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ABSTRACT

Linking Resource Allocation to Student Achievement:

A Study of Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Utilization

By

Kati P. Krumpe

With the emphasis on high standards and fiscal accountability, there is a heighteal

to inform the research linking student achievement to the allocation of resourses. T
mixed methods inquiry sought to study how schools utilized Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus
funding from 2009-2011 to determine if correlations existed between areas oteesour
utilization and student achievement by studying both the use of funding and the grocesse
that fifteen elementary and middle Title 1 schools in southern Californizedtilizhe

focus was to document resource use of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus allocations and
determine if a correlation existed between expenditures and improved student
achievement (quantitative) and to discover themes that existed in student aehitevem
improvement, especially including factors that affect the decision makiecggs at the
school (qualitative). Findings suggested that expenditures for professionalpdeet

and programs for at-risk students played a key role in student achievemetht Jriosvt

leadership of the school principal was also an indicator of student achievemeiht growt

Xii



The use of Title 1 monies, including the increase in Title 1 stimulus monies, were
beneficial to schools and positively contributed to the increase in student achieyve

Overall, money, when spent well, led to improved student achievement.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background

With the promised reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) stalled, school leaders are challenged with drastelstdiget cuts and
unprecedented federal accountability (Legislative Analyst OfficeJ],R011; US
Department of Education [USDOE], 2011a). Even proposed federal relief from key
provisions of ESEA through a waiver process will require a commitment to new key
reforms such as an overhaul to the teacher and administrator’s evaluati@s proce
(ASCD, 2011). The challenge to target finite resources without reducing aaloiityt
continues to be an on-going legislative priority (LAO, 2011). While the focus on
accountability-driven initiatives is not new, the United States has engagedbiitnoas
educational reforms for the past two decades (Cooley, Shen, & Miller, 2006; Odden &
Archibald, 2009).

Although the U.S. Constitution sets the primary responsibility of education with
the states, the federal government has continuously played a key role emghasi
education as an antipoverty program (Wells, 2009). Throughout the history of the United
States, few areas in public policy have received the flurry of reformsl&sgblic
education including the reauthorization of the ESEA in 2001 (Clotfelter & Ladd, 1996).

In the original 1965 signing of ESEA, Eisenhower’s primary emphasis was to
improve educational opportunities for poor children by providing additional funding to

schools for these children (Wells, 2009). With the reauthorization of ESEA, coined the



No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, the emphasis expanded to include an
unprecedented focus on standards-based education reform, including measalahite g
improve individual student outcomes in education. Currently, another reauthorization of
NCLB is looming and the heightened emphasis on accountability that the original 2001
NCLB authorization brought to schools, districts, and states promises to be even more
demanding (US Department of Education [USDOE], 2010). While the reauthorization
may provide some relief from the heavily criticized expectation that 100%sitidents

will be proficient in mathematics and English language arts by the year 2014w a
toward a growth model to measure student achievement may occur, manynsatieti

the federal government imposes on schools that do not make adequate growth are
expected to continue (USDOE, 2010).

The monitoring and accountability on fiscal management are predicted torbe eve
more demanding than those included in previous federal statutes. Categoricaigrog
provide money from both the state and federal level that target specific progtasss (
size reduction, technology) or groups of students (Gifted and Talented Education
[GATE], English Language Learners [ELL]). Within NCLB, federal dodl are provided
to districts as categorical dollars, or dollars allocated for specific gregto serve
educationally disadvantaged children such as high poverty, low achieving,hEnglis
language learners, or special education students (EdSource, 1997).

Title 1 is one such federal categorical program providing funds to schools and
districts with high percentages of poor children to help ensure that all chiléestn m

academic standards (USDOE, 2004). Currently the United States spends apptpximat



16% of a $450 billion education budget on Title 1 programs, with the highest state
expenditures in California (EdSource, 2010a). While categorical prograstitgotrally
have stringent guidelines for spending that are often criticized for notimgj®ehools to
make decisions in the best interest of their students, a call within the reauihoizfor
flexibility in how school districts spend federal dollars as long as theyncento focus
on improving outcomes for students (Kulman, 2010).

The heightened focus on accountability, funding from federal policy, and
promised flexibility occurs during the most volatile state budget cnsalifornia
history, when districts are cutting millions of dollars from annual operatingetsidgd
have already cut approximately 30% of their budget over the last three FdSmufce,
2011a). Because of the poor budget outlook, the idea of accountability in exchange for
flexibility is being strongly debated in California (Education Sector, 2007).

Considering both the increased mandates on schools and the economic slide,
children of poverty are taking an even harder hit (Wells, 2009). Even in the one area of
social policy where the United States previously excelled, the delivery ofteshata
services is still the most uneven and dependent on states and local communities
(Hirschland & Steimos, 2003). Despite the passage of ESEA, decades of funding and
structural inequalities between high and low income communities and educational
experiences for students continue (Darling-Hammond, 1998; Kozol, 1991). Given the
deep-rooted history of social inequality in the United States, disadvantagaduath
and/or groups may require more resources to meet student achievement targets (Nort

2008; Odden & Picus, 2008).



A tenet within the field of social justice is that the distribution of resousces
equitable (Bell, 1997). The 1954 Supreme Court ruling in Brown v. the Board of
Education in Topeka, Kansas that separate educational resources and falities
inherently unequal laid the foundation for educational equity (Rebell & Block, 1985).
While equity may guarantee a minimum, equal funding distribution to schools, it does so
without regard to sufficient funding to ensure academic achievement and bridge the
achievement gap of disadvantaged students (Walter & Sweetland, 2003).

Funding limitations aside, examining resource use patterns to determiné¢hstreng
and weaknesses regarding allocation decisions may help schools develofffitseat e
and instructional strategies that have the potential to improve student perfarmance
Understanding how to improve student performance while maximizing the effasgve
of resources requires the examination of several topics. Two criticatchssreas
include school finance and school improvement strategies.

This study attempted to find a correlation between resource utilization and student
achievement in Title 1 elementary and middle schools. Accordingly, the purpbse of t
mixed-methods research study was to investigate both resourceiatilinatitle 1
schools and to discover how the two-year increase in federal Title 1 stimulussmoni
from 2009-2011, were utilized and the decision-making processes behind determining
how to spend the stimulus monies and whether the schools saw growth in student
achievement. From 2009-2011, the federal government provided Title 1 stimulus monies

to schools in an effort to jump-start the economy and improve student achievement.



Problem Statement

Educational leaders have long sought to understand how to allocate resources to
improve student achievement. Schools and school districts receive catefgoudioad),

(dollars allocated annually for specific programs or to serve educdyioiisddvantaged
children, from both the state and federal level) for the sole purpose of improving
educational opportunities and achievement for students. Yet the benefits of nirreasi
those resources are widely disputed (Goe, 2006; Grubb, 2006). Current research reports
that the level of resources in a school does make a difference in student achieveme
(Archibald, 2006; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden, Goertz, & Goertz, 2008). Increases
in funding, utilized effectively and efficiently, does increase student\zament

(Archibald, 2006; Grubb, 2010; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden et al., 2008).

However, limited research exists in determining whether the use of catddonding

and increases in such funding improve student performance.

Structurally, studying the amount of resources and finances that schools and
districts have spent to improve student achievement is difficult at best (Grubb, 2006;
Miles, Hawley, Odden, & Fermanich, 2005; Odden, Goertz, & Goertz, 2008; Picus
2004). Resource effectiveness is often challenging to study because the lack of
disaggregation of district and school level expenditures (Odden & Picus, 2008%t®istri
have not historically kept track of categories of expenditures and are unable to aide
researchers in their quest for financial data separated by theme.

Many issues amplify the importance of effective resource utilizatioause of

the affect on school funding for California schools. The current state of the ecanomy i



California is reducing funding to schools; the states’ 2009 decision to make td®-dhir
categorical programs flexible, further reduces categorical albysato schools; the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA}lingeaway
from formula grants (given to schools per Average Daily Attendance [ABA])
focusing instead on competitive grants, jeopardizing even more funding. Seventeen
billion or almost 30% of funding has been eliminated during the past two yearslor K
schools (Fixschoolfinance.org, 2010). Over 4.5 billion dollars of categorical funding has
been approved for general educational purposes, removing incentives designed to ensure
schools are providing effective instructional programs for all studentss{atge
Analysts Office [LAO], 2010). According to the United States DepartmeBtiatation
(2010) the reauthorization of NCLB could see approximately 30% of federal monies
directed away from the students that need it most, with some getting more asd other
getting less, as they make the monies competitive rather than as adagt-silocation.
Schools are under even greater pressure to do more with less and maintain a @sar proc
to decide how to allocate resources in areas that are needed the most and are the most
effective. An important concern then, is understanding the connection betweeraesour
utilization, data-directed decision-making, and monitoring the use of resdtilization
in schools to improve student achievement.
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was three-pronged: (a) to discover how

Title 1 funds and Title 1 stimulus were used by schools. (b) to discover how funding

decisions were made by schools, and (c) to compare both the use of funding and the



decision-making process to guide schools on how categorical funding might pestem
student achievement. With reduced funding coming at a time of increased abiibyinta
the results of this study are intended to be utilized and/or duplicated as other funding
sources become available. Results are also intended to influence policy decislans on t
use of categorical funding to determine if limited categorical prograxibflity should
be allowed.

Significance of the Study

Due to the emphasis on high standards and fiscal accountability, there is a need to
inform the research linking student achievement to the allocation or reallocation of
resources. Schools and leadership teams need current, reliable research and tuida
make fiscally sound decisions so that students can experience the best educabtm possi
There is a need for studying how schools spend their funding, and whether there is a
significant correlation to student achievement. Findings could aid schools imgdecidi
which programs should stay, be expanded, be reduced, or cut.

Additional roadblocks lay ahead for schools making this topic of study even more
vital. Since 1965, Title 1 money has been given as a formula grant to schools wggh a la
percentage of students in poverty. This means that schools are given a parekiliae
amount aimed at helping those students. With the draft of the ESEA reautbaoriai
type of funding may be in jeopardy. The current federal administration is mavayg a
from formula grants and providing more funding in the form of competitive grants, where
school districts must compete to receive federal funding (US Department otiBduca

2011b). For schools that may see reduced funding, there is a need to know the programs



to keep and which are not as valuable. The schools receiving additional funding need
help in formulating a plan of action to make the best use of available funding. In addition,
many within the field of education doubt that educators can make the fiscabagcis
necessary to boost student achievement (Duncan, 2010; Grubb, 2010; Hanushek &
Lindseth, 2009).

While an increase in funding to schools is needed, additional money does not
guarantee sound decision making by schools (Grubb, 2010; Hanushek & Lindseth, 2009).
Studies such as this are important to provide schools with more information about the
processes that work in schools to lay the foundation for more sound fiscal decisions for
resource utilization. The 2004-2006 school years found schools in California with eight
new categorical programs, all with different rules, foci, and spendingineseThis
study intended to show successful strategies to improve student achievement based on
using Title 1 stimulus monies productively.

Theoretical Framework

With an historical focus on educational equity, the US has concentrated on
providing equal educational rights, and thus dollars to education. This emphasis is
shifting, though, beyond fiscal equity (as in the Brown decision) toward fiscal acequ
The discussion is moving away from an equal funding distribution to the amount of
funding provided to a school or district deemed adequate to produce the desired level of
performance (Odden, 2003; Odden & Picus, 2008).

States play an active role in K-12 education funding with over 40 states utilizing

funding formulas to distribute monies to public schools (Park, 2004). These funding



formulas are often initiated by legal action to remedy inequities so tladthwvee districts
were not funded at a higher level than poorer districts (Toutkoushian & Michael, 2008).
In the pursuit of equity, the equality of funding can easily lead to a funding level
inadequate to educate students (Rossmiller, 1994). Equal expenditure per punot will
achieve equal educational opportunity for all children (AECT, 1965). Childrén wit
dissimilar circumstances will require more funding (Verstegen &dotl, 2008). Odden
(2003) argued that as funding formulas are revised to ensure adequacy;ltheramv
improvement in fiscal equity.
Adequacy

The notion of adequacy is the framework of this study (Baker, 2005; Odden,
2003; Rebell, 2007). For the purpose of this study, adequacy is defined as educational
adequacy, or sufficient per pupil funding for schools and districts to execute plans and
strategies in order to help students reach high levels of performance. Thraughghi
two key factors describe an adequate school finance system: (a) Witistheata
revenues are provided for the average school to teach the average studem-the stat
determined performance standards and (b) Whether adequate additionalesaoeir
provided for students who require extra help to reach those same performalsce leve
(Odden, 2003; Odden & Picus, 2008). So the shift then is not whether a student, school,
or district has more or less funding than another, but whether they have an adequate
amount of funding to meet high standards. It is important to emphasize that adequacy
prescribes not only a method to determine funding levels, but also a requirement that

schools manage resources effectively so that students learn. Educatigoalcside



research examines which resources are necessary to ensure thatral seogéve an
adequate education. It is therefore appropriate for the current iratesti¢gp focus on
how schools are allocating their resources and how this relates to acbrg\(€icus,
2000).
Resear ch Questions
The following research questions guided the inquiry into school-level resource
allocation decisions involving the use of categorical funding and the connection of those
decisions to school planning and improvement processes. Odden and Archibald (2009)
and Odden and Picus’ (2008) work on adequacy framed the basis for these questions.
1. How did elementary and middle schools utilize Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus
monies from 2009-2011?
2. How did the expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus money affect student
achievement as measured by state tests in 2009-20117
3. What process did schools utilize to allocate Title 1 stimulus funds? To what
extent did the current (2009-2011) budget situation within California (both budget
reduction and categorical flexibility) play a role in the decision makinggsssy?
Resear ch Design and M ethodology
A mixed-methods research approach was used to answer the research questions
for this study. To assess Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus utilization and acadesithgt
reviewed multiple forms of quantitative data: An e-mail survey to school priscigath
school’s Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA), school and district budgét,repor

and California Department of Education (CDE) reported achievement data il
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main emphasis was quantitative, qualitative interviews were conducted witlthoal s
principals, providing a voice and story of the school in the decision-making process.

This study included a purposeful sampling of Title 1 public (non-charter)
elementary and middle schools located in Southern California with at least a 40% or
above threshold of poverty and a traditional (K-5, K-6, 6-8, 7-8) school composition. To
better isolate the factors that may increase student achievementizilagutesource
allocation, schools were chosen based on similar proportion of English LanguagerLea
(ELL) students, students with disabilities (SWD), student to teacher raugth lef
school day, and school size.

This study used descriptive statistics to describe both the demographics of the
participating schools, the allocation of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding, and each
school's Academic Performance Index (API) and Adequate Yearly Pso@k¥®)
scores. Used in California, API is reported as a single number, rangin@®@1000,
measuring the academic performance and growth of schools (Califorpgatdent of
Education [CDE], 2010a). Used federally, AYP (for grades 2-8) is reported as tleatper
of students that are proficient in mathematics and English language diftsr(za
Department of Education [CDE], 2010b). The focus was to document resource use of
Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus allocations to determine if a correlationeskis¢tween
expenditures and improved student achievement (quantitative) and to discover themes
that existed in student achievement improvement, especially includingsféwaor

affected the decision making process at the school (qualitative).
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Limitations

The small sample size of Title 1 elementary and middle schools in southern
California may limit the generalizability of the findings to othdraus. Also due to the
small sample size, the strength of the correlations found may be a limitatioa size of
the effect was also utilized to determine correlations (Cohen, 1992). Thiatomniad
design of the study may be a limitation as causality may not be assumetibrredig
multiple correlations were run within this study and it is possible that a attoremay
be due to chance. Looking at data throughout the 2010-2011 and 2011-2012 school years
provided a discrete time frame to study resource allocation and student a@revem
growth so the results may not be generalizable over time. The current budgfedrsin
California was also a limitation to the study. Because of the drastic i@tkitd the
California budget (and the loss of over 40 categorical programs) schools may tidwe ha
eliminate successful programs that were funded through other budgets. Adigititves
may have covered programs once funded by other budgets with Title 1 monies, furthe
reducing decision-making in schools.

Delimitations

In studying Title 1 elementary and middle schools, results may not be
generalizable to high schools. Results may also not be generalizable ¢ntelgnor
middle schools that did not receive Title 1 funding. Choosing schools only within Los
Angeles County, the results are not transferable beyond Southern California suitiool

similar demographics. In determining school selection for this study, ima@stant to
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control for variables that may influence the relationship between funding and
achievement (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). Schools were controlled for percent of
English Language Learners, percent of Socio-Economically Disadvdrgagkents,
student to teacher ratio, school size, and length of day. The purpose of setting these
criteria was to ensure greater validity of the findings studied (resollmcatans,
expenditures, and student achievement).
Assumptions
This study assumed that both the quantitative data and qualitative data, including
survey data and interviews with school and district administrators regaotiogl s
improvement and resource allocation, reflect true and accurate information.
Definition of Terms
1. Academic Performance Index (API): Single number, ranging from a low 010280 t
high of 1000, that reflects a school’s, a local educational agency’s (LEA’s), or a
subgroup’s performance level, based on the results of statewide testiBgZCIDa).
2. Adequacy: An approach to school funding that begins with the premise that the
amount of funding schools receive should be based on some estimate of the cost of
achieving the state's educational goals. This approach attempts to amswer t
guestions: How much money would be enough to achieve those goals and where
would it be best spent (Odden & Picus, 2008).
3. Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): A state's measure of progress tdwagdal of
100 percent of students achieving state academic standards in at least

reading/language arts and math, which sets the minimum level of proficiatdpe
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state, its school districts, and schools must achieve each year on annual tests and
related academic indicators (CDE, 2010a).

. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA): Public Law 111-5,
which is an economic stimulus package enacted by the 111th United States Congress
in February 2009. The Act of Congress was based largely on proposals made by
President Barack Obama and was intended to provide stimulus to the U.S. economy
in the wake of the economic downturn (CDE, 2010a).

. Categorical funds: Monies allocated for specific programs or to setegocies of
students with special needs (EdSource, 2010a).

. Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA): Reauthorization of the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2002 is the main federal law affecting education from
kindergarten through high school. ESEA is built on four principles: accountability for
results, more choices for parents, greater local control and flexilaifityan

emphasis on doing what works based on scientific research (US Department of
Education [USDOE], 2004).

. Growth Model: A way of measuring a student, school, or state’s achievement that
demonstrates progress over time. Also called the value-added approachElUSDO
2010).

. Growth Target: California sets Academic Performance Index growghttafor each
school as a whole and for each numerically significant subgroup in the school. The
annual growth target for a school is 5% of the difference between a school’'s Base

API and the statewide performance target of 800. Any school with an API of 800 or
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more must maintain an API of at least 800 or more in order to meet its growth target
(CDE, 2010a).

9. Evidence-based Model: The evidence-based model is a system of schoolaiof cert
sizes at each level for which a recommended a set of resources for scteol-w
instructional improvement strategies is designed to maximize stud@avement
(Odden & Picus, 2008).

10.No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 (NCLB): A federal law holding K-12 schools
accountable for student achievement results that allows for more choices fas pare
gives greater local control and flexibility, and emphasizes sciallyfibased
research practices (US Department of Education [USDOE], 2006).

11.Instructional strategies: A school’s vision and instructional plan for produttidgrs
achievement (Odden & Picus, 2008).

12.Title 1: Is the largest compensatory federal education program—curagatly $12
billion annually—aimed at improving the educational opportunities of disadvantaged
students (USDOE, 2010).

Summary/Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 provided an overview of this study, the purpose, significance, and
parameters, highlighting key terms and concepts. Chapter 2, the litestew,

discusses five main topics: School finance, both at the state and federal lewdingcl

Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding, educational equity and adequacy, resourcé@iloca

and use, the evidence based approach, and data-driven best practices. Data-driven best

practices include intensive-ongoing professional development, strategasisk
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learners, and extended learning time. Chapter 3 provides the study’s methodology which
includes a description of the research design, sampling, instruments, proceduress and dat
collection. Chapter 4 presents the study’s findings including student achieveahe,

resource utilization, correlations linking resource utilization to studentverhent, and

noted data-driven instructional strategies. Chapter 5 includes a discussionesitte a

summary of the study, research conclusions, and implications for further catisite
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), authorized in 2001, placed an increased
emphasis on accountability and emphasized the need for continuous improvement in
schools (Bernhardt, 2004; Cooley et al., 2006; Salpeter, 2004; Wohlstetter, Datnow, &
Park, 2008). NCLB also made the use of data imperative and increased the need for
continuous improvement processes in schools (Barnhardt, 2004). Funding limitations of
NCLB aside, the use of data-driven decision-making has the potential to insnedeset
performance (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Peterson, 2007; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty,
2004; Wohlstetter et al., 2007).

Resources for schools and the value of increasing those resources to improve
student achievement have been widely disputed (Archibald, 2006; Grubb, 2006; Odden &
Archibald, 2009; Odden et al., 2008). Educational leaders, policy makers, and researcher
have long sought to understand how to utilize resources in schools to improve
educational opportunities and achievement for all students.

Examining resource use patterns in schools to determine strengths and
weaknesses regarding allocation decisions may help schools develop the fisealcgff
and structures that have the potential to improve student performance. Understanding
how to improve student performance while maximizing the effective use of cesour
requires the examination of several topics. Two critical research ateeh support this

study include school finance and school improvement strategies. Within these two
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research areas, this literature review will include a review of fiveh@ayes: California
school finance, educational equity and adequacy, resource allocation and use, the
evidence based approach, and instructional best practices and links to student
achievement. The first three topics will include a theoretical base ingltit#rationale
for the study and the final two will provide the framework for the study.

School finance will be reviewed, both in California and at the federal level. A
historical review of policy and litigation and the movement from equity to adequilicy
follow. For the purpose of this review, educational adequacy is defined as stiffiere
pupil funding for schools and districts to execute plans and strategies in order td help al
students reach high levels of performance (Odden, 2003). School resource alloxhtion a
utilization will also be reviewed. Also for the purpose of this review, school resoare
defined as both the funding that a school or district receives and/or how the funds are
allocated. Teachers, technology, books, materials, etc. are all exampliesadf sc
resources, just as the categorical funding that a school receives is alssmaple of a
school resource.

This review will also include the framework of the evidence-based approach,
explaining how funding and adequacy studies inform the study of resource allocation
decision making in schools. Finally, the review concludes with the inclusion béghe
practices school improvement literature, focusing on school leadership, data-drive

decision-making, professional development, and effective programs fod Eitlelents.
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School Finance
California School Finance

California schools receive the majority of their funding directly fromstiage,
giving state legislative bodies much of the control over education dollars (EdSource
2010a). California’s funding formulas for K-12 education are perhaps the aroptex
of the 50 states (Picus, 1998).

History. Throughout the history of school finance in California, there has been a
shift from total local control of funding, where individual school boards made most
funding decisions related to their districts, to total legislative contrivirafing, where
the state controls educational funding decisions (EdSource, 2010a). With eachivegisla
judicial, or voter-driven action, local districts have been stripped of most decialangn
powers (Fuhrman, Clune, & Elmore, (1988), which has resulted in a complicated
education budget riddled with a multitude of programs and layers of additional funding
formulas (Picus, 1998).

