transportation 
would be needed for students.  

Isolation 

During the PJ panel focused on isolated districts, the panelists consistently brought up transportation 
funding as a concern even though it was not a specific focus of this adequacy study. The panel members 
wanted to stress that they have a greater need for transportation funding in all facets of their 
educational programs. Not only do they have a higher cost of transporting students to/from school they 
also have higher transportation costs for extended day programs (before- and after-school and summer 
school) and for extracurricular activities. There was a particular focus on the high cost of transporting 
students to sports activities.  

The information described in this section will be used to make transportation recommendations in the 
final chapter of the report.  
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Chapter 6: Impacts of Adequacy Results on the Possible Capital 
Needs of Districts/Schools 
Capital is a major component of the funding needs for all school communities. There are a multitude of 
approaches to funding capital needs throughout the country and within the state of Michigan. The vast 
majority of capital funding for school districts is derived locally through property taxes levied by 
individual communities. The use of property taxes levied by individual communities for funding capital 
can lead to large variations in abilities of districts to fund new capital projects or even to have the 
resources available to adequately maintain school facilities. This leaves those with resources in a more 
advantageous position than those without. 

Charters do not have the same access to local funding sources and generally fund their facility needs 
through their operating funds. This means charters must utilize the funds many districts use only for 
operations on both facilities and operations.  

The study does not look specifically at capital needs; however, it is clear that some of the programs, 
interventions, and resources identified by both the PJ and EB approaches would or could lead to 
additional capital needs for districts and charters across Michigan. This section examines the areas the 
study team identified that might lead to increased capital needs. These capital implications would need 
to be addressed for districts and Charters to be able to fully implement the adequacy recommendations 
allowing students, teachers, schools, and districts to meet state standards.  

Class Size Ratios: Both the EB and PJ recommend class sizes that are likely smaller than currently found 
in many schools in Michigan. Additionally, the PJ approach suggests lowering class size at the secondary 
level for poverty students. Smaller class sizes would likely create the need for additional classroom 
space, especially at the elementary level. Alternatively, schools might be able to utilize space differently, 
providing teachers with office space but not specific classrooms. Sharing classroom space would require 
additional office space for instructional staff for their planning and collaboration time. This alternative 
approach might work best at the secondary level.  

Support Staff: The PJ approach has a focus on pupil support staff, providing robust support for all 
students and increasing the levels of support as special needs populations increase within a school. Pupil 
support staff members were typically identified as school based and this might require additional office 
space within schools for added staff. 

Extended Day/Year: Both the EB and PJ approaches recommend making extended learning 
opportunities available for students in the form of before/after school and summer school 
programming. Though these programs are unlikely to require space not currently available, they are 
likely to put pressure on school facilities in other ways. In particular, the extended use of the building 
may conflict with schools’ normal maintenance routines, requiring adjustments to these schedules to 
complete all ongoing maintenance needed. 

Preschool: The EB and PJ panelists identified the need for preschool to allow students the best 
opportunity to succeed. Expanding the preschool opportunities for students within the public school 
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setting would likely require additional space for these programs. Space for preschool programs is often 
more expensive than other educational space, as there are a number of specific resource requirements 
for preschool programs. 

The programs and resources described above were found to be necessary by educators from across 
Michigan and the capital implications need to be considered beyond the operating revenue 
recommendations made in this report.
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Chapter 7: Geographic Cost Differences 
Introduction 

It is well-established that the cost of educating students is not the same across all schools and students. 
Costs can vary for many reasons, some of which are under the control of local school officials (such as 
decisions about the size of classes or about curricular offerings) but many costs cannot be controlled by 
local school districts. Costs outside the control of school officials include those associated with (1) the 
characteristics of the student body (for example, special needs populations like poverty, English 
Language Learners (ELL), (2) district size or special education students) and (3) with operating in certain 
geographical locations. When allocating funds through a state finance formula, it is appropriate for 
policy makers to compensate districts for differences in these uncontrollable costs. But ensuring that 
formula adjustments accurately reflect these cost differences can be quite challenging.  

Many states include in their school funding formulas some measure of costs associated with providing a 
comparable education in different locations across the state. This report discusses the advantages and 
disadvantages of various methods to capture these geographical, cross-district cost differences, to 
recommend the best approach for Michigan going forward. 

To understand the nuances of the methods for measuring geographic variations in education costs, one 
must first have a general understanding of (1) what causes variations in the costs of providing a 
comparable education across schools and districts and (2) how such variations might be included in a 
state school finance formula. Section II of this report contains a general discussion of education costs, 
highlighting the primary sources of variation in such costs. Section III reviews the methods for estimating 
variations in education costs due specifically to geographic location. Section IV provides estimates of 
cost costs based on a Comparable Wage Index (CWI). 

Variation in Educational Costs 

Economists define the cost of producing any product as the minimum amount of money necessary to 
buy the inputs required to produce one unit of output. For physical goods like cars or computers, this 
calculation may be relatively straightforward, but when the product is education, the model is more 
complicated. This is true, in part, because a unit of education output has to be defined before the 
required inputs can be determined. Thus, most discussions of the costs of education begin with some 
outlining of expectations for student performance (an education output). This preliminary outlining is 
then followed by discussions of what inputs are needed to produce desired student performance in a 
given school, what prices a school faces for those inputs, and how those inputs and input prices might 
vary across schools and districts.  

Education outputs are typically defined in terms of student performance. Student performance might be 
measured through scores on state accountability assessments or other standardized tests; dropout 
and/or graduation rates; some other measure; or some combination of measures. Regardless of the 
measure of student performance used, education cost calculations are associated with given levels of 
performance. That is, if the expectations for student performance increase, then the costs of achieving 
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that improved performance will also necessarily increase (see Baker, 2005, and Baker, Taylor and 
Vedlitz, 2008, for a summary of the educational adequacy literature)52. This is true because higher levels 
of student performance require more inputs (which, in turn, require more money). In most states, the 
legislature or the Department of Education has established baseline expectations for, and/or agreed-
upon measures for, student performance. These benchmarks are used to guide calculations of the 
amount of funding that is necessary, or adequate, to ensure all districts have the capacity to reach 
minimum student performance expectations. For example, the adequacy goal underlying Michigan’s 
funding formula suggests that the formula should provide the amount of money necessary for all 
districts to provide every student an equal opportunity to meet the Michigan Merit Curriculum and 
other state requirements. 

Variation in Educational Costs across Schools and Districts 
Once an output (student performance) expectation is established, schools can consider how to reach 
that level of output. In general, student performance depends on the interaction between students and 
direct school inputs (e.g. teachers, books, and extra help services). The total cost of education is 
calculated by multiplying those inputs by their prices.  

By far, the most important input to educational production is personnel: teachers, administrators, aides, 
support staff, etc. The importance of personnel is reflected in the fact that the bulk of any district’s 
budget is spent on employee salaries and benefits (Odden and Picus, 2014). Districts also have to buy 
materials (e.g. books and technology) and pay for physical inputs (e.g. utilities and building 
maintenance). While all districts purchase these inputs, the specific amount and mix of inputs needed in 
any individual district depends on the characteristics of that district. For example, a district with a high 
number of special needs students may require more inputs, or a different combination of inputs, than a 
district with a lower number of special needs students. Similarly, a district’s geographic location will 
influence its specific input prices. For example, a district in an area with a high cost of living will need to 
offer higher wages to attract and retain employees. Similarly, a district located in a very cold area will 
need to spend more on energy than a district in a more temperate area. 

While expectations for student performance will presumably be the same for all schools and districts 
across a state, the costs of achieving those levels of performance is known to differ from school to 
school. There are three main factors behind these variations in costs: differences in district size, 
differences in student characteristics, and differences in where schools are located (in terms of 
geographic location). These factors, in turn, affect costs through two main channels: (1) differences in 
the level and/or mix of inputs needed and (2) differences in the prices of needed inputs. Although many 
cost analyses focus on the impact of the cost factors overall, this analysis focuses on the channels 
through which these factors impact costs. In this way, the analysis highlights how cost variations are 
best measured, as well as how and why these variations should be incorporated into funding formulas. 

                                                           
52 This is not intended to imply that the relationship between costs and performance expectations is one to one, 
nor that the relationship is the same in every state or in every district, but simply that the two are positively 
correlated. 
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Variation in the Level and Mix of Educational Inputs 
To achieve a given level of student achievement, different districts may use different levels, or 
combinations, of inputs. Some of this variation stems from the choices that districts make to achieve 
their expected levels of student performance and achievement. For example, one district might choose 
to prioritize a well-stocked library, while another may choose to limit class sizes so that student-to-
teacher ratios are smaller. These sorts of choices are typically referred to as “discretionary factors” and, 
to the extent possible, should be held constant when measuring the variation in costs that will be 
addressed in the funding formula.  

Other variation in input levels stems from “cost factors” – characteristics that influence the amount of 
resources used but that are outside the control of local officials. As noted, one of these cost factors is 
the enrollment in the district. For example, Andrews, Duncombe, and Yinger (2002) and Imazeki and 
Reschovsky (2003) find that very small districts typically have higher per-pupil costs than larger districts, 
primarily because their fixed costs (e.g. physical infrastructure, administrators) are spread over fewer 
students.  

A second source of input variation stems from differences in the characteristics of students. A wide 
range of studies (see Baker, 2005, for a summary) have found that costs are higher in districts with 
larger proportions of low-income students, ELL students, or students with disabilities. It is generally 
thought that, because these students may face extra challenges at home and in the classroom, they 
require more resources from schools to reach the same levels of achievement as their peers. These 
additional resources may include smaller classes, more instructional time, special materials, etc. 
Depending on location, districts may also require different levels of physical inputs (Rose et al., 2008). 
For example, districts with more variation in temperature may require more energy for heating and 
cooling.  

Thus, districts with these identifiable cost factors – small size, low-income students, ELL students, and 
challenging geographic location – typically require more inputs to reach the same levels of performance 
as other districts. Because these cost factors are outside a district’s control, it is appropriate for the state 
to compensate districts for these identifiable cost factors via additional revenue. 

Variation in the Prices of Educational Inputs 
Even if two districts use the same level and mix of inputs, total costs may still vary if the districts face 
different prices for those inputs. As mentioned earlier, teachers are the most important input in 
education production. Correspondingly, teacher wages are the most important input price.  

Some of the cross-district variations in personnel costs stem from choices districts make. For example, 
districts that hire more experienced and/or more educated teachers will have higher salary costs 
because such teachers command a wage premium. Some states provide additional revenue to districts 
that have more experienced and/or educated teachers;53 however, there is little theoretical or practical 

                                                           
53 For example, New Mexico computes a “training and experience index” based on five experience categories and 
five education categories. Districts with more teachers in higher categories have higher index values and receive 
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justification for this sort of aid adjustment. Not only are teacher experience and/or education levels 
within the control of a district, but research has also found very little connection between teacher 
experience and/or education (beyond the first few years of teaching experience) and student outcomes 
(Betts, Zau, & Rice, 2003; Monk, 1994). In fact, policies that compensate districts for having more 
experienced and/or educated teachers may create perverse incentives. For example, such policies might 
encourage districts to hire teachers who have Master’s degrees but who are not necessarily providing 
greater contributions to student performance levels compared to teachers who do not have Master’s 
degrees. These sorts of choices should be held constant when adjusting a funding formula for variations 
in teacher wage costs.  

Nonetheless, there are some differences in personnel costs that do come from factors outside the 
control of districts. The most important of these is the difference between geographic locations in terms 
of the price required to hire a teacher – or any personnel – of a given quality. Wages vary across 
geographic locations, in part because the purchasing power of a dollar is not the same in all places. It 
costs more to achieve a given standard of living in Ann Arbor than in Grand Rapids. Because it takes 
different amounts of money to buy the same bundle of goods in different locations, equivalent workers 
will demand different wages for equivalent jobs. If a district’s wages are not sufficiently high to 
compensate workers for higher costs of goods and services, then it will be harder for that district to 
attract and retain workers in high-cost areas.  

At the same time, the experience of living in some places is also more pleasant than the experience of 
living in other places. For example, although New York City and San Francisco have much higher costs of 
living than other cities, each city also offers amenities (e.g. museums, heightened access to businesses, 
desirable weather) that may not be available in other cities or areas of their respective states. Of course, 
these cities may also have more prevalent crime, poverty, and urban problems than other cities. If a 
location is attractive enough, positive amenities can offset higher living costs, so workers may not 
expect or demand wages that are quite as high as would otherwise be expected. Thus, the true 
differences in wages needed to attract and retain equivalent workers between locations will depend on 
worker preferences, living costs, and local amenities.  

There is a large body of literature on teacher mobility and attrition to support adjusting state aid for 
locational variations in wage costs (see Imazeki & Goe, 2009, for a summary). When salaries are not high 
enough to compensate for high costs of living or a lack of amenities, teacher turnover is higher and 
recruitment is more difficult. Thus, all cost studies provide some acknowledgement of these different 
salary needs as part of the determination of adequate levels of funding for different districts. 

Adjusting for local living conditions is especially appropriate because such conditions affect all school 
worker wages, not just teacher wages. Teacher salaries may also vary from district to district because of 
the working conditions for teachers. Several studies have found that teachers are more likely to leave 
schools with certain characteristics, including schools with larger shares of students with special needs 

                                                           
more revenue per student. Wyoming has a similar adjustment for education and experience in its determination of 
costs for each school district. 
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(e.g. special education students, low-income students, and ELL students). As mentioned above, schools 
with larger shares of students with special needs generally need to hire more teachers or a different mix 
of teachers to help their students achieve similar levels of performance as schools with fewer special 
needs students. The argument here is that on top of needing more inputs, schools with larger 
populations of special needs students may also need to pay higher wages to attract and retain similar 
teachers.  

However, as Rose and Sengupta (2007) pointed out, it is worth considering whether these are really 
uncontrollable salary costs that the state should include in funding formula adjustments. Put differently, 
it is important to ask why it is considered more difficult to teach in schools with larger numbers of 
special needs students. Most likely, the answer is that special needs students face additional educational 
challenges, placing additional demands on teachers. However, it may not be necessary to pay teachers 
higher wages if schools are able to improve working conditions in other ways, such as providing 
additional supports or reducing class sizes. The literature on teacher labor markets suggests that 
teachers generally care more about working conditions than salaries (Hirsch, 2008), so it may also be 
more cost-effective to change these sorts of inputs than to raise salaries. Thus, while it may be 
appropriate to provide additional revenue to districts serving more special needs students (because 
such districts may need to spend more money to buy more inputs), it is unclear whether it is appropriate 
to measure or allocate additional revenue for the impact on teacher wages as well. 

In addition to variation in wages, districts may face different prices for other inputs, such as energy or 
supplies. These expenditures constitute a much smaller share of district budgets, and price variation is 
likely to be more correlated with district size, as larger districts may have access to volume discounts 
that are unavailable to smaller districts (Duncombe and Goldhaber, 2003).  

D. Measuring and Adjusting for Variation in the Cost of Education 

Overall, the uncontrollable factors that affect educational costs for a given school boil down to (1) 
district size, (2) the characteristics of the student body and (3) where the school is located (geographic 
location). As discussed, many of these cost factors can impact total educational costs through two 
channels: (1) input levels and (2) input prices. It is important to keep these two channels in mind when 
measuring and incorporating costs in a state funding formula, as these channels influence estimation 
methods and applications of the resulting adjustments.  

When the primary channel of impact is input prices, it makes sense to measure how variables directly 
impact input prices. It is established economic practice to use models that have prices as the dependent 
variable. Thus, analyses intended to isolate the impact of geographic location, which affects costs 
primarily through wage effects, tend to estimate models that use salaries as the dependent variable. 
State funding adjustments based on these models should reflect that the models capture variation in 
prices only; for example, an adjustment for geographic wage costs might be applied to 80 percent of 
district revenue to reflect that salaries constitute 80 percent of most districts’ budgets. 

In contrast, when the primary channel of impact is input levels or a mix of level and prices (where the 
dollar impact must be measured by combining those input levels with prices), or when it is unclear how 
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much of the impact is on input levels versus prices, analyses typically focus on the impact of variables on 
total costs. Thus, analyses intended to isolate the impact of district characteristics, which affect both 
input prices and levels, will use models with total expenditures as the dependent variable. Funding 
formula adjustments based on these models should then be applied to total district revenues, since they 
capture variation in overall costs. For example, many states use pupil weights to increase aid for districts 
with larger shares of students with special needs (e.g. poverty students, ELL students, and special 
education students). The analytic methods used to determine the magnitude of these weights all focus 
on the relationship between district cost factors and district total expenditures (see Baker, Taylor, & 
Vedlitz, 2008) and provide one number for the overall cost impact of each variable. These adjustments 
are then applied to total revenue to calculate the revenue allocation.54 

Measuring Variation in Wage Costs Associated With Geographic Location 

As discussed in the preceding sections, variation across districts in the costs of providing comparable 
educations is due to both (1) discretionary factors within the control of district officials and (2) 
uncontrollable cost factors outside the control of district officials. Uncontrollable cost factors include (1) 
district characteristics (e.g. enrollments and student demographics) that can lead to higher input needs 
and/or higher input prices and (2) location characteristics (e.g. cost of living and area amenities) that can 
lead to higher input prices. It is appropriate for the state to provide additional revenue to compensate 
for these cost factors. There are multiple methods available to estimate the magnitude of the 
differences associated with different cost factors.  

As discussed in the previous section, geographic location primarily affects district costs through input 
prices, namely wage costs. This section will focus on how location affects wage inputs. Geographic 
location can also affect costs of expenditures for other inputs, such as energy or transportation inputs. 
Expenditures for such other inputs are likely to have greater impacts on input levels (e.g. districts 
needing to buy more buses or maintain lengthier bus routes) rather than impact prices. Expenditures for 
these other inputs demand a much smaller share of district budgets than expenditures for personnel. 
The report will therefore return to these other inputs as a separate issue in Section IV below. 

There is a well-established body of literature on adjusting state aid formulas to account for geographic 
variation in teacher wages. A number of states include such adjustments. There are three possible 
adjustments: (1) cost of living adjustments, (2) comparable wage indices, or (3) hedonic wage indices. 

Housing-Based Cost of Living Adjustment 
The first option is to adjust for the cost of living by computing the price of a basket of goods associated 
with each location (similar to how the Consumer Price Index is calculated across time). Typically, that 
local basket of goods is dominated by housing costs, although other goods’ prices are also usually 
included (McMahon, 1996). This approach has the advantage of being straightforward to calculate and 

                                                           
54 Alternatively, those separate weights and adjustments could also be combined into a comprehensive index that 
captures variation in all costs, including the impact of both district characteristics and location factors, and 
differences in both input levels and prices (see Reschovsky and Imazeki, 1996). This sort of summary index is easy 
to incorporate into a foundation funding formula and greatly simplifies the calculation of adequate funding but 
further obscures the underlying sources of cost variations. 
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update over time, as long as data on housing costs and other items in the basket are available. The 
major disadvantage of a housing-based cost of living adjustment is that it does not include any 
information about area amenities which may also impact the wages needed to attract and retain 
workers. As mentioned in Section II, workers will generally accept lower wages to work in locations with 
pleasant amenities, such as desirable weather or vibrant cultural life. Thus, even though housing costs 
are higher in such locations, wages may not need to be equally high. Because high cost of living is 
correlated with these pleasant amenities, a cost of living adjustment based primarily on housing and 
other consumer costs will tend to overestimate the wage differential needed to attract and retain school 
employees in locations with high costs of living and underestimate it in locations with low costs of living. 

Comparable Wage Index  
A Comparable Wage Index (CWI) is calculated by measuring the variation in non-teacher wages across 
localities. CWIs therefore account for the impacts of both cost of living and area amenities. The 
assumption is that workers who are similar to teachers in terms of their levels of education, their 
training, and their job responsibilities will have similar preferences as teachers. For example, if non-
teacher workers in the City of Ann Arbor are paid, on average, 10 percent more than non-teacher 
workers in the City of Flint, then the CWI would suggest Ann Arbor City Public Schools should receive 10 
percent more revenue for teacher salaries than Flint Public Schools.  

Specifically, following Taylor and Fowler (2006), a CWI is created by estimating the following equation: 

 

In this equation,  

 the dependent variable is the natural log of annual salary, 
 Wi is a vector of characteristics of worker i, 
 Oi is an indicator variable for worker i’s occupation,  
 Ii is an indicator variable for worker i’s industry, 
 Ri is an indicator variable for the region that worker i lives in, and  
 εi is an idiosyncratic error term.  

 
The resulting coefficients are then used to predict a wage in each region for a worker with average 
characteristics (that is, average values of all worker characteristics). 

Estimation of this model requires data on individual worker characteristics as well as industry, 
occupation, wages, and location. These variables are all available in the American Community Survey, 
which is administered annually.55 The American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing national survey 
administered by the U.S. Census Bureau, sent to 3.5 million people each year, collecting information on 
income, housing, education and migration, as well as the employment variables already mentioned. The 

                                                           
55 In 2000 and earlier, the relevant variables were collected on the long form of the decennial Census. Taylor and 
Fowler (2006) discuss how to use Occupational Employment Statistics data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics to 
update a CWI in the years between Censuses; thus, annual adjustments can still be made between Census years 
prior to 2005 when the relevant variables became available annually as part of the American Community Survey. 

iiRiIiOiWi RIOWlaryLnAnnualSa  
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ACS replaced the long form of the decennial Census and thus, is the only national source of this type of 
information. Data with the individual responses necessary to compute a CWI are available in the ACS 
Public Use Microdata Sample for areas with at least 100,000 residents (called PUMAs or Public Use 
Microdata Areas). A CWI for any PUMA is therefore relatively straightforward to create and can easily be 
updated on an annual basis. A CWI also has the advantage of being clearly beyond the control of local 
districts; it does not use any school-generated data. It can also be used, or easily adjusted for use, for all 
labor costs (e.g. certified staff, non-certified staff, teachers, administrators, or classified staff).  