Prior to 1967, districts had total decision-making control. Schools set their own
calendars, graduation requirements, and class sizes. Schools received fuinctlyg e
from local property tax revenue. In many cases, wealthier districts speatasvmuch
per student as lower-wealth districts (Murray, Evans, & Schwab, 1998). Irhiact, t
discrepancy in spending was even larger. By 1968, school districts received $274.00 per
student at the lower-funded districts with an incomparable $1710.00 per student being

received from the highest. This represented a 6.2:1 ratio in funding (Townley,

19



Schmieder-Ramirez, & Wehmeyer, 2005). This inequality was the beginning gf man
lawsuits resulting in a shift away from local control (EdSource, 2010a).

The Serrano v. Priest decision restructured California Educational finamee fr
local to state control. Although originally filed in 1968 and rejected by both the Superior
and Appeals Courts, the 1971 California Supreme Court ruled that the Serrano v. Priest
case was allowed to move forward. The premise of the 1976 Serrano | rulind shifte
funding from a local tax base system to a state baseline funding systeimadis of the
Serrano lawsuit focused on the lack of equity and fairness with the current funding
system (EdSource, 2006). This led to an overhaul in California’s school finanaa syste
where all public schools received relatively the same per pupil basdliok was tied to
total state revenues (Ed-Data, 2007; EdSource, 2010a). From 1972 to 1978, the state
determined each district’s state equitable support. Senate Bill 90 follestadb)ishing
revenue limits, a ceiling on the unrestricted general fund money that a schact chstr
receive (Ed-Data, 2007). The districts were then expected to supplemetdtthad
with their own property tax revenues up to the revenue limit. Many revisions and
challenges to Serrano continued, and in late 1982, the case was back in court with a new
case, Gonzalez v. Riles. Known as Serrano I, the judge ruled that sufficiephpalrit
been achieved. By 2000, 97% of districts were within a band of about $350.00 (Ed-Data,
2007), meaning that most districts received equal funding, with a discrepancy band of
$350.00 per average daily attendance (ADA). The Serrano Il decision stilsddoa

disparity equal to $7 million for a school district with 20,000 students. Odden and Picus’
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(2008) Evidence Based Model suggests that funding would go a long way in supporting
at-risk students in schools (this model will be discussed later in the chapter).

In 1978, California spent 20% above the national average and rarikéd 17
spending (Townley et al., 2005). With the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, the property
tax revolt in California, the transfer of power from local to state continued. ésu#t of
Proposition 13, property taxes were rolled back and tax rates were limited to oea per
of a property’s assessed value. This severely reduced the available prapestyenue
for the state to supply to schools, reducing local property tax revenues by 60%
(EdSource, 2010a). The state, then, had to replace lost property tax dollarstevith sta
monies. With this move, the state took control of school district funding and according to
Townley et al. (2005) school finance became much more complex.

With the passage of Proposition 98 in 1988, a guaranteed of minimum funding
level from state and property taxes was voted into law (EdSource, 2010a). Thisdnclude
follow up legislation in 1990, Proposition 111, tying the funding guarantee to the overall
growth of the California economy. Proposition 98, with amendments, still exisisdasda
the funding formula for California’s schools. Unfortunately, the Proposition 98 minimum
funding guarantee, as required by law, is rarely met. The figure below shewsficits

in allocation of required Proposition 98 monies to schools.
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Figure 1.Proposition 98 Funding Deficits. Source: SchoolM&es of California [SS{; 2010a.

Figure 1 shows that despite 20 years of Proposition 98 and a minimum funding
guarantee, K-12 schools have received that guarantee in only five year2(888).
Beginning in the 1990s, additional laws were put into place that began to monitor
school districts’ local decision making authority of the funding they receivetfiem
State. AB 1200 required a school district to submit budgets two-years out from the
current fiscal year and AB 2756 required bi-annual financial reports and a fomma|
certification. The Williams Case settlement of 2004 provided even more fiscalghter
to local districts, establishing minimum standards for school facilitiesheéeguality,
and instructional materials (Ed-Data, 2007).
Current budget situation. California’s current school finance system is called a

revenue limit program. This means that the state determines the alloesstee limit
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for each district and provides aid that is the difference between that limit ahd loc
property tax revenue. Except for a few special circumstances suchrasdbmization
of schools passed by voters as bonds, local districts cannot raise additional revenue f
education (Odden, 1987). Currently, California funding is based on the following:

1. ADA—the average number of students attending school during the year.

2. General purpose—revenue limit money a district receives based on ADA.

3. Special Support—categorical aide from the state and federal government in

support of special populations of students or for particular programs.

4. Lottery Funds.

5. Local Funding.

Figure 2 below compares national and state funding averages per student.

$12,000 -
$10,000 -
$9,870
$8,000 - $8,605
$6,000 -
$4,000 -
$2,000 -
$0

2007-08 | 2008-09
[J National Average [ California

Figure 2.National Versus State per Pupil Spending Averagsirce: School Services of
California (SSC), 2010b.

In 2008-2009 (the latest year data is available), California currently ranKed 44

per-pupil spending (SSC, 2010b). According to Figure 2 above, the current per student
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funding allocation was approximately $8,605.00, compared to the national average of
$10,736.00 (a gap of $2,131 per student). This represented a widening gap. During 2007-
2008, California spent $9,870 per student, $745.00 less than the national average.

Quality Counts, a second group reporting on school finance, compared funding
while adjusting for regional cost of living. While the 2006-2007 school year wasaste m
current reporting year for this report, which was the single largastoyealifornia
funding in history, California still ranked #&mong the 50 states and Washington, D.C.
It stands to reason that comparisons for subsequent years will show Califoppandr
even farther down in the rankings (SSC, 2010b).

Within the structure at the time of this writing, approximately 90% of funding
came from the State of California. Proposition 98 legislation provided for ap@teiym
75% of total revenues to schools. Of that, approximately 55% was general fungd monie
and 20% was from local property taxes. Fifteen percent of monies came frode adtsi
the Proposition 98 guarantee from funding such as lottery funds, local bond measures,
and parcel taxes. Finally, federal funding completes the picture, providing apatety
10% of California education funding (Odden & Picus, 2008; Townley et al., 2005).

Current federal assistancein California. California received approximately
three billion dollars through NCLB allocations, although with President Obamagigni
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) in February 2009, federal
funding significantly increased (EdSource, 2010b). Coined “stimulus funding,”
California received an additional $3.8 billion in 2008-2009 and an additional increase of

$2.3 billion in 2009-2010. These monies were seen as vital to school districts in
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California during the extreme budget cuts to education. Despite the increaderil f

funds, there was still a $2.7 billion net decrease in direct funding to schooltsljstiit

an additional $1.7 billion loss of other sources to California schools (EdSource, 2010a).
This is over a $470 per pupil decrease to every student in California.

In addition to stimulus funding, the Obama administration rolled out a $3.4 billion
competitive grant program. The Race to the Top School Reform Grant (RTTT)
challenged states to compete with one another for one-time funding to focus on school
reform. California did not receive RTTT funding. An example of the reduction df loca
educational control, this program exemplifies what Ravitch (2010) described &s a shi
from providing schools, districts, and states with financial assistandequidance) to
improve student achievement, to providing them with financial mandates. RTTT
mandates included linking teacher evaluations to standardized test scaiag, thia
most effective educators in struggling schools, and improving instruction through the
improved use of data. RTTT also continued the move from formula, per student grants to
competitive grants. These monies, according to Odden, Picus, & Goetz (2010) led t
greater inadequacies in many states.

Categorical Programs

Categorical programs provide monies from both the state and federal le\akthat
targeted at specific programs (class size reduction, technology) or gfaipdents
(GATE, ELL, special education). These monies are typically veryiatagtr on both how
the money can be spent and who the money can serve (EdSource, 1997). Generally,

approximately one-third of K-12 funding comes in the form of state and federal
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categorical dollars (Ed-Data, 2010a). Some of these dollars are distributboddtss
based on the number of students eligible for the program. Others are grarmsigab ¢
schools either automatically or as competitive grants (Townley et al., 2005).

California categorical programs. California’s categorical programs are intended
to remedy inequalities among students and to ensure that all students are served,
especially the students with the most challenges (EdSource, 1997). The dgstical
program began as a fiscal reform initiative meant to provide incentives to Isicadtsli
(Fuhrman, Cline, & Elmore, 1988). In 1983, Senate Bill 813 provided restrictive dollars
for mentor teacher stipends, lengthening the school day, higher beginning teacher
salaries, more rigorous graduation requirements, and the implementatioricaflgonr
standards (Ed-Data, 2010a; Fuhrman et al., 1988).

Whereas many programs in California have a long history with both the funding
and purpose remaining relatively constant through the years (i.e. EIAlENG),
many categorical programs are based on the whims of legislators, shehPdsy/sical
Education Teacher Incentive Block Grant (Fuhrman et al., 1988). Moreover, Fulirman e
al. (1998) indicated that many categorical programs were the resultifoirdal State
Republicans working to curb the power of organized teachers. Regardless of the purpose
behind the funding, schools are charged with being productive and efficient with the
money by making sound decisions to improve student achievement (Odden & Picus,
2008).

By 1997 70 federal and state categorical programs in California were in place

Further, when teachers and administrators returned in the fall to begin the 2006-2007
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school year, they found eight new categorical programs to manage. Schoolsd doei
following new categorical funds:
1. Site block grant for technology, equipment, educational materials, and plant
upgrades.
2. Instructional materials, library materials, and Education TechnologgkBBrant

for additional materials and supplies within the mentioned categories.

3. Supplemental Counseling Block Grant provided additional counseling at middle
and high schools.

4. PE Teacher Incentive Block Grant for increased student to teacher rat® in K-
physical education.

5. Educational materials, library materials, and technology block grant.

6. Career Technology Block Grant focused on grades 6-8.

7. Art and Music Block Grant.

8. PE, Art, and Music Block Grant.

Each program had a different focus, served a different grade level of students, and
had different fiscal and programmatic requirements and restrictions. P898&) (
emphasized that the difference in funding results in a system was so xdnapl®nly a
few individuals in Sacramento are able to navigate through the thicket” (p. 8). While
Odden and Picus’ (2008) School Finance Theory suggested a more straightfordvard a
simple approach to school finance, possibly leading to a more productive, efficient, and

thus successful model for school budgeting, California continues to add layers to the
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funding formula, making it difficult to analyze the effectiveness of the prog(&abel,
2007).

Federal categorical programsin California. Prior to the 1950s, the federal
government had little influence over education, believing education to be a libgppns
of the states (Townley et al., 2005). The federal government’s participatsaiucation
was primarily focused on providing land or minor funding for special projects. With the
Russian launch of Sputnik in 1957, the federal presence intensified, beginning to provide
specialized funding in education. The National Defense Education Act was sigmed i
law by President Eisenhower, providing funding to schools in the area of matsmat
and science. President Truman followed with the national school lunch prograas It w
not until the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was passed in 1965 under
the Johnson administration, though, that there was a large federal presence in education
(Office of Education, 1969). President Johnson’s goal was to eliminate poverty with
education and the focus of ESEA was one of equity (Robelen, 2005; Wells, 2009). This
led to a shift in federal funding from providing funding toward, instead, mandating
outcomes of under-performing students (Wells, 2009).

Title 1. Title 1 was the core of ESEA. This program focused on educating
children from low-income families to provide the financial assistance s&ge®
improve the educational programs to meet the educational needs of these chilficen (Of
of Education, 1969). Even though multiple reauthorizations of ESEA have occurred
throughout the years, the intent of Title 1 has remained structurally unchangedk@yhree

premises of the legislation are:
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¢ Identify educationally disadvantaged children in high poverty areas.

e Determine the needs of the children.

e Design projects to carry out the purposes of the programs.
The criterion for selection of schools and districts to receive Title 1 fundinges! lzan
family income. Today, most Title 1 monies are distributed based on the current number
of students that qualify for free and reduced price lunch (USDOE, 2010).

Title 1 has been governed under many federal authorizations of ESEA. From the
Improving American’s Schools Act of 1994, Goals 2000, and the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 (NCLB), a growing emphasis has been placed on standards, assessment, and
high-stakes accountability (USDOE, 2010). NCLB was the first reautlionziat
introduced the notion of highly qualified teachers (HQT). In addition, NCLB placed an
unprecedented focus on standards-based education reform and measurable goals to
improve individual student outcomes in education. In addition, with a possible 2012
reauthorization of NCLB, tentatively coined the Blueprint for Reform, the enypbasi
accountability and the effectiveness of instruction is even greater, includinghtehed
responsibility to make fiscally sound decisions, with greater scrutiny trerbefore in
the history of school finance (USDOE, 2010; EdSource, 2010b).

As of 2012, California currently receives approximately $3 billion in federal
categorical spending. Title 1 grants comprise two-thirds of that amount @tegsl
Analyst Office [LAQ], 2011). Although Title 1 was and still is the basis forrf@de
support, other programs have received continued federal support. In 1967 three additional

programs were added to ESEA. Funding for students with disabilities; programs and
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support for migrant, neglected, or delinquent children; and support for bilingual
education were introduced (USDOE, 2010). While the names may have changed, these
programs still exist today through three Title programs. Title 1 includes bgtamhi
education and homeless student assistance. Title Il focuses on highly qualdiedsea
and Title Il provides funding and support for English Language Learners. éwaality,
through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), schools receaveab
funding to support special education students (USDOE, 2010).

Categorical program flexibility. The “mega-item” program, allowing for
transfers in and out of specific categorical programs, was Califofirgt’stttempt in
giving districts more flexibility in spending within categorical progsa Enacted for the
1991-92 school year, the legislature combined approximately 30 programs into-a mega
item (Picus, 1998). Originally proposed to prevent the governor from vetoing individual
program dollars (Townley et al., 2005), the move provided needed flexibility iniajow
districts to transfer dollars among programs. For example, districts cansder money
out of their transportation account into instructional materials in a heavy textbook
adoption year. While some programs were excluded, the mega-item allowettatdist
take 20% away from any one program and transfer 25% into any one program. Although
controversial with some because it challenged the philosophy of categooigeams
existing to meet the special and unique needs of students and teachers, it provided a
needed shift of responsibility back to local control, making it the local distric

responsibility to make good funding decisions (Picus, 1998; Townley et al., 2005).
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To help with the current budget crisis in California, the legislators passed a
categorical flexibility bill in February 2009 that made more than 40 progflaxible
through the 2012-2013 school year (LAO, 2010). School districts can use the $4.5 billion
(a 20% cut from 2008-2009 funding levels) in any way to help balance their budgets
(EdSource, 2010a). Twenty-one additional categorical programs were not prévsded t
flexibility. Of those, 11 of them received the same 20% cut as the flexibles]jdilar
their existing rules continued. These represented smaller programs ($300 mitbtal).

The remaining 10 categorical programs (mostly large programs) did eoteeccut and
represented $9.6 billion of the budget. Special education, Economic Impact Aid (EIA),
class size reduction, and after school programs were within this catégyoag.

unfortunate that the largest flexibility legislation since the mega-¢cgame at a time

when many districts had little choice in how to utilize the dollars that m@seflexible.
Most had to use the dollars to simply balance their budgets (EdSource, 2010a; LAO,
2011).

The ups and downs of California funding for education may put the Serrano
requirement in jeopardy. The concept of equal opportunity plays an important role
recognizing the varying needs of students and the need to provide funds supplemental to
the minimal amount allocated to each student (Townley et al., 2005). As fexsenalaes
for education grow, allocation decisions are fueled with a push for adequacye\B&ml

Garfield, 2005).
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The Movement from Equity to Adequacy

A tenet within the field of social justice is that the distribution of resousces
equitable (Bell, 1997). Every child should be given equal access to education regardless
of his or her socio-economic standing, ethnicity, or gender. Having this access to an
adequate education should not be a privilege of wealth (Rawls, 1971). Despite many
legislative and policy mandates, glaring gaps of equity in education ssifl(@xiyon,
1997; Darling-Hammond, 1998; Kozol, 1991).
History of Equity

The legal battles over the segregation of school children have spearheaded equit
cases in education for over a century. The Plessy v. Fergusson court decision of 1896
ruled policy for over half a century. As long as students were given accegsato e
school resources and school facilities, according to Plessy, school segregstilegal
(Rebell & Block, 1985). The Plessy decision was overturned in 1954 when the Supreme
Court ruled in Brown v. the Board of Education in Topeka, Kansas that separate
educational resources and facilities are inherently unequal (Rebetick,BI985). While
the initial intent was to give Black students an equal opportunity, “imbedded beneath the
surface were the seeds of a results-orientated approach to educational pgagy; (
desegregation, and equal access lawsuits continued through the 1970’s (Rebell,& Wolff
2008). Equity in educational funding also began to be questioned.

As such, financial equity lawsuits began to emerge. In 1973, in San Antonio
Independent School District v. Rodriguez, the United States Supreme Court ruled that

education is not a fundamental right and thus, is not protected by the Constitution (Public
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Education Network, 2005). It is, though, a fundamental interest under many state
constitutions (Rebell & Wolff, 2008). Consequently, litigation has been challenged
through state supreme courts. Utilizing Brown and the decision on equity asntteefar
these lawsuits, two-thirds of cases throughout the 1970s and 1980s were lost (Public
Education Network, 2005). Since 1989, though, reframing the argument through an
adequacy lens, 70% of the cases have been successful (20 of 27 cases) (Natiesal Acce
Network, 2010).

Yet, equality continues to be separate and unequal with few states claiming
success in equalizing the funding needed for learning (Darling-Hammond, 19983t, In fa
vast discrepancies exist in resources available to schools even if theclase
proximity (Tye, 2002).

Current State of Equity in Education

Considering both the increased mandates on schools and the economic slide,
children of poverty are taking an even harder hit (Wells, 2009). Even the one area of
social policy where the United States stood above the rest, the delivery ofsasvat!
the most uneven and dependent on states and local communities (Hirschland & Steimos,
2003). Since the inclusion of ESEA, we have experienced decades of funding and
structural inequalities between high and low income communities (Anyon, 1997;
Darling-Hammond, 1998; Noguera, 2003). MacPhail-Wilcox & King (1986) found that
“school expenditures correlate positively with student socioeconomic status and
negatively with educational need” (p. 425) despite their substantial greater neetj (Koz

1991). In fact, given the deep-rooted history of social inequality in the UnitezbSta
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individuals and/or groups may require more resources to become productive (North,
2008). While equalization may guarantee a minimum funding distribution to schools, it
does so without regard to the sufficiency of funding to ensure academic achevem
(Walter & Sweetland, 2003). The emphasis of school finance has seen a shift from one of
equity to one of adequacy (Odden, 2003).
History of Adequacy
According to Odden et al. (2010) adequacy is formally defined as:
Providing a level of resources to schools that will enable them to make
substantial improvements in student performance over the next 4 to 6
years as progress toward ensuring that all, or almost all, students meet
their state’s performance standards in the longer term (p. 630).
The funding levels must be high enough for schools and districts to provide the
research based programs and strategies so that all students ardigduccdseving
their state’s required performance standard (Odden, 2003). When funding levels are
adequate to produce the desired level of student performance, fiscal atjuigy w
improved (Odden, 2003).
The shift from equity to adequacy encompasses more than just a fiscal focus.
With the emphasis on adequacy, the focus also includes the fiscal connection to
educational programs that lead to a growth in student achievement (Odden, 20@8). The
are two key reasons for the shift. First, standards and accountability levels)ade

expectations for schools clearer. Second, because of these standards and adgountabil
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levels, it is easier to seek legal measures when states are negligentdmgradequate
funding (WestEd, 2000).

Sixty-nine percent of cases have been won since 1989, arguing responsibility is
on the states to ensure that all children have the opportunity to receive aepiadigyion
(National Access Network, 2010). Odden (2003) describes the courts “legal listius te
as whether enough revenues were provided to schools for the average studeav¢o achi
state standards of achievement (proficiency) and whether enough additional
(supplemental) resources were available to help students at-risk to aathiesse same
standards.

In the landmark case Abbott v. Burke, the State of New Jersey, in Abbott IV of
1997 and Abbott V of 1998, ruled based on this litmus test, mandating the shift from
equity to adequacy. Coined the “Abbott Adequacy Decision,” the New Jersey courts
called for the addition of rigorous content standards supported by state per-pupig fundi
(Ed Law Center, 2010). Additional funds were mandated for high quality pre-school
programs for all three and four year olds, new facilities, supplementakairograms,
intensive early literacy, small class sizes, and social and health sdori¢egh poverty
students (Ed Law Center, 2010). Similar decisions followed in many staliedimgc
Arkansas’ 2003 Lake View v. Huckabee decision (National Access Network, 2010), and
New York’s 2004 campaign for fiscal equity suit (Brennan Center, 2006). As shai®eg
have followed suit, the Alabama adequacy lawsuit defined equity as a qualityi@duca

that is adequate to meet student achievement needs (Darling-Hammond, 1998).
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According to Picus (2000), expenditure levels can no longer be minimal (i.e. the
Proposition 98 minimum funding base in California) but must be adequate for all
students. This shift to adequacy was based on three key factors. The first is whethe
spending levels are adequate for schools and districts. Next, resourceoallocase
needs to be studied. And finally, the use of resources needs to be linked to student
outcomes (Picus, 2000). Adequacy requires schools and districts to effectarelgen
resources so students meet proficiency (Odden, 2003).

Subsequently, school finance policy should now focus on the application of
resources to provide an adequate education so all students can achieve proéecedscy
in the core academic content areas. Educational adequacy research £xédnuhe
resources are necessary to ensure students receive an adequate educetj@0(Pic
Adequacy Cost Study Models

Adequacy studies have established an adequate foundation level for the typical
student in the typical district (Picus, 2000). Four models of determining adesyeacy
currently utilized. These models are the: Cost Function Approach; Successial Sc
Approach; Professional Judgment Approach; and Evidence-Based Approach.

Cost Function Approach. The Cost Function Approach uses district data (ELL
levels, poverty) with a complex statistical regression analysis telaterevels of
student performance with dollars (WestEd, 2000). Not popular politically based on its
complicated statistical analysis (Odden, 2003), this cost approach has hugeadghs
within a state that are difficult for most to comprehend. Wisconsin was a range fr

low of 49% to a high of 460% in funding to local school districts, with the larger urban
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school districts receiving the largest proportional funding. Because of theildiffic
formulas and huge variances in funding recommendations, no state curreiztg tiiis
model to determine funding to schools (Odden, 2003).

Successful Schools and District Approach. Sometimes also called the Typical
High Performing Schools Approach, the Successful Schools and District Approach
identifies districts that are doing well (performance) and uses their sgdedels to
determine adequate funding. Although more popular than the Cost Function Approach
because this approach utilizes successful evidence of schools and districtsindete
the funding base (WestEd, 2000), Odden (2003) reported the method difficult to relate to
rural and urban schools. Most often, after removing high and low outliers from the
calculation, a suburban, average-sized district is most often used in the aloukach
does not take into account financial needs of different school districts.

Both the Cost Functions Approach and the Successful Schools Approach link
spending levels to performance levels, something attractive to policy naadcers
politicians. They fall short, though, in differentiating which strategies pethe given
performance levels. The final two methods attempt to solve this gap.

Professional Judgment Approach. Also known as the Resource Cost Model, the
Professional Judgment Approach utilizes panels of educational professioraisréea
principals, curriculum experts) to identify successful strategies reegdssreach the
performance level required, and calculates the cost of implementation toideter
adequate levels of funding (Odden, 2003; WestEd, 2000). Although a move in the right

direction, this approach utilizes examples of what schools could and should be doing with
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resource allocations to improve student achievement. However, it lacks nesedrc
statistical support (Odden, 2003; Rebell, 2007; WestEd, 2000).

Evidence Based M odédl. This model identifies components necessary to increase
and improve student performance based on evidence of success and determines the cost
to implement these components at a school. It provides a plan for schools and districts
while also providing a clear idea of what the money is buying at our schoolsn(Odde
2003; Picus, 2000; Rebell, 2007; WestEd, 2000). It perhaps provides an adequacy model
that schools could use as a base for comparison to measure what they are providing to
students and identify where gaps in support exist for future planning.

The Evidence Based Model has been used most recently by the states of
Kentucky, Arkansas, Arizona, Wyoming, and Washington to determine adequasy level
within education funding (Odden & Picus, 2008). As the basis for the framework for this
study, this model will be elaborated upon later in this literature review.

Adequacy in California

Adequacy in California is framed by the expectation that all students \wié\ac
at proficient or above levels in reading and math and meet all rigorous coretconte
standards. The state standards specify what students are expected tadestatea
assessment and accountability systems identify certain gaps in studerdatpe@and
achievement in relation to those expectations (Rebell, 2007). California has an
established accountability system, but is this sufficient for schools to providieqnate
education? Do increased expectations equal an adequate education and ensure student

achievement? According to WestEd (2000), the answer to these two questions isino. Eve
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though California is a high-wealth state, it is near the bottom in spending. In addition,
minimal staffing levels leave little leeway for lowering classjzroviding staff
development, expanding early literacy programs or providing extended leamefpti
at-risk learners, suggestions that are found within both adequacy lawseihsets
(Brennan Center, 2006; Ed Law Center, 2010; National Access Network, 2010), and
research to improve student achievement (Odden & Archibald, 2009). In light of our
California’s current state of the economy, it becomes crucial to boost student
performance within adequate funding and study the efficiency of resdlocatian and
use (Odden et al., 2008).
Resour ce Allocation

History

The benefits of the allocation of resources to schools have been continually
argued (Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996a, 1996b). Beginning with theeij@@éty
of Educational Opportunity Repocbmmonly known as the Coleman Report (Coleman,
1966), Coleman reported in this seminal work that “differences between schools account
for only a small fraction of differences in pupil achievement” (p. 22) emphagtzg
expenditure differences were not as important to student achievement as ctynamaini
social factors. Many reports followed Coleman citing similar conclusidlex@nder,
1998).

While even Coleman emphasized a relationship between higher achievement and
higher per-pupil expenditures comparing students with similar backgrounds (1966),

Jencks (1979) reported that even when controlling for family background, money does
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not have an effect on student achievement. Both reports cast a shadow on the value of
public education funding (Alexander, 1998).

Hanushek (1991) followed, concluding that a relationship does not consistently
exist between resources and student performance. This began a debate between
educators, statisticians, and economists that still continues today (Alexander, 1998;
Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996a; Hanushek, 1996; Hedges, Laine, & Greenwald,
1994; Picus, 1995). Many reanalyzed each others’ work criticizing the methodology,
statistical analysis, and conclusions drawn in each other’s work (Greerivahldl©96a;
Hanushek, 1996; Hedges et al., 1994). One such debate involved the argument over
utilizing meta-analysis versus utilizing new data sets. While much oatheweork on
resource allocation utilized multiple reanalysis on the same originaletatxperts
argued the value of utilizing new data sets and favored replication stGdeEn{vald et
al., 1996a).

Hanushek has shifted slightly from believing that there is no statistfeat ef
the allocation of resources on student achievement to agreeing that some schools have
shown that greater resources improve student achievement (Greenwal@iS£164;,
Hanushek, 1996). Both researchers concluded that identifying and improving practices
and policies in resource allocation to improve student achievement are possibleyif mone
is spent wisely and effectively (Greenwald et al., 1996a).

Alexander (1998) found better designed studies that provide more carefully
derived data in regards to school expenditure and achievement relationships. Recent

research has found that the level of resources in a school does make a difference in how
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much students learn (Archibald, 2006; Grubb, 2010; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden et
al., 2008).
Resear ch Challenges

Structurally, studying the amount of resources and finances that schools and
districts spend to improve student achievement is difficult at best (Grubb, 2008, Mile
Hawley, Odden, & Fermanich, 2005; Odden et al., 2008; Picus, 2004). Historically,
districts do not track and are unable to aide researchers in their quest foafidateci
separated by theme. Odden et al. (2008) described work with state departments of
education and provided guidance to them on better ways to collect data on financial
resources from districts. At least in state and federal categoragabpns, districts are
required to report identified categories of disbursement. While this &edibetter
analysis for researchers, districts are not required to disaggregatiatadoy school
(Odden et al., 2008). Most research has been phenomenological, providing qualitative
and quantitative research, usually by case studies and interviews, onlji@after t
improvement to student achievement has occurred.

Resource Use

While the debate continues on whether “money matters,” Picus (2007) suggested
that the wrong research gquestions are being asked and suggested thitanatb@ntinue
to analyze whether additional resources will improve student achievemestipule be
asking how we should be directing additional resources to improve student achievement
Hanushek (1996) agreed emphasizing the need to analyze the efficienkgalf sc

resource use.
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While research differs on which strategies have a greater impact on student
achievement, commonalities and themes are present within the sources. Ar@tbé)d (
studied the expenditures of four categories: instruction, instructional suppontskepde
and operations and maintenance. The results of the study found that the greatest
correlation with expenditures in the categories of instruction (teachmetsihstructional
support (professional development) demonstrated the greatest influence ireasdnor
reading achievement, especially in elementary schools. As previouslpneshtinder
research challenges, the lack of disaggregation of district and schogirefessional
development allocations made it difficult for Archibald (2006) to hypothesizéhehe
the greater impact of resource allocation was toward an improvement in reading
achievement or whether the impact was due to a greater allocation of essiourthe
professional development of English language arts.

In studying resource allocation specifically focused on students that weretnot
proficient on state assessments, individual tutoring was found to be the mostesffect
extra-help strategy, especially with elementary school students €bor,gg004).
Torgeson’s study focused on documenting resources within a school and found
improvement in all schools, regardless of how they allocated their funding, but noted that
all but one school (that made the smallest gain) utilized tutoring for the Sudksting
additional instruction.

Odden and Archibald (2009) identified, through case study investigation, the most
current and comprehensive strategies that have raised student achieVéeésn. most

identified strategies were:
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e Understanding the performance problem and challenge.

e Setting ambitious goals.

¢ Changing the curricular program and creating a new instructional vision.

e Utilizing formative assessments and data-based decision making.

e Ongoing, intensive professional development.

e Using time efficiently and effectively.

e Extending learning time for struggling students.

e Collaborative, professional culture.

e Widespread and distributed instructional leadership.

e Using professional and best practices.
Odden and Archibald (2009) concluded that the above cited strategies are not unique but
are well tested in the research as solid examples to raise student achteVémgoal,
then, becomes “getting more schools and districts to implement these striategiesre
wide-spread and consistent manner” (p. 60).

Some research has found that key strategies for student achievement do not
necessarily require large amounts of additional resources (Archibald, 200, &d
Archibald, 2009; Odden et al., 2008). Assuming that a minimum structure of
collaboration exists within schools, understanding the performance problem and
challenge, setting ambitious goals, using time efficiently and efédgt creating
formative assessments, and data-based decision making are all keyesttategequire

time, leadership, and a willingness to work on student achievement but can be worked on
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during common collaboration time, without the investment of large amounts of resource
(Odden & Archibald, 2009; Picus, 2004).

Much more research exists, though, on the allocation or reallocation of resources
to improve student achievement (Archibald, 2006; Grubb, 2006; Miles et al., 2005;
Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden et al., 2008; Picus, 2004). Odden et al. (2008) studied
the difference in instructional minutes, the variation in length of English |gegaras
classes, class size, and extra-help for struggling students. The studynalsasized the
importance of preparation time for teachers, professional development, andtios#l
coaches for teachers. All schools studied had an increase in student achievement.
Additional studies showed similar results. Professional development and the use of
instructional coaches were linked to positive student achievement (Archibald, 2006;
Grubb, 2006; Miles et al., 2005; Odden et al., 2008). Further, both Odden & Archibald
(2008) and Miles et al. (2005) took an in-depth look into professional development,
designing funding models and providing average amounts per student to spend on
professional development. Odden and Archibald (2008) found a 57% difference in
spending per teacher with a range of $4,606 to $7,534. The average difference was a
$345 per student spending allocation. Odden and Archibald (2009), further broke down
professional development into both out of school professional development (expensive if
the cost is within the teacher contract, but less expensive if teachpeschee
professional hourly rate for attendance outside of the school day) and within-school
professional development (not ideal as teachers are not in the classroamesingstr

students, but cheaper as the cost of a substitute teacher is much cheaper thign the dai
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rate of a contracted teacher). Trainers, coaches, and district efffaitar support were
also mentioned as necessary for a successful professional development model.
Resour ce Flexibility

So what does this all mean for schools? According to Hill (2008), not a lot. He
argued that the amounts spent and how the amounts are spent does not derive from
analysis of what is needed and what it should cost. Hill also argued thantiegf we
give to schools is often disjointed and governed by different levels of government,
legislative bodies, school boards, and unions. If data-driven decision making is to be
emphasized within successful school models, then states need to allow folitflaxibi
financial decision making (Hill, 2008). He questioned whether decisions are made for
school performance and whether a school has the authority and autonomy to “cash in one
kind of resource and use it for another” (p. 240). For example, Picus (2004) found that
schools would rather use instructional coaches to aid in professional development and
raise class size. Can schools cash in a teacher and utilize the funds to iaghoeogy
within the school? Picus (2004) emphasized the need for schools to be allowed the
flexibility and responsibility for such a decision. While emphasizing agsr
development and testing of new instructional programs, every level of goverrmoglt s
permit experimentation with alternative use of funds, reproduce effechwelsand

programs, and abandon ineffective ones (Hill, 2008).
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The Evidence Based M odel
As discussed prior, many models of adequacy have received attention and

support. For the purpose of this study, the Evidence Based Model (Odden & Picus, 2008)
is applied for the following three reasons: First, it identifies a set oédangnts required
to deliver a high-quality, comprehensive, school wide instructional program. Second, it
determines an adequate expenditure level by assigning a price to each inguetlien
aggregating a total cost. Finally, it is driven by research suggestingnite8ective
adequacy approach (Odden, 2003; Picus, 2000; Rebell, 2007; WestEd, 2000). According
to Odden (2003) the evidence based approach more directly identifies educational
strategies that produce desired results, thus helping guide schools in the magt effect
use of their dollars. The evidence-based model builds adequate funding from the school
site up to the district level, and includes effective instructional stratéupe are based on
educational research in staff development, instructional improvement, educational
improvement, and curriculum and instruction. Currently, for a school of 500 students
Odden and Picus (2008) and Odden et al. (2010) have recommended the following
structure:

e An extended teacher year that includes, in addition to 180 days of pupil

instruction, 10 additional days for professional development.
e One principal and one librarian in each school as well as two clerical positions.
e Two and a half instructional coaches.

e Full day kindergarten.
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Class sizes of 15 to 1 for grades K-3 and 25 to 1'"faartl above for core

instruction areas (English, mathematics, science, social studies).

Specialist teachers that would teach art, music, physical education, and othe
noncore academic classes at an approximate rate of an additional 20 percent of
FTE teachers that would provide for one period of planning and preparation time
a day.

Tutors that are highly qualified teachers, to provide help for strugglingrdtude
One tutor for every 100 low income students.

Tutors that are highly qualified teachers, to provide extended day help for
struggling students. One tutor for every 30 low-income students.

Summer school for struggling students; one tutor for every 30 low-income
students.

One additional FTE for every 100 ELL students.

One additional FTE and a 1.5 FTE aide position for every 150 students to provide
services for special education students.

Professional development at $100 per student.

Technology hardware and software at $250 per student to cover purchase,
upgrades, and repair.

One pupil support/family outreach for every 100 low-income students with an
additional counselor at secondary schools for every 250 students.

Supervisors for recess, lunch, dismissal, etc.
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e Funding for instructional materials at $165 per student and an additional $250 per

student for school activities.

e Funding for gifted and talented students at $25 per student.

e Appropriate central office support for a typical district including cutag

business, maintenance, purchasing, and IT support.

Though the Evidence Based Model recommends specific allocations for staff and
programs, some of which may not be likely under the current California school finance
funding system, it can be a useful framework to inform schools on how to use their
existing resources more efficiently (Goe, 2006). It provides a framewo@aldornia
schools to analyze their resource allocation patterns and determine uitilizgtion of
existing resources align with best practices research. As schodlsoiattnued pressure
to make dramatic improvement gains on standardized assessments within a backdrop of
scarce resources, they must use their resources more productively datesglthem to
effective instructional strategies (Odden, 2003).

Instructional Best Practices
Before discussing the many practices within the field of education to improve
student achievement, two areas important within this section and within thisas¢udy
described. The first is an overview of student accountability and student awbrevend
second is the link to Title 1 stimulus funding. Both are key variables within thig. stud
Student Accountability-Student Achievement
The academic success of students can be defined in a variety of ways. Some

educators prefer a broader, richer definition that includes academics,adgerskills,
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and responsibility to the community (Messersmith, 2007). Other educators inclusle skil
such as effective communication, reading to infer/interpret and draw conc|usippsrt
arguments with evidence, and the ability to solve complex problems as a definition of
student achievement (Barkley, 2007; Schmoker, 2011).

Since the mid-1990’s though, student achievement has focused on meeting state
standards as measured on standardized tests (EdSource, 2011b). Both California and the
federal government have their own accountability measures for studemnesacarg.

California accountability-Academic Perfor mance Index. The California state
legislature established the current accountability system in 1997 to measunehow
students in grades 2-11 perform on state content standards (Californigénizeyanf
Education [CDE], 2011). There are three purposes to the accountability sysseno fi
provide individual student scores; second, to provide school and district scores; and
finally, to provide results for the required federal Adequate Yearly Pro(h&s$3)
monitoring. The Academic Performance Index, or API, is reported as a singlernumbe
ranging from 200-1000 measuring the academic performance and growtioolissc
(CDE, 2010a).

Federal accountability-Adequate Yearly Progress. The federal government
established Adequate Yearly Progress, or AYP, with the approval of NCLB in 2001.
The purpose was to measure year-to-year progress in student achiev&die2@10b).
Each state was required to set target goals in gradual increments so £00 gferc
students would become proficient on state assessments by the 2013-2114 school year.

Used federally, AYP (for grades 2-8) is “a series of annual acadeniicrpance goals
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established for each school,” reported as the percent of students that arerrofici
mathematics and English language arts (CDE, 2010b, p. 7)
Title 1 StimulusLink

With federal stimulus monies designed to jump-start the economy while saving
creating jobs and stimulating the economy (US Department of Education [USDOE]
2009), Title 1 stimulus monies, in addition to jump-starting the economy, were intended
to also improve results for all students by increasing teacher effezdsjautilizing data
for improvement, and providing additional learning opportunities for struggling students
(California Department of Education [CDE], 2009). Focusing on these three lesy are
requires strong school leadership. School leaders were given the folloveag thr
guidelines in the utilization of Title 1 stimulus funding received from 2009-2011:

1. Increase capacity. How will the use of Title 1 stimulus funds increase
educators’ long-term capacity to improve results for students?

2. Avoid the cliff and improve productivity. How will the use of Title 1 stimulus
funds avoid recurring costs that schools are unprepared to assume when this
funding ends? Given these economic times, will the proposed resource use
serve as “bridge funding” to help transition to more effective and efficient
approaches?

3. Foster continuous improvement. Will the proposed use of funds include
approaches to measure and track implementation and results and create

feedback loops to modify or discontinue strategies based on evidence?
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While many practices within the field of education have the potential to improve
student achievement, the need is to focus on the instructional best practicegiine
the academic achievement of our lowest performing students and schools. As Title 1
stimulus federal guidelines suggest, strong leadership is required to improve student
learning through developing intensive-ongoing professional development, utdaiag
for improvement, and providing additional learning opportunities for struggling students
Although leadership is not a methodological focus within this study, leadership grovide
the base for effective school decision-making (Fullan, 2010).
Leadership

Leadership is a complex task (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Fullan
(2003) stated that “only principals who are equipped to handle a complex, rapidly
changing environment can implement the reforms that lead to sustained improirement
student achievement” (p. 16). Although there is not one commonly accepted definition of
leadership (Maldonado & Lacy, 2001; Northouse, 2007), Senge (1990) defined
leadership as “the ability to mobilize people to tackle tough problems” (p. 342).gHavin
the ability to establish trust, lead necessary change, being both moral and
transformational are all characteristics that define leadership.

Trust. For success in developing climate, culture, and community, the notion of
trust is vital. “Trust is the extent to which one engages in a relationship andng)wolli
be vulnerable to another” (Daly and Chrispeels, 2008, p. 33). Bryk and Schneider (2002)
reported on trust in schools as it applies to the moral imperative. Trust isyblodirig

consistent as a leader. It also entails showing concern, doing what yypausae going
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to do, and taking appropriate actions to solve problems, which help build trust. Of these
characteristics in building trust, most important, they conclude, is doing whaayyos
are going to do.

Utilizing Bryk and Schneider’s (2002) definition of trust, Fullan (2003) examined
possible problems within school leadership if trust is lost. Focusing on his second level o
moral imperative, he described how principals and school communities have iaacte
key situations. When faced with challenges, Fullan (2003) emphasized thetgaoessi
ensure integrity and courage to continue to build trust within your school and school
community (continue to do what you say you are going to do). Further, when faced with
adversity and dissent, refrain from taking a low-key approach. Fullan (20@3ipees
how this reduces the trust within your school community. Bryk and Schneider (2002)
found that schools reporting strong positive trust levels were much more likely to show
improvement in student achievement (three times more likely). In contrast,school
reporting weak trust reports had virtually no improvement to student achievement.
Similarly, Fullan (2003) reported on the destructive nature within a school congmunit
when it does not have a high level of trust with the school principal. The need for
capacity building, to have a solid perception of your school and community, as well as a
grasp on the demographics, both student and staff demographics, can help gain the trust
within your school (Bernhardt 2004).

Change agent. “Leaders must be agents of getting us there” (Fullan, 2003, p.

xiv). Reeves (2009), described a leaders’ need to be a change agent, emphasizing the

importance of realizing that establishing a culture for change takes ttaeh8lders

52



need to be viewed as keys to effective change rather than treating themdrauacei
(Reeves, 2009). Reaffirming what is valued and done well within a school helps develop
the positive culture to effect change (Sosik & Dionne, 1997). Reeves (2009) further
reminded and cautioned leaders to be patient. Leaders are less apt to afisvathake

root before pulling the plug and implementing new programs. Finally, faculty
collaboration is the foundation of fairness. Emphasizing the moral imperatiae f
necessary change, rather than emphasizing compliance with an externatyautows

leadership (Fullan, 2003).

Moral leader ship. Leadership is a moral task. Moral leadership rests with the
institution’s leader (Quick & Normore, 2004). In fact, Campbell (1997) noted the need
for a more ethically aware leadership in schools, especially with the cosgdl
issues and sharp dilemmas in schools and society today. Given this impact, issanece
to define what characterizes a moral leader. Maldonado and Lacey (20@&ypdvbral
leadership as “behavior that influences followers’ values, beliefs, and behsoior
objectives can be achieved” (p. 80). They emphasized that moral leaders angltbos
have a positive, lasting effect or influences on others and/or the world.

Transformational leader ship. Transformational leadership is “leadership that
inspires others to perform at optimal levels so that vision maybe achiévackgt and
Hortman, 2008). Whereas a transactional leader is predominantly viewed as armanag
who completes tasks, controls behaviors, and treats others as subordinates, a
transformational leaders has vision, inspires followers and problem solves kesl ma

decisions for the good of the group. Maldonado and Lacey (2001) described many trai

53



of a transformational leader where principals cultivate collaboratiggarships based
on mutual interests while assisting followers to reach greater levels alityand
motivation.

Data-Driven Decision-Making

Fullan (2010) described data-driven decision-making as a process involving a
plan of action, strategies to overcome setbacks, and a monitoring procdws.thiit
components of data-driven decision-making, there must be a process of deaking-m
where teams of individuals work together to establish goals within a common vision,
utilizing data to indicate the goals, and determining the actions to reach théngma
collaborative fashion. Multiple models of data-driven decision-making exilsirwit
education.

Models. Multiple models of data driven decision making are widely used in
schools and school districts today (Daggett, 2006; Dufour, 2003; Fox, 2003; Good, 2006;
Killion & Harrison, 2006). In Good (2006), a Data Collaborative Model analyzed the
impact of a data analysis process to improve instruction. In the moddEEsxeere

utilized:

e Assessment of students.

e Reflection on the results of students’ assessments.
e Professional dialogue.

e Professional development for teachers.

e Intervention for students, based on data.

e Reassessment of the students to measure the impact of the intervention.
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Similarly, Daggett (2006) emphasized a backward-mapping model of data-driven
decision-making utilizing a performance planning model where cuntyglanning
steps led to an inter-woven instruction and assessment step. Feedback andBvaluati
steps looped back to the curriculum planning steps.

Bernhardt (2004, 2006, 2009) suggested that multiple-measures of data
continuum be used as a model for continuous improvement. Bernhardt (2006) suggested
that utilizing summative data that is typically reviewed at the beginnitfgeaschool
year by central office, school administrators, and school staff is just the lmegoini
effective data-driven decision-making. Bernhardt (2009) further describedd tyy
which schools utilize four key domains of data to effectively begin to make quality
decisions to lead to school improvement: demographic data, school perceptions, student
learning, and school processes. She cited a key example where a school choseaio foc
math because scores indicated it was the lowest area at the school (stucieg)less a
year-long emphasis, the school implemented intervention strategies foite-behool
tutorials, after-school math homework help, and a summer school program for students
that were not yet proficient on their state math assessment. The atadewastated when
the scores actually decreased from the previous year. Upon further teoigyh, the
school discovered that the average experience of the teaching staff (dehmogvas
less than six years and the teachers also did not feel the students halityhe dbithe
work (perceptions). Continued discussion also revealed that the teachers wachigt
what had been taught without determining what the students needed and they were not

really sure to what extent they were focusing on the standards (procéssgsbegan to
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guestion whether teaching the district adopted curriculum correlated to tedwhing t
standards. Having an understanding of comprehensive performance problem and
challenge is a first step in improving student performance (Odden & Ardh@09).