On the other hand, a CWI assumes comparability of workers. The CWI captures average preferences for 
location among all non-teacher workers, so using a CWI to adjust for district wage costs assumes 
teachers have similar preferences as other workers and therefore require similar wage adjustments. This 
assumption could be strengthened by estimating the CWI with a sample of workers more closely aligned 
with teachers (e.g. workers with college degrees or workers in occupations that require education levels 
and/or job responsibilities similar to teaching). However, if teacher preferences are systematically 
different than other worker preferences, then a CWI may not be appropriate.  

A CWI is also intended to capture variation across labor markets, generally measured at a broad 
geographical level (e.g. across a metropolitan area). The smallest area for which a CWI value can be 
calculated using the ACS data is a PUMA (areas with at least 100,000 residents); in densely populated 
regions, a PUMA may represent one part of a city or county but in sparsely populated regions, a PUMA 
may span multiple counties. In the results below, the analysis is done at the county level where possible, 
and at the PUMA level if county population is too small for a county-level estimate. To obtain the best 
coverage, the analysis uses the 5-year sample for 2015, which pools data across the previous 60 months 
in order to maximize the number of respondents in each area. 

A CWI cannot measure cost variations across districts within the measured geographical area, so all 
districts within an area would necessarily have the same index value. 

This drawback is related to another potential concern about comparable wages: A CWI does not 
measure variation in wages across districts due to school-specific working conditions. As discussed in the 
previous section, it is not clear that the state should make adjustments for the impact of student 
characteristics on wages. That said, if a state decided to make such adjustments anyway, a CWI measure 
would not include variation in wages because of school-specific conditions. 

Hedonic Wage Index 
Hedonic wage indices are calculated by breaking down variation in current wages based on a number of 
different identifiable variables. Thus, hedonic wage indices can capture variation due to both geographic 
location characteristics and student characteristics. Following Chambers (1998), a hedonic wage index 
for teachers is created by estimating the following equation: 

 

In this equation,  

iiGSCSDiTi GCDTalaryLnTeacherS  
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 the dependent variable is the natural log of a teacher’s annual salary,  
 Ti is a vector of characteristics of teacher i (the most commonly included are gender, race, 

education, certifications, experience, and any other available measures of teacher quality such 
as measures of effectiveness or test scores),  

 DS is a vector of discretionary cost/working condition variables in school S (such as class size), 
 CS is a vector of uncontrollable cost/working condition variables in school S (the most commonly 

included are the percentages of high-need or poverty students), 
 GS is a vector of characteristics for the region that teacher i lives and works in (such as housing 

prices and area amenities like weather, crime or population density), and  
 εi is an idiosyncratic error term.  

 
The resulting coefficients are then used to predict a wage for an average teacher (with state average 
values of the variables in Ti) in each school, holding constant the discretionary cost variables. 

The data required to estimate this model will depend on the specific variables included. Though the 
most commonly included variables have been noted above, it is important to recognize that the specific 
choice of variables to include is ultimately up to the analyst. This can have some benefits, as the model 
can generate estimates of the impact of specific variables that may be of particular interest to the state. 
For example, the hedonic method can reveal how much of locational variation is coming from housing 
costs, versus how much locational variation is coming from preferences for area amenities (e.g. low 
crime or desirable weather). Additionally, the hedonic approach explicitly captures and controls for the 
impact of student characteristics on teacher wages, and thus can generate a distinct value for each 
district. 

On the other hand, there may be some variables (e.g. measures of teacher quality or area amenities) 
that should theoretically be included (because theory and previous research suggest that they impact 
teacher wage costs), but that are excluded in practice due to lack of data. This creates a potential 
concern: because the model uses directly observed teacher salaries, which are subject to district control, 
any variation in teacher salaries due to variables that are not specifically included in the model will 
either (1) be relegated to the error term (and thus left out of the resulting index values) or (2) create 
bias (potentially of unknown direction and size) in the coefficients of included variables. In both cases, 
the resulting index will provide a potentially biased measure of true cost variations. Of particular 
concern is that, to the extent that unobserved or excluded variables are correlated with included cost 
factors, the hedonic index may overestimate or underestimate true costs. For example, if districts with 
more special needs students are also less efficient than districts with fewer special needs students, then 
the coefficients on student variables may be biased upward, rewarding districts with extra revenue for 
their inefficiency.  

It is tempting to try to make up for missing data by including as many specific cost and control variables 
as possible. However, doing this creates some issues. Including additional variables can reduce the 
precision with which all the coefficients are estimated. This concern is also particularly salient when the 
additional variables are correlated with other variables already in the model. Furthermore, a larger and 
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more complex model becomes increasing difficult to update over time. That last point is perhaps the 
largest drawback of the hedonic approach in general, especially for generating a measure to be used in 
state policy. The data requirements and statistical complexity of the hedonic approach make calculating 
and updating even a relatively simple hedonic wage index significantly more difficult and time-
consuming than either of the alternative approaches.  

Comparable Wage Index versus Hedonic Wage Index 

Economic theory clearly suggests that the cost of living approach is inferior to the other two approaches; 
although all three methods can account for the impact of housing and other costs on wages, the cost of 
living approach fails to capture the impact of area amenities that affect wages. With that in mind, this 
analysis focuses on the relative merits of a comparable wage index and a hedonic wage index. 

When attempting to capture variation in the impact of geographic location on district salaries, the 
comparable wage approach has multiple benefits over the hedonic approach: 

1. The data are easily and publicly available, and the statistical method of estimation is 
straightforward. This makes annual updates relatively easy, minimizing the large changes in 
allocations that can result when updates are less frequent. 
 

2. The comparable wage approach does not require the analyst to make decisions about which 
specific variables to include or exclude (in contrast to the hedonic methodology). Moreover, the 
comparable wage methodology is well-established (see, for example, Taylor and Fowler, 2006) 
and analysts are in agreement about the specification of the model. Again, this simplifies 
estimation, as there is no need to collect data from multiple sources nor worry that variables 
available in one year are not available in another.  

 
3. The data used for estimation is outside the control of local districts so there can be no ‘gaming’ 

of the resulting index. 

One aspect of the hedonic model that may seem advantageous is that it specifically includes student 
characteristics. Research shows that, as variables, student characteristics do have an influence on 
teacher salaries. However, if the state’s funding model already includes explicit adjustments for student 
characteristics (e.g., special needs students), it may not be appropriate to additionally incorporate 
variation in those variables when calculating the wage cost in isolation.  

Typically, analysts estimate the costs of a student characteristic, like poverty, by looking at the 
characteristic’s impact on total expenditures, since student characteristics may lead districts to hire 
more teachers, or raise levels of other inputs like tutoring services, in addition to offering higher wages. 
These costs are then included in state aid formulas separately from adjustments for geographic location, 
which primarily impact wages. If a state has these separate adjustments for student characteristics, then 
it may be problematic to include the same student characteristics in an adjustment primarily intended to 
capture the impact of geographic location on wages. 
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The Michigan Comparable Wage Index 

The rest of this report focuses on the comparable wage methodology to estimate cost differences across 
areas. This is based on a wage index for professional workers: full time, full year workers who have at 
least a Bachelor’s degree and who are not self-employed.56  The results presented below adjust wages 
for a variety of characteristics: 

 Demographic characteristics: Age and age squared to account for a non-linear relationship 
between experience and salary, race, and sex; 

 education: indicators for master’s degree, professional degree, and Ph.D. degrees; 
 usual work hours and indicators for weeks of work (27-39 weeks, 40-47 weeks, 48-49 weeks; or 

50+ weeks), and 
 insurance coverage through employer or union. 

 
The resulting coefficients are then used to adjust the average wage for each area so that the average is 
based on the same characteristics as the average Michigan teacher: 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑛 𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦 =  𝛽௪
෢ 𝑊ெூ  തതതതതത + 𝛽௦

෢ 

Essentially, this methodology asks, “If the average non-teacher in each area had characteristics that 
were the same as the average teacher in Michigan, what would the average salary be?”  This allows 
average salaries across areas to represent differences in area labor markets, living conditions, and 
amenities, rather than differences in the characteristics of workers (e.g., older or more educated in one 
region than another).57   

Tables 1 and 2 shows the comparable wage indices for all full-time, full year workers with at least a BA 
and for a subset of those workers who are employed in the public sector (federal, state, or local 
employers but not employed in teaching). For comparison, unadjusted average salaries were also 
converted to the same format that is shown in the last two columns of Table 1.  

Table 7.1 reports estimates based on metropolitan areas, which may cross county lines. Table 2 reports 
estimates based on counties, where that data is available, or on Public Use Microdata Areas that 
combine counties when the number of county level observations is too small for public reporting of the 
data. It is important to point out that the data used for the comparable wage analysis are taken from the 
U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS). This analysis uses the 2015 ACS 5-year 

                                                           
56 More specifically, the sample consists of full time (35+hours per week), full year (27+weeks per year) workers 
ages 22-65, not in school, not self employed. 
57 Additional analysis included indicators for the industry as another characteristic. The results were very similar to 
those excluding industry of work, and they are therefore not presented below. Further analysis also restricted the 
comparison occupations to a smaller set suggested by other researchers as being most comparable to teachers. 
(See the Economic Policy Institute’s work by Allegreto, Corcoran and Mishel (2004) for one such list, and Stoddard 
(2013) for another.)  Again, the results were very similar to those with the full set of professional and technical 
workers, and for brevity again they are  not presented below. 
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estimates, which pool data across the previous 60 months. This allows for larger sample sizes to 
estimate differences across smaller geographic areas. Even so, there are many areas that must be 
aggregated to produce reliable estimates.  

The tables report the difference in wage costs for each area relative to the state average. For 
comparison, the first column in each table reports the unadjusted relative wage, and the last two 
columns adjust wages to so that they are based on average characteristics.  

Table 7.1 
Metropolitan Area Comparable Wage Indices, 2015 

Metropolitan area  
(2013 OMB delineations) 

Wages relative to 
state average, 
All workers BA+ 
 unadjusted  

Wages relative to 
state average, 
All workers BA+ 
Comparable 
characteristics 

Wages relative to 
state average, 
Public sector BA+ 
Comparable 
characteristics 

Not in metro area 84.8% 86.6% 91.3% 
Ann Arbor 111.7% 104.2% 107.9% 
Battle Creek 98.0% 102.9% 109.5% 
Detroit-Warren-Dearborn 110.4% 109.1% 108.3% 
Flint 86.0% 92.6% 93.6% 
Grand Rapids-Wyoming 91.6% 95.3% 96.7% 
Jackson 86.2% 91.8% 92.6% 
Kalamazoo-Portage 95.8% 94.4% 94.4% 
Lansing-East Lansing 90.1% 93.4% 101.0% 
Monroe 91.1% 96.7% 100.4% 
Muskegon 84.9% 91.1% 95.6% 
Niles-Benton Harbor 106.0% 101.1% 94.8% 
Saginaw 88.8% 94.3% 93.7% 

 
Areas with numbers above 100 percent have high wage costs relative to the state average and areas a 
number under 100 percent have lower costs. For example, Table 1 indicates that in non-metropolitan 
areas, wages of workers with BAs are about 87 percent of wages for the average worker in Michigan, 
while non-metro public sector workers are somewhat closer to the state average. 
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Table 7.2 
Michigan County or PUMA Comparable Wage Indices, 2015 

County or Combined County Area 
Number indicates County fips or PUMA 
id number in the case of combined 
counties 

Unadjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-),   
all workers 
BA+ 

Characteristics T 
adjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-) 
all workers BA+ 

Characteristics 
adjusted premium 
(+) or penalty (-), 
public sector 
workers 

5 Allegan County 88.1% 92.2% 89.4% 
21 Berrien County 106.0% 101.1% 93.2% 
25 Calhoun County 92.9% 97.7% 104.1% 
65 Ingham County 90.0% 90.8% 92.8% 
75 Jackson County 86.2% 91.8% 91.1% 
77 Kalamazoo County 97.8% 96.2% 92.7% 
81 Kent County 90.9% 94.4% 92.9% 
93 Livingston County 114.1% 112.1% 108.7% 
99 Macomb 93.6% 101.2% 111.2% 
100 Western Upper Peninsula   
(Baraga, Dickinson, Gogebic, Houghton, 
Iron, Keweenaw, Marquette, Ontonagon) 

81.2% 83.9% 87.9% 

115 Monroe County 91.1% 96.7% 98.9% 
121 Muskegon County 82.5% 89.4% 95.1% 
125 Oakland County 123.5% 116.4% 106.9% 
139 Ottowa County 93.0% 96.2% 98.6% 
145 Saginaw County 88.8% 94.3% 92.1% 
147 St. Clair County 91.3% 96.3% 101.4% 
161 Washtenaw County 110.8% 103.8% 105.7% 
163 Wayne County 98.8% 101.7% 103.0% 
200 Eastern Upper Peninsula  
(Alger, Cheppewa, Delta, Luce, Mackinc, 
Menominee, Schoolcraft) 

80.4% 83.5% 91.0% 

300 Northeast Lower Peninsula 
(Alcona, Alpena, Cheboygan, Crawford, 
Montmorenecy, Oscoda, Otsego, Presque 
Isle) 

75.5% 71.6% 84.3% 

400 Northwest Lower Peninsula (East) 
(Antrim, Charlevoix, Emmet, Kalkaska, 
Missaukee, Wexford) 

86.3% 83.4% 85.3% 

500 Northwest Lower Peninsula (West) 
(Benzie, Grand Traverse, Leelanau, 
Manistee) 

90.2% 85.6% 90.6% 
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County or Combined County Area 
Number indicates County fips or PUMA 
id number in the case of combined 
counties 

Unadjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-),   
all workers 
BA+ 

Characteristics T 
adjusted 
premium (+) or 
penalty (-) 
all workers BA+ 

Characteristics 
adjusted premium 
(+) or penalty (-), 
public sector 
workers 

600 Newaygo, Mason, Oceana & Lake 
Counties 

80.7% 80.7% 88.7% 

1100 Ionia, Montcalm, Mecosta & 
Osceola Counties 

76.5% 83.5% 86.6% 

1200 Isabella, Gratiot & Clare Counties 78.8% 83.1% 85.1% 
1300 Iosco, Gladwin, Roscommon, 
Ogemaw & Arenac Counties 

79.8% 79.6% 77.5% 

1400 Bay & Midland Counties 103.1% 102.4% 98.5% 
1600 Tuscola, Sanilac & Huron Counties 74.9% 82.4% 84.4% 
1700 Genesee, Lapeer & Shiawassee 
Counties 

90.8% 93.8% 95.8% 

1900 Eaton & Clinton Counties 90.5% 96.6% 105.7% 
2200 St. Joseph & Branch Counties 80.7% 82.4% 93.8% 
2300 Van Buren & Cass Counties 88.3% 90.3% 95.0% 
2500 Lenawee & Hillsdale Counties 80.0% 80.0% 90.3% 

 
Table 7.2 replicates this same analysis across county and PUMA areas. It is important to reiterate that 
these indices are best used for wage adjustments by school districts if public school employees and 
workers outside of education have similar geographic preferences. Again, the selection of the sample 
based on education and full time, full year work helps to ensure that workers are roughly comparable. 

Across counties and county areas, CWI ranges from a low in the Northeast Lower Peninsula (Alcona, 
Alpena, Cheboygan, Crawford, Montmorenecy, Oscoda, Otsego, Presque Isle counties) where wage 
costs are 28 percent lower than the state average, to a high in Oakland County, where wage costs are 16 
percent above the state average.  

Public sector workers share many of the characteristics and benefits of teaching and other education 
related jobs. As in teaching, state and local salary schedules tend to be more similar across different 
parts of the state because (1) characteristics of these jobs are more similar and (2) the hiring pool is 
more uniform across the state. This is likely to be particularly true for educational workers. Therefore, a 
public sector wage index may be more representative of educational labor costs in an area. 

It is worth noting that these indices are at the county, metro, or PUMA area, and as such may not 
capture specific localized problems. For example, particularly remote schools or districts in an area may 
have more difficulty recruiting or retaining teacher even if salaries are competitive with those in their 
local area. The specific difficulties of especially remote districts has been described both by 
superintendents and in the academic literature (Cowen et al, 2012; Hammer et al, 2005; Miller, 2012; 
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Monk, 2005; Tuck et al, 2009). For example, Miller (2012) finds that rural schools in New York have more 
recruitment problems for beginning teachers with strong academic preparation and Tuck et al (2009) 
finds that remote communities in Alaska have more turnover. Tuck et al (2009) estimate premiums in 
remote areas that are approximately 30 percent more than in the most urbanized district in the state. 
Cowen et al (2012), however, find similar rates of retention across districts in Kentucky although rural 
Appalachian teachers are somewhat more likely to leave the profession. 

Nearly all of these studies conclude by finding that there is a subset of schools in rural areas that are 
particularly hard to staff. Michigan may well have some of these schools, but the labor market costs 
cannot be estimated at finer level without school- or district-specific salaries and school-specific teacher 
retention rates. An examination of teacher turnover or the number of applicants at the school level 
could reveal higher employment costs than is indicated by looking at local labor market costs alone. 

Conclusion 

This report has reviewed methods for estimating the variation in educational costs associated with 
geographic location. The focus has been primarily on the geographic variation in wage costs, given that 
the main impact of location on district costs is through wages, which in turn comprise the largest share 
of district budgets. The three methods that analysts use to capture this geographic variation in wage 
costs are cost of living, CWI, and hedonic wage models. While each has strengths and weaknesses, the 
CWI approach has become commonly used in state policy because of the relative simplicity of the model 
and the availability of data. A CWI is relatively straightforward to create and update on an annual basis; 
it also has the advantage of being clearly beyond the control of local districts, as there are no data used 
that are generated by schools. In contrast, the data requirements and statistical complexity of the 
hedonic approach make calculating and updating even a fairly simple hedonic wage index more difficult 
than either of the alternative approaches. A hedonic model also conflates variation due to geographic 
location with costs associated with student characteristics, such as poverty; this may be particularly 
problematic when those costs are already accounted for elsewhere in the funding system. The report 
then estimates the CWI for various regions in the state, and finds that wage costs vary significantly 
across regions in Michigan.  
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Chapter 8: Labor Market Analysis 
Teaching wages are an important determinant of the number of individuals who choose to become 
teachers and who choose to remain in teaching over time. Individuals considering becoming a teacher 
are influenced in their decisions by wages for a broad array of occupations. A number of studies have 
found that teaching salaries relative to other occupations influence exit rates of existing teachers 
(Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin 2004, Guarino, Santibanez, and Daley 2006) and relative wages of teacher 
and other occupations influence the quality of individuals entering teaching (Corocoran 2004, Stoddard 
2003). 

How do teaching salaries compare with salaries in other occupations?  Salaries vary across fields for a 
variety of reasons. In a supply and demand framework, salaries vary in part based on how specialized of 
a skill set is required. This increases training and education costs for individuals who wish to pursue that 
career and limits the number of individuals who are able to enter that profession. As a result, highly 
specialized or technical occupations tend to command higher salaries. These occupations also tend to 
attract the most skilled and able individuals. 

In the case of teaching, the set of skills required to simply “show up” are not highly specialized relative 
to other professional occupations. However, teachers vary substantially in ability and effectiveness, with 
high quality teachers making significant impacts on student outcomes (Rockoff 2004). As a result, a wide 
range of teaching salaries might be sufficient to supply “warm bodies,” but higher salaries that are more 
competitive with the occupations that attract the most skilled and able workers can enable recruitment 
from a higher quality pool of prospecitive teachers, thus positively influencing student outcomes (Loeb 
and Page 2000). 

Working conditions are a second factor in wage comparisons across occupations. Careers that are 
particularly dangerous tend to command a premium to compensate for these negative attributes. Other 
careers with more favorable working conditions can attract individuals even if salaries are somewhat 
lower. These pay differences due to positive or negative working conditions are known as 
“compensating differentials.”  Teaching jobs have a set of attributes that tend to be largely favorable 
with comparison with other professional occupations: weeks of work per year for a full time position are 
lower than weeks of week for many other full time occupations and teaching tends to have a favorable 
set of health and retirement benefits. 

In light of these considerations, this study uses a variety of methods to compare teaching occupations to 
the occupations of other workers within Michigan. Because of the inherent differences in the skills, 
attributes, and benefits across occuaptions, this study puts salary comparisons in Michigan within the 
context of similar salary comparisons in other states. This study also provides information on both 
broad-based comaprison occupation groups as well as more narrow groups, such as other public sector 
workers. Finally, this study presents unadjusted salaries as well as salaries after accounting for 
differences in hours, weeks of work, characteristics of workers, and advanced degrees. 
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Sources of Information  

This study relies on the American Community Survey (ACS), conducted annually by the US Census. The 
American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing national survey administered by the U.S. Census 
Bureau, sent to 3.5 million people each year, collecting information on income, housing, education and 
migration, as well as the employment variables already mentioned. The ACS replaced the long form of 
the decennial Census and thus, is the only national source of this type of information. Due to sample 
sizes, comparisons to specific occupations are difficult when only a few individuals who report a given 
occupation. However, this data is a rich source of information about personal characteristics: individuals 
report salary income along with demographic characteristics, hours and weeks of work, and education 
level. The ACS data sample analyzed in this study is restricted to individuals most similar to teachers: 
individuals with a bachelor’s degree or higher who are not currently in school and who are not self-
employed. It is also restricted to full time workers, defined to be those working more than 27 weeks per 
year, and working more than 35 hours per week. To avoid individuals close to retirement age or of ages 
when their education may not be fully complete, it is also restricted to individuals between the ages of 
22 and 65. This study uses the 2015 one year sample as it is the most recent data available. 