Data analysis. Schools need to be able to access data, interpret data, and apply
their interpretations (Cooley et al., 2006; Reeves & Burt, 2006; Salpeter, 2004& She
Cooley, 2008; Schmoker, 1996). The success of establishing a data-directed decision-
making model requires strong leadership to inspire and share a vision to ensure
implementation (DuFour, 2003). It also takes a strong leader to ensure théesaaralys
use of data (Bernhardt, 2004). The strength of the school principal is a vital factor in
student achievement (Deal & Peterson, 1990; Fullan, 20@8rs et al., 2004). In
addition to being able to establish a school culture in which data inquiry takes place
(Salpeter, 2004), principals need to create a new instructional vision (Odden &
Archibald, 2009) and be information-driven, committed to shared leadership, and
relentless about continuous improvement (Reeves & Burt, 2006).

In addition, there needs to be positive central office support (Bernhardt 2006;
Salpeter, 2004A)Vohlstetter et al., 2008) for school leadership to implement the results of
their data analysis. They need to support ongoing, intensive professional developme
(Odden & Archibald, 2009; Shen, & Cooley, 2008). Within the coordination,
communication, and support between and school and district office, data-driven decision
making models have implementation limitations (Shen & Cooley, 2008).

Factorsand problemsto consider in data-driven decision-making. Although

negative in connotation, literally every article researched cautioned aledimitations
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in implementing a successful data-driven decision-making model in schools aradsdistri
(Cooley et al., 2006; Reeves & Burt, 2006; Salpeter, 2004; Shen & Cooley, 2008;
Wohlstetter et al., 2008). Structure and design problems such as lack of accessta the
and lack of resources to extract that data (Cooley et al., 2006) should be alleviated bef
initial training takes place. Many problems can be avoided by well-thought out,
sustainable professional development. Reports on lack of knowledge (Reeves & Burt,
2006), lack of professional development, lack of time, lack of ability to development
assessments, lack of skills, and a lack of capacity to implement whatheseggests
(Cooley et al., 2006; Reeves & Burt, 2006; Wohlsetter et al., 2008) can be minimized
with such a professional development delivery model. It is important to note the
limitations that the district office may place on schools that can greatdgrhihe
implementation of their data-based decisions. Union contracts may add layers of
bureaucracy and lead to stymied progress. The district office may rdstricte of
school resources and may not allow the hiring decisions to be made at school sites
(Wohlsetter et al., 2008). School districts need to be cognizant of the forward prafgres
schools and should work to eliminate the hindrances described.

The principal-agent theory model in data-driven decision-making also describes
pitfalls to avoid within a school. Formally, the principal-agent theory is inteffieen
the principal needs a task carried out, lacks the time or expertise to do it ggrsmoal
delegates the task to the agent (Wohlstetter et al., 2008). In the applicatitadrfivzien
decision making, Wohlstetter et al. (2008) discussed that often decision rightsvabcur

the principal-agent theory where the agent typically has more knowledgé¢han t
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principal. It is also noted that the principal-agent theory can be expandetutieitice
central office (principal) and the site administrator (agent). A kesnpleawithin this
research demonstrated the point: the district offered literacy tramireyéry teacher in

the district when the real need of teachers was in differentiatingatistr with English
Language Learners. The authors further emphasized that often the c#icgahakes
decisions based on “incomplete information and imposes those decisions on site level
teachers and administrators” (p. 242). They further note that the principal should be
cognizant of the theory so that they can be effective in setting up systencssairde
making in schools.

Additional challenges to mention include lack of teacher or community buy-in
(Wohlstetter et al., 2008), and data overflow (Reeves & Burt, 2006). As Bernhardt (2004)
stated, “it takes a strong leader to inspire a shared vision and to ensure its
implementation. It also takes a strong leader to ensure...the analysis andlatse .

18). One way to help teachers to embrace change is through professional development.
Professional Development

Ongoing, sustainable professional development is a key effective stiiategy
raising student achievement (Fullan, 2010; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009; Odden, 2009;
Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus, 2008). Odden and Archibald (2009) defined
effective professional development as “professional development that producesinhange
teachers’ classroom based instructional practice” (p. 106). Fullan (2010) further
emphasized “quality instruction requires getting a small number of ggacti

right...becoming better at what they are doing while they continue to seek bette
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methods” (p. 6). Research exists on what constitutes effective and high quality
professional development (Elmore, 2002; Fullan, 2010; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Odden
& Archibald, 2009).

Fullan (2010) inferred the topic of professional development must begin with how
to identify what students have and have not learned, then must include training on
tailoring intervention and instruction on teaching what students cannot yet des Other
(Elmore, 2002; Joyce & Showers; Odden, Archibald, Fermanich, & Gross, 2003)yidentif
key factors within the research of effective sustainable professionabpment
programs. With an emphasis on continuous and ongoing sustainable professional
development (Fullan, 2010; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009), six key features have been
identified:

1. How the professional development is organized (workshops, collaboration, study
groups) with a de-emphasis on the one day workshop model.

2. The duration of the professional development (100-200 hours recommended).

3. The professional development should include all stakeholders (whether a grade
level, content area, or school).

4. The professional development should have a strong content focus as well as a
strong base for how students learn the particular content.

5. The professional development provides for engagement and active learning
opportunities.

6. Coherence with school and district goals.
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Structurally, Odden and Archibald (2009) and Odden et al. (2003) defined four steps for
successful ongoing, sustainable professional development. The first, isizatiomilof
pupil-free days (their research suggest at least 10 days) which can incinge hi
substitutes, extending the school-year, and embedding professional development days
throughout the school year or during the summer. Funding for the pupil-free days could
be woven into the salary schedule or teachers could be paid an hourly rate for attendance.
Second, effective trainers are integral to professional development. Usuplgyed at

the district level, trainers facilitate data analysis and provide tfegsional

development for the teaching staff. Odden and Picus’ (2008) Evidence Based Model
suggested $100 per student to be spent on professional development trainers. Next and
most importantly, is the use of instructional coaches. Coaches are seenamk&ing
professional development work and prompting a change in instructional practice
(Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009; Odden, 2009; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus,
2008). Finally, effective professional development must allow for collaboratibimwi

the school day, providing opportunities to discuss finely targeted topics.

Both Odden and Archibald (2009) and Odden and Picus (2008) emphasized the
difficulty in funding adequate professional development. Utilizing 2005 dollars, they
suggested a total of $450 per pupil for professional development including $42 per pupil
for 10 days of staff training, $311 per pupil for instructional coaches; one per 200
students, and $100 per student for district trainers. Odden and Picus (2008) emphasized
the reallocation of dollars as vital to funding both professional development and other

aspects of the Evidence Based Model. For example, non-core teachersaalphysi
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education, art, and music can provide collaboration time for grade level and content
matter teachers. Instead of hiring classroom instructional aides, furwlitdybe utilized
for additional teachers and coaches. Many of the uses of resource allacation
reallocation as suggested by the Evidence Based Model can also be appieedeest
to assist at-risk learners.

Effective Strategiesfor the At-Risk Learner

Most strategies for the at-risk learner involve extended learning Gaeeh &
Archibald, 2009). Given sufficient time, most students can learn (Donovan & Brénsfor
2005; Fullan, 2010). Extended learning time can occur during the school day, outside of
the school day, or during the summer.

During the school day, elementary and middle school students can be placed in
individual or small group tutoring (Torgeson, 2004). In addition, middle school students
can be placed in double periods (Odden, 2009), usually receiving assistance in reading or
mathematics. Outside the school day, both elementary and middle school students can
benefit from before school, after school, or Saturday tutorials. Assistance can be
individual or small group (no more than 5 students) and can involve homework help
(Odden & Archibald, 2009). Summer can be also be very effective for the ataiskie

(Odden & Archibald, 2009) with a clear academic focus.
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Tying it All Together

Grubb (2010) and Fullan (2010) discussed decision-making and planning in
resource allocation and use. Grubb’s research emphasized a simple, compound, and
complex decision-making process that categorized funding decisions in tlyeeRivst,
schools make simple decisions that include one type of funding utilization. Schools may
purchase new computers for teachers. Or, a teacher may attend a conference on
something that interests them. Grubb (2010) emphasized that simple purchases do not
yield increases in student achievement. Next, schools make compound decisions that
include two types of funding utilization. A teacher may attend a professional
development session that utilizes a digital camera and then the school purchgiak a di
camera for the teachers’ use. Grubb (2010) emphasized that a compound resource use
yields greater student achievement improvement. Finally, Grubb (2010) engohitst
a complex purchase or a purchase utilizing multiple resource uses, yieldghbst hi
student achievement growth. In addition to purchasing a digital cameratthelirag a
professional conference, the teacher would bring the professional developokettt ba
others, work collaboratively on lessons to incorporate the digital camera,vasitthe
implementation of those lessons to discuss teacher effectiveness and styadeiseres
Based on Grubb’s (2010) work, Fullan argued that student achievement growth is not
based on any one program or purchase. Fullan (2010) cautioned against a “piecemeal”

model and suggested more comprehensive planning.
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Conclusion

While the review of the literature revealed both qualitative and quantitative
research studies to define strategies that improve student performareayéa®stood
out as gaps in the research. First, there was little quantitative data tohHuafs saform
their decisions about research allocation and use. Many noted the difficultyindg ¢je
necessary types of data for this to occur (Goe, 2006; Odden & Picus, 2008). Therefore,
most research utilized case studies, interviews, and the use of alredalyl@data as
the methodological mode of study. Second, most studies reported a focus on studying
total dollar allocation to student achievement. Further research is recommensises® a
which use of resources (toward the use of specific strategies) influedeatst
achievement the most. It was difficult within the research to distinguisthvafithese
strategies had an impact on raising student achievement. Although Archibald (2006) and
Torgeson (2004) found that purchasing instructional strategy resources, amjtutori
respectively, had an impact on raising student achievement, it would be beneficidl
which instructional strategy and what kind of tutoring was impactful for studengsly-
the majority of research focused on schools that were succeeding in improving stude
achievement. Comparing research use and implementation of improvementestrategi
between similar schools (demographically) that have been successful (ambhbgen
successful) would help inform the research.
I mportance of Findings

Understanding the recent research and models of adequacy was important in my

field of inquiry. Wanting to research the use of Title 1 stimulus monies throughdhe tw
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year allocation time frame necessitated understanding the modeldslisgre using in
their student achievement process. Most important to my inquiry was linkingrtleatc
research on specific resource allocations to student achievement. Undegstandi
strategies that the research supported as areas to focus on to raise stiglarhant
was also important to follow schools through their two-year Title 1 stimulusgmgr
Key links discovered through this literature review were strategies thag¢dicurrent
resources that exist within schools and did not require additional funding totvaieats
achievement. The reallocation of resources and giving schools the latitude d@tealloc
resources to make necessary changes within their schools was a vital linkuodabes
of programs.
Next Steps

Affording a school the opportunity to address objectives between central office
and schools, to align goals, to align curriculum and assessments, and to estalstish com
language within the school community represents forward progress (@balky2006).
Providing teachers with the professional development, the time to collabottajgeers,
and training in standards and assessment allows them the expertise to design and
implement benchmark formative assessments within their classrooms. Ndbeslyhe
utilization of formative assessments improve student achievement (Oddechio#id,
2009), it also validates student progress and helps build and maintain teacher moral
(Cooley et al., 2006). Further, Salpeter’s (2004) research results showedhitipajsr
surveyed stressed the need to assess student learning and to collect r@atgrement

data on a continuum—quarterly, monthly, weekly, and even daily.
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While researching data-driven decision-making, the theories, the desigfit®
and cautions, very little attention was provided by the researches on what schools did
with the research and how they applied resources decisions to their detaimmg;
process. This gap in the research has become a major focus of my research gquestions
This focus shaped the methodology for the study described in Chapter 3, led to a
presentation of the data in Chapter 4, and the methodological conclusions and

recommendations for next steps in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

With the introduction of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001, there has
been an unprecedented focus on standards-based education reform and measurable goals
to improve individual student outcomes in education. In addition, with a possible 2012
reauthorization of ESEA, tentatively coin€te Blueprint for Reforpthe emphasis on
accountability became even greater, including heightened responsibility tdiataliy
sound decisions, with greater scrutiny than ever before.

This mixed-methods study intended to help schools and school districts by
examining effective resource allocation of categorical dollars in ordergmve student
achievement. Specifically, this study examined how California schooktisatlocated
and utilized Title 1 stimulus monies received during the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011
school years and the local decision-making processes that occurred redeeding t
allocation of the stimulus monies. Finally, whether these schools saw improviement
student achievement, as defined by both the Academic Performance Indgar{dPI
Adequate Yearly Performance (AYP) growth, was analyzed. Used in CaljféiPias
reported as a single number, ranging from 200-1000, measuring the academic
performance and growth of schools (CDE, 2010a). Used federally, AYP (fosdét)e
is “a series of annual academic performance goals established for leagch’seported
as the percent of students that are proficient in mathematics and Englishgaragts

(CDE, 2010b, p. 7).
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Resear ch Questions
With the emphasis on high standards and fiscal accountability, there is a need to

inform the research linking student achievement to the allocation or reallocation of
resources, particularly categorical resources. Schools and leadershipéeahasirrent
research and guidance to make fiscally sound decisions so that students cen@xperi
the best education. The current budget situation in California places an even grea
emphasis on the efficiency of school resource allocation. The following chsear
guestions guided the inquiry into California school-level resource allocatiosiatexi
involving the use of categorical funding and the connection of those decisions to school
planning and improvement processes. The research of Odden and Archibald (2009) and
Odden and Picus (2008) framed the basis for these questions.

1. How did elementary and middle schools utilize Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus

monies from 2009-2011?

2. How did the expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus money affect student

achievement as measured by state tests in 2009-20117

3. What process did schools utilize to allocate Title 1 stimulus funds? To whatt exte

did the current (2009-2011) budget situation within California (both budget reduction

and categorical flexibility) play a role in the decision making process?

Categorical programs, targeted at specific programs or groups of studewide pr

money to schools and school districts from both the state and federal level (EdSource,
1997). Title 1, a federal categorical program, provides money targeted fatiaguc

children from low-income families to ensure all children meet high acadgandards
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(USDOE, 2004). Additionally, Title 1 stimulus monies were provided to schools for the
2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years. Intended to jump-start the economy, stimulus
monies were also intended to improve results for all students by increasingrtea
effectiveness, utilizing data for improvement, and providing additional learning
opportunities for struggling students (CDE, 2009). As described above, both AYP and
APl are measures of student achievement for this study.
Methods

The results of this mixed-methods study could help inform schools in making
decisions about the use of categorical funds to improve student achievement. Bexause t
guestions are complex, a mixed-methods research approach was used tohenswer t
research questions for this study. To assess Title 1 and Title 1 stimulegiotiliand
academic growth, this study reviewed multiple forms of quantitative data-nAaile
survey from 15 school principals, each school’s Single Plan for Student Achievement,
school and district budget reports, and California Department of Education (CDE)
reported achievement data. To assess the process that schools utilizect® faltmtng,
four hour-long individual interviews with school principals were conducted. According to
Cresswell and Plano Clark (2007) a mixed-methods design “provides researaisss, ac
research disciplines, with a rigorous approach to answering their fesge@stions” (p.
XV), giving the researcher “a better understanding of the problem than ifdsatiaeset

had been used alone” (p. 7).
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Participants

Most research to date on the allocation of resources and their use included a study
of the total resources within schools (Grubb, 2010; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden &
Picus, 2008). The results of those studies focused on total school improvement. Yet, a
wide range of variables have been found to influence student achievement (Gaextnwa
al., 1996a; Hanushek, 1998; Hedges, Laine, & Greenwald, 1994), including family
background (poverty levels), teacher-pupil ratio, rural/urban location, and expesditur
per-pupil. The current study attempted to control for these variables belcaysed not
within the realm of a school’s decision making power and thus, would skew possible
findings.

Specifically, Monk and Underwood (1988) suggested that controlling for family
background improves the relationship between input (resources) and output (student
achievement). Hedges, Laine, and Greenwald (1994) concurred, emphasizing that
poverty levels and teacher-pupil ratio are factors, in addition to funding levels that
contribute to student achievement. As such, these factors were held constant irythe stud
by selecting schools with similar poverty levels and teacher-pupil ratios
Vignoles, Levacic, Walker, Machin, and Reynolds (2000) concluded that sufficient
evidence does not exist linking input to output as the large majority of educational
expenditures are encompassed in salary and administrative costs. Thargfoseng
criteria and controlling for such costs further validates studies on additionahdusidth
as categorical funding, and has implications in the research and educafidtefar

schools (Monk & Underwood, 1988).
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District selection criteria. This study included a purposive sample of Title 1
public (non-charter) elementary and middle schools located in Southern California,
utilizing demographic data from the 2008-2009 school year. At the time of sampling
2008-2009 data was the most recent data released by the CDE. Beginhitigewit
preliminary Title 1 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)lentént
information (CDE, 2009), 87 districts received both Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding
Utilizing this sample, | imposed three initial criteria for enrolimenthie current study.
First, this study intended to study elementary and middle schools. Therdéfbigh a
school only districts were eliminated. This reduced the sample by 13, leaving ®tdistri
Next, to standardize and eliminate the influence of socioeconomic status, emtysdis
with at least one school with a 35% or above threshold of poverty were eligible. An
additional 17 districts were eliminated. Finally, | included districts thatehtaaditional
K-5 or K-6 elementary model and a traditional 6-8 or 7-8 school composition (versus an
untraditional K-2, 3-5, K-8 or K-12 composition), leaving 51 districts in the sample (Ed-
Data, 2010b).

Twenty total districts (of the 51) were selected for this study. Fere welected
for convenience (proximity) for survey data collection and follow-up intervidwieast
one school from each of these districts participated in an initial field studgttthe
survey regarding the Title 1 funding and expressed interest in participathig gtudy.
Additionally, I utilized a random numbers chart (StatTrek.com, 2010) to select an
additional 15 districts to yield the 20 districts in the sample. Table 1 lisisitiaé

sample size.
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Table 1

Sample Selection

District Total # Total Total
of Elementary Middle
schools

1 25 19 6
2 3 2 1
3 9 5 4
4 6 5 1
5 10 10 0
6 13 10 3
7 10 7 3
8 8 5 3
9 6 5 1
10 15 12 3
11 12 10 2
12 24 19 5
13 1 1 0
14 4 4 0
15 1 1 0
16 5 4 1
17 4 4 0
18 8 6 2
19 9 8 1
20 11 9 2
Totals 184 146 38

School selection criteria. As indicated in Table 1 above, 20 districts were
selected for participation in the survey. To better isolate the factonisithedsed student
achievement via utilizing resource allocation, and thus increased the possditg aad
generalizability of the study, | imposed another layer of selectiarieritSchools within
the 20 districts were also matched based on a similar proportion of Englistalgang
Learner (ELL) students, students with disabilities (SWD), student tbeegatio, and

length of day. To further increase the ability to compare schools and isolatéubece

71



of resource allocation, | eliminated very small schools (fewer than 300) anthxgey
schools (over 1000) from the sample. These school selection criteria weckedrathe
Evidence Based Model (Odden & Picus, 2008), which suggested that different school
characteristics affect resource needs within a school. Because thisusalgled Title 1
and Title 1 stimulus funding rather than comparing whole-school funding, these
characteristics were used as selection criteria. As a result, 1Bdctodals within the 20
schools were selected for participation in the study.

Survey and interview selection criteria. School principals are the leaders of
their schools. As such, each has the ultimate responsibility as the key datasienof
the site and each provided the data collected for this study. School principalstedmple
the quantitative on-line survey and were utilized during the qualitative intesview
Procedures

Recruitment. Initially, | attempted to contact the principals of the 184 selected
schools (representing 20 districts) to invite them to participate in the. Eudail
addresses were retrieved through each of the 20 school districts’ website$ tie
districts had an e-mail system that disallowed unsolicited e-mails witboding an e-
mail request form. Permission via the request had to be granted for the e-mail to be
forwarded to the principal. As such, access to the principal by e-mail wasaiaible.
Without a response to the request within two weeks, | attempted to contacthather
Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer to receive permission to contact the
principals. Although three districts considered the request, | did not receivisgierm

from any of the 10 districts that required e-mail requests. For the remainingridsjist

72



contacted the principals via e-mail and invited them to participate in the upcsiudyg
In this e-mail solicitation, | informed them of the topic and purpose of the study, that
participation was voluntary, assured them of confidentiality, and requestecbtnglete
the survey.

To encourage participation and increase the response rate, principalsdraceive
follow-up e-mail three weeks after receiving the initial e-mail. Infeiew-up e-mail, |
asked the principals if they had any questions about participation in the study and
expressed interest in a follow-up interview. Principals were asked to providentons
were instructed that the school data would remain confidential, had the opportunity to opt
out of the study at any time, and received information about the results of thesst@dy (
Appendix A).

Quantitative data collection. Several sources of quantitative data were gathered
to analyze the relationship between resource allocation and student achievement.

Online survey. To determine how schools allocated resources in Title 1 and Title
1 stimulus funding for both the 2008-2009 and the 2009-2010 school years, data
collection occurred via a survey sent to the principals by e-mail, using thg surve
software, Qualtrics. Principals were asked to record the dollar amountseihaichools
spent within the areas of professional development, strategies fdk kdatisers,
technology, and curriculum. The approximate length of time to take the survey was one
hour. They were asked questions such as: How much money was spent on instructional
coaches during the 2010-2011 school year? How much money was spent on summer

school for at-risk learners during the 2010-2011 school year? (See Appendix B).
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Achievement data. To determine student achievement data, the Ed-Data and CDE
websites were used to retrieve school-wide APl data and AYP data in both English
language arts and mathematics. There has been a long tradition of ussiegresto
measure student achievement (Ferguson & Ladd, 1996). While some suggest other
measures of school success (highest level of education level reached, SATfatune
income), the time between the treatment and results make these measwaldes
(Ferguson & Ladd, 1996). Because the APl and AYP data are available curnémtiyev
time that education is provided, they are more reliable and valid measures $budlyis
Data were collected for a four-year period of time to determine acadeowth both in
the two years before the Title 1 stimulus monies were allocated to seimabotkiring the
two years the Title 1 stimulus monies were allocated to schools.

Documents. To triangulate the data, | reviewed two additional documents within
the quantitative analysis section. Each school that receives state addral ¢ategorical
funding is required to submit a single plan for student achievement (SPSA), on an annual
basis, for school board approval. The SPSA includes funding specificity for both Title 1
and Title 1 stimulus funding. Each school district also provides funding information to
the CDE on an annual basis. This information is provided by resource (the program) and
by object (the specific funding category). Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus fundengegrarate
resources and thus have separate data. Data were reviewed by utiliziogoMi8rccess
software.

Qualitative data collection. To provide the voice of the school in the decision-

making process, qualitative data were also collected.
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Interviews. To determine the processes schools utilized to allocate Title 1 funds
and whether the current budget situation played a role in the decision-makiagspioc
conducted personal interviews with the principals from the four schools. | used a
purposeful convenient sample to select a total of four principal interviews, two
elementary schools, and two middle schools in two districts. | based the selection on the
availability of survey data returned and its analysis. In interviews, palsciesponded to
guestions such as: How did you determine Title 1 stimulus resource use athgmi? sc
And, what data are utilized to determine the goals and actions at your sclemol? (S
Appendix C).