Methodological Approach 

There are two main methodological challenges in comparing teacher salaries with the salaries of other 
workers.  

Identifying Comparison Occupations 
The first methodological issue is determining which occupations to use as comparison groups. This 
analysis uses three broad categories for comparison to teachers: all other college educated workers, 
college-educated professional and technical occupations, and college-educated public sector workers. 
 

Comparison Group 1: Other College Educated Workers 

This first comparison group is based on education: how do teaching salaries compare with the salaries of 
other college educated workers?  This approach starts with the fact that a potential college student can 
choose from any occupation open to them with that degree, including teaching. Some of these 
occupations are unlikely to draw in teachers after they have already entered the profession: for 
example, a teacher could not change careers and become a lawyer without additional training. 
However, a college student may well consider the salaries in law along with salaries in teaching when 
making a career choice. A number of researchers and economists have used wages of college educated 
workers in making salary comparisons (Taylor, 2008, Loeb and Page 2002). These studies find that 
salaries of teachers relative to other college educated workers is a good indicator of the relative 
attractiveness of teaching. 

Comparison Group 2: Professional and technical occupations 

The three other comparison groups are subsets of college-educated workers who are selected based on 
the skills and attributes of the job. How do teaching salaries compare with other similarly skilled 
occupations?  The Bureau of Labor Statistics uses a Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) to 
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categorize occupations based on work performed, skills, education, and/or training (See 2010 SOC 
User’s Guide for more details). Occupations are divided into 23 different major groupings; teachers are 
in the “Education, Training, and Library Occupations” group. These 23 groups are further aggregated 
into six major categories. Teachers belong to the “Professional and technical occupations” category 
(OCC Codes 11-000 through 29-999).58  This category is also sometimes referred to as “Management, 
Business, Science and Arts Occupations.”  Table 1 lists the 11 BLS defined occupational groups included 
in this over-arching category.  

Comparison Group 3: Public Sector Workers 

Public sector workers typically share a number attributes. Salaries tend to be lower in the public sector 
than in the private sector, but benefits and retirement plans tend to be more generous. This is true for 
teachers and for other local and state government employees. Salary negotiations are frequently framed 
with the state or local revenues as a reference point and therefore are affected by the local or state 
economy in similar ways. Public sector workers also tend to have similar collective bargaining rights. 
Table 8.1 summarizes the comparison occupations groups. 

Table 8.1 
Occupation Groups Comparable to Teaching 

Comparison Group 
Other college 
educated workers 

All individuals with a BA are included, regardless of occupation. Sample is restricted to full 
time (35+hours per week), full year (27+weeks per year) workers ages 22-65, not in 
school, not self employed. 

Professional and 
Technical Workers 

Management Occupations; Business and Financial Operations; Computer and 
Mathematical Occupations; Archicture and Engineering; Life Physical and Social Science; 
Community and Social Service; Legal; Education, Training and Library; Arts, Design, 
Entertainment, Sports, and Media; Healthcare Practioncers and Technical Occupations. 
Includes only OCC Codes 11-0000 through 29-9999. 

Public sector 
workers 

All individuals with a BA are included, regardless of occupation. Sample is restricted to 
federal, state, and local employees as measured in the detailed class variable. 

 

Adjusting for the Characteristics of Workers and Occupations 
A second methodological issue is whether or not to adjust salaries for worker and job characteristics. For 
example, if workers in other occupations in Michigan are older or more experienced than teachers, their 
average salaries may be higher even though individuals with similar work experience might in reality be 
paid comparably. 
 The results presented below adjust for a variety of characteristics: 

 Demographic characteristics: Age and age squared to account for a non-linear relationship 
between experience and salary, race, and sex, 

 education: indicators for master’s degree, professional degree, and Ph.D. degrees, 

                                                           
58 The other five categories are Service; Sales and Office; Natural resources, Construction, and Maintenance; 
Production, Transportation, and Material Moving; and Miliary Specific. 
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 usual work hours and indicators for weeks of work (27-39 weeks, 40-47 weeks, 48-49 weeks, or 
50+ weeks); and 

 insurance coverage through employer or union. 
 
The individual characteristics included in the analysis are those included in most other standard analyses 
of public school teaching wages. However, a few points about the limitations of comparisons are worth 
noting. First, due to the length of the school day and school year, teachers typically work few hours and 
weeks of work than other full time workers. Some researchers argue that annual salary is the 
appropriate basis for comparison: in this view, teachers are comparing their pay over the course of the 
year with what they would make in a year in an alternative career. This implies that teachers would 
prefer to work additional hours in the summer, but are limited by the characteristics of the job. Others 
argue that using salary per hour is more appropriate: in this view, teachers’ summers off are a benefit of 
the job. In this view, propsective and current teachers compare their pay per hour with what they could 
make in the same time period in another job. Although annual salaries in teaching might be lower than 
in another occupation, if the hourly pay is the same, teaching may still be attractive due to the lower 
hours and weeks of work. The reality is that it is likely that different prospective teachers vary in terms 
of which comparison is appropriate. As a result, the analysis presents both hour-adjusted and un-
adjusted wages.59 
 
Another note is that retirement benefits are not included as a job characteristic in these regressions. 
Retirement pensions are fairly standard for teaching, but are becoming less common for other workers. 
However, there is much less comparable data on retirement benefits for non-teaching professions. As a 
result, these results include information on the prevalence of employer provided health insurance 
benefits for comparable occupations, but no information on retirement benefits. In this regard, public 
sector workers are a useful comparison group, as their retirement benefits tend to be similar to those of 
public school employees. 

Specifically, following Taylor and Fowler (2006), the following equation is estimated: 

LnAnnualSalaryi,s = βwWi,s + βs,Ss + εi 

In this equation,  

 the dependent variable is the natural log of annual salary,  
 Wi is a vector of characteristics of worker i who lives in state s, 
 Si is an indicator variable for the state that worker i lives in, and  
 εi is an idiosyncratic error term.  

 
This regression is estimated separately for teachers and for each distinct group of non-teachers (all full-
time workers with BAs, only professional and technical workers, public sector workers). The regression 
coefficients indicate the return to each characteristic in that occupation and location.  

                                                           
59 See Ballou and Podgursky (1997) and Allegreto, Corcoran and Mishel (2004) for more details of this debate. 
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The resulting coefficients are then used to adjust the average wage for each state and comparison group 
so that the average is based on the same characteristics as the average Michigan teacher: 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑛 𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦 =  𝛽௪
෢ 𝑊ெூ  തതതതതത + 𝛽௦

෢ 

For example, non-teachers in Michigan are slightly older than teachers, but the premium for experience 
is larger in the non-teacher sector than in the teacher sector. The wages are adjusted by multiplying the 
regression coefficients for the relevant comparison group by the average characteristics of teachers in 
Michigan. This methodology is known as the Oaxaca Decomposition (Fortin, et al 2011). Essentially, this 
methodology asks, “If the average non-teacher had characteristics that were the same as the average 
teacher in Michigan, what would the average salary be?”  This allows average salaries across states to 
represent differences in area labor markets, living conditions, and amenities, rather than differences in 
the characteristics of workers (e.g., older or more educated than in Michigan).60   

Salary Comparisons: ACS Data on Individuals in Michigan and Other States 

Table 8.2 reports average characteristics of the sample of full time, full year workers in Michigan and in 
other states. This table reports this for the two main comparison groups: all workers with at least a 
Bachelor’s degree, and workers with a BA who are employed in the public sector but are not employed 
in teaching. 

 
Table 8.2 

Average Characteristics of Full Time Workers in Michigan and Other States in US, American 
Community Survey 2015 

(Standard Deviations of Characteristics in Parentheses) 
 Michigan Other states in US 

Teachers 
 

All Non-
teachers with 

BA+ 

Public 
sector NT 
with BA+ 

Teachers 
 

All Non-
teachers with 

BA+ 

Public sector 
NT with BA+ 

Annual wage/salary 
income 

$59,626 
(19,416) 

$78,915 
(64,297) 

$67,597 
(39,865) 

$54,478 
(21,900) 

$86,746 
(78,455) 

$73,519 
(46,424) 

Usual hours  44.72 44.90 43.27 44.23 44.64 43.23 
worked per week (7.61) (7.92) (7.11) (7.45) (8.04) (7.29) 
Work less than 48  0.23 0.06 0.07 0.22 0.06 0.06 
weeks per year (0.42) (0.23) (0.25) (0.42) (0.23) (0.24) 
Insurance 0.98 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.90 0.94 
 (0.16) (0.27) (0.19) (0.21) (0.30) (0.24) 

                                                           
60 Additional analysis included indicators for the industry as another characteristic. The results were very similar to 

those excluding industry of work, and they are therefore not presented below. Further analysis also restricted the 
comparison occupations to a smaller set suggested by other researchers as being most comparable to teachers. (See 
the Economic Policy Institute’s work by Allegreto, Corcoran and Mishel (2004) for one such list, and Stoddard 
(2013) for another.)  Again, the results were very similar to those with the full set of professional and technical 
workers, and for brevity again they are  not presented below. 
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 Michigan Other states in US 
Teachers 

 
All Non-

teachers with 
BA+ 

Public 
sector NT 
with BA+ 

Teachers 
 

All Non-
teachers with 

BA+ 

Public sector 
NT with BA+ 

Advanced degree 0.69 0.35 0.46 0.57 0.35 0.47 
 (0.47) (0.47) (0.50) (0.49) (0.47) (0.50) 
Age 42.98 43.27 45.23 43.34 42.88 45.26 
 (10.16) (11.28) (10.94) (11.18) (11.54) (11.21) 
Female 0.73 0.46 0.53 0.76 0.47 0.52 
 (0.44) (0.50) (.50) (0.43) (0.50) (0.50) 
Nonwhite 0.06 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.25 0.28 
 (0.24) (0.35) (0.38) (0.38) (0.43) (0.45) 
       
Observations 3,476 42,231 6,692 143,437 1,523,874 297,519 

Source: IPUMS ACS 2015. 
The data is restricted to individuals not currently in school, with a Bachelor’s degree, working more than 
27 weeks per year, working more than 35 hours per week, not self-employed, and between the ages of 
22 and 65. 
 
Table 8.2 indicates that teachers in Michigan make substantially less than non-teachers. The average 
teachers make about 24 percent less that the average college educated non-teacher and about 12 
percent less than the average college educated individual in a comparable occupation. Teachers in 
Michigan and in the US work similar numbers of hours per week as other college educated workers, 
although they work about an hour longer per week than other public sector workers. However, teachers 
work substantially fewer weeks per year: 23 percent of teachers in Michigan work less than 48 weeks 
per year, while only 6 percent of other college educated workers have as short of an annual calendar. 
Teachers in Michigan are also somewhat more likely to have insurance offered through their 
employment than other college educated workers, although the proportion is similar to public sector 
workers. They are also slightly younger than other college-educated workers and more likely to be 
female. They are substantially more likely to have a Master’s or other advanced degree. 

Table 8.3 performs the salary comparisons by reporting unadjusted wages (the same as those in Table 
8.2) and adjusted wages, as described in the previous section. Wages are adjusted by performing a 
regression analysis for each category of worker (e.g., comparable workers in Michigan, all workers with 
a BA in Michigan, etc.). The regression coefficients indicate the return to each characteristic in that 
occupation and location.  

Table 8.3 shows that characteristics matter in explaining the gap. After adjusting for characteristics, the 
gap is smaller. Teachers in Michigan make 24.4 percent less than non-teachers without any adjustments, 
but about 20 percent less with the characteristic adjustment. The gap is somewhat larger (about 28 
percent unadjusted, 22 percent adjusted) when compared to professional and technical workers. 
Salaries are closest for teachers and other public sector workers after adjusting for characteristics, but 
there is still a 4.4 percent wage penalty for teaching relative to public sector workers. The bottom panel 
of Table 8.3 replicates this analysis for the US as a whole. It shows that in the US, the gaps are larger. 
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The smallest differential is about 16 percent when comparing adjusted teaching pay in the US with 
adjusted public sector worker pay. 

Table 8.3 
Teaching and Non-teaching Salaries Adjusted for Individual Characteristics, American Community 

Survey 2015 
 (1) 

Unadjusted 
Salary 

(2) 
Salary Adjusted 
to Match Hours, 
Weeks of Work 

and Personal 
Characteristics of 

MI Teachers 

(3) 
Unadjusted 
Teacher gap 

(Teacher 
salary relative 

to 
comparison) 

(4) 
Adjusted 

Teacher gap 
(Adj. Teacher 

salary relative to 
Adj. comparison) 

Michigan 
 

Teachers $59,626 
All Full time workers with BA $78,915 $74,482 -24.4% -19.9% 
Full time Professional and technical 
occupation workers with BA 

$82,596 $76,088 -27.8% -21.6% 

Full time Public Sector workers with BA $67,597 $62,349 -11.8% -4.4% 
US 

Teachers $54,478 $56,060   
All Full time workers with BA $86,746 $84,011 -37.2% -33.3% 
Full time Professional and technical 
occupation workers with BA 

$89,652 $85,316 -39.2% -34.3% 

Full time Public Sector workers with BA $73,519 $66,788 -25.9% -16.1% 
Source: IPUMS ACS 2015. Sample is restricted to individuals not currently in school, with a Bachelor’s 
degree, working more than 27 weeks per year, working more than 35 hours per week, not self-
employed, and between the ages of 22 and 65. Adjustments use the rate of return to the characteristic 
in the comparison group applied to the average characteristics of Michigan teachers.  
 
Comparative Wage Index 

An alternative way to present these same results is to look at the wage premium or penalty experienced 
in each state relative to the US average. In other words, how are Michigan teachers paid in comparison 
to teachers in other states?  Again, some adjustment is needed when comparing salaries across state 
lines, as costs of living, local labor markets, and area amenities differ. 

This approach is often described as a Comparative Wage Index. The essential idea is that non-teacher 
salaries in each state in part reflect these labor market cost factors of each state. If non-teachers in one 
state are paid more than non-teachers in another state, then the labor market likely requires higher 
wages to attract high quality teachers to that state as well. However, it is worth noting that if local labor 
market conditions affect non-teachers and teachers differently in some states than in others, or if 
working conditions in teaching vary significantly across states, these wage comparisons will be not be 
valid across all states. 
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Table 8.4 presents these comparisons, first without any characteristics adjustments and then adjusting 
to make workers’ characteristics the same across occupations. The first row shows on average across 
the US, teachers make 63 percent of what non-teachers make without making any adjustments (Column 
3). However, this gap varies across states; in Michigan teachers make 76 percent of a non-teaching 
wage.  

The next columns show how wages in each state compare to the US average. For example, the second 
row shows that in Alabama, non-teachers make 86 percent (or 14 percent less) of the average US non-
teacher (Column 4). Teachers in Alabama also make 86 percent of the average US teachers. Columns 6 
through 9 show this for the full set of comparison groups after adjusting for characteristics. The results 
indicate that while non-teachers in Michigan have wages that are slightly below the US average non-
teacher wage, teachers in Michigan fare slightly better (wages are about 7% higher). 

Table 8.4 
Comparison of Teaching Wages and Non-Teaching Wages Across States 

State Average Wage, unadjusted for 
characteristics 

Wages relative to US 
average, unadjusted 

for characteristics 

Wages relative to US average,  
Adjusted for characteristics 

Teachers 

Non-
teachers w 

BA+ 

 Teaching 
wage 

relative 
to non-

teaching 
wage 

Non-
teachers  

w BA+ Teachers 

Non-
teachers 
 w BA+ Prof & Tech 

Public 
sector Teachers 

US  $54,600   $86,535  63% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  

AL  $46,876   $74,424  63% 86% 86% 87% 88% 94% 87% 

AK  $62,408   $79,581  78% 92% 114% 100% 98% 107% 116% 

AZ  $44,174   $80,939  55% 94% 81% 96% 95% 93% 82% 

AR  $45,050   $70,266  64% 81% 83% 82% 81% 79% 86% 

CA  $66,016   $98,418  67% 114% 121% 116% 116% 115% 119% 

CO  $48,525   $83,968  58% 97% 89% 98% 87% 94% 87% 

CT  $69,073   $113,522  61% 131% 127% 115% 114% 111% 119% 

DE  $58,245   $81,050  72% 94% 107% 98% 98% 98% 107% 

DC  $64,155   $100,013  64% 116% 118% 121% 118% 134% 119% 

FL  $47,387   $79,628  60% 92% 87% 92% 93% 92% 90% 

GA  $49,737   $84,278  59% 97% 91% 97% 96% 88% 91% 

HI  $50,511   $72,178  70% 83% 93% 93% 93% 104% 96% 

ID  $44,852   $67,878  66% 78% 82% 79% 80% 80% 81% 

IL  $58,658   $88,200  67% 102% 107% 102% 101% 101% 107% 

IN  $49,421   $71,636  69% 83% 91% 83% 84% 83% 92% 

IA  $49,984   $67,128  74% 78% 92% 81% 82% 90% 95% 

KS $44,994   $72,785  62% 84% 82% 84% 84% 79% 84% 

KY $48,959   $73,635  66% 85% 90% 83% 83% 81% 88% 

LA $45,651   $72,751  63% 84% 84% 89% 87% 88% 90% 
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State Average Wage, unadjusted for 
characteristics 

Wages relative to US 
average, unadjusted 

for characteristics 

Wages relative to US average,  
Adjusted for characteristics 

Teachers 

Non-
teachers w 

BA+ 

 Teaching 
wage 

relative 
to non-

teaching 
wage 

Non-
teachers  

w BA+ Teachers 

Non-
teachers 
 w BA+ Prof & Tech 

Public 
sector Teachers 

ME $45,587   $69,347  66% 80% 83% 80% 79% 81% 82% 

MD $63,292   $96,527  66% 112% 116% 113% 112% 126% 115% 

MA $63,541   $98,130  65% 113% 116% 110% 109% 105% 113% 

MI $59,626   $78,915  76% 91% 109% 91% 91% 94% 107% 

MN $53,398   $80,151  67% 93% 98% 94% 94% 92% 99% 

MS $41,115   $64,886  63% 75% 75% 76% 75% 78% 77% 

MO $44,320   $73,300  60% 85% 81% 85% 84% 79% 80% 

MT $44,301   $62,660  71% 72% 81% 73% 73% 79% 80% 

NE $47,141   $67,975  69% 79% 86% 81% 82% 86% 88% 

NV $53,974   $77,880  69% 90% 99% 93% 97% 101% 98% 

NH $52,568   $85,882  61% 99% 96% 97% 97% 91% 96% 

NJ $67,367   $105,467  64% 122% 123% 118% 118% 117% 124% 

NM $45,256   $75,218  60% 87% 83% 89% 88% 93% 84% 

NY $72,198   $94,051  77% 109% 132% 107% 107% 108% 122% 

NC $42,167   $80,485  52% 93% 77% 92% 92% 86% 80% 

ND $44,617   $64,624  69% 75% 82% 80% 81% 84% 88% 

OH $55,814   $77,989  72% 90% 102% 90% 90% 93% 102% 

OK $40,170   $69,840  58% 81% 74% 82% 83% 81% 76% 

OR $52,472   $79,480  66% 92% 96% 93% 94% 95% 93% 

PA $60,437   $80,596  75% 93% 111% 93% 93% 96% 110% 

RI $66,441   $83,510  80% 97% 122% 98% 98% 108% 119% 

SC $45,975   $72,568  63% 84% 84% 85% 86% 83% 85% 

SD $38,935   $57,964  67% 67% 71% 70% 71% 75% 74% 

TN $44,293   $76,571  58% 88% 81% 87% 87% 84% 82% 

TX $48,430   $89,088  54% 103% 89% 103% 101% 94% 96% 

UT $48,342   $80,295  60% 93% 89% 91% 90% 90% 90% 

VT $51,301   $68,300  75% 79% 94% 79% 79% 84% 92% 

VA $51,374   $95,578  54% 110% 94% 111% 111% 120% 96% 

WA $57,043   $90,636  63% 105% 104% 106% 106% 102% 100% 

WV $45,254   $69,121  65% 80% 83% 79% 78% 84% 82% 

WI $52,018   $75,269  69% 87% 95% 87% 88% 89% 96% 

WY $56,362   $66,960  84% 77% 103% 80% 78% 88% 103% 
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As noted, the information in Table 8.4 captures differences in labor markets across states, implying that 
labor market differences across states affect teachers and non-teachers in similar ways. For example, in 
Alabama, the wage penalty for teachers and non-teachers is exactly the same: both types of workers 
make about 14 percent less than the national average. 

However, to the degree that working conditions in teaching vary in significant ways across states, or to 
the degree that local labor markets affect non-teachers and teachers differently, these comparisons may 
not accurately reflect the true differences in teaching costs across states.  

To examine the relevance of this concern for Michigan, Table 8.5 reproduces the information in Table 
8.4 for other states in the East North Central and the adjacent Middle Atlantic census regions. These 
states are comparable both because their teacher labor pools may overlap geographically and because 
the general economies of these states share common economic features. In all of these states, the 
teaching wages in the state relative to the US look better than non-teaching wages in the state relative 
to the US. Either the state wage penalty in teaching is smaller than the state penalty in non-teaching (IN, 
WI), or the state wage premium in teaching is larger than the state premium in non-teaching (IL, NJ, NY), 
or there is a wage penalty in non-teaching but a wage premium in teaching (OH, MI, PA).  