Debriefing. A summary of findings was shared with the participating principals,
schools, and districts.

Analytical Plan
Resear ch Question #1

This study used descriptive statistics to describe both the demographics of the
participating schools, the allocation of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding and the
utilization of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies by the schools during the 20@8d

2010-2011 school years. The following Table 2 describes the 15 participating schools:
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Table 2

Participant Demographics

Student/Teacher

School Name Enrollment % ELL % SED %SPED Ratio
Elementary School #1 593 25.0 63.5 14.0 22.8
Elementary School #2 413 235 41.5 17.9 204
Elementary School #3 590 18.6 51.5 12.2 20.2
Elementary School #4 364 15.9 43.1 225 19.7
Elementary School #5 588 31.6 41.9 17.0 21.2
Elementary School #6 511 22.1 44.8 16.4 23.2
Elementary School #7 805 37.0 65.2 16.0 19.2
Elementary School #8 445 33.7 48.1 12.6 23.4
Elementary School #9 453 30.7 49.9 18.5 20.1
Elementary School #10 506 30.2 48.0 19.0 18.7
Elementary School #11 373 23.0 46.0 15.0 22.6
Middle School #1 512 23.0 62.0 12.0 20.5
Middle School #2 585 24.0 54.0 18.0 24.3
Middle School #3 930 18.6 40.8 18.0 22.6
Middle School #4 741 23.0 51.0 15.0 28.5

Resear ch Question #2

Achievement data. | recorded each school’s test scores, as measured by API,
AYP mathematics, and AYP English language arts during the two-yeabsfmae
stimulus monies and the two years span during the stimulus funding. For the purpose of
this study, API point growth, rather than a school’s reported score, was useddiAg
to the validity section of the CDE test analysis website (CDE, 2010a), comparison of
longitudinal growth between scores utilizing point growth only was used. This isrfurthe
complicated by the state releasing two scores annually for each dohdogust, a
school receives a growth score. This score represents the growth that the culeweta

during that school year. Early the following year, the school receives basanscore.
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The base score is recalculated on the factors to be measured duringrthgdatuest
(CDE, 2010a). In other words, each year, there are changes in how sub tesigaiexiw
and in the factors included in the calculation. In analysis, it does not work to campare
growth score for the 2009-2010 school-year with the base score in the 2009-2010 school
year. Instead, a comparison of the base score in the 2009-2010 school year with the
growth score in the following (2010-2011) school year must be used. Therefore, the
school’s base score from the previous year will be compared with the growthnsttae
current year, and the point growth (or loss) will be recorded. AYP scores, on the othe
hand, are reported as the percent proficient on the mathematics or ELA @&Raot any
change within a school year. For consistency, these data were recotidedj@svth (or
loss) and the percent proficient in ELA and mathematics.

Correlation data. Utilizing SPSS software, | ran a Pearson’s correlation
coefficient, or “r’ value, between growth (or loss) in achievement and casgir
funding. Although a low sample size may make statistical significarffoeuttito
establish, Cohen (1992) addressed the possibility of interpreting correlationgidva
small sample size. While researchers and editors seem most concerned priéisenéed
statistical test and its corresponding “p” value, or significance, Cohen (&89#f)asized
that possible correlations may very well be missed. Utilizing what Cohen (1992)
described as the alternate-hypothesis population, it is possible to seeatioarvath
small samples and interpret this value as the size of the effect. As sodelation of .1
would be considered a small effect, a .3 would be considered a medium, and a .5 would

be considered a large effect (Cohen, 1992). To determine if there were anydiéere
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between grade spans, the correlation data were run comparing growth anceraseun
total, in elementary schools, and in middle schools.
Resear ch Question #3

| utilized a pattern analysis to analyze and organize the results of th@tyeli
data. Patten (2002) emphasized the need to analyze qualitative data in a “reduction and
sense-making effort” (p. 453) to identify core patterns and meanings frashattne
Interviews were taped, transcribed, and initially assigned many diffevdet. From the
coding, the results of the interview were further divided into themes anlly ficwlected
into patterns. In the four structured interview with elementary and middle school
principals, the following three core patterns emerged: Strengths in decisa&mng,
positive utilization of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures and on-going fiscal
challenges. These categories were used to establish if there widaigtssor
differences in the ways schools implemented the Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus futhds a
whether trends could be detected with each school interviewed. From the theaespatt
multiple sub-patterns emerged. Table 3 below presents each pattern and the

corresponding sub-pattern that emerged from the interview data.
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Table 3

Qualitative Data Organization

Pattern Sub-Pattern

1. Strengths in Decision-making la. Level of Involvement
1b. Depth in Data Analysis
1c. Presence of Monitoring the Use of Funding

2. Positive Utilization of Title 1 and 2a. Professional Development Strengths
Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures

2b. Professional DevelopmenConflicting Results

2c. At-Risk Student Strategies
2d. At-Risk Program Strategies

3. On-going Fiscal Challenges 3a. Decreased Funding Consequences
3b. Categorical Flexibility-a loss for schools

3c. Accountability Challenges

Through the interviews, | evaluated the three patterns. First was thdlsireng
decision-making related to student achievement growth. Second was how theesiicreas
Title 1 allocation with the introduction of the 2009-2011 Title 1 stimulus monies led to
the implementation of planned programs. And, finally was the effect of budigedrd
categorical flexibility on decisions related to the Title 1 funding and whether

programmatic changes were made at school sites.
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Limitations

The small sample size of Title 1 elementary and middle schools in southern
California may limit the generalizability of the findings to other schdat®king at data
throughout the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years was a brief time period to study
resource allocation and student achievement growth, and future studies would benefit
from an analysis over a longer span of time. The correlational design of therstydhe
a limitation as it may not be possible to establish causality. Additionalllyiphe
correlations were run within this study and it is possible that a correlatipbendue to
chance. The current budget and economics relative to California also prpsesitde
limitation. Because of budget reductions, Title 1 monies may not have been applied a
planned, because of utilizing this funding to cover the costs of programs thativeye c
other funding.

Delimitations

In studying Title 1 elementary and middle schools, results will also not be
generalizable to Title 1 high schools nor to elementary, middle, or high schabtid
not receive Title 1 funding. Choosing participating schools only within Los Angeles
County may limit transferring beyond Southern California to schools withasimil
demographics. In determining school selection for this study, it was importamntttolc
for variables within this study. The percent of English Language Leapscgnt of
socio-economically disadvantaged students, student to teacher ratio, sahocahdiz

length of day in the schools chosen for the study were controlled. The purpose of
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controlling for these variables in this study was to ensure the abilitgledashe main
variables of interest (resource allocations, expenditures, and student a@mgvem
Assumptions
This study assumed that both the quantitative and qualitative data, including
survey data and interviews with school and district administrators regaotiogl s

improvement and resource allocation, reflected true and accurate information.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
Overview

As the debate continues about whether money matters in schools, researchers
have suggested that improving practices and policies in resource alloeationprove
student achievement if money is spent effectively (Hanushek, 1996; Greenwaiald et
1996a; Grubb, 2010; Odden & Archibald, 2009). Schools are under great pressure to do
more with less and maintain a clear process to decide how to allocate retoaress
that need it the most and can make the most effective use of it (USDOE, 2010).

For schools, most fiscal decision-making responsibility involves categorica
funds. Categorical programs provide additional monies to schools targeted at specifi
programs or educationally disadvantaged groups of students such as high poverty,
English language learners, or special education students (EdSource, 1997).dlitle
federal categorical program, provides financial assistance to meet tladi@daicneeds
of children from low-income families (Office of Education, 196Byom 2009-2011, the
federal government provided Title 1 stimulus monies to schools. Title 1 stimoligs,
in addition to jump-starting the economy, were intended to improve results for students
by increasing teacher effectiveness, utilizing data for improvement, andipg
additional learning opportunities for struggling students (CDE, 2010a).

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was three-pronged: (a) to discover how
Title 1 funds were used, (b) to discover how funding decisions were made by schools,

and (c) to compare both the use of funding and the decision-making process to guide
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schools in identifying where categorical funding might best improve student
achievement. These outcomes were explored among Title 1 elementary and middle
schools in southern California during 2009-2010 and 2010-2011. With reduced funding
coming at a time of increased accountability, the results of this stugyintended to
influence policy decisions on the use of categorical funding. Three research questions
guided this study:
1. How did elementary and middle schools utilize Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus
monies from 2009-2011?

2. How did the expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus money affect student
achievement as measured by state tests in 2009-20117

3. What process did schools utilize to allocate Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funds?
To what extent did the current (2009-2011) budget situation within California
(both budget reduction and categorical flexibility) play a role in the decision
making process?

This chapter begins with an introduction to the 15 schools that participated in this
study including both demographic and achievement data. The next two sections provide
the results of the quantitative analysis for the first two research quesintuding the
use of the Title 1 and Title 2 stimulus funding within the two-year 2009-2011 school
years, with findings on the effect of the expenditures on student achievemennalhe fi
section reports on results for the third research question, including the qualitstive re

from the four principal interviews
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Demographic Data

From 184 schools within 20 districts that were part of the initial sample, 15
elementary and middle schools from five districts in Southern California cedles
survey and participated in this research study. Participating schools weg poii
charter schools with traditional K-5 (elementary) and 6-8 (middle) gratigbditions, a
traditional school-year calendar (September-June), and a traditionalHszllge (no
block scheduling).Table 4 below describes demographic information of the 11
elementary and four middle schools that participated in the study.
Table 4

School Demographics

% English % Socio-

Language Economically % Special Student to
School District Enroll- Learners Disadvantaged Education Teac_her
Name ment (ELL) (SED) (SPED) Ratio
ES #1 District #1 593 25.0 63.5 14.0 22.8
ES #2 District #2413 235 415 17.9 20.4
ES #3 District #3599 18.6 51.5 12.2 20.2
ES #4 District #2364 25.9 43.1 22.5 19.7
ES #5 District #2 5gg 31.6 41.9 17.0 21.2
ES #6 District #2514 22.1 44.8 16.4 23.2
ES #7 District #4  gpg 37.0 65.2 16.0 19.2
ES #8 District #2445 33.7 48.1 12.6 23.4
ES #9 District #2453 30.7 49.9 185 20.1
ES #10 District#1  50g 30.2 48.0 19.0 18.7
ES #11 District #3373 23.0 46.0 15.0 22.6
MS #1 District #5512 23.0 62.0 12.0 20.5
MS #2 District #2 g5gg 24.0 54.0 18.0 24.3
MS #3 District #4939 18.6 40.8 18.0 22.6
MS #4 District #2747 23.0 51.0 15.0 28.5
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Enroliment for participating schools ranged from 373 students for the smallest
elementary school to 930 students for the largest middle school. The percent of English
Language Learners (ELL) ranged from 18.6% to 37.0%. All participatimgo$s had
above a 40% poverty level with a range of socioeconomically disadvantaged (SED)
students between 40.8% and 65.2%. Special education populations (SPED) ranged from
12.0% to 19.0% and except for middle school #4 with a high of 28.5 students to 1.0
teacher ratio, there was a 5.6 % variance between schools. A state reptigic the
student-to-teacher ratio is not to be misinterpreted as class size leserdgprthe
certificated adults working with students on a campus. Figure 3 below dedtibe

average class size of the participating schools.
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Figure 3.Class Size
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It is interesting to note the change in class size between the two ydastudy
While 60% of schools reported having a class size of 28 students or fewer in 2009-2010
(26.7 % reporting a class size of 20-24 and 33.3% reporting a class size of 25-28), not
one school reported having a class size of 28 or fewer in 2010-2011, with 66.67% having
between 29-32 students and 33.33% reporting a class size over 32 students. Although
many studies emphasized the lack of correlation between lower clasadizteident
achievement (Odden, 2009), schools interviewed during this study reported that fewer
staff provided them with far less flexibility in class choice, course optans
intervention sections.

Both the number of years that principals worked at their current school and the
total number of years that they had been a principal were included in the survey to
establish the experience level of the administrators participating irtudis @nd to
ascertain whether there was a relationship between the level of expeaied both the
achievement of the school and the funding decisions within the school. Table 5 below
shows the amount of principal experience of the participating schools.

Table 5

Principal Experience

At Current School As a Principal
No. of No. of
No. of Years Principals % Principals %
1 1 6.60% 0 0.00%
2-5 9 60.00% 9 60.00%
6-10 1 6.60% 2 13.20%
Over 10 4 26.80% 4 26.80%
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While one principal was new to the school site during the 2010-2011 school year,
it was not a first-year principal assignment. None of the administratorsifpetihg in
the survey were completing their first year as a principal. The ma{608p) had been
both principals (and principals at their current school site) for two to fiaes yeith a
strong percentage, 26.8%, having been at their sites for over 10 years.

Achievement Data

Table 6 below shows whether schools saw improvement in student achievement,
as defined by both the Academic Performance Index (API) and Adequatg Year
Performance (AYP) growth. Used in California, APl is reported as aesmghber,
ranging from 200-1000, measuring the academic performance and achiegeomghtof
schools (CDE, 2010a). Used federally, AYP (for grades 2-8) is reported as th& pérce
students that are proficient in mathematics and English language artsZCIUb).
Growth data are presented for the federal AYP (English language artsafimeimatics)
and California state API for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 academic years, including a

two-year 2009-2011 overall comparison.
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Table 6

AYP and API School Achievement Growth

School 09-10 10-11 09-11 09-10 10-11 09-11

No. ELA ELA ELA math math math 09-10 10-11  09-11
ES1 -4 -3 3 8 0 8 33 -15 18
ES 2 8 -7 1 -3 4 1 15 -16 -1
ES3 -4 12 8 1 15 16 -5 57 52
ES 4 -1 2 1 -7 3 -4 0 -5 -5
ESS5 1 -1 0 0 -3 -3 0 -5 -5
ES 6 1 6 7 -3 8 5 1 31 32
ES7 3 7 10 7 9 16 26 26 52
ES 8 -1 8 7 5 8 9 21 30
ES9 -2 2 0 -2 1 -1 -1 9 8
ES 10 -1 3 2 2 -3 -1 9 3 12
ES 11 1 -7 -6 3 -2 1 19 -36 -17
MS 1 3 -3 0 5 -3 27 -11 16
MS 2 8 0 8 9 -2 7 27 -1 26
MS 3 6 -1 5 2 3 5 22 0 22
MS 4 -2 -4 -6 1 -7 -6 8 -33 -25
AVG. 1.07 0.93 2.67 1.87 1.73 3.60 12.67 1.67 14.33

Generally, the two-year 2009-2011 comparison demonstrated that most schools
showed an increase in AYP ELA scores, with 13 of the 15 schools demonstrating growth
and an overall average AYP growth of 2.67% in ELA. In mathematics, 9 of 15 schools
demonstrated growth with an overall 3.60% average increase. A two-yeagaldr33
point API growth was found with 10 of 15 schools showing API point growth. Figure 4

compares achievement results by school level.
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Figure 4.AYP and API Growth Averages by Total and by Level.

Figure 4 shows elementary schools demonstrated slightly higher ovenalligai

all three comparison areas. AYP scores for ELA increased 3.0% compared with 1.75%

increase in middle schools. In AYP scores for mathematics, elementaeg soproved

by 4.2% compared to a 2.0% middle school increase. In overall API performance,

elementary schools rose 16 points from 2009-2011 compared with 9.75 points in middle

schools. These were interesting findings based on the reported class size growth.

Elementary schools reported an overall class size growth of 10 students per ¢léss ove

two years in the study compared with an overall class size growth of thiee students

in middle school. Additionally, as described later in the chapter, expenditur@lesam

reported by elementary schools emphasized professional development and extended

learning time activities with an English language arts focus as opposed thearatcs

focus.
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An analysis was also performed between the growth from 2007-2009, the two
years before Title 1 stimulus monies were given to the schools and 2009-2011, the two
years that the Title 1 stimulus monies were given. Figure 5 shows the resonpet

achievement growth.
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Figure 5.Achievement Growth Comparisons.

In all three comparisons (AYP ELA, AYP mathematics, and API) growth wa
greater in the two years before Title 1 stimulus funding was provideddolsch
Although Title 1 stimulus money did not provide additional student achievement growth,
interview results emphasized the loss of multiple categorical proghainsduld suggest

that without the funding, growth would have been reduced or absent.

Categories of Expenditures
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The following section provides information about the categories of expenditures
that are discussed throughout the chapter. Key abbreviations and category desceptor
provided. Table 7 provides the abbreviations that are utilized throughout the study.
Key Abbreviations

Table 7

List of Abbreviations

Category
No. Category Title Abbreviation
1 Administrative Professional Development AdPD
Teacher Professional Development-Conference
2 Attendance TchPD
3 District Provided Professional Development-Teaghe DstPD
4 School Collaboration-Teachers CollPD
5 Professional Development for Teachers-Coaching hPOc
6 Intervention for At Risk Learners-During the Sohbay InvDur
7 Intervention for At Risk Learners-Extended Leagni
Time before and after school ELTba
8 Intervention for At Risk Learners-Extended Leagni
Time-Summer School ELTss
New Curricular Programs-software, materials, books
9 core Curr
10 Technology for Learning Tech
11 Instructional Supplies Supp
12 Counselors Coun
13 Additional Teaching Staff AdTch
14 Parental Involvement Parinv

Table 7 represents the categories of funding that schools reportedgitlizing
the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years in Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures.
While schools reported during interviews that other categories of funding atedities

school (such as Saturday boot camp, matriculation to middle school, and classified
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support staff such as instructional assistants), Title 1 monies were notutlizend
these programs or positions.
Category Descriptions

Within the survey, principals were asked to provide descriptions of expenditures.
The categories of expenditures provided can be further organized into thregenain a
Professional development, strategies for at-risk students, and other supfemiesir&
description of each area with examples from the research follows.

Professional development. The study analyzed five different types of
professional development expenditures: Administrative professional deveigpme
teacher professional development, district provided professional development, school
collaboration, and coaching.

Results showed that administrative professional development included both
opportunities for administrators to receive training within their capacitghamtleaders
and participation in content training alongside their teachers. For exaadpieistrators
participated in county- and state- sponsored leadership conferences. They also
participated in a week-long Title 1 leadership training with teacher ke&den their
school sites and writing content training alongside grade-level teaclkpendes for
these trainings included conference registration and accompanyingcinatse(hotel and
airfare, when applicable).

According to the data reported, teachers also participated in variousggaini
sponsored by different content associations, such as the California Math Council,

California Science Teachers Association, and California Associatiotingul
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Education. They also reported attending conferences on topics such as classroom
management, differentiated instruction, response to intervention, and working with
autistic students. Expenses for these trainings included conferencategisind
substitute teacher costs. Most reported attending conferences within dratangcdi not
requiring hotel or airfare costs.

District professional development included both required and optional
professional development opportunities for teachers and administrators. TS aueireg
held during the school day, after school, and during the summer. Expenses for these
trainings varied. If the training was during the school day, substitute teagbee
required to cover the teachers’ classes. If the training was held after ecldooing the
summer, teachers received either an hourly rate or a stipend to attend the wonkdhops a
trainings. Both types of expenses (substitute and teacher hourly costgpwered
within this area and reported within the data collected.

School collaboration occurred in a variety of ways at school sites. All elementar
and middle schools reported having weekly time within the school day carved out of the
school bell schedule for collaboration. There was no cost for the weekly collahorati
Schools also reported utilizing substitutes to release teachers for catil@baluring the
school day to work on a variety of areas. Grade level content, formative assessm
analysis, designing student intervention, and meeting with intervention teadreraliv

areas of collaboration reported by school sites.
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Content coaching at sites included elementary guided reading coachiingt for
grade reading recovery teachers (a primary reading intervention mognéddle school
mathematics, writing in grades K-8, and middle school English language arts.

Strategiesfor at-risk students. This study analyzed three different types of
expenditures for the at-risk student: intervention during the school day, extended learning
time before and after school, and extended learning time during the summer.

Intervention during the school day included a variety of structures. Hourly
teachers provided small group (3-8 students) sessions in reading or matheorggat.
Sessions ranged from 30 minutes twice a week to 60 minutes daily, depending on student
need. Both part-time and full-time teachers provided small group (1-5 studdnérge
group (20-30 student) sessions. Many times students were scheduled into hour yong dail
periods of instruction in English, mathematics, or ELD intervention classes.

Results showed expenditures for before and after school intervention included 30
to 60 minute sessions two to three times a week, providing students with the opportunity
to extend their day for additional instruction in their area of need. Sessiony/pready
six to eight weeks long and were offered throughout the school-year. Expesdatur
before and after school interventions included the hourly salary of the teacheimy
the tutoring.

Similar to before and after school intervention, summer school also extends the
instructional time for the student, but extends the school year rather than thedsghool
Schools reported two to six week sessions in English, mathematics, and ELD.

Expenditures in this category are for the hourly teacher salary of thetea
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Other support strategies. Many other areas of expenditures were reported by
schools. New curricular programs included software purchases, supplemental books, and
specialized programs utilized during intervention sessions. For example hwalssc
reported purchasing an algebra readiness program for use in after schaohamet s
intervention programs. Another school reported purchasing additional reading books for
use in ELD support sections. Software purchases included school-wide support, web-
based supplemental instructional support, and practice activities for students.

Technology expenditures included improving the infrastructure (new servers,
wireless access points for classrooms), computer purchases (both desktops,dagdtops
tablets) as well as SMART Boards, document cameras, and LCD projecstngctional
supply expenditures varied from additional copy paper to printing costs for workbooks.

Counselors and additional teaching staff provided some schools with additional
student support based on need. Some schools reported utilizing these positions for
bullying sessions, drop-out prevention programs, and effort and motivation classes

Finally, parental involvement expenditures included evening sessions for parents
on how to help their students with homework, reading strategies, math help, and study
skills. Some sessions included student participation while others were onlydotspar
Expenditures within this category also included child care costs duringrédmg pa
sessions, dinner (when appropriate), and supplies for parents to use with their ahildren
home. The following section provides the expenditure data for each site, followed by

expenditure data of each of the areas just described.
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Useof Titlel and Title 1 Stimulus Funding
The first research question in this study addressed how elementary anel middl
schools utilized Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies from 2009-2011. Table 8 regresent
overall expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies.

Table 8

Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures-Total Dollars

Title 1 Expenditures Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures

Participating Schools 2009-2010 2010-2011 2009-2010 2010-2011
Elem. School #1 $137,269 $138,977 $31,099 $6,660
Elem. School #2 $132,517 $95,212 $28,751 $40,792
Elem. School #3 $102,000 $121,000 $70,000 $0
Elem. School #4 $163,155 $93,899 $31,076 $53,020
Elem. School #5 $173,942 $155,764 $50,883 $54,985
Elem. School #6 $129,335 $99,640 $21,108 $50,235
Elem. School #7 $180,000 $162,000 $46,500 $46,500
Elem. School #8 $119,671 $91,542 $21,114 $36,355
Elem. School #9 $230,030 $130,923 $50,935 $73,834
Elem. School #10 $227,382 $139,414 $52,073 $53,197
Elem. School #11 $106,883 $60,584 $22,388 $36,807
Middle School #1 $100,000 $91,000 $80,000 $80,000
Middle School #2 $238,578 $82,726 $29,975 $42,609
Middle School #3 $154,000 $176,000 $0 $0
Middle School #4 $270,729 $146,342 $42,164 $50,583

The numbers reported in Table 8 represented actual expenditures for each school.
This differed from reporting allocations for each year. Allocations vweréatal dollars
that schools received each school year while expenditures were thedatiaral spent
by a school. Because of carry over rules (monies that may be allowed to be used in

subsequent years), it would have been possible to count the same dollar amouht twice i
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the dollars would have been included in the 2009-2010 allocation but were left unspent
and then were rolled over into the 2010-2011 allocation. Stimulus monies were given to
school districts in 2009 as a lump sum to be spent over a two-year period of time. Some
districts reported receiving 50% of the allocation each year and some depoee/ing
100% of the allocation to utilize over the two-year period. For example, Elementary
School #1 utilized $31,099 in 2009-2010, carrying over $6.660 for 2010-2011.
Elementary School #3 utilized their entire allocation in 2009-2010 and thus had no
expenditures in 2010-2011. Middle School #3 did not receive stimulus funding from their
district, noting that the monies were used centrally for elementary schooliteaacy
programs.

In addition to the loss of multiple California categorical programs beginnihg w
the 2009-2010 school year, many schools also received cuts to their individual Title 1
budgets. Middle School #4 for example, saw their 2010 Title 1 allocation cut by almost
50%, from $270,729 to $146,342. Elementary School #9 saw a loss of almost $100,000.
As schools and districts moved into program improvement, they lost flexibility in how to
spend their dollars. Instead, mandatory dollars had to be allocated as setedstdesad
for district professional development, transportation for students opting to change school
(school choice) and for supplemental educational services (SES), where tuitsidg
companies are paid out of Title 1 funds to work with SED students.

To analyze the use of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies, the following section
provides the breakdown of expenditure by category. First, a breakdown by category

Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures from 2009-2011 is provided. Next, expenditures
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are broken down by individual year 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 and finally, an analysis of
expenditures is broken down by grade level span (elementary and middle school,

separately). Table 9 includes Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies from 2009-2011.
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Table 9

Total Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures, by Percentage 2009-2011

School AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD CchPD InvDur ELTba LTEs Curr Tech Supp Coun  AdTch Parlnv
ES1 3 25 1 7.5 35 20 13.5 8.5 2 4 2 0 0 1
ES 2 4 2 4 25 17 44 10.5 4.5 15 2 3 0 4 1
ES3 10.5 5 55 3 24 18.5 225 35 15 25 25 0 0 1
ES4 25 1 25 15 26 53.5 7.5 0 0.5 15 25 0 0 1
ES5 25 25 3 25 22 48 5.5 4.5 0 0 8 0 0.5 1
ES6 5 1 15 2 27.5 44 3 7 35 0 25 0 2 1
ES7 3 18.5 6.5 4 16 30.5 25 9 1 3 5 0 0 1
ES 8 6 0.5 6 0 22.5 355 18.5 0 0 0 10 0 0 1
ES9 25 25 25 0.5 22 42 15 14 35 15 55 0 1 1
ES 10 25 25 2 0.5 23.5 515 1.5 8 0 0 6.5 0 0.5 1
ES 11 3 2 4.5 13.5 27.5 43 0.5 0.5 0.5 15 25 0 0 1

MS 1 15 35 2 2 15.5 30.5 13.5 4 7 3 10.5 0 6 1
MS 2 3 3 7.5 2 34 10 9.5 4.5 6.5 0.5 1 17 0.5 1
MS 3 3 3 16.5 25 1 23 29 6.5 2 7 5 0 0 15
MS 4 5 2.5 4.5 0.5 315 18.5 12.5 35 1 0.5 8 8 3 1
AVG. 3.8 35 4.6 3.0 23.0 34.2 10.1 5.2 2.0 1.8 50 1.7 1.2 1.0




Total Titlel and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures, 2009-2011

Analysis of the 2009-2011 Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures revealed that
the top percentages of expended funds were intervention during the school day (34.2%),
coaching (23.0%), and extended learning time before and after school (10.1%). Extended
learning time for summer school (5.2%), money spent on instructional supplies (5.0%)
and district professional development (4.6%) were the next highest categories of
expenditures.

Coaching. Money spent on all professional development activities utilized 37.9%
of total expenditures. Coaching was the largest professional development expenditur
Coaching in elementary literacy, intervention, guided reading, and middle school
mathematics were examples of expenses in coaching professional development.
Elementary schools reported, though, that this cost could also have been considered part
of teacher professional development in either district professional devetbpmschool
collaboration. Many schools that were part of the same district reportedidevooatact
with coaches but mentioned that there were two coaches hired for eight etgraadta
two middle schools so that the coaches spent their time helping with small group
collaboration, professional learning community development, and district poyfaksi
development. It was also interesting to note, that while the coaching positi@ns wer
eliminated with the end of Title 1 stimulus funding, many of the elementary schabls t
worked with the coaches were trying to fund some form of coaching back at tieot sc

sites. Within the middle schools, two reported having intensive coaching supporhthroug
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a mathematics system that was new for the 2010-2011 school year. Another middle
school reported having district literacy coaches that worked with theireiesach

District professional development. District professional development accounted
for 4.6% of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures. Schools noted that week-long Title
1 leadership training, work on common assessments and analysis, interventing,traini
and work on academic vocabulary were all supported with Title 1 funding. Professional
development regarding technology purchases was also provided including work with
SMART Boards, document cameras, netbooks and common assessment administration.
One principal noted that once technology is purchased at schools, technologynfoglear
resource teachers provide training for staff at both the district and scleool sit
Additionally, intensive work on elementary-level guided reading instruction was
provided that included purchasing literature, substitutes for trainings, and fghlow-
coaching as part of the professional development.

Other professional development categories. Although accounting for just 3.8%
of total funding, administrative professional development was extensive. Macippis
reported attending district sponsored leadership trainings including sumnmsivate
trainings, monthly book talk collaboration, and work on instructional best strategies.
Principals also reported attending the annual Association of California School
Administrators (ACSA) Annual Leadership Summit as well as ACSA Lrshge
Academies. Cognitively Guided Instruction (CGI) training, math and scieaching

training (MAST), and Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE)-sponsored
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conferences on data analysis and program improvement were also noted as edfamples
administrative professional development.

Teachers attended conferences and trainings (3.5% of expenditures) and spent
time collaborating on their school site (3.0%). Teachers worked on grade level
collaboration, Response to Intervention (Rtl), participated in school study teahisac
release time for observations, and spent time working with intervention teachkesron t
sites on pre-post test design, implementation, and data analysis and timebratla
between classroom and intervention teachers.

I ntervention during the school day. Money spent providing intervention during
the school day had the highest percentage of expenditure (within a single gategory
averaging 34.2% of all funding. In elementary schools, many reported funding hourly
intervention teachers that provided small group pull-out intervention for readmgergc
and additional guided reading assistance. Leveled Literacy Intervebting guided
reading intervention program was also provided to students. In middle school, most
reported funding additional teaching sections so that a student could have an iaterventi
section, as their elective, in math or language arts. A few middle schoolsasted
funding some push in hourly intervention teachers to work with at-risk students within
their classes and some pull-out small group instruction during physical educati
elective courses.

Before and after school extended learning time. Extended learning time in the
form of before- and after-school intervention utilized 10.1% of the total allocatiangHi

both intervention teachers (typically part-time hourly teachers) asdrolam teachers
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(paid hourly after the end of their work day) were both utilized to provide at-risknésude
with additional learning time. Although most reported extended learning time as
positive strategy to improve at-risk student achievement, some reported that tla¢-mos
need students don't always participate. Finding qualified and willing teactapted

with inconsistent attendance of students were also reported challenges.

Summer school extended learning time. A total of 5.2% of expenditures were
used on summer school programs. Elementary schools reported utilizing most of their
monies in this category on providing an introduction to Kindergarten, jump-start
programs the two to three weeks before school starts to provide at-risk studersts wit
introduction to the upcoming grade level (rather than offering a remediation mjogra
and additional programs for English Language Learners (ELLS). Miadtledbsummer
school programs were utilized primarily for additional work on English languagaraait
mathematics instruction. A few reported offering an introduction to middle school
programs to improve motivation and ease the transition from elementary to middle
school.

Other categories of spending. Expenditures for six additional categories of
funding were reported totaling 12.7% of funding and included curricular purchases,
technology purchases and general instructional supplies. Two schools reported fundi
for additional counselors on their staff (both middle schools) and nine of the 15 reported
some kind of expense for additional teaching support. Although not reported as
counseling, many elementary schools reported some kind of work on bullying,

motivation, and self-esteem. For what some called a “friendship club” a dedeleént

103



teacher was hired with a counseling background to provide lessons and support to
individuals, small group, and entire classrooms. All schools reported spending dtdeast t
minimum 1% (the federal mandate) for parental involvement activities.

Total Title1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expendituresby Y ear, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011

Comparing total Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures from 2009-2011 with
expenditures from each year separately, 2009-2010, and 2010-2011, there were no
significant differences in expenditures (see Appendix D). Interventionglitire school
day was the largest expense in both individual years of funding, utilizing 29.8% of
expenditures in 2009-2010 and increasing to 41.6% of expenditures in 2010-2011.
Similarly, professional development-coaching was the second largest expgisng
24.7% of expenditures in 2009-2010 and 20.0% in 2010-2011.

There was an increase in expenses for extended learning time for summer school
between the two years. With only 2.5% being expended for summer school in 2009-2010,
8.5% of expenditures were utilized for summer school programs in 2010-2011. One
school noted that they had previously multi-funded a large summer school program.
Between multiple programs, but with the loss of other categorical monikes]1 Tunding
was the only funding available to them in the summer and could perhaps explain the
increase in funding in this area. District professional development fundingadedr
from 6.6% in 2009-2010 to 2.6% in 2010-2011 with principals reporting that because of
the decrease in funding, the district supported professional development with other
available funding. With the loss of flexibility with Title 1 funds due to schoolsiegte

program improvement, keeping monies for central support professional development
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would have further decreased school site budgets. The following tables shoanddter

in funding between elementary and middle schools.
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Table 10

Elementary School Only, Total Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures, by Percentadg2009-

Ad Tch Dst Coll Ad Par
School PD PD PD PD CchPD InvDur ELTba ELTss Curr Tech Supp Coun Tch Inv
ES1 3 25 1 7.5 35 20 135 8.5 2 4 2 0 0 1
ES 2 4 2 4 2.5 17 44 105 45 15 2 3 0 4 1
ES 3 10.5 5 55 3 24 185 225 35 15 25 25 0 0 1
ES 4 2.5 1 25 15 26 53.5 7.5 0O 05 15 25 0 0 1
ES5 25 25 3 2.5 22 48 55 4.5 0 0 8 0 0.5 1
ES 6 5 1 15 2 27.5 44 3 7 35 0 2.5 0 2 1
ES7 3 185 6.5 4 16 30.5 2.5 9 1 3 5 0 0 1
ES 8 6 0.5 6 0 225 355 185 0 0 0 10 0 0 1
ES9 25 25 2.5 0.5 22 42 15 14 35 15 5.5 0 1 1
ES 10 25 25 2 0.5 23.5 51.5 15 8 0 0 6.5 0 0.5 1
ES 11 3 2 45 135 275 43 0.5 05 05 15 25 0 0 1
Avg. 405 364 355 341 2391 3914 791 541 127 145 455 0.00 0.73 1.00




Table 11

Middle School Only, Total Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures, by Percentage 2009-2011

Ad Par
School AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD CchPD InvDur ELTba ELTss Curr Tech Supp Coun Tch Inv
MS 1 15 3.5 2 2 15.5 30.5 135 4 7 3 105 0 6 1
MS 2 3 3 7.5 2 34 10 9.5 45 65 05 1 17 05 1
MS 3 3 3 165 2.5 1 23 29 6.5 2 7 5 0 0 15
MS 4 5 2.5 4.5 0.5 31.5 185 125 3.5 1 05 8 8 3 1

AVG. 3.13 3.00 7.63 1.75 20.50 20.50 16.13 4.63 4.13 2./5 6.13 6.25 2.38 1.13




Total Title1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures by School Level, 2009-2011

Whereas the previous section provided expenditure data in total (with all 15
schools in the study), this section provides key similarities and differeneesdoethe
expenditures of elementary and middle schools. Many categories shoar giatierns of
expenditures between elementary and middle schools, but with some key difference

I ntervention during the school day. Although intervention during the school
day remained the highest category of expenditure for both, elementaryssammted
spending 39.1% compared to middle schools spending 20.5% of their budgets.
Elementary schools reported that they utilized intervention differently mnafdle
schools. Elementary schools utilized additional teaching staff for hourly posifibeg
reported that having teachers work for an hourly rate provided them the ftgxdhire
teachers to better fit student needs. Trying to navigate small group pull-oahsess
students did not miss core instruction time, this model allowed schools to dirdetythe
and hours that the teachers worked. They further reported that because of bsdgsd cut
the increase in class size, many elementary credentialed ®&eldoeen laid off
throughout Southern California, giving schools a pool of qualified candidates. In better
times, they doubt that there would be qualified staff to work within their current model.
Middle schools reported that the majority of interventions during the schoollday ta
place in a single class period where students are scheduled for a semgsdeioag
intervention course in English language arts or mathematics. They repaviad less
flexibility in finding qualified math and language arts teachers and ofexhful time

staff already working at their school sites.
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Professional development. Middle schools reported spending double the
percentage of funding on district-wide professional development (7.6% compared to
3.6% in elementary schools) noting the need to collaborate with other sites to develop
common assessments (benchmarks) and analyze data. With many middle schools having
1 or 2 teachers within a subject matter (Algebra 1"ograde science) a greater need
arises to collaborate on a district-wide basis. Likewise, elemertaopls spent almost
twice as much (as a percentage) on school site collaboration (3.4% compared with 1.8%
in middle school) perhaps because elementary sites generally had rnbegdewthin a
grade level to collaborate with and were able to facilitate the neededocatiah within
their school site. Because they had additional intervention staff (as opposed to middle
schools utilizing existing staff for intervention) there was a greats teehave
collaboration time for intervention teachers to meet with classroom teachers
First Research Question Summary

Overall, sites expended the majority of funds within two overall caegofi
funding-professional development and strategies for at-risk learnerswigo well
supported within the research as effective strategies to improve studexmeawme
(Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus, 2008). Large expenditures for additional
staff members such as additional administrators, clerical sta#, Tgthool
coordinators, instructional assistants, and security staff were not nokesl study, also
supporting the evidence-based model (Odden & Picus, 2008) used as the basis for this
study. The next section answers the second research question and providesosrrelati

between categories of expenditures and student achievement growth.
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Correlations of Expendituresto Student Achievement

The second research question compared the expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1
stimulus monies to student achievement as measured by state tests in 2009-2011. A
bivariate Pearson’s correlation was utilized to establish relationshipdrethve
categories of expenditures and three student achievement areas: AYP ERA, AY
mathematics, and API. Additionally, although a low sample size may madistichh
significance difficult to establish, Cohen’s (1992) alternate-hypothesis popueas
used to analyze if correlations existed between categories of expenditdissident
achievement. According to Cohen (1992), it is possible to see a correlation with smal
samples and interpret this value as the size of the effect. As such, aicoricdlat
would be considered a small effect, a .3 would be considered a medium, and a .5 would
be considered a large effect. For this section, effects considered modeaate carmd,
significant correlations (even with the small sample size), are destuss

Correlations were analyzed in three areas: The first section compaltdstieth
and Title 1 stimulus monies over the two-year period of stimulus funding and during the
2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years. The second section compares the separate use of
Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies separately to student achievement growth and the
final section compares elementary and middle school expenditures to student

achievement growth.
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Combined Correlation Analysisof Title1l and Title 1 Stimulus Funding

Tables, 12, 13, and 14 show correlations combining Title 1 and Title 2 stimulus
expenditures: first, the overall total combining 2 years of funding (2009-2011) and then
by individual funding years, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011. Data are presented for all 15

participating schools.
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Table 12

Correlations for Total 2009-2011 Title 1 and TifleStimulus Expenditures

Tch Dst Coll Cch Inv ELT Ad Par
AdPD PD PD PD PD Dur ba ELTss Curr Tech Supp Coun Tch Inv

AYP growth .34 43 .30 -.29 -17 -.29 27 19 17 .16 -.23 .07-.34 A3
09to11

ELA

AYP growth .50 .59 .29 .16 -12 -.49 .32 12 A2 .39 -27 -.04 -.32 06 .
09to11

Math

API| growth 42 52 .24 -.18 =22 -.35 .29 .27 22 .25 -14 -.08 -.25 .09
09tol1l
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).
Table 13
Correlations for Total 2009-2010 Title 1 and TifleStimulus Expenditures

Tch Dst Coll Cch Inv ELT Ad Par
AdPD PD PD PD PD Dur ba ELTss Curr Tech Supp Coun Tch Inv

AYP growth 42 .10 .08 19 A7 -.45 27 -.28 .13 43 -.02 .09.63 -.16
09to10

ELA

P growth .16 .36 .07 31 .002 -.26 -.10 -22  -.080 21 A3 25 . -07 -.001
09to10 Math

growth .50 .29 .06 49 .04 -.38 .08 -.32 -04 52 22 A3 .20 -.19
09to10

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).
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Table 14

Correlations for Total 2010-2011 Title 1 and TifleStimulus expenditures

Tch Dst Coll Cch Inv ELT Ad Par

AdPD PD PD PD PD Dur ba ELTss Curr Tech  Supp Coun Tch Inv
AYPgrowth .07 -.18 A7 -.22 .39 .02 .02 -.15 -.18 14 28 5-0 -19 .09
10tol1
ELA
AYPgrowth A7 -.04 .32 14 A7 -.02 -.01 .08 -.22 .28 -08 18-. -.19 -.24
10tol11
Math
APIgrowth -.14 24 -.17 .39 -.09 .06 -01 -.08 .24 .18 -.03 .18- .03 -.14
10tol11




2009-2011 correlation analysis. Analysis of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus
expenditures for the combined years of 2009-2011 (Table 12 above) showed nine areas of
moderate or strong positive correlation. Professional development catehomesighe
highest correlations ranging from r=.30 to .59 to student achievement with sekien of t
nine areas falling within this area. Teacher professional development showetbeate
correlation in ELA AYP (r=.43) and significant correlations (r=.59, r=.52) foin BotP
mathematics and API scores. Administrative professional development showed a
moderate correlation in all three achievement measures (r=.34 to .50) in atiddion
moderate correlation with district-provided professional development for AYP ELA
(r=.30). There were moderate negative correlations with money spent ive mtiten
during the school day (r=-.35 to -.49) and money spent on additional teacher support (r=-
.32 to -.34). Overall, seven of the 14 categories of funding (administrative poatdss
development, teacher professional development, district professional development,
intervention during the school day, extended learning time before or after school,
technology and additional teaching support) had a moderate or strong correlation
(positive or negative) to student achievement growth.

2009-2010 correlation analysis. Tables 13 and 14 above look at the correlational
results for each academic year, 2009-2010 and then 2010-2011 for total Title 1 and Title
1 stimulus expenditures. For the 2009-2010 school year there were also sevenesategori
of expenditures with moderate or strong correlations and eight total areas odteade
strong correlation. Professional development expenditures continued to show positive

moderate correlation, with administrative professional development, teaokessional
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development, and school collaboration all showing areas of moderate correlation (r=.30
to .50) suggesting that multiple professional development activities are dgditiked

to student achievement growth. Intervention during the school day also showed a
moderate negative correlation (r=.38 to .45), suggesting expenditures during the 2009-
2010 school year did not positively affect student achievement growth. Two key
differences between 2009-2011 results and 2009-2010 results show: (a) Strongasignific
correlations with technology expenditures and API growth and a moderate ERPA AY
growth (r=.52 and r=.43 respectively) and, (b) Strong significant additicaci¢e

support to ELA AYP growth (r=.63), suggesting that specific 2009-2010 school site
expenditures demonstrated a stronger link to student achievement than whenrgpmpari
the overall 2009-2011 expenditures in these areas. Purchasing technology for intervent
programs in addition to purchasing wireless systems for entire school Interess a

were key areas reported as expenditure during the 2009-2010 school years. Many
schools also reported utilizing additional support staff for primary (grades&ading
support.

2010-2011 correlation analysis. Total 2010-2011 expenditures did not show any
strong correlations and only showed three moderate correlation categoriestatdbur
areas, in district professional development (for AYP mathematics, r=.82plsc
collaboration (for API, r=.39), and coaching (AYP ELA and AYP mathematic39r=
and .47). For the 2010-2011 school year, class size significantly increased and schools

reported a lack of flexibility in having staff for support roles. Comparigtiviee 2010-
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2011 school year could be the beginning of a trend as schools utilize available funding in

the most needed areas and are not able to fund programs to the level of prior years
Category of expenditures. Results discussed above showed comparisons

between categories of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures to studesteankint by

school year. Grouping the data by categories of expenditure may also hels school

determine overall strengths and weaknesses in expenditure decisions. Bigavwes6

moderate and strong correlations for all three comparison groups, 2009-2011, 2009-2010

and 2010-2011, by category, for total Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditures.

0.6
0.4+ [
0.2/
AdTch
InvDur ELTs
O T T T T T T
DstPD
gy el collPp cehpplf||[| E-TP2 ==

-0.2
-0.4
-0.6

[ 09-11 AYP ELA m 09-11 AYP mathd 09-11 API 0 09-10 AYP ELA m 09-10 AYP math

@ 09-10 API W 10-11 AYP ELAO10-11 AYP mathm 10-11 API

Figure 6. Category Comparisons.

Grouping the correlations in Figure 6 depicts four main areas—professional
development, strategies for at-risk learners, technology, and additiortedrtsapport.