What could explain this common regional pattern?  One possibility is that there may be particularly 
difficult labor market conditions in non-teaching (e.g., the wage penalties in rust belt states like 
Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, Wisconsin, and Pennsylvania). If the local economy depresses wages in non-
teaching but do not affect teaching labor markets in as acute a way, the wage penalty in the state will be 
smaller in teaching. On the other side, if teaching conditions in this region are particularly difficult, 
teaching wages may be high in comparison with the national average for reasons other than the local 
labor market conditions. 

Table 8.5 
Area Premium/Penalty in Michigan Comparison States 

 
 
 

Difference between Non-
teachers w/BA in state 

and in US 

Difference between 
Teachers in State and US 

Teaching difference – 
Non-teaching difference 

Michigan 91% 107% 16% 
Illinois 102% 107% 5% 
Indiana 83 92 9 

New Jersey 118 124 7 
New York 107 122 15 

Ohio 90 102 12 
Pennsylvania 93 110 17 

Wisconsin 87 96 9 

 

Conclusion 

How does teacher pay compare in Michigan?  Based on ACS data, teachers in Michigan make, on 
average, less than in most other comparable occupations. The largest gap (about 28 percent) is for 
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average teacher salary relative to the salary for all professional and technical college educated workers. 
Gaps relative to the public sector tend to be smaller. Adjusting gaps for teacher characteristics reduces 
the gaps modestly. The gap between teacher salaries and salaries of related workers tend to be smaller 
in Michigan than the parallel gaps in the United States as a whole, but this is similar to the pattern in 
other states in the region. 
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Chapter 9: Results and Recommendations 
Chapters II through VIII provide detail on the various areas of analysis conducted by the study team for 
the Collaborative. This chapter combines findings from these multiple analyses to offer a set of 
recommendations. These recommendations synthesize the information from each of the different 
components of the study. Each of the recommendations focus on the development of a student based 
formula that allows all students to meet state standards. It also provides for adjustments related to 
district or charter school characteristic differences. The study team framed each recommendation 
around the need to fund actual costs faced by districts or charters.  

The base cost figures and weights identify the total resources needed to meet state standards, but do 
not delineate the sources of funding required to provide these resources. State, local, and federal 
dollars can be used to pay for the figures discussed in the recommendations. However the next step in 
implementing the recommendations is to locate and provide the needed resources. While outside of the 
scope of this current study, the study team feels it is important to highlight during the implementation 
of a new system that student and taxpayer equity will also need to be considered. Ensuring that each 
district and charter has the ability to raise funds needed to meet all resource needs is important to 
ensuring both an adequate and equitable school funding system.  

Recommendation 1 

Using the results of the study, create an adequacy based funding system using appropriate base cost, 
weights, and adjustments for district characteristics. The results of the three adequacy approaches 
provide the Collaborative with a wealth of information about the resources needed for students to meet 
Michigan’s standards. This includes three base cost figures, two different sets of special needs weights, 
and information on the cost differences districts face due to size. When deciding which figures to use in 
creating an adequacy based funding system, it is important to understand the differences in the results 
from the three studies.  

The study team believes both the EB and PJ approaches can stand on their own and the results for either 
could be utilized as the parameters for implementing a new funding system in Michigan. The 
recommendations below utilized the results of the three approaches, the national adequacy literature, 
and the study teams’ experience to provide a single set of parameters based on adequacy estimates and 
the other elements of the study.  

As was shown in Table 1.1 in the introductory chapter, the three approaches to adequacy offer the study 
team different types of information it can use to improve the adequacy of Michigan’s funding system. 
All three approaches generate a base cost figure. The SSD approach focuses on what it takes currently 
for districts to outperform other districts, but not necessarily meet all state standards for all students. 
The PJ and EB approaches provide a base cost figure that is more forward looking, examining the 
resources needed for all students to meet all state standards. Special need student weights are only 
developed through the PJ and EB approaches, and include weights for added resources needed to 
adequately serve students in poverty, ELL students, and special education students. It should be noted 
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that the PJ approach examined special needs weights based on various concentrations and/or levels, 
while the EB approach did not examine the various concentrations or levels. 

Base Costs 
Table 9.1 compares the base cost figures generated by the three approaches. All three base cost figures 
exclude costs for transportation, food service, and capital. Transportation will be discussed separately. 
For the PJ base cost, the large district base cost is the lowest cost and is set as the base cost for the 
approach. The table shows the base cost figures for all three approaches. It is important to note, the SSD 
approach includes all retirement costs districts pay and is not perfectly comparable to the other two 
base cost numbers. This is because the SSD base figure represents what districts actually spent to 
outperform other districts, not what is needed to meet all current state standards as noted above. The 
PJ and EB base cost figures are similar to each other and represent the same higher performance 
benchmark, with the PJ base figure estimated to be $546 dollars per student lower than the EB figure.  

Table 9.1 
Base Cost Figures from Three Adequacy Approaches*  

Professional 
Judgment 

Evidence-
based 

Successful 
School 
District 

Base Cost $9,590  $10,136  $8,188  

*The PJ, EB, and SSD base costs do not include transportation and food service.  
PJ and EB are costed out at 4.6% retirement while SSD includes full retirement. 

 
The SSD approach does not allow the study team to identify the specific allocation of resources that 
generates the successful school district base cost. However, the study team can compare the resource 
allocation differences in the PJ and EB base costs. The two models differ in resource allocation in a 
number of areas, but the area that accounts for the majority of cost difference between the two models 
is the K-3 class size ratio. The PJ panelists indicated that a 20 to 1 class size ratio in this grade range was 
adequate for a base school, while the EB approach identified a 15 to 1 class size ratio through its review 
of available research. This difference in class size ratio accounted for almost all of the cost difference in 
the between the PJ and EB base cost. Increasing the class size for grades K-3 for the EB approach 
produces a base cost of $9,582 per student, which is a $554 per student decrease from the 
recommended EB base cost figure and only $8 different than the recommended PJ figure. 

The base cost figure is the most important factor in any new school finance system. The EB and PJ base 
cost figures provide the Collaborative with cost-based estimates of what is needed at the base level for 
students to meet Michigan state standards. The two figures are very similar, with one recommended 
class size ratio (for grades K-3) accounting for the vast majority of difference in costs. The SSD figure 
provides the Collaborative with information on the base cost for districts to currently outperform other 
districts in the state today. Any new finance system would likely require a phase-in period and the use of 
some combination of the SSD and recommended PJ and EB base cost figures could provide a solid 
foundation for implementation. 
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The study team recommends utilizing the $9,590 base cost figure which ensures that almost all of the 
resources identified by both the EB and PJ approaches can be addressed through the base cost. Since 
the key difference between the EB and PJ is driven by the EB-recommended K-3 student-teacher ratio 
of 15:1, Michigan state officials should monitor student performance in grades K-3 and consider 
moving closer to 15:1 if further performance gains are viewed as necessary after implementing the PJ-
recommended base cost.  

Poverty  
The EB approach focused on one poverty concentration for one district size, while the PJ panel 
examined three different concentrations of weights and two levels of poverty across multiple school 
sizes. Table 9.2 shows the weights identified by the PJ and EB panels for regular poverty students, 
showing the EB model district weight and then the weights by the three concentration levels for each of 
the PJ districts. It is important to remember that the base cost figures described above provide 
resources for all students at a level that is likely higher than most Michigan districts currently spend. 
These higher figures include academic and social emotional supports for all students which reduce the 
number of students identified as having additional needs and reduce the cost of additional services for 
identified students. The weights below reflect the cost of additional services recommended for students.  

Table 9.2 
Poverty Weights by Approach  

Evidence-
based 

Professional 
Judgment 

25% 
Concentration 

Professional 
Judgment 

50% 
Concentration 

Professional 
Judgment 

75% 
Concentration 

EB Model District 0.32 
   

PJ Very Small 
 

0.27 0.37 0.39 

PJ Small 
 

0.28 0.40 0.42 

PJ Moderate 
 

0.29 0.41 0.43 

PJ Large 
 

0.29 0.42 0.44 

 
As illustrated, the EB weight is higher than the all of the 25 percent concentration PJ weights, but lower 
than the 50 and 75 percent concentration weights. The PJ weights are generally consistent across the 
district sizes, with the smaller districts having slightly lower weights. This is in part because the weights 
are derived from higher base cost figures, meaning the amount of resources across the district sizes is 
similar. The figures shown in Table 9.2 fall in the range of weights, generally between .30 and .60, found 
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in many adequacy studies across the country over the past decade and a half (A Comprehensive Review 
of State Adequacy Studies Since 2013).61  

Table 9.3 shows the high need poverty weights by district size from the PJ work. The study team believes 
that this was the first-time high need poverty was examined in an adequacy study. The PJ approach was 
the most effective approach to examine the costs especially since there is no national research to which 
the results can be compared or incorporated in an EB analysis. The high need poverty weights are 
highest at the 50 percent concentration, slightly lower at the 25 percent concentration, and lowest at 
the 75 percent concentration.  

Table 9.3 
High Need Poverty Weights by PJ District Size  

High Need 
Poverty 25% 

Concentration 

High Need 
Poverty 50% 

Concentration 

High Need 
Poverty 75% 

Concentration 

PJ Very 
Small 

0.45 0.53 0.39 

PJ Small 0.50 0.57 0.42 

PJ 
Moderate 

0.51 0.59 0.42 

PJ Large 0.51 0.60 0.43 

  
The PJ panelists were most comfortable talking about the additional resources needed school-wide 
when considering high need poverty, but it is likely most schools would have some high need poverty 
students but not have the high concentrations examined here. With that in mind, understanding the 
differences in resource needs between the poverty weights and high need poverty weights is important 
for the Collaborative. Focusing on the 50 percent concentration level, which the study team feels is the 
most appropriate level for most districts, the range of added cost weight between poverty and high 
need poverty students is 0.16 to 0.18. This means that high need poverty students need around 40 
percent more resources than poverty students. 

The study team recommends Michigan utilize a poverty weight of .35 for all students. A concentration 
factor is not recommended at this time. The current research base does not suggest the need for a 
concentration factor and the results of the two approaches also provide conflicting information. The 
study team believes further study of the cost of serving high need poverty students is important. This 
additional study should include an examination of the additional costs identified by the panels and 
further study on the appropriate and specific definition for what constitutes a high need poverty 

                                                           
61 http://marylandpublicschools.org/Documents/adequacystudy/AdequacyReviewReport_rev_091214.pdf 
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student. The study team believes that any definition should set a high bar for a student to qualify for 
this category and to receive the additional funding needed. Based on the study team’s current 
research in Michigan, these students are likely to require approximately an added .15 weight to be 
adequately served.  

English Language Learners 
The PJ and EB approaches each take a different view of ELL services. The EB approach assumes all ELL 
students, regardless of poverty status, would receive the 0.41 weight identified by the approach. PJ 
panelists identified the resources needed for the language needs of ELL students but felt that students 
that were both ELL and poverty would need both the ELL and poverty weight. Table 9.4 shows the 
additional resources identified by both approaches. The table looks at the 50 percent concentration for 
the PJ work and shows the results by WIDA level and district size. The EB examined just one 
concentration and looked at all ELL students together.  

Table 9.4 
ELL Weights by Approach (50% Concentration for PJ Results) 

 
Evidence-

based 
Professional 

Judgment 
WIDA 1-2 

Professional 
Judgment 
WIDA 3-4 

Professional 
Judgment 

WIDA 5-6/FELS 

EB Model District 0.41 
   

PJ Very Small 
 

0.56 0.45 0.38 

PJ Small 
 

0.48 0.36 0.28 

PJ Moderate 
 

0.43 0.33 0.22 

PJ Large 
 

0.40 0.29 0.18 

 
The EB approach identifies tutoring, extended day, summer school, additional pupil support services, 
and one ELL teacher per 100 ELL students along with additional material costs for each ELL student. The 
PJ approach resourced teachers at lower ratios for both WIDA 1&2 and WIDA 3&4 with ratios as low at 
30 students per teacher and included other services such as additional teacher coaching, language 
services, and parent engagement. Panelists in the PJ also resourced ELL looking at different WIDA 
groupings. Table 9.4 shows that the highest weights are for the WIDA 1&2 level, with the lowest weights 
for WIDA 5,6&FELS. The table also shows that PJ panelists felt it was costlier to serve ELL students in 
smaller districts than in larger districts. The weights in the table are in line with adequacy figures from 
other adequacy studies as well. (A Comprehensive Review of State Adequacy Studies Since 2013). The PJ 
weights are on the higher side if added to the poverty weights. 

The PJ results for the 5 percent concentration, shown in Table 9.5, show even higher weights needed 
due to the inefficiencies faced at the lower concentration levels. The weights continue the pattern 
shown in the 50 percent concentration of higher weights in smaller districts.  
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Table 9.5 
Weights for 5% ELL Concentration 

 
Professional 

Judgment 
WIDA 1-2 

Professional 
Judgment 
WIDA 3-4 

Professional 
Judgment 
WIDA 5-
6/FELS 

PJ Very Small 0.62 0.54 0.30 

PJ Small 0.51 0.44 0.34 

PJ Moderate 0.51 0.43 0.31 

PJ Large 0.46 0.35 0.28 

 
The study team recommends the use of weights for the three WIDA levels. The weights are for all ELL 
students and follow the EB approach of including all services for the students and assuming students 
would not be eligible for an additional regular poverty weight. The weights by WIDA level are .70 for 
WIDA 1-2, .50 for WIDA 3-4, and .35 for WIDA 5-6/FELS. The study team believes these weights reflect 
the results of the study approaches, including the input of Michigan educators, and the national 
research on ELL adequacy weights. 

Special Education 
The study team again has worked to combine the findings from both the PJ and EB approaches with 
regard to funding for special education students. There are several key differences between the two 
approaches. The PJ approach examined special education at the mild, moderate, and severe levels based 
on the amount of time students are in the regular education classroom, with severe need students 
spending the least amount of time in the regular classroom. The EB approach includes funding for 
special education mild and moderate students as a weight for all students, which could be included in 
the base, assuming a set percentage of mild and moderate students would be in a district (often 
referred to as a census approach) while assuming high cost students would be fully reimbursed by the 
state. Table 9.6 compares the additional resources identified by both approaches for special education 
students. In order to make as close to an “apples to apples” comparison as possible, the EB figures are 
converted into a weight to be applied only to the mild and moderate students (instead of all students) 
and the PJ weights are shown for all three levels, as well as with the mild and moderate weight 
combined.  
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Table 9.6 
Special Education Weights for Mild/Moderate Special Education Students  

Evidence-
based 

Professional 
Judgment Mild 

Professional 
Judgment 
Moderate 

Professional 
Judgment 

Mild/Moderate 

EB Model District 0.61 
   

PJ Very Small 
 

1.06 1.75 1.23 

PJ Small 
 

1.11 1.90 1.30 

PJ Moderate 
 

1.12 1.97 1.32 

PJ Large 
 

1.10 2.00 1.32 

 
The EB mild/moderate weight is less than half of the PJ mild/moderate weight. This is true regardless of 
the district size. The PJ weights are generally lower for the smaller districts. The special education 
weights from the PJ range from 1.39 to 1.52 when combining mild, moderate, and severe weight results 
for the four PJ districts. These weights would be on the high side of results from other adequacy studies 
(A Comprehensive Review of State Adequacy Studies Since 2013). 

The study team recommends that funding for severe students be fully funded by the state. Weights 
for mild and moderate would average about 0.80 for the state, which generates a mild special 
education weight of 0.70 and a moderate special education weight of 1.15. These weights are within 
the range of adequacy research from around the country and within the bounds of the results of the 
EB and PJ approaches in Michigan.  

District Size 
Michigan school district sizes vary widely. Table 9.7 shows the number of districts in four size ranges. 
Smaller districts often face higher costs per student due to economies of scale issues.  

Table 9.7  
Michigan District Sizes 

 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

District Size <1,000 1,000 – 2,999 3,000-7,499 7,500 + 

Number of 
Districts 

196 210  102 33 

  
While the EB approach is based upon one prototypical district size, the PJ approach examined the 
differences in costs that districts face due to district size and the size of schools within each district. 
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Table 9.8 shows the four base cost figures for the different district sizes. The largest district has the 
lowest base cost figure, which increases by about $400 per student moving from the large district to the 
moderate sized district and from the moderate district to the small district. There is more than a $1,100 
increase moving from the small district base cost to the very small district base cost.  

Table 9.8 
Base Costs by PJ District Size 

 
Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

Students 670 1,700 5,020 13,590 

Base Cost $11,482  $10,307  $9,954  $9,590  

 
A size adjustment can be created using these four data points, displayed in Figure 9.1 below. The graph 
plots the four base cost figures and applies a trend line to show the relationship between the data 
points. The resulting line is similar to what is seen in many school finance formulas, with costs increasing 
more steeply as districts become smaller.  

CHART 9.1: BASE COSTS BY DISTRICT SIZE 

 

The study team recommends applying the size curve described above with a minimum base figure of 
$9,590. 
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Preschool 
Both the EB and PJ approaches identified the resources needed for preschool services for both three- 
and four-year-old students. Table 9.9 shows the costs per student for both approaches. The EB approach 
has the same cost for three- and four-year-olds, while the PJ figures are different for three- and four-
year-olds. Additionally, the EB approach allows either a separate standalone setting (i.e. Head Start or 
other Pre-K program) or inclusion of the program within a K-5 building while the PJ assumes services 
within a K-5 building. Despite these differences, the figures are similar across the two approaches. The 
main differences in costs include an additional adult per classroom for three-year-olds in the PJ 
approach and the added costs of a standalone setting in the EB model. 

Table 9.9 
Preschool Costs per student 

 
Evidence-

based 3 and 4 
Year Old 

Professional 
Judgment 3 

Year Old 

Professional 
Judgment 4 

Year Old 

Cost per 
student 

$14,155  15,071 $13,154 

 
A major decision when considering preschool funding is how many students will participate in preschool 
programming in each age level and how funding will be allocated for the program. PJ panelists 
encouraged preschool programming for all students, often referring to “universal” preschool. It is clear, 
even if offered free of charge, a number of families would not choose to send their students to 
preschool programming. Additionally, many families currently provide these services to their students 
on their own. This means there are already many dollars being utilized for preschool services outside the 
school funding system.  

The report A Comprehensive Analysis of Prekindergarten in Maryland62 examines these issues in detail. A 
number of the main considerations any state should consider when designing a prekindergarten 
program include these research findings: 

1. Significant returns on investment for prekindergarten programing only flow to students who 
experience high quality programs, rather than to any student who participates in 
prekindergarten programming. 

2. Research suggests that states should invest in programs for 4-year-olds before investing in 3-
year-olds. 

3. Prekindergarten programming could be offered in either schools or private settings. Often high-
quality slots are concentrated in the public-school system. Many centers and homes would need 
to raise the quality of their programs to be included. 

                                                           
62 http://marylandpublicschools.org/Documents/adequacystudy/MDPreKComprehensiveAnalysis011316.pdf 
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4. ECE policy specialists recommend “universal preschool” as a goal. This is often defined as 
between 60 and 80 percent of 4-year-olds attending a quality preschool. 

5. All funding sources should be considered, including parent contributions. 

Reviewing these findings and other considerations will be important as decisions on prekindergarten 
funding are made in Michigan. 

The study team recommends the EB figure of $14,155 as the cost of preschool in Michigan. Additional 
study needs to be undertaken on how best to fully implement preschool in the state.  

Isolation 
The costing out of non-transportation operating  costs for isolated districts showed a $405 per student 
increase in costs. This equates to a weight of 0.04 above the PJ base cost of $9,590. The inclusion of a 
size adjustment for districts lessens the fiscal impact of addressing the diseconomies of scale associated 
with isolated districts. The additional resources identified by the PJ panel were built off of the Very Small 
district, the highest resourced base cost in the PJ study. If this size adjustment did not exist, the isolation 
weight would be much higher. 
 
Michigan’s current formula for isolated districts is limited to just five school districts. Panelists felt that 
the definition for isolated districts should be expanded, but did not identify a specific definition. The 
study team reviewed the definitions used by other states: 

 Maine provides additional funding subsidies to geographically isolated schools and island 
schools. Maine’s formula takes into account enrollment per grade and per school, availability of 
other school options, and distance to nearest school, with different thresholds for different 
grade configurations of schools,63  

 Minnesota’s general education formula awards sparsity revenue to districts located in isolated 
areas that have less than 400 pupils in grades 7-12, or under 140 pupils in grades K-6. The 
amount of revenue Minnesota awards to secondary pupils varies depending on the number of 
pupils, the distance to the nearest high school, and the attendance area. The amount of revenue 
Minnesota awards to elementary pupils varies depending on the number of pupils enrolled in 
schools located 19 or more miles from the nearest elementary school,64  

 Oregon gives a higher weight to students in a qualified small school based on grade level, 
average grade size, and distance to the nearest school. The weight is based on the size of each 
school, not the size of the district,65 and 

                                                           

63 Maine Department of Education. Draft: Essential Programs & Services Cost Component Calculations 
(ED279).  
64 Verstegen, D. A Quick Glance at School Finance: Density and Sparsity of Small Schools. 2015 
65 Verstegen, D. A Quick Glance at School Finance: Density and Sparsity of Small Schools. 2015 
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 North Dakota applies a weighting factor of 0.1 for school districts greater than 275 square miles 
in size with under 100 ADM. In addition, school districts greater than 600 square miles with 
fewer than 50 ADM are guaranteed funding at 50 ADM.  

The study team recommends that the current Michigan isolation definition be kept with the removal 
of the requirement that districts be in the Upper Peninsula. Districts would receive an additional 
weight of .04 for each student along with any size adjusted base funding allocated as part of the size 
adjustment discussed earlier. This additional funding would address the needs of these unique school 
districts but would not address transportation costs that will be discussed below.  

Table 9.10 shows the study team’s final set of cost recommendations.  
Table 9.10 

Final Recommended Per-Student Base Cost and Weights* 
Final Recommendation 

Base Cost $9,590  

Size Adjustment Adjusted by Formula 

Poverty Weight                                                                0.35  

ELL  
 

  WIDA 1-2                                                                0.70  

  WIDA 3-4                                                                0.50  

  WIDA 5-6/FELS                                                                0.35  

Special Education 
 

  Mild                                                                0.70  

  Moderate                                                                1.15  

  Severe State Reimbursement 

Preschool                                                            14,155  

Isolation                                                                0.04  

*The PJ and EB base costs do not include transportation and food service.  

Recommendation 2 

The base cost per student and special needs adjustments should be funded at the same levels for 
districts and brick and mortar charter schools. Providing the same funding for districts and charter 
schools produces a more equitable funding model for the state. While there are differences in the costs 
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that the two sectors face, such as differences in retirement costs and facilities costs, the study team 
feels that applying the $9,590 base cost figure derived using a 4.6 percent retirement rate and does not 
include funding for transportation, food service, or capital to both sectors is the correct approach. 
Charters school are also eligible for all weights associated with students with special needs. The district 
size adjustment was developed specifically for districts and policy makers would need to decide how or 
if to apply to charter schools. The study team recognizes that applying the adjustment to charters could 
create a perverse incentive for the creation of additional small settings simply for higher funding.  

Differences in the costs for retirement and facilities between the two sectors are discussed in further 
detail in recommendations below.  

Recommendation 3 

Retirement costs above the costs used in the costing out need to be funded for all entities facing the 
expense. The study team costed out the adequacy recommendations using a 4.6 percent retirement 
figure. This figure only represents the costs of a defined benefit program and does not fully account for 
the costs faced by districts and some charter schools. Table F.3 in Appendix F shows the base cost 
figures when applying the 25.56 percent retirement rate. This base figure needs to be used for districts 
or charters paying the higher retirement costs. Weights should be applied to this higher figure when 
determining the needed adequacy amounts.  

On top of the normal costs of retirement districts and charters face, an unfunded liability also exists. The 
study team recommends that this liability be funded outside the base cost per student amount.  

Recommendation 4 

Transportation funding should be provided outside of the base per student amount and funding 
should be tied to actual transportation costs. In the near term, the study team suggests funding 
transportation at the district per rider figure of $973 until a further transportation study can be 
conducted that designs a more specific transportation cost formula. As additional research is 
conducted on transportation needs for all districts, a specific focus should include the needs of 
isolated districts and whether a separate funding source is needed for these districts.  

The state’s current approach to funding transportation creates large inequities in the funding system. 
Districts that face larger transportation expenditures often need to take more dollars away from 
instructional programs to provide the service. In other cases, some districts and charters report no 
transportation expenses but still receive funding. 

The isolated district panel identified transportation as one of the main expenses for isolated districts. 
Panelists indicated that isolated districts face increased transportation costs for getting students to and 
from school, for before- and after- school programs, and for student activities.  
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Recommendation 5 

The state should undertake a full capital study that examines the costs faced by districts and charter 
schools. Michigan’s current funding model creates inequities in capital funding in a number of ways. 
Districts face variation in the availability of funding for capital projects. This impact both the ability to 
build new buildings and districts’ ability to maintain current buildings. Panelists throughout the PJ 
process mentioned the inequities in both areas for districts. The PJ CFO panel recommended a $400 per 
student figure to allow districts to address ongoing maintenance issues. The study team does not 
recommend including this amount in the base cost figure for districts or charters but thinks any study of 
capital needs should have a specific focus on the ongoing maintenance issues districts face. A 
determination needs to be made if an amount should be included in base funding for all districts. 

Charter schools also face facilities issues. Currently, charter schools do not have the ability to raise funds 
through local property taxes to fund buildings and are required to acquire space using current operating 
dollars. The study team suggests that a future capital study take a specific review of the costs charters 
face for facilities and that an amount of funding for the costs of facilities be included in base funding for 
charters above the base amount discussed in Recommendation 1.  

Recommendation 6 

The study team suggests utilizing a Comparable Wage Index (CWI) to adjust for cost differences due to 
geographic location. The data are easily and publicly available and the statistical method of estimation 
is straightforward. This makes annual updates relatively easy, minimizing the large changes in 
allocations that can result when updates are less frequent. The comparable wage approach does not 
require the analyst to make decisions about which specific variables to include or exclude (in contrast to 
the hedonic methodology). Moreover, the comparable wage methodology is well-established (see, for 
example, Taylor and Fowler, 2006) and analysts are in agreement about the specification of the model. 
Again, this simplifies estimation, as there is no need to collect data from multiple sources or to worry 
that variables available in one year are not available in another. The data used for estimation is outside 
the control of local districts so there can be no ‘gaming’ of the resulting index. 

Recommendation 7 

The study team suggests utilizing a 0.10 weight for every CTE student. Both the EB and PJ approach 
examined the resources needed to implement CTE classes at the high school level. The EB approach 
recommends $10,000 per every CTE teacher to cover costs such as materials and equipment. The PJ 
panels identified a cost per student for CTE centers, as well as the per student cost to run CTE 
programming within a high school. The panelists identified a cost of $752 per CTE student within a 
center (based on centers having a 1,000-student enrollment). The panelists identified an additional $147 
per student cost at the high school level. The recommendation of a 0.10 weight will cover the materials 
and costs to provide either a program within a high school or at a CTE center. 
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ADEQUACY	STUDY	PANEL	COMPOSITION	SUMMARY	
October	20,	2017	

• All	20	of	the	Adequacy	Study	panels	have	now	been	finalized	and	panelists	have	confirmed.
• A	total	of	266	Michigan	Educators	are	involved.
• 146	separate	educational	entities	located	within	42	ISD’s	(out	of	a	total	of	56	ISDs)	are	represented	in	the

final	panel	composition

Adequacy	Study	Panel	Representation	(Professional	Judgment	and	Evidence	Based	Methodologies)	
• 266	panelists
• 20	panels
• 25	PSA	representatives
• 46	ISD	representatives
• 195	LEA	representatives

Regional	Representation	
• MASA	Region	1	–	14	panelists
• MASA	Region	2	–	8	panelists
• MASA	Region	3	–	41	panelists
• MASA	Region	4	–	9	panelists
• MASA	Region	5	–	24	panelists
• MASA	Region	6	–	26	panelists
• MASA	Region	7	–	11	panelists
• MASA	Region	8	–	13	panelists
• MASA	Region	9	–	110	panelists
• MASA	Region	10	–	10	panelists
• Total	Regions	1	to	8:	146	panelists	or	54.9%

Region	9/10	Analysis	
• Macomb:	32	panelists
• Oakland:	48	panelists
• Wayne:	30	panelists	Note:	DPS	has	10,	so	a	total	of	40	for	Wayne	County	combining	Regions	9	&	10
• Total	Region	9	and	10:	120	panelist	or	45.1%

Gender	&	Race	Demographics	Representation	
• 188	Caucasian	-	70.7%
• 78	Minority	-	29.3%
• 148	Female	-	55.6%
• 118	Male	-	44.4%

Position	Composition	Summary	
• 36	Business	Office	Administrators
• 9	CTE	or	Curriculum	Directors
• 20	Special	Ed	or	Student	Services	Directors
• 29	Unclassified	Instructional	Leader
• 52	Principals
• 46	Superintendents
• 60	Teachers
• 7	Instructional	Coaches	and	Tutors
• 7	Technology	Administrators
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Professional Judgment Panelists 
 

Panelist Name School District 

Preschool Panel 

Kelly Adamek Macomb ISD 

Jane Dezinski Newaygo County RESA 

JoAnne Elkin Macomb ISD 

Jessica Gillard Lansing Public School District 

Sergio Keck Lansing Public School District 

Lena Montgomery Wayne RESA 

Jodi Ramos Genesee ISD 

Elizabeth Spaner Kalamazoo Public Schools 

Ericka Taylor Saginaw ISD 

Rick West Troy School District 

Kellye Wood Oakland Schools 

Elementary School Panel  

Anupam Chugh Wayne RESA 

Sharon Coil Utica Community Schools 

Emanuel Haley Oak Park School District 

Tracy Horodyski Kenowa Hills Public Schools 

LaDonna Mask Lansing Public School District 

Angela Rodriguez El-Hajj Malik El-Shabazz Academy 

Dan Romzek Genesee ISD 

Linda Schneider-Rediske Utica Community Schools 

Julie Williams Pontiac School District 

Alena Zachery-Ross Okemos 

Middle School Panel 

Allen Archer Farmington Public Schools 

Fred Borowski Huron Academy 

Danene Charles Dearborn Public Schools 

Brian Doepker Laingsburg Community Schools 

Mark Greathead Riverview Community School District 



Panelist Name School District 

Jan Harding Macomb ISD 

Dannon Holley Oak Park School District 

Jolene Kruse Grand Blanc Community Schools 

Steve Lenar Holly Area School District 

Jared McEvoy Utica Community Schools 

Jane Porath Traverse City Public Schools 

High School Panel  

Bill Barnes Charlotte Public Schools 

Cordelia Black Lansing Public School District 

Daniel Boggan III Lansing Public School District 

Sarah Giddings Washtenaw Educational Options Consortium 

Rodney Lewis Grand Rapids Public Schools 

Thomas Lietz Utica Community Schools 

Jeff Mozdzierz Oakland Schools 

Lisa Phillips Detroit Public Schools 

Steve Poole Midland Public Schools 

Jessica Shultz Gilbraltar School District 

Yvette Williams Pontiac School District 

Poverty Panel  

Daveda Colbert Oak Park School District 

Tracey French Muskegon Heights Public School Academy 

Michelle Krause Hazel Park Schools 

Paula Lightsey Southfield Public Schools 

Ryan McLeod East Detroit Public Schools 

Soledad Ramirez-Heiler Lansing Public School District 

Amy Taranko Hart Public Schools 

Marlo Thigpen Ecorse Public Schools 

Karlin Tichenor Lansing Public School District 

Lori Tubbergen Clark Newaygo County RESA 

Nikolai Vitti Detroit Public Schools 

Kevin Weber Wayne Westland 

English Language Learner Panel  



Panelist Name School District 

Hadeel Azzo Lamphere Public Schools 

Ramona Fletcher Kalamazoo Public Schools 

Rima Hassan Dearborn Public Schools 

Karyn Lange Melvindale North Allen Park School District 

Robert Livernois  Warren Consolidated School District 

Su McKeithen Polish Macomb ISD 

Rodney Thomas  Lamphere Public Schools 

Suzanne Toohey Oakland Schools 

Cyndi Willoughby Pontiac School District 

Special Education Panels  

Lori Abbott-Smith Lansing Public School District 

Beth Alberti Macomb ISD 

Barbara Bailey Grand Blanc Community Schools 

Paul Bodiya Macomb ISD 
Marcelle Carruthers * Lansing Public School District 
Heather Gauck  Grand Rapids Public Schools 
Karen Howey Wayne RESA 
Scott Koenigsknecht Ingham ISD 
Karen Olex Oakland Schools 
Rikki Saunders Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Camila Stewart Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Career and Technical Education  

Linda Blankenship Allegan ESA 
Claire Brisson Chippewa Valley Public Schools 
Dave Campbell Kalamazoo RESA 
Jason Clinkenscale Birmingham Public Schools 
George Dennis  Kent ISD 
Paul Galbenski Oakland Schools 
Jarrad Grandy Oakland Schools 
Ryan Irwin Airport Community Schools 
Steven Kay Wayne Westland 
Tirria Kendred Wayne RESA 
Chris Lamer Ottawa ISD 
Jacquie Rehkopf Ottawa ISD 
Very Small District Panel  

Bryan DeAugustine N.I.C.E. Community Schools 
 Rachel Fuerer Eastern Upper Peninsula ISD 



Panelist Name School District 

Dena Mayer Rudyard Area Schools 
Angie McArthur Engadine Consolidated Schools 
Brian Reattoir Brimley Area Schools 
Jason Stowe Leland Public Schools 
Stephanie Vittitow Ojibwe Charter School 
Wendy Warmuth Dickinson-Iron ISD 
Al Waters Honey Creek Community School 
Small District Panel 

Michelle Barsh Clarenceville School District 
Heidie Ciesielski Fenton Area Public Schools 
Jodi Ferris Fremont Public Schools 
Jennifer Johnson Clarkston Community Schools 
Janine Kopera Melvindale North Allen Park School District 
Tom Livezey Oakridge Public Schools 
Justin Michalak Warren Woods Public Schools 
David Moore Corunna Public Schools 
Michael Musary Armada Public Schools 
Nancy Stebbins Charter School Partners 
Dirk Weeldreyer School Equity Caucus 
Moderate District Panel  

Brian Davis Holland Public Schools 
John Deiter DeWitt Public Schools 
Kela Geisert Flint Community School District 
Rhoda Johnson Beecher Schools 
Charity Jones Oak Park School District 
Dennis McDavid Berkley School District 
Anthony Morey East Grand Rapids School District 
Kelly Newell Fraser Public Schools 
Michael Zopf Northville Public Schools 
Amy Swantek Dryden Community Schools and Imlay City 

Community Schools 
Large District Panel  

Mike Batten Waterford School District 
Kathy Duquette Dearborn Public Schools 
Cindy Green Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Christine Johns Utica Community Schools 
Laura LaMore Grand Rapids Public Schools 
Teri Les Walled Lake Consolidated School District 
Donya Odom Detroit Public Schools 
Robert Shaner Rochester Community Schools 



Panelist Name School District 

Paul Sibley Chippewa Valley Public Schools 
Isolated District Panel 

Donna Boughner Crawford AuSable School District 
Andy Claes Delta Schoolcraft ISD 
Heidi Homeister Burt Township Public Schools 
Mike Klosowski Laker School District 
Michele Lemire Menominee County ISD 
Tom McKee Whitefish Township Schools 
Becky Newell DeTour Area Schools 
David Patterson Charlton Heston Academy 
Joe Powers Crawford AuSable School District 
Angela Reed DeTour Area Schools 
George Rierson Cass City Public Schools 
Vaughn White Hesperia Community Schools 
Charter School Panel  

Steve Beyer Charyl Stockwell Academy 
Laura Carpenter Arts and Technology Academy of Pontiac 
Adam Holcomb West MI Academy of Environmental Science 
Ken Kander Holly Academy 
Shawn Leonard Detroit Merit Charter Academy 
Mary Kay Shields CS Partners 
Sarah Vander Baan Benton Harbor Charter School Academy 
Mark Weinberg International Academy Flint 
Waseem Younis The Dearborn Academy 
CFO Panel  

Lisa Abbey Grosse Pointe Public Schools 
Michael Cuneo Rockford 
Jodi DeKuiper Newaygo County RESA 
Stephanie Eagen Utica Community Schools 
John Fitzgerald Lake Orion Community School District 
Brian Marcel Washtenaw ISD 
Scott Sederlund Chippewa Valley Public Schools 
Gary Start Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Jeremy Vidito Detroit Public Schools 
Donna Welch Huron Valley 
Statewide Panel  

Yvonne Caamal Canul Lansing Public School District 
Steven Carlson Sandusky Community Schools 
Mike DeVault Macomb ISD 
Steven Ezikian Wayne RESA 



Panelist Name School District 

Ron Koehler Kent ISD 
Deborah Koepke Utica Community Schools 
Dedrick Martin St. John Public Schools 
Monica Merritt Plymouth Canton Schools 
Deborah Piesz Birmingham Public Schools 
Emily Pohlonski Novi Community School District 
Greg Socha Kalamazoo Public Schools 
Barb VanSweden Fitzgerald Public Schools 

 

Evidence-Based Professional Judgment Panelists 
 

Panelist Name School District 

Chris Frank Saginaw ISD 
Tammy Evans Oakland Schools 
Denise Belt Genesee ISD 
George Peña Lansing Public School District 
Lynette Lentz Newaygo County RESA 
Erin Senkowski Saginaw ISD 
Nick Orlowski CS Partners 
Karen Leslie Crawford AuSable School District 
Cyndi Nickel Walled Lake School District 
Chuck Fabbro Vassar Public Schools 
Chris Hodges Gaylord Community Schools 
Tom House Harrison Community Schools 
Doug Leisenring Delta Schoolcraft ISD 
Tim Tenneriello Mid-Michigan Leadership Academy 
May Denha West Bloomfield School District 
Shannon Scott Leland Public Schools 
April Medema Gladwin Community Schools 
Deborah Hasselschwert EPBP Laker Schools 
Tina Bennion Lanse Cruse Public Schools 
Liz Zajac Newaygo County RESA 
Theresa Swalec Fitzgerald Public Schools 
Elizabeth Longshore Lansing Public School District 
Denise Short Hesperia Community Schools 
Marios Demetriou Ann Arbor Public Schools 
Teresa Zigman Livingston ESA 
Phil Carolan Lenaway / Monroe ISD 



Panelist Name School District 

Paul Salah Wayne RESA 
Jennifer Taiariol Livonia Public Schools 
Cherie Vannatter Washtenaw ISD 
Chris Matheson CS Partners 
Nicholas Brown Detroit Public Schools 
Ben Edmonson Ypsilanti Community Schools 
Josha Talison Ecorse 
Sue Carnell Westwood Community Schools 
Khalil El-Saghir Wayne RESA 
Janice Ford Wayne RESA 
Russ Keberly Livonia 
Angela Ristau Farmington Public Schools 
Lois Vaughan-Hussain Wayne RESA 
Melissa Hyatt Genesee ISD 
Neil Cassabon Warren Woods Public Schools 
Mark Cummins Macomb ISD 
Shawn K. Wightman, Ed.D. Marysville Public Schools 
Judy Pritchett Macomb ISD 
Heidi Kattula Oakland Schools 
Jennifer Taylor Lapeer Community Schools 
Lisa Wujczyk Romeo Community Schools 
Sherrell Hobbs Detroit Public Schools 
Edward Hill Southfield 
Bilaal Tawwab Flint Community Schools 
George Heitsch Farmington Public Schools 
Gary Neihaus Grosse Pointe Schools 
Rojas Ricardo Northville Public Schools 
Kathy Slate Southfield 
Lauren Seals Saginaw township Schools 
Grayling Mercer Oak Park 
Amy Sheaffer Port Huron Area Schools 
Cecilia Valdivieso Warren Woods 
Victoria Wilson-Widman Waterford School District 
Kellie Chaney Southfield Public Schools 
John Maes Ferndale Public Schools 
Mike Hagerty Kent ISD 
Tom Johnson Kalamazoo RESA 
Nicole Airgood Sturgis Public Schools 
Greg Bodrie Fruitport Schools 
Shan Shaw Lansing Public School District 



Panelist Name School District 

Nicole Beard Lansing Public School District 
Maria Boyd-Springer Flint School District 
Ariel Rodriguez-Pena Lansing Public School District 
Mark Pogliano Jackson Public Schools 
Stiles Simmons Baldwin Community Schools 
Kimberly Carter Battle Creek Public Schools 
Patricia Dobias Holland Public Schools 
Cheryl Radecki East Grand Rapids Schools 
Sheree Bos Kentwood Public Schools 
Randy Cook Tri-County Area Schools 
Susie Hernandez Lansing Public School District 
Becky Martin East Grand Rapids Schools 
Erika Vann Kentwood Public Schools 
Catrina Wiskur Genesee ISD 
Lisa Little Fruitport Schools 
Melisa Mulder Kentwood Public Schools 
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Review of Michigan Standards and Requirements 

Minimum Days and Hours of Instruction1 

Beginning in 2016-2017, the required minimum number of days of pupil instruction is 180. If a collective 
bargaining agreement that provides a complete school calendar was in effect for employees of a district 
as of the effective date of the amendatory act that added this subdivision, and if that school calendar is 
not in compliance with this subdivision, then this does not apply to that district until after the expiration 
of that collective bargaining agreement.  

The State School Aid Act establishes a minimum of 1,098 hours of pupil instruction in a school year. The 
state superintendent may waive the minimum instructional hour requirement for a department-
approved alternative education program. School districts have the option of counting up to 38 hours of 
professional development time toward the 1,098 hours of pupil instruction requirement.  

Flexible Learning Options2 

Flexible learning options available to public school students in Michigan include: 

1) Seat Time Waivers: Section 101(9) of the State School Aid Act (MCL 388.1701) allows the State 
Superintendent to waive the required days and hours of student instruction for alternative 
education programs or another innovative program. This would include a four-day school week. 
The alternate program must be approved by the Michigan Department of Education (MDE).  

2) Options for Hours and Days Waivers: Under 388.1701 (9), waivers can be granted to districts for 
the minimum number of hours and days (to 146) of student instruction. This waiver can be 
granted for a MDE-approved alternative education program or another approved innovative 
program. The waiver can include a 4-day school week.  

3) Work-Based Learning Experiences: This program involves a work-based learning experience 
coordinated by the school district through a contract with the employer providing the 
educational experience. The experience must be related to school instruction and a training plan 
of supervised work is required. The work experience is to be monitored by a certified instructor 
employed by the district. Students may receive high school credit for the learning experience if 
the requirements of the program are met. The experience must not generate more than one-
half of the student’s full-time equivalency (FTE) and the employment of the student must not 
exceed the maximum hours set by the district.  