All five categories of professional development (administrative, teaclséncti
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collaboration, and coaching) showed positive correlations. Administrative profdssiona
development demonstrated the most recurring positive correlations amongulbee re
Strategies for at-risk learners, though, whether during the day, befdteraschool or
during the summer, did not show strong relationships; in fact, intervention during the
school day had the most recurring negative correlations with AYP math (2009-2011),
AYP ELA (2009-2010) and API (2009-2011 and 2009-2010). The final two categories
(technology and additional teaching support) showed mixed results; technology
expenditures positively correlated with AYP math (2009-2011) AYP ELA (2009-2010)
and API (2009-2010) while additional teaching support negatively correlated wkh AY
ELA and AYP math (2009-2011).
Individual Correlation Analysisof Title1 and Title 1 Stimulus Funding

The preceding data represents the overall expenditures of both Title 1 arid Title
stimulus monies and provided overall results of achievement gains (or losses) by
category. Further, disaggregating the data by individual funding source (TitlBitledt
stimulus) provided a basis to further help schools determine whether decisionsawit
funding source benefitted the school. Many schools reported spending Title 1 monies on
a specific program or project and spending Title 1 stimulus monies on diffecgrams
such as spending Title 1 monies for during-the-day intervention but spending Title
stimulus monies for after-school intervention. Another alternative was to Jjténd
monies for summer school but utilize Title 1 stimulus monies for additional coltadyora
time. Analyzing data by funding source could help the school determine if a specifi

program or project showed a positive correlation with achievement gains. Tables 15, 16,
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17, and 18 show comparisons of 2009-2011 data sets for Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus

expenditures.
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Table 15

Correlations for 2009-2011 Title 1 Expenditures

Tch Dst Coll Cch Inv ELT ELTs Ad Par
AdPD PD PD PD PD Dur ba S Curr  Tech Supp Coun Tch Inv

AYPgrowth 51 A3 .18 A3 54  -31 .24 22 A2 .08 -.39 .07 -.32 59
09tol11
ELA
AYPgrowth  .74" 48 25 34 65  -48 40 .34 .05 39  -44  -04  -43 62
09tol11
Math
APIgrowth .64 .38 A3 A3 59 -39 .34 .29 .18 24 -31 -.08 -39 .60
09to11
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).
Table 16
Correlations for 2009-2011 Title 1 Stimulus Expéumeis

AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD CchPD InvDur ELTba ELTss dTA&h  Supp
AYPgrowth09to11 -.07 37 .36 -.46 -.20 -.15 A1 A2 -.15 A1
ELA
AYPgrowth09to11 -.38 .29 52 .29 .01 -39 -.15 .07 19 37
Math
APIgrowth09to11 -.08 41 .35 -.35 -.26 -11 .03 A7 .02 21

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).
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Table 17

Correlations for 2009-2010 Title 1 Stimulus Expéumeis

AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD CchPD InvDur

ELTha ELTss
AYPgrowth09to10 59* .09 -17 A2 14 -.36 -.08 -.27
ELA
AYPgrowth09to10M .07 .56 .63 A1 -39 .18 -.27 -19
ath
APIgrowth09to10 65 .26 14 44 .03 -.25 -.29 -31
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).
Table 18
Correlations for 2010-2011 Title 1 Stimulus Expéumeis
AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD CchPD InvDur ELTbha ELTss dT&h  Supp
AYPgrowth10-11 .05 -.13 -.20 -21 -.57 -.18 19 27 -.20 A7
ELA
AYPgrowth10-11 -.15 -.25 -39 -.13 -.58 .04 -.22 -.02 -23  -.10
Math
APIgrowth10-11 -.13 -19 -.22 -.20 -68 -.10 .001 21 -14 .07

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).



Title 1 only correlations 2009-2011. Table 15 above shows the Title 1
correlations between areas of expenditures and student achievement graietefdire
two year period (2009-2011). Results are presented within three general eatefori
expenditures: Professional development, strategies for at-risk students, and othe
categories of funding.

Professional development. Overall, professional development showed a positive
correlation with student achievement. Results showed significant positiveatonslin
two areas of professional development. Administrative professional develogrmermsids
a correlation (r=.51) with AYP ELA and showed significant correlations in AYP
mathematics (r=.74) and API (r=.64), suggesting specific expendituresgtiliitle 1
funding supported student achievement growth. Second, coaching results almostimirror
the results for administrative professional development. All three categdrie
achievement (AYP ELA, AYP mathematics, and API) significantly dated with
coaching (r=.54 to .65). Additional moderate positive correlations were found with
teacher professional development (AYP mathematics and API).

Strategies for at-risk students. No significant positive correlations were found
among strategies for at-risk students. There was a moderate conragladyP
mathematics and API for intervention before and after school (r=.34 to .40) and a
moderate negative correlation in all three achievement areas for interveuating the
school day (r=-.31 to -.48).

Other categories. Parental involvement programs showed a significant positive

correlation in all three achievement categories (for example, r valwpsdrénom .59 to
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.62). There were also moderate negative correlations for expenditures octimsa
supplies (r=-.31 to -.44) and additional teacher support (r=-.32 to -.43).

Title 1 only correlations by year, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011. Title 1
correlations by year (2009-2010 and 2010-2011) showed no significant trends, except for
a significant positive correlation between additional teaching support and FPA(®ee
appendix E). Reading recovery, a first grade literacy program, wasosteeported
example of expenditures in this category.

2009-2011 Title 1 stimulus correlations. Very different results were found
analyzing Title 1 stimulus monies. While Title 1 correlations by individual (2209-

2010 and 2010-2011) showed no significant trends, Title 1 stimulus analysis across both
years showed many correlations. Stimulus monies in 2009-2011 showed only one
significant correlation in AYP math and district professional development52Fwith

many moderate positive and negative correlations (see Table 16).

2009-2010 Title 1 stimulus correlations. Stimulus correlations in 2009-2010
showed many positive correlations and effects (Table 17). Most notable grafieaint
positive correlations between administrative professional development andIA&P E
(r=.59) and API (r=.65). Many schools reported a significant focus on adminstrat
professional development in 2009-2010 that helped refocus their schools. Eleven of the
schools noted an August week-long leadership training week where teadees kead
site administrators participated in data-driven decision making, studgsigtactices
and reflective planning. Additionally, sites continued the focus throughout the school

year including a book study, leadership conference attendance, and debrgdfiogsse
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Additional positive correlations with teacher professional development and AYP

mathematics (r=.56) and district professional development AYP matherfrate3) also

demonstrated the focus on leadership training that occurred throughout the year.
2010-2011 Title 1 stimulus correlations. In 2010-2011, though, focus changed

to provide intensive intervention (Table 18). Focus shifted from leadership to

intervention. Results however, showed no correlation. The only correlation was a

significant negative correlation between coaching and student acleievenAYP ELA,

AYP math, and API (r=-.57 to -.68). As noted previously, many schools reported a shift

in job duties of the coaching positions toward other activities involving school

collaboration, district professional development, and parent education support.
Strength of correlations, Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus. As discussed earlier in

the chapter, finding statistical correlations with significance for tredlsample within

this study was not expected and instead, the intent was to look for a moderate or large

effect size (.3 or .5) (Cohen, 1992). Results, though, found a number of significant

correlations. The following three figures compare the total number of cavreddty

looking at combined 2009-2011 data and individual 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 for

combined Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus, by Title 1, and by Title 1 stimulus expenditures.
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# of Strong # of Strong # of Overall Correlations
Correlations with Correlations ModerateCorrelations
significance

O 2009-2011 Total @ 2009-2010 Total O 2010-2011 Total

Figure 7.Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus (Combined) Correlagon

# of Strong # of Strong # of Overall Correlations
Correlations with Correlations ModerateCorrelations
significance

0 2009-2011 Title 1 @ 2009-2010 Title 1 O 2010-2011 Title 1

Figure 8. Title 1 Correlations.
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# of Strong # of Strong # of Overall Correlations
Correlations with Correlations ModerateCorrelations
significance

@ 2009-2011 Title 1 Stimulus @ 2009-2010 Title 1 Stimulus O 2010-2011 Title 1 Stimulus

Figure 9.Title 1 Stimulus Correlations.

Correlation strength 2009-2011 demonstrated. Analyzing Figures 7, 8, and 9, a
few interesting trends became evident. First, with only one exception ¢2&@d-2011
data showed the same or more correlations than 2009-2010 and 2010-2011. For example,
Figure 7 (Title 1 and Title 1 combined correlations) there were nine oceradlations
in 2009-2011 as compared to eight in 2009-2010 and four in 2010-2011. In Figure 8,
Title 1 correlations, 16 overall correlations were found opposed to four in each of 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011. Only in Title 1 stimulus correlations (Figure 9) were there three
strong correlations with significance as compared to one in 2009-2011.

2010-2011 analysis shows lack of correlation data. Second, 2010-2011 showed
no significant correlations in any category of comparison. Title 1 and Titlenlilgs
(Figure 7) showed four moderate correlations. Title 1 (Figure 8) also dHowe

moderate correlations. Title 1 stimulus (Figure 9) showed no overall camnslat 2010-
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2011. The results are consistent with principals reporting the loss of other icatiegor
programs, reduced program offerings, and a decrease in additional supporostaff. F
example, a supplemental hourly categorical program provided hourly interventioa befor
and after school for students in grades 2-8 that were in danger of retentione|Sitésd
the flexibility to provide hours of instruction to at-need students with this program.
Without these funds, (which schools reported receiving carryover monies for 2009-2010,
sites had to fully support the continuation of these programs with Title 1 and Title 1
stimulus (with a heavy emphasis on stimulus funding).

Strong correlations despite small sample size. Lastly, strong correlations, with
statistical significance, were found despite the small sample sizeolS within the
study could perhaps utilize this information to determine how money was spent within
the categories of strong correlation and to justify continuing the funding of those
programs. This is especially true of the eight strong correlations witthnITiunding in
2009-2011 and the three strong correlations in 2009-2010 stimulus funding. Figure 10

further shows the strong correlation data, with significance, by category.
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Figure 10.Strong Correlations with Significance, by Category.

Figure 10 shows the categories of expenditures that had the strongelstions,
with significance. Overall, three main areas show significance. rBaenath the greatest
correlations was found in expenditures for professional development. Whether in
professional development for teachers (two strong correlations), adntors{faur
strong correlations), professional development-coaching (three strongtons or
district professional development (two strong correlations), 13 of the 17 strong
correlations were in professional development.

Parental involvement programs also showed strong positive correlations (three
strong correlations). The results may even be more profound considerititggthat
majority of elementary schools (comprising 11 of the 15 schools in the studyecepor

spending the majority of money in this category on programs for kindergartemsand fi
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grade parents which is not yet included in achievement data and thus not represented

within the results of this study.

Technology demonstrated one strong correlation in the 2009-2010 school year.

Schools reported incorporating technology into an overall expenditure plan (to be

discussed in detail later in the chapter) by providing teacher professional desetopm

and an implementation/monitoring plan that required technology for the success of the

overall intervention and/or instructional plan. The final comparisons for the second

research question compared results between elementary and middle schools

Table 19

Comparison of Elementary and Middle School Correlations and Effects, 2009-2011

ES/
MS  ELEM MS ES/MS ELEM MS  ES/ ELE
AYP  AYP  AYP AYP AYP AYP MS M MS
Cat. ELA  ELA ELA  math  math math APl APl API
AdPD .34 53 .49 .50 65 65 .42 63 .78
TchPD 43 51 40 59 63 57 52 57 71
DstPD 30 .36 53 29 .58 47 24 42 .40
CollPD 29 -.48 .83 16 .01 91 -18 -31 5.9
CchPD  -.17 -.24 -.20 -12 -.09 -30 -22-17  -40
invDur 29 -51 -.38 -.49 -.86 -20  -35 -67 -01
ELTba 27 44 21 32 51 23 .29 43 6.2
ELTss 19 16 .63 12 .08 62 .27 24 61
curr 17 16 48 12 13 58 .22 23 .64
Tech 16 14 .30 34 51 37 .25 25 44
Supp -23 14 -77 -.27 -11 -63  -.14 .05 -.47
AdTch  -.34 -.09 -.61 -.32 -25 -46  -25  -19 -30
Coun .07 .001 30 -.04 .001 15 -08  .001.003
Parinv .13 15%* .35 .06 .68* .35 .09 70* .35

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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Comparison of Elementary and Middle School Correlation Results

The final area of comparison for the second research question focuses on data by
school level (elementary and middle school). Studying whether similait@iferences
exist between elementary and middle schools could help each school level imlits fisc
decision-making. If elementary schools show stronger relationships lneanwegegory
of spending and student achievement growth, the results could help middle schools (and
vice versa). The following section provides elementary results, middle sesodis, and
an overall comparison between the two school levels.

Elementary differences. Three areas of elementary results differed from middle
school results. First, parental involvement was shown to be a much stronger oarrelati
than middle school in all three achievement areas with an overall meanmhéere.39.

Next, a slight overall stronger correlation was found in extended leammadefore and

after school in elementary schools with an overall mean difference of .23. A final

difference between elementary and middle school was a major negatefateam for

elementary schools for intervention during the school day compared with middtd sc

with a mean difference of -.49. This is surprising based on interviews witieelary

principals about the positive growth that they attributed to intervention during the school

day. Perhaps an even a stronger negative correlation exists with elgnsehtaols if the

two elementary schools with the largest achievement growth (discussdd tater

chapter) indicated positive results with intervention programs during the school day
Middle school differences. Middle school results showed many areas with a

higher positive correlation than elementary schools. The largest differasca 1.1 with
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school collaboration. Middle schools reported a positive professional learnimgusoty
commitment in schools (compared with elementary schools that reportedglesin
this area). Summer school programs in middle school also demonstrated a larger
correlation with a mean difference of .46. New curricular purchases wi¢hITand Title
1 stimulus monies also demonstrated a mean difference of .40. Middle school principals
noted that new curriculum was purchased for summer school programs (as opposed to
adding curriculum to the regular school day) and that a lot of the time (and money)
allocated for school collaboration was designing pre- and post-tests fofyiaenti
students for summer school, for providing data for summer school programs, and for
planning time for teachers on the curriculum that would be used for summer school
programs. Lastly, spending money on middle school supplies had a much larger negative
correlation than in elementary schools with a mean difference of -.70.

Overall elementary versus middle school comparisons. In many areas,
especially in professional development with teachers, administrators, anxt dist
sponsored professional development, no major differences were found between school
levels. Schools participating in the study may use the key similarities d@acddes
between elementary and middle schools to further analyze which progemhunther
support as Title 1 stimulus monies are no longer available. Schools can use this
information to decide which programs to continue to support and which may be

decreased or eliminated as budgets continue to decrease.
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Second Resear ch Question Summary

The second research question compared the expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1
stimulus monies to AYP ELA, AYP mathematics, and API test scores. Campswere
reported with Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies combined, Title 1 and Title 1 ssmul
monies individually, and by elementary and middle school level. Despite thie smal
sample size, multiple significant correlations were found, positively linkirgures
usage to student achievement in all three comparison areas. Overall, professional
development showed an overall positive correlation in all areas compared: bgdaeen
between programs, and between school levels. Intervention during the school day,
technology, and professional development also showed significant correlations with
student achievement growth. The final section provides results of the thircchesear
guestion, the principal interviews.

Qualitative Interview Results

Two elementary and two middle school principals participated in an individual
hour-long structured interview to address the third research question. Intenagws t
place after the principals completed the on-line survey and after their 20%&de=s had
been released. Follow up contact was conducted as needed to clarify answerstiBwo of
four schools had a substantial two-year API growth of 32 points each and two of the
schools had a two-year API loss of five and 25 points.

Three noteworthy topics emerged from the pattern analysis: Decisikimgn
expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies, and on-going fiscal challenges

Additionally, sub-topics emerged within each pattern (see page 77). Theifgllow
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section discusses each pattern, sub-pattern in turn, and exemplars of eaclkl@aitin
from the interview data are presented.
Strengthsin Decision Making

The first part of the interview focused on the decision-making process that
schools utilized to allocate Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funds. How did schools decide on
resource use allocation? All four schools described a very similar colliazdecdacision
making process that included data analysis, time for stakeholder input, facelipgn
discussion, leadership team coordination and, ultimately, school site council approval.
There was little, if any difference among the individuals participatinardecision
making process. All principals cited that their teachers had chancep@binto site
decisions. School Site Councils and other advisory boards (English LanguagerAdvis
Committees, Title 1 Advisory Committees, and School Advisory Teams) also were
provided opportunities to offer guidance in utilizing site funds. However, keyetiites
during the decision-making process emerged. Schools that saw a growth im stude
achievement had an overall stronger decision-making process in place includewgthe
of stakeholder involvement, the depth of data analysis, and presence of monitoring all of
which emerged as sub-patterns from the pattern analysis.

Leve of involvement. Overall, there was a difference between the schools in the
level of stakeholder involvement during the decision-making process on funding
utilization. While all four schools described the opportunity for input throughout the
decision-making process, the two schools that exhibited the large two{yegroivth

described a level of involvement with their staff that went into much greatdr eyt
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the second two schools. For the higher achieving schools, the principals and leadership
teams met and discussed initial needs within the school. The leadership teamslprovide
communication back to the stakeholders, seeking feedback and discussion. Key decisions
in regards to funding were all brought to the table and were not made in isolation from
the rest of the staff.

One principal described the back and forth discussion that occurred with her staff.
“Many times | left a meeting with a larger to do list than when the meetingjesiee
said. She described a process of buy-in with the staff and the desire faffthe rsiake
sure they had all of the pertinent information to make key decisions. A second principal
described the courageousness that was needed to ensure that the staff had all of the key
information needed to make these key decisions. For example, as funding declined and
cuts had to be made, one staff had a tough conversation about key positions at the site.
This principal described having to work to set the tone around students and student needs
and not around saving a favorite staff members’ position. “We talk positions and not
people,” stated the principal on describing leading a faculty meeting wheiézong
needs were being established. There was also a trust described whi# tbkesl on
the principal to bring current scholarship and research, as appropriate, to them.I"Whe
first began to say ‘research says’ to the staff, eyes rolled...but graduzglyah to
hear....what does the research say about that?” The faculty had developed a tastl of t
in the principal that was integral to the decision-making process.

This level of involvement with staff was not described by the principals at the

sites with overall achievement drops. “The budget has to be decided upon by the time the
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single plan for student achievement is due to the district,” stated one of thegeafsinc
While they discussed opportunity for teacher involvement in the decision-making
process, the process was described as a task to be completed. One princifeal gdhahi
even though their teacher representatives on the school site council reported back to t
entire faculty as decisions are made, most teachers were not involved in funding
decisions. Data analysis, another sub-pattern in decision-making, entemeghbut the
interviews.

Depth of data analysis. “It all starts with data,” according to one middle school
principal. Most principals emphasized the importance of determining the need of the
students at their schools and having a close review of data, especiallyralifor
Standards Test (CST) data that included disaggregated data by numegaodigast
subgroups, by grade level, and by content area. A lot of time was dedicated to the
analysis of CST data throughout much of the first months of each school year. One
principal emphasized that she also utilized a spring recap of data anefgsestbachers
left for the summer that helped to jump-start fall conversations.

Most principals also described other types of data that their school utilized to
make decisions about the expenditure of funds including common writing assessments,
reading comprehension assessments, benchmark assessments, and pre-pongbmterve
data. Similar to the depth differences that emerged between the schooleiretiud |
involvement, principals differed in the depth of data analysis that occurred. The two
higher scoring schools described the movement of their staff from “gettioget to

doing what is needed to be able to make decisions.” Both of these principals describe
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that a few years ago, there was more of a struggle to get teachergpteteardata
analysis inventory. Teachers did it because it was assigned by the dradrimdt because
they saw value in the process. In fact, an example of a first gradestgaowth warrants
explanation.

The district had a long-standing class profile sheet that involved, among other
things, a beginning, middle, and end-of-the-school-year reading comprehemsmrBsc
the end of the year, teachers completed a second sheet that was sent tactithatistr
included the number of students that were not considered at grade level in readsng. It
included the specific names of students that were considered to be considerably below
grade level. The district used these data to track the progress &f sttidsnts. The
principal, new to the school two years ago, asked the first grade team what thei
classroom profile sheets from the prior year showed. Not one teacher could answer how
many students were not making adequate progress or were considered sallipstanti
below grade level and asked if they could get the copy of the classroom profiléd shee
the principal wanted to look at it with them. Within the two years, teachers had toeg
be more connected with the data and had been both communicated with and asked for
feedback about what the data was telling them. The principal reported thatwere
decisions made without the teachers wanting to have their most current clasataom d
with them. In fact, they were working on a program this year that furtbaggliegated
the results of common assessments from looking at the overall scores (a two out of four
on a writing assessment or a 72% on a mathematics benchmark) to looking at which areas

within a benchmark the students knew and did not know so they could focus their
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instruction. This example is a direct contrast to the school that had the large$tA&ds
scores.

The middle school principal that had a 25 point loss over two-years reported that
there was a lack of consensus at his school about the benefits of data aredgsiers
reported that they were tired of using test data, did not see the value of lookitey at da
and argued that focusing on their drop in scores did not help with the morale of the
school. Although shorter pre-post test formative assessments werealuthieze was not
school-wide buy-in for this process and teachers often complained that ¢hé tiiok
the students to complete the assessments took away from valuable teaohiddha
teaching staff did not buy into the fact that checking for understanding andif@ma
assessments were an important part of the teaching process (DuFouzra&®&011;
Schmoker, 2011). The principal did realize that until this issue was resolved, his school
achievement would continue to struggle. The final sub-pattern, presence of monitoring
the use of funding, emerged as a theme that was newer to schools duringctbiein-de
making process.

Presence of monitoring the use of funding. Although all four principals reported
the presence of a system of monitoring funding uses based on student progress, analysi
of the interview data determined a lack of process between the linkage of expsnditure
with student achievement results with some of the schools. A key difference was in t
buy-in with the teaching staff on the importance of student monitoring. Inteyaenti
(including before- and after-school and during school intervention) was the laeea w

the most monitoring took place. Most schools reported some kind of monthly or quarterly
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meeting where the regular education teachers and the intervention teagbevatmthe
principal to monitor student progress. During these sessions, they decide whether
students need to continue in intervention, and if so, what the focus should be.

There was a desire on the part of the principals interviewed to progressnfrom a
intervention monitoring process to a within-class monitoring process. And although
discussed later, the principals all emphasized that the lack of funding fdrozatian
time hinders a focus on continual student monitoring. In the two elementary schools
interviewed, teachers did not receive a conference period and there was no additiona
auxiliary) staff to provide any release time during the school day without @imgha
substitute teachers to cover classrooms. They reported a 45 minute weeldgipnaie
learning community (PLC) time as the real only time when the monitoring ccuald
without additional costs.

Although the middle schools interviewed had more time for collaboration, they
also discussed how class size increases and reduced staff did not provide ki@ wit
flexibility of having common planning periods for grade levels or content asezesdy
as two to three years previously. Although they tried to target key content areas
(especially mathematics and language arts) for common conferenaesy they often
had to split the common conference period between sixth grade (one period off) and
seventh and eighth grade (a different period off), leaving little time fonrale grade
levels to collaborate and monitor student progress. All four principals, despliéekhef
adequate funding to monitor student progress in the way they would have prefeded, ¢

an increased emphasis in monitoring student progress, noting more teachetduy-i
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monitoring the progress of student achievement. Without the Title 1 stimulussnonie
they noted, the expenditures for substitutes both at the site and district leviédto wr
common assessments and to create pre-post assessments would not have provided the
opportunity for growth in this area. The next portion of the interview provides an in-
depth look at Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funds that schools expended from 2009-2011.
Positive Utilization of Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditure 2009-2011

An in-depth discussion of how schools expended funds in the major categories of
funding within the study occurred as part of the interview process. In general,
professional development and programs for at-risk students dominated thegbsnci
reporting on the use of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies.

The descriptions of the types of professional development and program fér at-ris
students the principals provided helped validate the survey results described in the
guantitative data section. Principals described the added emphasis on prdfessiona
development for administrators and school leaders with the addition of Title 1 stimulus
monies. They reported a greater connection with current research and af sense
collegiality with their peers that had not been a focus in the two years pritietd T
stimulus monies. Additionally, the emphasis on providing extended learning tinoee(bef
or after school and during the summer) or intervention during the school day (small group
instruction or a scheduled period of intervention) helped schools develop programs that
either did not exist or existed in small doses prior to the addition of Title 1 stimulus

funding.
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All four principals, in varying degrees, defended both main categories of funding
even knowing that achievement results in the two years prior to stimulus funding was
greater than the two years with the funding. Professional development aedissr&br
at-risk students’ strengths and challenges emerged as sub-patternsdbtdig
interview data.