4) College Course Enrollment and Early/Middle Colleges: Public school and approved nonpublic 
school students are potentially eligible to take up to 10 college courses while in grades 9-12. A 

                                                           
1 
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(5vzbprk5mvdlaqwwfr2pattt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectNam
e=mcl-388-1701; https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/compulsory_attendance_257944_7.pdf 

2 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Flexible_Learning_Document_3_458395_7.pdf 
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district or ISD may apply to implement an Early/Middle College school or program where a 
student may earn a high school diploma, an associate’s degree, 60 transferable credits, or a 
certificate of merit over the course of 5 years. 

5) Career and Technical Education (CTE) Options: The Michigan Merit Curriculum (MMC) specifies 
that credit is based on proficiency with the expectations outlined in the state’s academic 
standards. This opens the door for alternative delivery methods of the academic content, 
including academic content naturally embedded in CTE instructional programs. Click here for 
more information on using CTE to deliver academic content. 

6) Testing Out: Students can earn credit for content required under the MMC by simply testing out. 
According the MMC Law, Section 380.1278(1)(4)(c), a public school can grant credit to students 
for earning a score, determined by the MDE or by the school district, on the assessments 
developed or selected for the subject area. The school is responsible for ensuring that a 
student’s understanding of the subject area content applies to the credit.  

7) Personal Curriculum: The Personal Curriculum (PC) is a process to modify specific credit 
requirements and/or content expectations based on the individual learning needs of a student. 
PC is designed to serve students who want to accelerate, or go beyond, the MMC requirements 
and for students who need to individualize learning requirements to meet MMC expectations.  

Early Literacy Initiative3 

Michigan as a state is focusing on increasing the early literacy skills of its students through MDE’s Early 
Literacy Initiative. The MDE believes that to ensure the early literacy skills of all Michigan’s students, it 
needs to develop and deliver an educational system that provides high-quality instruction to all 
students, provides regular information on student progress and strategically intervenes with research-
based strategies when students fall behind. The MDE also believes that prior to children becoming 
students (at kindergarten entry), engaging and supporting parents and other family members in 
supporting language and age-appropriate early literacy development will provide the foundation for 
later success for students, as well as increased engagement of families in their children’s schooling. 

The Early Literacy Initiative is a core component of supporting the implementation of College- and 
Career-Ready standards in Michigan, particularly in the earliest grades. MDE is making a concerted effort 
to consistently focus on the foundations described above and build capacity to support districts on 
literacy. 

“Third Grade Reading Law”4 

Enacted in October 2016, House Bill 4822 establishes requirements to provide assistance to students to 
“help ensure that more pupils will achieve a score of at least proficient in English language arts on the 
grade 3 state assessment.” It requires that school districts and school academies utilize valid and reliable 
screening, formative, and diagnostic reading assessment systems, and requires that K-3 students who 

                                                           
3 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-28753_74161---,00.html 

4 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/3rd_Grade_Reading_Law_FAQ-June_2017_573055_7.pdf 



exhibit a reading deficiency are provided reading intervention programs. Students who score more than 
grade level behind on the end of third grade assessment will be retained. The 3rd grade state 
summative assessment will be used to ‘trigger’ retention beginning with the 2019-2020 school year (this 
year’s first-graders). The “Third Grade Reading Law” also provides opportunities for students 
determined to be retained by the state assessment to demonstrate a grade 3 reading level through an 
alternative standardized reading assessment approved by the superintendent of public instruction or 
through a pupil portfolio demonstrating competency in grade 3 English language arts standards.  

Michigan Merit Curriculum (MMC)5 

Districts must ensure that any student who entered 8th grade during or after the 2005-2006 school year 
and wishes to receive a high school diploma from a public school must meet the requirements of the 
MMC. This includes alternative and adult education students. Modifications can be made to the MMC 
based on student needs. 

The MMC is crafted around the philosophical belief that all students will need postsecondary learning 
opportunities beyond high school. It is not a curriculum in the traditional sense in that it doesn’t 
describe instructional materials and approaches. Instead it specifies that all students who earn a 
diploma, at a minimum, have demonstrated proficiency with the content outlined by the state academic 
standards or guidelines. Since districts are responsible for awarding diplomas, so too are they 
responsible for providing all students the opportunity to learn the content outlined by the standards. As 
the learning skills for college and the workplace have merged, the MMC, if properly implemented, will 
prepare students with the skills and knowledge needed to be successful in our global economy and 
workplace. It supports the need for personalization, acceleration, and innovation in an atmosphere of 
high expectations and high support for students. 

                                                           
5 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Complete_MMC_FAQ_August_2014_467323_7.pdf 



 

Awarding of Credits 

The MMC requires that credit be awarded not by the commonly used Carnegie unit, which is based on 
seat time, but based on a student’s demonstration that he or she has successfully met the content 
expectations for the credit area. The content area standards and guidelines outline the content required 
for earning the total credit in each content area as specified in the legislation. Credit assigned to courses 
and other learning opportunities are at the discretion of the district, and may or may not be the same as 
the credit earned by the student. 



Students may earn credit if they successfully demonstrate mastery of subject area content expectations 
or guidelines for the credit. The assignment of credit must be based, at least in part, on student 
performance on assessments designed to measure the extent to which they meet the credit 
expectations and guidelines. Districts determine the assessments and criteria of success for determining 
student proficiency.  

As noted under Flexible Learning Options, beyond earning credit through a traditional course setting, a 
student may earn a credit in a variety of ways, including, but not limited to:  

 Work-based learning programs  
 Integrated sequences  
 Project-based learning  
 Independent teacher-guided study  
 Testing out  
 Career and Technical Education  
 College Coursework  
 Early College  
 Advanced Placement Courses  
 International Baccalaureate  
 On-line classes  

Educational Development Plan (EDP)  

The MMC legislation 380.1278b (11) states: The board of a school district or board of directors of a 
public school academy shall provide the opportunity for each pupil to develop an educational 
development plan during grade 7, and shall ensure that each pupil reviews his or her educational 
development plan during grade 8 and revises it as appropriate before he or she begins high school. An 
educational development plan shall be developed, reviewed, and revised by the pupil under the 
supervision of the pupil's school counselor or another designee qualified to act in a counseling role 
under section 1233 or 1233a selected by the school principal and shall be based on high school 
readiness scores and a career pathways program or similar career exploration program. An educational 
development plan shall be designed to assist pupils to identify career development goals as they relate 
to academic requirements. During the process of developing and reviewing a pupil's educational 
development plan, the pupil shall be advised that many of the curricular requirements of this section 
and section 1278a may be fulfilled through career and technical education.  
 

College and Career Ready Skills6 

Career & college-ready students possess the skills necessary to earn a self-sustaining wage and 
participate in postsecondary opportunities without remediation.  

                                                           
6 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-28753---,00.html 



This means that they: 

 Use technology and tools strategically in learning and communicating 
 Use argument and reasoning to do research, construct arguments, and critique the reasoning of 

others 
 Communicate and collaborate effectively with a variety of audiences 
 Solve problems, construct explanations and design solutions 

These characteristics of career & college-ready students are evident within all of the academic 
standards, including the arts and the CTE Career Ready Practices. Students that are career & college-
ready are provided with opportunities throughout their K-12 education to use technology and tools; 
engage in argument, reasoning, and problem solving; and to communicate and collaborate. 

Executive Directive to Implement Recommendations of the Career Pathway Alliance7 

The June 26, 2017 Executive Directive issued by State Superintendent Brian J. Whiston directed the MDE 
staff to administratively implement nine recommendations of the Career Pathway Alliance, including: 

 Required productive use of education development plans (EDPs) and talent transcripts – Put 
meaningful and regular use of education development plans in School Improvement Plans. 
(Recommendation 3A) 

 Require career exploration and job readiness education – As part of School Improvement Plans, 
schools must submit a plan with a series of milestones for career exposure in elementary, 
middle, and high school. (Recommendation 3B) 

 Externships for continuing education and professional development – Allow teachers and 
counselors to use externships with employers and meaningful job shadow opportunities to 
qualify as professional development and continuing education credit. (Recommendation 4D) 

 Maximize Michigan Merit Curriculum Flexibility – Provide technical assistance to local school 
districts on how to integrate Michigan Merit Curriculum requirements with career programs (ex. 
carpentry and geometry) and extracurricular activities, such as FIRST Robotics and Square One. 
(Recommendation 5A) 

 Require state-funded CTE programs must lead to an industry-recognized credential - Require an 
industry-recognized credential as determined by the state (TED & MDE) through discussions 
with regional employers. (Recommendation 6) 

 Establish a “Rising Tide” (technical assistance teams) for professional trades programs – Bring 
education, parents and employers together to identify needs, gaps, and solutions. 
(Recommendation 9) 

Michigan Assessments 8 
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The following assessments are required to be administered: 

• Early Literacy and Mathematics Benchmark (K-2) assessments (also referred to as the K-2s) 
• M-STEP (Michigan Student Test of Educational Progress) 

o English language arts and mathematics will be assessed in grades 3–8, science in grades 
4 and 7, and social studies in grades 5 and 8. 

• PSAT 8/9 and PSAT 10 
o The PSAT 8/9 is given to students in grade 9 only and the PSAT 10 given to grade 10 

students 
• The Michigan Merit Examination (MME)  

o Administered to students in grade 11 and eligible students in grade 12 based on 
Michigan high school standards.  

o Consists of three components that include the College Board SAT, ACT WorkKeys job 
skills assessment in reading, mathematics, and locating information and the M-STEP 
science and social studies. 

• MI-Access  
o Michigan's alternate assessment system designed for students who have, or function as 

if they have, cognitive impairments whose IEP (Individualized Educational Program) 
Team has determined that General Assessments, even with accommodations, are not 
appropriate. The three MI-Access assessments are Functional Independence, Supported 
Independence, and Participation. 

• W-APT (WIDA-ACCESS Placement Test)  
o An English language proficiency "screener" test given to incoming students who may be 

designated as English language learners. 
• WIDA ACCESS for ELLs  

o An English language proficiency assessment given to Kindergarten through 12th graders 
who have been identified as English language learners (ELLs). 

Michigan District and School Accountability9 

MDE releases school accountability reports including the Michigan School Scorecards for districts and 
schools, as well as Top-to-Bottom School Rankings. MDE also recognizes schools that outperform others 
on these diagnostics as Reward Schools. 

Michigan Top-to-Bottom School Rankings 

The Top-to-Bottom School Rankings are a part of Michigan's current school accountability system which 
ranks schools on student performance in mathematics, English language arts, science, and social studies. 
Graduation rate data is also used for high schools. Each school receives an Overall Ranking based on the 
performance components of student achievement and student improvement. Additionally, each school 
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receives an Achievement Gap Ranking based solely on the achievement gaps between the highest and 
lowest scoring 30 percent of students within the school. 

These rankings are used to recognize the top 5% of schools in the Overall Ranking and the top 5% of 
schools with the highest improvement values as Reward Schools. Schools that outperform their 
expected ranking or outperform other similarly-situated schools by "Beating the Odds" are also 
considered Reward Schools. 

All schools are included in the rankings if they have two years of assessment data for 30 or more 
complete academic year students in two or more tested subjects. These measurements were developed 
in conjunction with a diverse set of education stakeholders as part of Michigan's approved federal No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) flexibility waiver. 

Educator Evaluations10 

Requirements for Teacher Evaluations 

• The performance evaluation system shall include at least an annual year-end evaluation for all 
teachers. 

• For the 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 school years, 25% of the annual year-end evaluation 
shall be based on student growth and assessment data. 

• Beginning with the 2018-2019 school year, 40% of the annual year-end evaluation shall be based on 
student growth and assessment data. 

• Beginning with the 2018-2019 school year, for core content areas in grades and subjects in which 
state assessments are administered, 50% of student growth must be measured using the state 
assessments. Districts may choose to use state assessment data prior to 2018-19, but are not 
required to do so. The MDE will provide student growth percentiles (SGPs) as the state measure of 
student growth starting with the 2015-16 state assessments.  

• Student assessment and growth data not based on the state measure must be measured using 
multiple research-based growth measures or alternative assessments that are rigorous and 
comparable across schools within the school district, ISD, or PSA. They may include student learning 
objectives (SLOs) or nationally normed or locally adopted assessments that are aligned to state 
standards or based on achievement of individualized education program goals. 

• The portion of a teacher’s annual year-end evaluation that is not based on student growth and 
assessment data shall be based primarily on a teacher’s performance as measured by the 
observation tool developed or adopted by the school district, ISD, or PSA. 

• The system must assign to each teacher an effectiveness rating of highly effective, effective, 
minimally effective, or ineffective. 

• Midyear progress reports are required for teachers who are (a) in the first year of the probationary 
period or (b) received a rating of minimally effective or ineffective on the most recent annual 
evaluation. 
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• Teachers who are rated as highly effective on three consecutive annual evaluations may be 
evaluated biennially instead of annually. 

• Unless a teacher has received a rating of effective or highly effective on his/her two most recent 
annual year-end evaluations, there must be at least two classroom observations of the teacher each 
school year. Beginning with the 2016-2017 school year, at least one observation must be 
unscheduled. The school administrator responsible for the teacher’s performance evaluation shall 
conduct at least one of the observations. Within 30 days after each observation, the teacher must 
be provided with feedback from the observation. 

• Teachers who are rated ineffective on three consecutive annual year-end evaluations must be 
dismissed from employment by the district. 

Requirements for Administrator Evaluations 

• The performance evaluation system shall include at least an annual year-end evaluation for all 
administrators regularly involved in instructional matters.  

• For the 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 school years, 25% of the annual year-end evaluation 
shall be based on student growth and assessment data. 

• Beginning with the 2018-2019 school year, 40% of the annual year-end evaluation shall be based on 
student growth and assessment data. 

• The student growth component of the evaluation must be an aggregate of all of the student growth 
and assessment data used in teacher evaluations in the school or district. 

• The portion of the evaluation that is not based on student growth data and the district’s adopted 
evaluation tool must be based on the administrator’s proficiency in using the observation tool for 
teachers; the progress made by the school or district in meeting the goals set forth in the school or 
district improvement plan as applicable; student attendance in the school or school district; and 
student, parent, and teacher feedback. 

• The system must assign to each school administrator an effectiveness rating of highly effective, 
effective, minimally effective, or ineffective. 

• An improvement plan is required for a school administrator who is rated as minimally effective or 
ineffective. 

• Administrators who are rated as highly effective on three consecutive annual year-end evaluations 
may be evaluated biennially instead of annually. 

• Administrators who are rated as ineffective on three consecutive annual year-end evaluations must 
be dismissed from employment by the district. 

Additional Requirements for Special Needs Students 

ELL Students 

Title III - Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students11  

The Title III program is designed to assure speedy acquisition of English language proficiency, assist 
students to achieve in the core academic subjects, and to assist students to meet State standards. It also 
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provides immigrant students with high quality instruction to meet challenging State standards, and 
assists the transition of immigrant children and youth into American society. 

Michigan English Language Proficiency Standards12  

The Michigan English Language Proficiency Standards are correlated with the national Teachers of 
English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) English as a Second Language (ESL) Standards for Pre-K-
12 Students and the Michigan Curriculum Framework: English Language Arts Standards. The Michigan 
English Language Proficiency Standards are “applied standards” relevant to the language acquisition 
process for English language learners and are presented in the language acquisition domains of listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing. Although the skill domains (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) are 
addressed separately, they are integrated in classroom instruction. Within each domain, standards apply 
to each level of proficiency. The benchmarks clarifying each standard are designed to outline the 
progression of achievement within the standard. Proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing 
as outlined in these standards will allow English language learners to make a successful transition to full 
participation in the English language arts curriculum and achievement of the English Language Arts 
Standards. 

Local school districts are encouraged to use the standards as a framework for developing programs 
designed to meet the needs of English language learners. 

Common Statewide Entrance and Exit Protocol (EEP)13 

The Entrance and Exit Protocol constitutes the official MDE road map for identifying and placing English 
learners in local English Language Acquisition, language assistance program/Title III supplemental 
services as well as for exiting them from such programs. As of the beginning of the 2012/2013 school 
year, the Michigan Department of Education expects all teachers and administrators to adhere to the 
protocol and procedures delineated in the EEP document.  

The purpose of the common Entrance and Exit Protocol is to: 
• Adhere to and apply federal requirements 
• Provide a uniform and consistent method for determining eligibility for English learner services to 

students who are identified as potentially Limited English Proficient based on the Home Language 
Survey across Michigan schools 

• Ensure that English learners are able to demonstrate proficiency in English and on local 
assessments before they are exited from bilingual/ESL services and programs 
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13 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Entrance_and_Exit_Protocol_updated_May_2016_550634_
7.pdf 



The Michigan's English learner Entrance and Exit Protocol was last updated in 2017 to align with the new 
WIDA standard setting cut scores. 

 

Special Education Students 

Michigan Administrative Rules for Special Education (MARSE) With Related Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) Federal Regulations14 

Federal law requires states to provide a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to all students with 
disabilities through age 21 who are found to be in need of special education services. In Michigan, 
schools and districts must meet all Michigan Administrative Rules for Special Education (MARSE) and 
related Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Federal Regulations. According to MARSE and 
IDEA, education programs for disabled students must be designed to meet their individual needs and 
could include specially designed instruction in classrooms, at home, or in private or public settings. 
Examples of these services include speech, occupational, and physical therapy, psychological counseling, 
and medical diagnostic services that are necessary to a child’s education. Teachers of students with 
disabilities are required to be trained in the instruction of disabled students. Services begin as soon as 
eligibility is determined. 

Standards for Extended School Year Services in Michigan15 

The need for extended school year (ESY) services must be considered for every student with a disability 
at each Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team meeting. ESY services must be provided if the IEP 
Team determines that such services are necessary for the provision of a FAPE to the student. The need 
for ESY must be determined individually and may not be provided or denied based upon category of 
disability or program assignment. Related services (including therapy services and transportation) and 
supplemental aids and services must be considered, as well as instructional programming when 
developing a plan for ESY services. 
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15 http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/StandardsForESY_245917_7.pdf 
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Appendix C: Instructions for Professional Judgment Panel 
(Statewide) 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO MICHIGAN 
PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT PANEL MEMBERS 

 
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates 

Denver, Colorado 
 
 

November 9th, 2017 
 

The work you are doing today is part of an adequacy study being conducted in Michigan on behalf 
of the School Finance Research Collaborative. It relies on your professional experience to identify 
the resources needed so that all students, schools, and districts can fulfill all state standards. Below 
you will find a number of instructions to help you in this process. It is important to remember that 
you are not being tasked to build your “Dream School.” Instead, you are being asked to identify the 
resources needed to meet the specific standards and requirements that the state expects students, 
schools and districts to fulfill. You should allocate resources as efficiently as possible without 
sacrificing quality. 

 
 
1. You are a member of a panel that is being asked to design how programs and services will 

be delivered in representative school settings. These panels are being used to identify the 
resources that schools with a particular set of demographic characteristics should have in 
order to meet a specific set of “input” requirements and “output” objectives.  

 
2. Previously, four school-level professional judgment panels were convened to address: (1) 

elementary schools; (2) preschool programs; (3) middle schools; and (4) high schools. Each 
panel discussed more than one representative school for that grade configuration of varying 
size, and addressed resources needed to serve all students (“base” resources). Five 
additional panels were then held to review the work of the school-level panels and address 
the resources needed for (1) special education students, (2) English Language Learners (ELL), 
(3) different concentrations of students in poverty, (4) career and technical education, and 
(5) charter schools. District-level panels were also held to review the work of all prior 
panels, and identify the district-level resources needed to support schools. Finally, a CFO 
panel was held earlier this week to specifically review non-personnel costs at the school and 
district level. 

 
3.  Today, you are serving on a statewide review panel to review the work of all prior panels 

and address any inconsistencies across schools/districts and discuss any outstanding issues. 
 
4. The characteristics of each representative school(s) are identified, including: (1) grade span; 

(2) enrollment; and (3) the proportion of students in each special needs category. 
 
5. The “input” requirements and “outcome” objectives that need to be accomplished by the 

representative school(s) are those required by the state. These requirements or objectives 
can be described broadly as education opportunities, programs, services or as levels of 
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education performance. You will be provided a short summary of state expectations and 
performance standards; it is not meant to be exhaustive of all requirements that the state 
requires schools and districts to fulfill, but instead should be considered a refresher or 
reminder. 

 
6. In designing the representative school(s), we need you to provide some very specific 

information so that we can calculate the cost of the resources that are needed to fulfill the 
indicated requirements or objectives. The fact that we need that information should not 
constrain you in any way in designing the program of the representative school(s). Your job 
is to create a set of programs, curriculums, or services designed to serve students with 
particular needs in such a way that the indicated requirements/objectives can be fulfilled. 
Use your experience and expertise to organize personnel, supplies and materials, and 
technology in an efficient way you feel confident will produce the desired outcomes.  

 
7. For this process, the following statements are true about the representative school(s) and 

the conditions in which they exist: 
 

Teachers: You should assume that you can attract and retain qualified personnel and 
that you can employ people on a part-time basis if needed (based on tenths 
of a full-time equivalent person). 

 
Facilities:  You should assume that the representative school has sufficient space and 

the technology infrastructure to meet the requirements of the program you 
design.  

 
Revenues:  You should not be concerned about where revenues will come from to pay 

for the program you design. Do not worry about federal or state 
requirements that may be associated with certain types of funding. You 
should not think about whatever revenues might be available in the school 
or district in which you now work or about any of the revenue constraints 
that might exist on those revenues.  

 
Programs:  You may create new programs or services that do not presently exist that 

you believe address the challenges that arise in schools. You should assume 
that such programs or services are in place and that no additional time is 
needed for them to produce the results you expect of them. For example, if 
you create after-school programs or pre-school programs to serve some 
students, you should assume that such programs will achieve their intended 
results, possibly reducing the need for other programs or services that might 
have otherwise been needed.  
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Salaries and Benefits 
 

Both the evidence-based (EB) and professional judgment (PJ) approaches to adequacy identify the 
resources needed to meet Michigan standards. Once these resources are identified, the study team 
needed to apply cost figures to estimate the costs associated with meeting standards. The key 
components of costs for both studies are the salaries and benefits of the personnel identified by the 
approaches. Each approach uses a high level of specificity for personnel categories to provide the best 
possible estimate of costs. This means that the study team needs specific salary information for various 
school and district level staff, including categories such as teachers, media specialists, counselors, 
principals, superintendents, and secretaries. 
 

Salaries 
In most states in which the study team has worked, this type of personnel position data is readily 
available from the state at a statewide average level. The study team worked over the length of the 
study to acquire this level of detail from the state, including multiple requests to the Center for 
Educational Performance and Information (CEPI). These requests came from both the study team and 
Collaborative partners. CEPI was unable to provide this data in a timely manner for the study and at the 
time of this report had not provided the study team with the information. 
 
In the absence of CEPI data, the study team turned to many other options across the state to try and 
find statewide average salary information for the necessary personnel categories. This included 
reviewing work done by The School Superintendents Association16 and Ramberg and Associates. The 
study team also consulted with a number of private businesses that work with school districts across the 
state. None of these avenues produced the full set of data needed.  
 
In a few states, the study team has been faced with a similar lack of available salary data and has turned 
to salary data from other states to produce the costs needed for a study. In Michigan, the study team 
was able to identify the statewide average teacher salary for 2015-16 through the state’s Bulletin 1014 
information. This data point was then combined with actual salary data from Colorado, Maryland, and 
Wyoming, three states with recent adequacy studies. The study team explored the relationship between 
personnel positions and statewide teacher average salary for the three states. The team then, where 
available, averaged the ratios across the three states and applied those ratios to Michigan’s teacher 
salary to produce salaries for the Michigan study. The table on the page below shows the ratios for the 
three states, the average ratio, and the salaries used for this study.  
 

Benefits 
Benefit information was provided to the study team by CFOs from around the state. Benefits include the 
costs of retirement, social security and Medicare, and healthcare benefits.  The amounts used include 
4.6% for retirement. Districts across Michigan pay different retirement rates. The traditional districts 
retirement system includes 25.56% retirement rate and charters school retirement rates vary by charter. 
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The study team used a 4.6% rate encompass the minimum amount that most districts spend. FICA has a   
7.65%, 0.60% for unemployment, and $12,000 per eligible employee for healthcare and other benefits.  

 



 

  

Wyoming Maryland Colorado
Three State 

Average

Salaries Used 
for Michigan 

Study

Teaching 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Administrative Assistant 0.55           0.67           0.61           0.61                   $37,826
Assistant Principal 1.49           1.54           1.40           1.48                   $91,430

Assistant Superintendent 2.20           2.39           2.17           2.25                   $139,396

Behavior Specialist 1.03           1.16           1.02           1.07                   $66,122

Bookkeeping 0.55           0.67           0.61           0.61                   $37,826

Coordinator 1.32           1.61           1.23           1.38                   $85,661

Counseling 1.03           1.11           1.05           1.06                   $65,660
Custodians N/A 0.65           N/A 0.65                   $40,219

Director 1.32           1.92           1.68           1.64                   $101,539

Educational Media Specialist 1.08           1.11           1.16           1.12                   $69,125

ELL Coordinator 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Family Liaison 0.39           0.67           0.61           0.56                   $34,359
Groundskeepers N/A 0.86           N/A 0.86                   $53,213

Health Aide 0.39           0.42           0.32           0.38                   $23,280

IEP Coordinator 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Information Management 0.93           0.82           0.82           0.86                   $52,961
Instructional Aide 0.39           0.45           0.31           0.38                   $23,659
Instructional Coaches 1.14           1.00           1.19           1.11                   $68,703

Instructional Consulting 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Manager N/A 1.61           1.00           1.30                   $80,596

Media Aide N/A 0.50           0.31           0.41                   $25,101

Nursing 0.89           0.87           1.01           0.92                   $57,168

Occupational Therapy 1.04           1.21           1.14           1.13                   $69,969

Other Professional Educational 1.00           1.16           N/A 1.08                   $66,749

Physical Therapy 1.04           1.21           1.14           1.13                   $69,969

Principal 1.66           1.82           1.60           1.69                   $104,692

Psychological 1.29           1.32           1.10           1.24                   $76,495

Salaries for Specials Teachers 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Secretary-Clerical-Bookkeeper 0.55           0.67           0.61           0.61                   $37,826

Social Work 1.03           1.23           1.09           1.12                   $69,138

Speech and Language Therapist 1.06           1.14           1.14           1.11                   $68,895

Substitutes 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875

Superintendent 2.40           3.05           2.07           2.51                   $155,096

Supervision/Direction- Staff 1.32           1.61           N/A 1.46                   $90,367

Supervisor 1.32           1.61           1.68           1.54                   $94,990

Teacher/tutor interventionist 1.00           1.00           1.00           1.00                   $61,875
504 Aide 0.39           0.45           0.31           0.38                   $23,659

Ratio from Teacher Salary
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Technology Hardware Costs 
    

     

  
Cost 
per 
Unit 

Replacement 
Cycle 

Annual 
Price 

Administration/Main Office 
    

Computers Admin $900 4 $225 
Laptops Admin $1,000 4 $250 
Mobile Devices Admin $600 1 $600 
Phone Stipend Admin $700 

 
$700 

Printers Admin $200 4 $50 
Copier/Printer Admin $10,600 8 $1,325 

Faculty 
    

Computers Faculty $900 4 $225 
Laptops Faculty $850 4 $213 
Mobile Devices Faculty $425 3 $142 

Classroom 
    

Computers Classroom $900 4 $225 
Printers  Classroom $200 4 $50 
Visual Presentation System Classroom $9,500 10 $950 
Document Camera Classroom $400 4 $100 

Computer Lab(s)- Fixed 
    

# of fixed labs Fixed 
   

Computers Fixed $900 4 $225 
Printers Fixed $200 4 $50 
Visual Presentation System Fixed $9,500 10 $950 
Document Camera Fixed $200 4 $50 
Headphones Fixed $5 

 
$5 

Computer Lab(s)- Mobile Fixed Lab $1,000 4 $250 
# of mobile labs Fixed Lab $900 4 $225 

Computer Lab(s)- Mobile 
    

# of mobile labs Mobile 
   

Laptops Mobile $850 4 $213 
Other Hardware Item Mobile 

   

Other Hardware Item Mobile 
   

Media Center 
    

Computers Media $900 4 $225 
Printers Media $200 4 $50 
Visual Presentation System Media $9,500 10 $950 
     



Other 
    

Student Devices Other $500 3 $167 
3D Printer Other $2,500 5 $500 
Video Cameras Other $400 4 $100 
Infrastructure Hardware Other $25 1 $25 
Maker Space other $15,000 10 $1,500 
Copier/Printer Other 10600 8 $1,325 
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Adequacy Estimates Without Retirement 
The retirement system requires that districts to pay 25.56 percent on certified and classified staff’s 
salary for retirement. Some charters also pay into the retirement system while others hire staff through 
a third party which does not require the 25.56 retirement contribution.  Additionally, the retirement 
system has an unfunded liability of 11 percent. The Collaborative asked the study team to look at the 
base figure in three ways: 

 What districts currently pay, which is what the study team used throughout the study and the 
chapters above; 

 What base costs would be without retirement, seen below in table F.1; and  
 What base costs would be if the unfunded liability was included, seen below in table F.2. 

Table F.1 and F.2 look at the base cost for the EB and PJ costs without retirement, as well as with the 
unfunded liability. The new base numbers below would also change the weights for students with 
special needs. 

Table F.1 
Adequacy Estimates Without Retirement  

 Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

EB Base 
Cost 

$9,844     

PJ Base 
Cost 

 $11,179 $10,039 $9,697 $9,351 

 

The PJ base without retirement is $9,351 per student, which is a $1,352 decrease from the base for the 
study. The EB base decreases by $1,624 to $9,844 per student when excluding retirement. These new 
bases allow the Collaborative to see the impact of retirement on the per student base.  

Table F.2 
Adequacy Estimates Including Unfunded Liability  

 Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

EB Base 
Cost 

$12,168     

PJ Base 
Cost 

 $13,585 $12,168 $11,734 $11,291 

 
In table F.2 the study team included retirement and the 11 percent unfunded liability in the base costs. 
This increased the PJ base by $588 per student and the EB base by $700 per student. These new bases 
show the impact of cost per student for the district to fund the unfunded liability.  

 
 
 
 

BoikeK
Typewritten Text



Table F.3 
Adequacy Estimates with 25.56% Retirement rate   

 Very 
Small 

Small Moderate  Large 

EB Base 
Cost 

$11,469     

PJ Base 
Cost 

 $12,861 $11,527 $11,121 $10,703 

 

In table F.3 the study team included the adequacy estimates with a 25.56 percent retirement rate that is 
used by traditional districts and some charters. The cost would be $11,121 in a moderate district and 
using the PJ approach and it would be $11,469 using the EB approach. 
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District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

2080 Superior Central School District 1 0 0 0 0 
3010 Plainwell Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3020 Otsego Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
3040 Wayland Union Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3070 Hopkins Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3080 Saugatuck Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
3100 Hamilton Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
5060 Elk Rapids Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
7010 Arvon Township School District 1 0 1 0 1 
7040 L'Anse Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
8030 Hastings Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
8050 Thornapple Kellogg School District 1 0 0 0 0 
9090 Pinconning Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 

10015 Benzie County Central Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
10025 Frankfort-Elberta Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
11020 St. Joseph Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
11030 Lakeshore School District (Berrien) 1 0 0 0 0 
11200 New Buffalo Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
11340 Bridgman Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
13110 Marshall Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
14030 Edwardsburg Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
15020 Boyne City Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
16015 Cheboygan Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
16070 Mackinaw City Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
17010 Sault Ste. Marie Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
17050 DeTour Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
17140 Brimley Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
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District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

18010 Clare Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
19010 DeWitt Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
19070 Fowler Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
19100 Bath Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
19120 Ovid-Elsie Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
19125 Pewamo-Westphalia Community 

Schools 
1 0 0 0 0 

19140 St. Johns Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
20015 Crawford AuSable Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
22030 Breitung Township School District 1 0 0 0 0 
23060 Grand Ledge Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
23080 Olivet Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
23490 Oneida Township S/D #3 1 0 1 0 1 
24020 Harbor Springs School District 1 0 0 0 0 
24070 Public Schools of Petoskey 1 0 0 0 0 
25030 Grand Blanc Community Schools 1 0 0 1 1 
25050 Goodrich Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25100 Fenton Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25120 Flushing Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25140 Davison Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25150 Clio Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
25200 Lake Fenton Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
25250 Linden Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
26040 Gladwin Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
27010 Bessemer Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
28010 Traverse City Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
28090 Kingsley Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

31010 Hancock Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
31030 Public Schools of Calumet, Laurium & 

Keweenaw 
1 0 0 0 0 

31050 Chassell Township School District 1 0 0 0 0 
31100 Dollar Bay-Tamarack City Area 

Schools 
1 0 0 0 0 

31110 Houghton-Portage Township School 
District 

1 0 0 0 0 

32060 Harbor Beach Community Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
32170 Ubly Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
33010 East Lansing School District 1 0 0 0 0 
33060 Haslett Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
33070 Holt Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
33130 Mason Public Schools (Ingham) 1 0 0 0 0 
33170 Okemos Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
33200 Stockbridge Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
33230 Williamston Community Schools 1 1 0 1 1 
34090 Lakewood Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
34110 Portland Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
35030 Tawas Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
36015 Forest Park School District 1 0 1 1 1 
37040 Beal City Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
38010 Western School District 1 0 0 0 0 
38040 Columbia School District 1 0 0 0 0 
38100 Hanover-Horton School District 1 0 0 0 0 
39065 Gull Lake Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
39140 Portage Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
39160 Schoolcraft Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

39170 Vicksburg Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41025 Northview Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41040 Byron Center Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41050 Caledonia Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41070 Cedar Springs Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41090 East Grand Rapids Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41110 Forest Hills Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
41130 Grandville Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41170 Lowell Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41210 Rockford Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
41240 Sparta Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
42030 Grant Township S/D #2 1 1 0 0 1 
44020 Almont Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
44090 North Branch Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
45010 Glen Lake Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
45020 Leland Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
46040 Blissfield Community Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
46060 Clinton Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
46140 Tecumseh Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
47010 Brighton Area Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
47060 Hartland Consolidated Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
47070 Howell Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
47080 Pinckney Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
49040 Les Cheneaux Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
49110 Mackinac Island Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50040 Anchor Bay School District 1 0 0 0 0 
50050 Armada Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

50080 Chippewa Valley Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50130 Lakeview Public Schools (Macomb) 1 0 1 0 1 
50140 L'Anse Creuse Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50190 Romeo Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
50210 Utica Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
52015 NICE Community School District 1 0 0 0 0 
52090 Negaunee Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
52100 Powell Township Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
52160 Wells Township School District 1 1 1 1 1 
52170 Marquette Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
55120 Stephenson Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
56010 Midland Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
56020 Bullock Creek School District 1 0 0 0 0 
57030 McBain Rural Agricultural Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
58030 Bedford Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
58070 Ida Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
61060 Mona Shores Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
61180 Montague Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
61230 North Muskegon Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
61240 Whitehall District Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
62040 Fremont Public School District 1 0 1 0 1 
62050 Grant Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63010 Birmingham Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
63040 Royal Oak Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
63050 Berkley School District 1 0 1 0 1 
63070 Avondale School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63080 Bloomfield Hills Schools 1 1 0 1 1 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
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High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

63100 Novi Community School District 1 1 0 0 1 
63110 Oxford Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
63150 Troy School District 1 1 0 1 1 
63160 West Bloomfield School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63190 Clarkston Community School District 1 1 0 0 1 
63200 Farmington Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63210 Holly Area School District 1 0 0 0 0 
63220 Huron Valley Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
63230 Lake Orion Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
63240 South Lyon Community Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
63260 Rochester Community School District 1 1 0 1 1 
63270 Clawson Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
63290 Walled Lake Consolidated Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
65045 West Branch-Rose City Area Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
69020 Gaylord Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
69030 Johannesburg-Lewiston Area Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
70010 Grand Haven Area Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
70040 Allendale Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
70070 West Ottawa Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
70120 Coopersville Area Public School 

District 
1 0 0 0 0 

70175 Jenison Public Schools 1 1 1 0 1 
70190 Hudsonville Public School District 1 1 1 0 1 
70300 Spring Lake Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
70350 Zeeland Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
72010 Roscommon Area Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
73110 Chesaning Union Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
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Average 
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High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

73190 Frankenmuth School District 1 0 0 0 0 
73200 Freeland Community School District 1 0 0 0 0 
73255 Swan Valley School District 1 0 0 0 0 
74050 East China School District 1 0 0 0 0 
74100 Marysville Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
74120 Memphis Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
74130 Yale Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
76060 Brown City Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
76080 Croswell-Lexington Community 

Schools 
1 0 0 0 0 

76090 Deckerville Community School 
District 

1 0 0 0 0 

78070 New Lothrop Area Public Schools 1 0 1 0 1 
80110 Gobles Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
80140 Lawton Community School District 1 0 0 0 0 
80150 Mattawan Consolidated School 1 0 0 0 0 
80160 Paw Paw Public School District 1 0 1 0 1 
81010 Ann Arbor Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
81040 Chelsea School District 1 1 1 0 1 
81050 Dexter Community School District 1 1 0 0 1 
81080 Manchester Community Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
81120 Saline Area Schools 1 1 0 1 1 
81140 Whitmore Lake Public School District 1 0 0 0 0 
82055 Grosse Pointe Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
82095 Livonia Public Schools School District 1 0 0 0 0 
82100 Plymouth-Canton Community Schools 1 1 0 1 1 
82155 Trenton Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
82300 Grosse Ile Township Schools 1 0 0 0 0 



District ID District Name Above 
Average 
Standard 

High Absolute 
Performance 

Standard 

Growth Special 
Populations 

Notably 
Successful 

82390 Northville Public Schools 1 1 0 0 1 
83010 Cadillac Area Public Schools 1 0 0 0 0 
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District 
Code 

District Name 

2010 AuTrain-Onota Public Schools 
2020 Burt Township School District 
7010 Arvon Township School District 

11200 New Buffalo Area Schools 
15010 Beaver Island Community School 
17050 DeTour Area Schools 
17160 Whitefish Township Schools 
31070 Elm River Township School District 
42030 Grant Township S/D #2 
45040 Northport Public School District 
49020 Bois Blanc Pines School District 
52100 Powell Township Schools 
52160 Wells Township School District 
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Glossary of Key Terms Used in This Report 
Term Definition 

Adequacy Study/Costing Out 
Study 

An adequacy or costing out study is undertaken to understand what level of 
resources are necessary to ensure students, teachers, schools, and districts 
can meet the standards set by the state. Researchers have developed four 
approaches to creating estimates for the level of funding necessary to provide 
all students with the opportunity to receive an adequate education: the 
evidence-based approach, professional judgment approach, successful 
schools/school district approach, and cost function or statistical approach. 

Average Daily Membership 
(ADM) 

Average Daily Membership (ADM) refers to the average number of students 
enrolled within a school or district each day over a specific time period. 

Base per Student Cost In a school funding formula, the "base" amount refers to the amount of 
funding per student for every student, regardless of student need or district 
characteristics (also referred to as a foundation amount in some states). 

Coefficient of Variation The coefficient of variation is a statistic that measures the amount of 
variation around the average for a set of values. A coefficient of variation of 
0.0 shows that there is no variation and a variation above 1.0 shows high 
variation.  

Evidence-Based Approach  The evidence-based (EB) approach assumes that information from research 
can be used to define the resource needs of a prototypical school or district 
to ensure that the school or district can meet state standards. The approach 
not only estimates resource levels but also specifies the programs and 
strategies through which such resources could be used efficiently. The 
approach is used to identify a base cost figure and adjustments for special 
needs students.  

Geographic Cost Difference Geographic cost difference refers to a measure of differences in costs 
associated with providing a comparable education in different locations 
across a state. 

Professional Judgment 
Approach 

The professional judgment (PJ) approach relies on the experience and 
expertise of educators in the state to identify the resources needed to ensure 
that all districts, schools, and students can meet state standards and 
requirements. Resources include school-level personnel, non-personnel costs, 
additional supports and services, technology, and district-level resources. The 
approach identifies both a base cost and adjustments for special needs 
students. 

Standard Deviation Standard deviation is a measure that is used to quantify the amount of 
variation or dispersion of a set of data values.  

Students in Poverty Often referred to as "at-risk" students in other states, this refers to the 
number of students expected to struggle academically, using the number of 
students eligible for the free and reduced price lunch program as a proxy. 

Students in Poverty, High 
Need 

Refers to students from a poverty background with needs significantly higher 
than the average poverty student. At this time, the study team does not have 
a recommendation on the definition for these students.  
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Successful School District 
Approach 

The successful schools/school district (SSD) approach determines an adequate 
per student base cost amount by using the actual expenditure levels of 
schools or school districts that are currently meeting or exceeding state 
performance objectives. This approach assumes that every school and school 
district, in order to be successful, needs the same level of base funding that is 
available to the most successful schools and districts. The approach does not 
identify adjustments for special needs students. 

Weight In a school funding formula, weights represent the additional resources 
needed above the base per student cost for student and district 
characteristics. For example, if the base cost for a student is $10,000 and the 
additional needs related to poverty are $3,000, then the weight is 0.30. The 
district serving this student in poverty would therefore receive a total of 
$13,000 to provide an adequate education for that student.  

 

 



Member District Ballot  2023 

Proposal to Amend the Bylaws             
 

INTRODUCTION.  The Oakland County School Boards Association Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
reviews and recommends amendments to the Association’s bylaws annually. The OCSBA Board of 
Directors has reviewed the proposed changes and recommends approval of all bylaws amendments as 
presented. Every Member District Board of Education has been provided with the proposed 
amendments and a summary of proposed changes with a rationale for each change.  

VOTING PERIOD AND ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.  OCSBA Bylaws Article XVI Section 1.  These Bylaws may be 
altered or amended by the vote of the Member School Districts.  The Board of Directors will provide 
written ballot with the proposed amendment(s) to each Member School District giving at least a forty 
(40) day period in which to vote. Each Member School District will have one vote.  

The proposed amendments and written ballot were transmitted to Member School Districts on 
Monday, January 23, 2023.  Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023. 
Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to 
the deadline or your District’s vote cannot be counted! 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE ALL PROPOSED 

AMENDMENTS TO THE OCSBA BYLAWS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the ________________________________________________________ School District  
Insert District Name  

Board of Education on __________________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date  

   [   ] YES.  The Board approves all bylaws amendments as presented.               

 [   ] NO.  The Board does not approve all bylaws amendments as presented.                         

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of a vote of the Board of Education.  

  
___________________________________________________________________________________  

Printed Name                                                                                                             Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)         Board Secretary         Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

  

Email the completed & signed ballot to OCSBABoard@gmail.com 

Completed ballots must be received by 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3,  2023   

Questions?  Contact Marc Katz at marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us  (248) 219-5949 
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Member District Ballot  2023  

New & Amended Resolutions   
  

Introduction.  Annually, the Oakland County School Boards Association (OCSBA) Government Relations Committee 
(GRC) establishes Legislative Priorities for the current legislative session. The Resolutions and Bylaws Committee 
then reviews the adopted legislative priorities and drafts resolutions based on those legislative priorities. When 
there is alignment with MASB and/or NSBA resolutions, the MASB/NSBA resolution information is referenced.   

Once reviewed by the Board of Directors, the proposed resolutions are presented to our member districts for 
consideration. Resolutions that are approved by at least nineteen (19) Member School Districts shall be the official 
position of the Association as interpreted and pursued by its Board of Directors. 

Eligibility to Vote.  Each Member District receives one (1) vote on the proposed Resolutions. 

Voting Period.  The proposed resolutions, legislative priorities and a written ballot were transmitted to Member 
School Districts on Monday, January 23, 2023. Completed ballots must be received no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, 
March 3, 2023. 

Important! This ballot must be completed, signed and returned to OCSBAboard@gmail.com prior to the deadline 
or your District’s vote cannot be counted! OCSBA bylaws Article III, Section 2: Member School District votes shall be 
recorded upon receipt of the completed resolution or ballot indicating the vote of the Member School District’s 
Trustees. Member School District votes must be received prior to the deadline indicated on the ballot or resolution. 

DOES THE BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROVE THE PROPOSED                                      

NEW AND AMENDED RESOLUTIONS AS PRESENTED? 

The vote of the __________________________________________________ School District 
Insert District Name 

Board of Education on _______________________________________, 2023 
 Insert Meeting Date 

[   ] YES. The Board approves all proposed new and amended resolutions as presented.              

[   ] NO. The Board does not approve all proposed new & amended resolutions as presented. 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct record of the vote by the Board of Education. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Printed Name                                  Signature 

Signed by the  (check one)           Board Secretary            Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 

Email your completed & signed ballot to OCSBAboard@gmail.com  

no later than 5:00 PM on Friday, March 3, 2023  

Questions? Contact Marc Katz:   marc.katz@oakland.k12.mi.us   (248) 219-5949 
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February 7, 2023
Regular Meeting of the Board of Education

XI. ITEMS FROM THE TREASURER

A. Expenditures.

MOTION: I move that the Board of Education approve the expenditures as
outlined in the expenditure printout dated February 7, 2023, as follows:

General Fund $ 5,685,674
General Fund - Athletics 35,868
Debt Fund -
Capital Projects – Technology and Other Projects -
Capital Projects – 2018 Bond Fund -
Capital Projects – 2020 Bond Fund 36,999
Nutrition Services Fund 120,180
Benefit Stabilization Fund 590,505
TOTAL $ 6,469,226



FARMINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT

BOARD REPORT - February 7, 2023

GENERAL FUND 5,685,674$     

GENERAL FUND - ATHLETICS 35,868            

DEBT FUND  - 

CAPITAL PROJECTS - TECHNOLOGY & OTHER PROJECTS - 

CAPITAL PROJECTS - 2018 BOND FUND - 

CAPITAL PROJECTS - 2020 BOND FUND 36,999            

NUTRITION SERVICES FUND 120,180          

BENEFIT STABILIZATION FUND 590,505          

              TOTAL 6,469,226$    



February 7, 2023
Regular Meeting of the Board of Education

XII. CONSENT AGENDA. I move that the Board of Education approve February 7,  2023,
Consent Agenda as follows:

A. Approval of Minutes
1. January 24, 2023, Regular Meeting
2. January 26, 2023, Board and Community Dialogue

B. Head Start Director’s Monthly Report
C. Personnel Items

New Hires Position Building Effective
Date

Added
Wk of

Coleman, Bridget Special Education
Supervisor Maxfield Training Center 2/8/2023 1/30

Muoni, Cami Sue Teacher Hillside Elementary
School 2/6/2023 1/30

White, Cerra Paraprofessional Forest Elementary School 2/13/2023 1/30

Resignations Position Building Effective
Date

Added
Wk of

Gantz, Lakita Restorative Practice
Facilitator

STEAM, Farmington
Central 1/31/2023 1/23
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REGULAR MEETING
OF THE FARMINGTON BOARD OF EDUCATION

Maxfield Education Center
32789 W. Ten Mile

Farmington, Michigan
January 24, 2023

President Blau called the meeting to order at 6:03 pm.

ROLL CALL: Present: Cheryl B. Blau, President
Claudia T. Heinrich, Vice President
Donald Walker, Secretary
Terri A. Weems, Treasurer
Mable S. Fox, Trustee
Zach T. Rich, Trustee
Angie F. Smith, Trustee

Absent: None

Also Present: Chris Delgado, Superintendent; Brad
Paddock, Kelly Coffin, and Jennifer Kaminski, Assistant
Superintendents; Diane Bauman and Jon Barth, Directors;
executive assistant Cathy Staran; staff and community
members

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. Trustee Rich led the pledge.

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA. It was moved by Heinrich and supported by Rich that
the Board of Education approve the agenda for the January 24, 2023, regular meeting,
as presented.

VOICE VOTE: Ayes: Blau, Heinrich, Walker, Weems, Fox, Rich, Smith
Nays: None

MOTION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS. President Blau spoke about her visit to the Hackbots workshop at
Farmington High School, the District Art Display and reception, Board committees and
Strategic Planning Committee meetings, and the upcoming National School Board
Association (NSBA) Advocacy Institute Conference in Washington, DC.

4. REPORT FROM THE STUDENT ROUND TABLE PRESIDENT. President Amy Pan
reported Mr. Gregory Smith, Director of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion, spoke at the last
meeting.  The Student Voice Topic was DEI Listening Sessions.  Mr. Smith asked the
questions, in your lived experience here in Farmington as a student, what is going well,
how can we improve, and relative to diversity, equity and inclusion, what do you want to
see, experience, and feel?  Students shared that the availability and accessibility to take
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a variety of classes at Farmington Public Schools are good.  A suggested improvement
was how to tackle final exams.  Students want the option to have project-based finals.
Also, the students prefer IST time over Flex time so they can do make-up labs during
school instead of before and after school.

5. FARMINGTON STRING STUDENTS CHOSEN TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MSBOA
HONORS ORCHESTRA
Presenters: Chris Delgado, Superintendent; Sandy Vargo, Power Middle School
Orchestra, Secondary Music IL; Caitlin Mihalko, East Middle School Orchestra Teacher

The following students were recognized for the honor of being selected to participate in
the Michigan School Band and Orchestra Association District 4 and 16 1st Annual
Middle School Honors Orchestra Festival and performed “Mystic Forest” for the Board
and others present.

Power Middle School -
Connor Ast (cello); Amber Hedrick (violin); Eleanor Hodges (viola)

East Middle School -
Riley Marshall (violin); William Yen (violin); Keziah Viji Daniel (violin)

Recess: 6:25 pm
Resumed:  6:31 pm

6. CORRESPONDENCE. Secretary Walker reported on correspondence that was
received during this period. Communications are acknowledged, and when appropriate,
a response is provided. A list of correspondents and topics can be found in the Board
packet, which is available on the FPS website.

7. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE. Trustee Rich reported the Speaker of the House, Joe Tate,
and Senate Majority Leader, Winnie Brinks, made the historic move to appoint four
former Educators to chair the House and Senate education policy budgeting
committees. It is an advantage to have these former educators leading policy and
budgeting when it comes to decisions at the state level. Providing school nutrition for all
students is being discussed at the county level and with our state and federal partners.

8. SUPERINTENDENT’S DISTRICT UPDATE.
Presenter: Chris Delgado, Superintendent

Dr. Delgado, spoke of the following topics: The high school final exams are finished and
the second semester has started, half day snow day tomorrow, and January is Board of
Education recognition month. Dr. Delgado also shared information on the sessions he
attended at the Michigan Association of Superintendents & Administrators (MASA)
Midwinter Conference.

9. FAAPN UPDATE.
Presenters: Chris Delgado, Superintendent; Thomas Hull, FAAPN President
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Mr. Hull shared a presentation titled “What’s Happening with FAAPN” update. The
presentation provided the mission statement, highlights from 2022, strategic planning,
the Super Saturday tutoring program, their goals, and upcoming events.

Board members shared their comments and thanked the presenter for the report.

10. 2020 BOND UPDATE.
Presenters: Jon Barth, Director of Facilities and Maintenance; Scott Smith, Plante
Moran Cresa

Mr. Scott Smith provided the Board with the current status of 2020 District bond
construction as detailed in the January 2023 Dashboard Report. The report included the
budget breakdown and allocations by the following categories:
Construction/District-Wide Improvements, FF & E (Finishes, Fixtures & Equipment),
Buses, and Technology/Security. The report included the committed cost per category,
current project schedule, and upcoming projects currently in the design and planning
phases. The 2020 Bond budget was $103,100,000, the commitments to date (Awarded
Contracts) are $60,468,231, the work completed (Invoices Received) is $30,158,388,
and the remaining budget is $42,631,769. The Summer 2023 Bond Projects include
work at Beechview, North Farmington H.S., Kenbrook, Farmington STEAM Academy,
and Maxfield Education Center.

Board members shared their comments and thanked the presenters for the report.

11. DEI UPDATE.
Presenters: Chris Delgado, Superintendent; Gregory Smith, Director, Diversity, Equity &
Inclusion; Farmington Community Library (FCL): Kristel Sexton and Maria
Showich-Gallup; Farmington African American Parent Network (FAAPN): Thomas Hull;
FPS I.D.E.A.: Shivani Salwi, student

Mr. Gregory Smith discussed phase one of the four phases that make up the DEI
roadmap. Phase one includes Cultivating Relationships, Bridge Building, FPS I.D.E.A.,
Identify Relevant Professional Development, Analysis & Alignment of FPS Strategic
Plan, Comprehensive Needs Assessment, and Oakland County Jedi Council. The
representatives from the Farmington Community Library and FAAPN discussed
partnerships. Shivani Salwi, 9th-grade student at Farmington High School, discussed
the IDEA (Inclusion, Diversity, Equity, and Acceptance) program. IDEA Leaders are
charged with developing and demonstrating an environment that fosters a culture of
Inclusion, Diversity, Equity, Acceptance, and Justice.

12. INTERACTIVE FLAT PANEL UPDATE.
Presenters: Chris Delgado, Superintendent; Margaret Hendrickson, Director of
Curriculum, Instruction & Assessment; Whitney Tyner, Instructional Technology
Coordinator; Amy Oliver, Instructional Technology Coach; Dawn Dickerson, Teacher and
Building Tech Lead, Lanigan Elementary; Tiphany Vietor, Teacher and Building Tech
Lead, Forest Elementary

The presenters provided a detailed report on Smart Panel Training beginning with 101
Panel Set Up and Basic Navigation, 201 Panel Interactivity and Casting, 301 Lumio
SMART Software, and 401 Design Lab: teachers sharing ideas. The tiered support
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system for interactive flat panel implementation was a one-on-one layered approach
from May 2022 through November 2022. Panel 101 training started with Elementary
Admins, and Media Aides, followed by coaches, then Tech Leads, and teacher Panels
101 and 201 were offered in the summer before the start of the 2022/23 school year.
Twelve Panel 101 videos were created by the Instructional Tech to launch the 2022/23
school year, and Panel 201 was offered during choice elementary PD. The elementary
teacher presenters discussed using interactive panels with their students. The next
steps include opportunities for teachers at the secondary buildings to explore 1 Panel in
the Media Center and 2 Floater Panels, training Secondary Admin and Media Aides,
then Building Instructional Leaders, and the Installation of Secondary Tech Lead Panels
in early February. The Tech Leads are to hold teacher sessions and the reintroduction of
panels to all secondary buildings.

13. REPORTS FROM BOARD COMMITTEES.

Communications and Community Engagement Committee: Chair Walker reported
the last committee meeting focused on the planning for the first Board and Committee
Dialogue this Thursday, January 26, from 6:30 - 8:30 pm. The subject matter will center
around school safety and will allow the community and board to have discussions on the
topic. Dr. David Duliio the Director of the Center for Civic Engagement and Professor for
the Department of Political Science at Oakland University, is the facilitator for the
dialogue.

14. FOUNDATIONAL SKILLS PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION FOR ADOPTION.
Presenters: Margaret Hendrickson, Director of Curriculum, Instruction & Assessment;
Kathy Olenczuk, K-5 Literacy Coordinator; Laura Koralewski, Instructional Coach,
Lanigan; Angelina Lowe, Teacher, Lanigan; Beth Tandeski, Teacher, Hillside; Jordan
Holmes, Teacher, Gill; Tiphany Vietor, Teacher, Forest

The presenters shared a recommendation to adopt the EL Education Skills Block
(Imagine Learning) to provide explicit and systematic instruction of the Michigan
foundational skills standards for K-2. Foundational Skills include Basic Print Concepts
(understanding how print works), Phonological Awareness (words are made up of
individual sounds and sound parts), Phonics (knowledge of letter-sound relationships in
written language), and Fluency (Application of the above skills automatically and fluently
in and out of context). The group explained why a program is needed, the selection
process, teacher survey responses, priorities they were looking for in the programs,
highlights of skills block, the skills block daily routine, teacher testimonials, program
resources, and next steps.

15. PUBLIC COMMENTS. Public comments were shared.

16. ACTION ITEMS. None

17. EXPENDITURES.

MOTION: It was moved by Weems and supported by Smith that the Board of
Education approve the expenditures as outlined in the expenditure printout dated
January 24, 2022, as follows:
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General Fund $ 14,451,025
General Fund - Athletics 152,172
Debt Fund -
Capital Projects – Technology and Other Projects -
Capital Projects – 2018 Bond Fund 26,346
Capital Projects – 2020 Bond Fund 2,311,574
Nutrition Services Fund 384,558
Benefit Stabilization Fund 1,573,665
TOTAL $ 18,899,340

VOICE VOTE: Ayes: Blau, Heinrich, Walker, Weems, Fox, Rich, Smith
Nays: None

MOTION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

15. CONSENT AGENDA. It was moved by Weems and supported by Rich that the Board
of Education approve the January 24, 2023, Consent Agenda as follows:

A. Approval of Minutes
1. January 10, 2023, Regular Meeting
2. Personnel Items

New Hires Position Building Effective
Date

Added
Wk of

Abraham, Rittu Paraprofessional Hillside Elementary
School 12/15/2022 12/12

Anandanrayanan,
Vidhyawathy Paraprofessional Farmington STEAM

Academy 12/19/2022 12/12

Bumbalough, Courtney Teacher Lanigan Elementary
School 1/11/2023 12/19

Curtis, Kyle Rehired Teacher Wood Creek Elementary
School 1/17/2023 12/19

Draggs, Lawauna Kitchen Helper North Farmington High
School 1/9/2023 12/19

Kelly, Mona Counselor Farmington Central high
School 1/25/2023 1/9

Koperski, Kathy Rehired Teacher District 12/19/2022 12/12

McGahey, Sarah Sub RN District 12/14/2022 12/12

Mitchell, Tamara Teacher Wood Creek Elementary
School 1/11/2023 12/19
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Moore, Lydia Executive Director,
Special Education 10 Mile Building 1/9/2023 1/9

Muldoon, Lauren Occupational
Therapist Multiple Buildings 1/30/2023 1/9

Pope, Heather Part time Literacy
Paraprofessional

Hillside Elementary
School 1/12/2023 1/9

Staelgraeve, Allyson HR Specialist Central Office 1/23/2023 1/9

Trueheart, Janelle Social Worker Lanigan Elementary
School 1/31/2023 1/9

Resignations Position Building Effective
Date

Added
Wk of

Fillar, Eric Teacher East Middle School 1/9/2023 12/12

Gefter, Mariya
Speech and
Language
Pathologist

Wood Creek Elementary
School 1/3/2023 1/19

Kearney, Ella Social Worker Hillside Elementary
School 12/22/2023 12/12

Kelly, Kaitlyn Paraprofessional Farmington STEAM
Academy 12/2/2022 12/12

Martinez, Rachel Teacher Hillside Elementary
School 12/22/2022 12/12

Slaten, Brianna Paraprofessional Beechview Elementary
School 1/9/2023 12/12

Retirements Position Building Effective
Date

Added
Wk of

Race, Julie Paraprofessional Visions Unlimited 1/20/2023 1/9

Traver, Sandra Secretary East Middle School 3/1/2023 1/9

Zatsick, Julie Human Resource
Specialist Central Office 2/1/2023 1/9

VOICE VOTE: Ayes: Blau, Heinrich, Walker, Weems, Fox, Rich, Smith
Nays: None

MOTION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

16. REPORTS FROM BOARD REPRESENTATIVES.

Student Round Table: Board Representative Heinrich stated at the beginning of the
Student Round Table meetings the students share their school’s evidence of excellence.
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Mr. Gregory Smith, Director of DEI, asked the students questions during a Listening
Session, and they were comfortable sharing their answers.

OCSBA: Board Representative Heinrich reported on the eight OCSBA legislative
priorities. There will be a District voting and proposed changes to OCSBA resolutions
and bylaws. OCSBA sent documents for new resolutions on school nutrition and safety
that we will be asked to support. An informative Cyber Security presentation was given
during the meeting. The next meeting will be in March with the topic of “The Future of
School Transportation”.

17. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS. None.

18. GOOD AND WELFARE. Board members spoke on topics of personal interest.

19. ADJOURNMENT. The Board of Education's January 24, 2023, regular meeting
adjourned at 9:28 pm.

___________________________________
Donald Walker, Jr.

Farmington Board of Education
Board Secretary
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BOARD AND COMMUNITY DIALOGUE
OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Maxfield Education Center
32789 W. Ten Mile Rd.
Farmington, MI 48336

Thursday, January 26, 2023

President Blau called the meeting to order at 6:45 pm.

ROLL CALL: Present: Cheryl B. Blau, President
Claudia T. Heinrich, Vice President
Donald Walker, Secretary
Terri A. Weems, Treasurer
Mable S. Fox, Trustee
Zach T. Rich, Trustee
Angie F. Smith, Trustee

Absent: None

Also Present: Chris Delgado, Superintendent; Kelly Coffin,
Jennifer Kaminski, and Brad Paddock, Assistant
Superintendents; Diane Bauman, Jon Barth, and Tom
Shelton, Directors; David Dulio, Oakland University; police
department officials; executive assistant Cathy Staran; and
community members.

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. Trustee Rich led the pledge.

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA. It was moved by Rich and supported by Walker that the
Board of Education approve the agenda for January 26, 2023, Board and Community
Dialogue meeting, as presented.

VOICE VOTE: Ayes: Blau, Heinrich, Walker, Weems, Fox, Rich, Smith
Nays: None

MOTION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS. None.

4. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS. Dr. Cheryl Blau, Mr. Donald Walker, Dr. Chris
Delgado, and Dr. David Dulio welcomed the group and provided introductions.

5. SCHOOL SAFETY DISCUSSION. The participants, in breakout groups, shared ideas on
School Safety questions. In addition, the community had the opportunity to ask additional
questions to our Director of Athletics and School Safety and police department officials.
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6. ADJOURNMENT. The Board of Education's January 26, 2023, Board and Community
Dialogue meeting adjourned at 9:03 pm.

___________________________________
Donald Walker, Jr.

Farmington Board of Education
Board Secretary
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To: Board of Education Members
Cc: Dr. Christopher Delgado
From: Kirsten Cicchella
Date: January 2023
Re: Head Start Directors Monthly Report For December 2022/January 2023

Program updates:
● Current enrollment is at 82 students of which 5 have Individualized Education Plans.
● The program began a new fiscal year running January 1, 2023 through December 31, 2023.
● Shepherd King Lutheran Church donated holiday stockings filled with items such as snacks,

toys and tooth brushes to all students in the grant program prior to the December break..
● FPS Transportation and School staff adopted 8 families for the holiday season and

purchased items for every member of the family.
● Parents were offered a sleep education workshop based on the program Sweet Dreamz.
● The program served 793(Dec)-849(Jan) breakfasts and 803(Dec)-849(Jan) lunches through

the National School Lunch Program and 791 (Dec)-821(Jan) snacks through CACFP.

Fiscal update:

FINAL REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2022-FEDERAL EXPENDITURES

APPROVED
BUDGET

ACTUAL
DEC

ACTUAL
YR TO
DATE

REMAINING
BALANCE

PERSONNEL 345,327.00 57,117.72 345,374.24 -47.24

FRINGE BENEFITS 225,444.00 33,179.65 221,282.09 4,161.91

TRAVEL OUT OF AREA 0 0 0 0

EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0

SUPPLIES 12,761.00 1,756.72 12,181.46 579.54

CONTRACTUAL 48,472.00 18,020.98 62,960.81 -14,488.81

CONSTRUCTION,RENOVATION,REP
AIR

OTHER 14,700.00 171.25 4,905.40 9,794.60

646,704.00 110,246.32 646,704.00 0



FEDERAL EXPENDITURES
APPROVED

BUDGET

ACTUAL
JANUARY

2023
ACTUAL YR

TO  DATE
REMAINING
BALANCE

PERSONNEL 387,527.00 19,953.02 19,953.02 367,573.98

FRINGE BENEFITS 258,057.00 13,642.43 13,642.43 244,414.57

TRAVEL OUT OF AREA 0 0 0 0

EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0

SUPPLIES 14,376.00 0 0 14,376.00

CONTRACTUAL 12,100.00 0 0 12,100.00

CONSTRUCTION,RENOVATION,REPAIR

OTHER 12,600.00 0 0 12,600.00

684,660.00 33,595.45 33,595.45 651,064.55

Credit card expenditures December and January:
Per Head Start fiscal guidelines, credit
card expenditures must be reported
separately as well as in total
expenditures.
Supplies 362.50
Conference Dues and Fees 157.50
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