Professional development strengths. “Participating in a week-long August
professional development gave me an added vision in my role as a leader in my school
said one elementary school principal. In addition to an added focus on administrative
professional development, principals described many different professionaljuaeak
programs teachers had participated in during the past two years. Bodntley
principals interviewed described the emphasis on language arts, egpedlad primary
grades (K-2) and provided multiple opportunities for teachers to participatediedgui
reading, writing strategies, and academic vocabulary. Both noted a lackheihmadics
training and mentioned that the district did not have any curricular expertssiotizesh
in this area. The two middle school principals described professional development
opportunities for teachers that also included a lot of language arts support.ddifee mi
school utilized a district resource teacher to teach a period of seventtEgigic,
creating a demonstration classroom for school site on-going professigrkimiaent.

He considered the collaborative setting a key reason for an 8% growth from 2009-2011
on the CST ELA test. The second middle school principal emphasized that he would love
an opportunity to start over and was unsure that he made progress with the professional

development opportunities at his school. “I was not immediately able to implemeht all
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the ideas that | came up with during the leadership trainings,” he said. Thesie was
general consensus that the investment in professional development (measiate by
test scores) was perhaps not immediately evident, noting that the chamges b
implemented take time. They were confident that the investment would providegositi
achievement results within the next few years.

Professional development-conflicting results. Monies spent on coaching in the
two middle schools interviewed during the 2010-2011 school year also helped to explain
the mixed results with the quantitative correlations. During last yeamittitie schools
began to implement an expensive mathematics program that provided monthly intensive
professional development during collaboration time and was followed up withivgens
coaching that included class observations, debriefings, and detailed atghtbis
teacher and the coach). According to the principals, most teachers did not hang a str
enough understanding to implement the program until late in the school year, suggesting
it would not be until the 2011-2012 school year when teachers could fully implement
what was learned in 2010-2011. Now in year two, as teachers have continued to receive
monthly professional development and intensive coaching the principals pregiietter
growth in mathematics achievement.

One school, though, showed strong growth in two of the three grade levels (in
pre-algebra and Algebra 1) in 2010-2011, which was a pleasant surprise to the principal
(and teachers). The second school did not show growth in any of the three grade levels.
Upon further conversation, a very interesting story arose with the two middle school

principal interviewed that helped to explain some of the mixed results with ngachi
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during 2010-2011. While the $6,000 per teacher spent by each school ($30,000 for one
school and $36,000 for another) was a similar investment in a coaching professional
development program, results were very different. In fact, the second sqhartéde
being uninvited to participate in the program this year based on the lack of teacirer buy
to the program. Both schools had spent a considerable amount of time the year prior to
implementation in learning about the program. They observed teachers idisthets
that utilized the system of teaching, had time to discuss the program widathers
they observed, and were able to decide as a department whether to begin tine. pnogra
fact, one school within the same district went through the same process and decided not
to participate. It was the belief of both principals that their teachersatée to “opt in”
to the program.

The lack of teacher buy-in with the second school was immediately evident and
the principal reported that the teachers even sabotaged their participdtaerarnappy
that they were not invited back to participate. The teachers looked at the pasgram
punitive and even though two of the higher achieving schools in the district were also
participating, they believed that they really did not have a choice to pasitipeause
they had recently begun program improvement and the principal was going to make them
do something so they might as well do this program.

The importance of leadership and a culture of trust, described by Fullan (2011)
did not exist between the principal and the mathematics department. In the discussion
with the principal, there was not a clear separation between coachiegalundtion that

Fullan (2011) reported vital for coaching to be successful. Regardless, pagamt to
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note that the quantitative data did not tell the entire story and the two expenditures
perhaps cancelled each other out, providing results that might have been stronger if the
second school had had a more positive experience with the program.

At-risk student strategies. All four principals interviewed mentioned the
newness within their schools in providing intervention programs. Their schools had a
long standing culture to utilize a large percentage of funding (espaaiglementary
schools) on instructional assistants. Popular with parents and teachers, schawls had t
decrease hours of most instructional aide staff and eliminate entir@pssiiith the
budget cuts that occurred six to ten years ago. When the budget turned around, positions
were not reinstated as three out of the four principals noted that increasechrdska
not support the use of instructional assistants to work to boost student achievement and to
help our most at-risk students.

Principals reported implementing an intervention program without any training or
coordination district-wide as tremendously difficult. “Fortunately weiveckeTitle 1
stimulus monies to implement intervention programs for our students, but unfortunately
the money came at a time when district positions were being cut,” saideomenghry
principal. “There weren’t very many district folks that could help introdua&,tand
implement a program,” she added.

The principal of the middle school that has struggled for the past few admitted
that his teachers have become used to the extra money that after school tutwidgy Sa
classes and summer school provides. Perhaps the best teachers are not tee teache

interested in the extra time outside of class.
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At-risk program strategies. One principal (my final interview) discussed the
growth of her professional development and that of her staff in the intervensign de
and credits the school’s intervention model as a major reason the school grew by 32 API
points this year. She openly admitted that in her first year at the school (2008+389) t
was little focus on what the hourly intervention teachers did. Anyone interested in
working with a small group of students before or after school was given pemmigsi
run an intervention class. There was little pre-post data and the typical studet tavit
participate was low in language arts or mathematics. A typical session waukebend
grade teacher providing reading assistance for a group of 10-15 students. The state
provided intervention monies in the form of a categorical program to districts. The
program reimbursed only the cost of the hourly teacher rate for the actual tinfeethat
teacher was instructing students. No preparation time or monies wegbbke/tol
purchase curriculum.

Seeing little or no growth, the principal worked in year two (2009-2010) with
credentialed teachers looking for hourly work. Utilizing Title 1 stimulus funding
intervention programs were purchased. Intervention teachers participatettich dis
training that focused on small group instruction. School Study Teams (SST) met ever
six to eight weeks to monitor progress of the students.

It was this past year (2010-2011) according to the principal, when the classroom
teachers bought into the program. There was adequate support, materials, preparati
time, and collaboration. The school designed a “power hour” where two additional

intervention teachers pushed in with a grade level (that typically had thchersat a
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grade level) so that five teachers divided the work with students based on need. The
interesting twist is that the two intervention teachers provided average and abmgea
students (about 60-70% of the grade level) with enrichment activities, allowitty dee
classroom teachers to have small classes with the at-risk studentsd&yeigr one

hour, teachers focused on the skills that students needed help with. Every four weeks,
grade levels met during release time to shuffle kids, analyze pre-pgatat®sand

establish priorities for the next four weeks. “After the first two yelagst smart and

wrote goals with the teachers rather than for the teachers,” admittednitipgdr “And it
worked!”

Despite the relative newness of intervention programs, all of the school psncipal
believed that they would continue to improve in the implementation of intervention
strategies and wondered whether, with the loss of Title 1 stimulus moniestnd s
revenue, they would be able to continue to offer the level of support they had offered
throughout the previous two years. Discussions such as this led to the on-going fiscal
challenges in our schools today—the final pattern that emerged from theewtelatia.
On-Going Fiscal Challenges

School principals discussed how the on-going fiscal challenges (including
decreased funding and categorical flexibility) had affected theirfigrdecisions. The
bump in funding of Title 1 stimulus monies came at a time of fiscal crisis. Althooty
asked within the context of the interview, three of four principals reported on the

decrease of faculty morale as a result of the multi-year decreases imgfundluding
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the loss of teachers at their sites. Decreased funding, the change anicakdigxibility,
and the increases in accountability all emerged as sub-patterns frortethieew data.

Decr eased funding consequences. Schools have had many challenges and tough
fiscal decisions to make because of the multi-year, on-going decredsading. One
result of the funding decrease, the growth of class size, has createdemultipl
consequences in schools. The most obvious is that large classes are not conducive to
working with our most at-risk students (Picus, 2005). More subtle issues, though, have
occurred at school sites. Moving from 20 to 30 students per class reduced average school
staff (with 600 students) from 30 to 20. With the loss of less veteran teachers, many
reported that the most recently trained teachers with current pedagogyghad been
terminated. One school principal reported losing an additional seven teachers bécause
the seniority of the teachers at her school. “I had a very young staff so whsamitety
list for the district was released; | lost 17 teachers over twe ya&hile she reported
losing a net of 10 teachers, she was “given” teachers that were excess&addire
veteran school sites. “My entire school culture changed and | felt | had toagitshe
said.

This mass movement meant that teachers were not only new to their sitesebut wer
new to their grade levels. Many teachers moved from kindergart&haio@ grade. And
unfortunately, major cuts to the district office staff meant that staff dpees were not
available to provide training and support to the teachers in their new grade levels.

Having fewer teachers also meant fewer teachers within a gratigol®weding

less opportunity to collaborate within a grade level. Many went from fivix ¢eachers
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at a grade level to two or three teachers. Elementary principalsaemootre
combination classes, further reducing the morale on campus.

Principals also reported the loss or reduction of successful programs.ititarve
programs were cut or eliminated. Many schools canceled or reduced the number of day
that summer school programs were offered. Additional staff positions weiaatkch So
that push-in instructional assistance (additional teachers that work withgsowgds of
students within an existing class) was eliminated. With the loss of intemrgrgsitions
at sites, flexibility was reduced for placing students in intervention basspeific
need. For example, one middle school principal reported only having six total
intervention classes, one for each grade leV&I {8, and &) for English language arts
and mathematics. While admitting that non-Title 1 sites may not have evenithese s
sections, they had offered double the number of sessions so that classes with 15 students
were formed based on specific student need (reading comprehension vs. writing or
number sense vs. conceptual understanding). Now, 30 students who were all “behind”
were in an intervention section, leaving sites to wonder if the sections weverdnghe
money.

One principal reported that it used to be much simpler to try, pilot, or explore new
ideas or programs and feel the stress of accountability. “I feel forcedacimans
because of the unavailability of funding,” he stated. “Can | afford an autotekgphone
system to inform parents about upcoming events at the expense of an extra section of
help for English Language Learners? Can | pay for an on-line study prégaastudents

can use at home at the expense of offering after school homework help?” he wondered.
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Principals reported having to be more careful with money and regretted mh&ingsc
between two programs that both benefited students. All four principals intetvigere
thankful that federal stimulus funding came when state categorical hgxinad
devastated budgets, funding, and programs at their school sites.

Categorical flexibility—alossfor schools. The concerns that principals spoke
about regarding the loss of categorical flexibility closely milaaaswers regarding the
decrease in funding. All four principals interviewed reported receiving végy litany,
of the money that districts received when state legislators approved catkfixibility
in 2008. Discussions regarding categorical flexibility concerned deamsaking about
what to do with the small amount of money that was still available to school sites.

An additional concern was the loss of some categorical programs that were not
directly tied to student achievement. The Site Block Grant, Art and Music Block,Gra
and the Technology and Educational Materials Block Grant were all exaafiples
categorical funds that schools received for specific purposes or prograrisi that
require a link to improving student achievement (and thus inclusion into the single plan
for student achievement). While principals were in agreement about the need to have
fiscal decisions based around student needs, they also reported a need to update broken
equipment, update a copy machine, repair a fence, or pay for a field trip. VWAge P
booster groups, and local businesses have come to the rescue in some instances, schools
reported that they have less flexibility with local donated monies. One notetivilaast i
ironic that the district gained flexibility while the schools lost the fle#ibdnd none of

the principals believed that added flexibility did anything other than preveamntbe f

147



teacher job loss. While California legislators applauded flexibility asetiuen to local
control so that districts could make decisions that best affected studentsZQAD), the
result, especially during tough budget cuts, was that the categori@akdothply went
to help the bottom line.

One middle school principal explained that they previously had drug and tobacco
prevention monies to offer a wide variety of after-school programs for studegisga
from a running club, a book club, a tin can drum band, line dancing, and drama. Now,
none of these programs exist and instead have been replaced with academittiorierve
programs.

Accountability challenges. Although not part of the structured interview, three
principals mentioned that the challenge of the increased accountabiltgrftetiuced
decision-making flexibility at their sites. Two schools were in theiosd year of
program improvement. They cited losing 10% of their Title 1 budget because their
district was in Program Improvement and another 20% of their Title 1 budget to pay for
students to receive tutoring from outside agencies and to provide transportation to
students that could leave their school sites to go to non-program improvement sites.

The school that had the largest API growth moved into their first year of progra
improvement despite raising API, AYP ELA, and AYP math test scores both sciu®ol-w
and in each significant subgroup. Unfortunately, in one subgroup (AYP ELA for English
Language Learners), they did not grow enough to make the 67.6% 2011 AYP target.
Despite the school successes, they lost the flexibility of making their avigiaes about

what works best for their students. They put 10% of their budget aside for professiona
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development and must follow state adopted program improvement guidelines on how to
improve student achievement. The overall loss of funding (they also lost an additional
30%) because their district was in program improvement and there are schbeis in t
second year of program improvement (20% funding for transportation and outside group
tutoring) meant that they further reduced and eliminated programs that had ttatadns
success throughout the past two years.
Third Research Question Summary.

Despite the negativity surrounding budget cuts, loss of staff, low morale, and
difficult funding decisions, three of the four principals interviewed were notinega
about the fiscal state of their schools or districts. They seemed to be takiclzatlenges
in stride and discussed openly the severity of the fiscal crisis and theirplaosé¢ their
school forward. Not one of the three principals used funding decreases as an excuse for
smaller gains in student achievement. The leadership of the principals was evident
during the interviews. One creative principal provided a simple visual to heosttféir
first day back this fall. They have slowly grown from being one of the lowast\acg
Title 1 school in the district to the highest Title 1 school (API 883). Their motto is 900 or

Bust!
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CHAPTER S5
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Throughout the past four years, California schools have been challenged to do
more with less, facing drastic budget cuts and growing federal accountahidity
funding has decreased by over 30% in general fund allocations. Schools have seen over
40 categorical programs become flexible, allowing districts to utilize fands
preserved for special programs or students, any way they see fit (LAD, Z0oi
example, the class size reduction categorical program has becomesflakdaing
districts to raise class size from 20 to 30 and retain the money they recéiveting
program for other district expenses. The severe budget cuts to schools aenkdidiyt
a lack of reauthorization in NCLB, which expired in 2008. Without a reauthorization,
approximately 80% of schools faced funding sanctions (10% of the budget for district
professional development, 20% of budget lost to pay for transportation and outside
tutoring, 10% for school professional development) that further reduce budgeiifiexi
(USDOE, 2011). Taken together, the state and federal budget and accounsshgisy i
reduce school decision-making authority.

The ability for schools to understand the connection between resource utilization
and student achievement growth has become more important than ever. Schools need to
examine resource use patterns to help decide which programs to keep and which are not
as valuable.

This mixed-methods inquiry sought to study how schools utilized Title 1 and Title

1 stimulus funding (funds for schools to help ensure that socioeconomically
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disadvantaged students meet academic standards) from 2009-2011 and determine if
correlations existed between areas of resource utilization and student mamneve
Results of this study offered opportunities for schools, districts, and policy srtaker
have current data on how to best allocate resources to areas of greatest netttewhere
will be most effective.

This chapter is organized into the following six sections: A discussion of findings
implications of findings, an introduction to the Resource Use Planning Model,
recommendations for practice, recommendations for future research, and overall
conclusions. The first section, including a methodological overview, presents a
discussion of findings organized by research question: first a discussion on funding
utilization; second, funding correlation and achievement analysis; and fiptigipal
interviews are discussed.

Discussion of Findings
M ethodological Overview

Fifteen elementary and middle school principals completed an extensive
guantitative survey, providing Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus expenditure data for the 2009-
2010 and the 2010-2011 school years. Qualitatively, four principals were inteshviewe
analyze the decision-making process to guide schools on how categoricagifomght
best improve student achievement, as defined by the California state APIrstthe a
federal AYP ELA, and AYP mathematics. Three research questions framextudy:

1. How did elementary and middle schools utilize Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus

monies from 2009-20117?
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2. How did the expenditures of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus money affect student
achievement as measured by state tests in 2009-20117
3. What process did schools utilize to allocate Title 1 stimulus funds? To what
extent did the current (2009-2011) budget situation within California (both budget
reduction and categorical flexibility) play a role in the decision makinggsssy?
Across all three research questions, findings suggested that two areasiaferes
allocation were emphasized by schools. Expenditures both for professionapdeset
and programs for at-risk students played a key role in student achievemeit gmnolwt
are a focus throughout this chapter.
Funding Utilization Discussion
The first research question studied the utilization of Title 1 and Title Lilsm
monies from 2009-2011. Overall results demonstrated 82.1% of expenditures in Title 1
and Title 1 stimulus monies fell within two main categories: Professionalamnent
(37.9%) and strategies for at-risk learners (44.2%). Additionally, princigaésted most
new curriculum and technology expenditures further supported intervention programs,
suggesting that almost 50.0% of funding was focused on the most struggling students.
Research suggested that if schools utilized resources in alignment waih cert
strategies, student achievement improved (Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus,
2008). Overall, schools that participated in this study utilized funding in alignmdmt wit
such instructional strategies, suggesting they were utilizing instrucbestpractices to

raise student achievement.
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Professional development. On-going sustainable professional development is a
key effective strategy in raising student achievement (Fullan, 2010; Hargi&ave
Shirley, 2009; Odden, 2007, 2009; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus, 2008).
Further, continued emphasis in administrative professional development (Fullan, 2010),
collaboration (Odden & Archibald, 2009) and instructional coaching (Odden & Picus,
2008) were well modeled by the schools participating in this study. Many poofaksi
development expenditures within a school were linked together. For example,
administrators and teachers both participated in training focused on effedtiuetioral
strategies. According to the survey results, having common experiences kaittimg
teachers collaborated at least monthly on the successes and needs within dictiomestr
purpose with administration participating alongside them. Coaching was thedgqat to
the teachers based on the needs that surfaced during collaboration. In addition to
expending funds on professional development activities, connections existed throughout
many aspects of professional development within a school. Schools within this stydy m
want to ensure a connectedness between expenditures such as professional development

Elementary schools utilized a greater percent of funding for school collmorat
(3.4% compared with 1.8% for middle schools). Middle schools, utilized a greater
percentage in district professional development (7.6% compared to 3.6% for elgmenta
school. The results may be explained by the need for district assistanuedt school
collaboration. While most elementary schools have many teachers withimaggagke
level, middle schools may have a single teacher for a content area (ona &#¢geber or

one seventh grade science teacher). Elementary schools, thus, can effecliziebrate
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within their school. An important result to emphasize is that regardless opthefty
professional development, sites were able to decide on the structure tliatihesteeds
of the students and teachers at their site.

Strategiesfor at-risk learners. Justification for providing intervention and
tutoring for struggling students, both during and after the school day (including summe
school) is well supported within the research (Fullan, 2010; Odden, 2007, 2009; Odden &
Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus, 2008; Torgeson, 2004). Schools participating in this
study provided strong evidence of providing additional assistance for th& kgariser
with 34.2% of total expenditures utilized for intervention during the school day, 10.1%
for extended learning time before and after school, and 5.2% on summer school
programs.

Elementary schools expended 39.1% of funds for intervention during the school
day as opposed to 20.5% for middle school. The result may be explained by the
availability of highly qualified elementary teachers due to the magnitu@dgaifs due to
budget cuts. It may also be easier within the structure of elementary stchpadside a
double dose of instruction when needed, giving students’ small group intervention after
an initial lesson, during another subject, in lieu of an elective, computer time aoy libr
visits. According to the middle school principals interviewed, the middle schoolus&uct
makes it much more difficult to pull students for small group instruction. Most
intervention within the school day mandated students enrolled in an additional

intervention period for at least a semester of instruction. Cost-wise, dubsbaal

154



sections for intervention are provided by full-time contracted teachergimgdhe
availability of funding within the middle schools for this area.
Funding Correlation Discussion

The second research question studied how Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies
affected student achievement as measured by state tests in 2009-2011 (API,AYP EL
and AYP mathematics). Analyses are presented in three categoriees(dis for Title 1
and Title 1 stimulus combined; (b) Results for Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus indiviglually
and (c) Results for elementary and middle school, individually.

Title1 and Title 1 stimulus combined analysis. In general, professional
development correlated positively with student achievement growth. Admiivistra
professional development, one specific area of professional development studiest] show
five positive correlations with achievement. In overall 2009-2011 funding, threevpositi
correlations were found in ELA AYP, ELA mathematics, and API. In 2009-2010, two
positive correlations were found in AYP ELA and API. Teacher professional
development showed four positive correlations and two each for district professional
development, collaboration, and coaching. Taken together, these findings suggested that
money expended for professional development led to increases in student achievement.

Strategies for at-risk learners, however, did not show an overall relatioaship t
growth in student achievement when looking at combined Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus
expenditures. Two of the three categories of funding analyzed in this area,ntterve
during the school day and extended learning time-summer school, both showed negative

correlations. Intervention during the school day showed a negative correlation in both
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AYP mathematics and API in 2009-2011 and AYP ELA and API in 2009-2010. Summer
school also showed a negative relationship in overall API scores in 2009-2010. Only
before or after school intervention showed a positive correlation in AYP mathsmati

from 2009-2011. In general, findings suggested that strategies for atatiskre did not
show a relationship to growth in student achievement. Schools may want to focus
expenditures on activities that provide extended learning time within the regjutex s

year (September-June). Schools may also want to review expenditures fagrsschool

and during-the-school-day intervention to evaluate the strengths and weakihess of t
programs.

Additionally, technology expenditures showed a positive correlation to student
achievement growth in AYP mathematics (2009-2011) and AYP ELA and API (2009-
2010) and additional teacher support showed a positive (r=.63) significant correlation to
AYP ELA achievement in 2009-2010.

Titleland Title 1 stimulus-separ ate analysis. While it is important to look at
the overall picture of combined Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies, an analysis of
correlations of Title 1 or Title 1 stimulus monies independently with studentvachest
may help schools link expenditures to particular programs and resource decisians. Afte
all, Title 1 has a long funding tradition in schools and schools may have established
programs that warrant review. With the Title 1 stimulus monies available forvemly t
years, schools may have introduced new programs or provided added emphasis to
existing programs. A separate analysis may help schools better know whichm@ogra

provided the desired positive student achievement effect.
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Title 1. Many positive correlations were found between Title 1 expenditures and
student achievement. Professional development, similar to results found whengstudyin
combined Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus relationships, showed positive correlations with
student achievement. Administrative professional development showed a strong,
significant positive correlation between Title 1 2009-2011 to AYP ELA (r=.50), AYP
mathematics (r=.74), and API (r=.64). Coaching also showed similar results,
demonstrating a strong, significant positive correlation in all of the Huleevement
areas (AYP ELA, AYP mathematics, and API) ranging from r=.54-.65. Teache
professional development and collaboration also demonstrated positive correfations
AYP mathematics and API scores.

Also similar to the combined Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus relationships, negative
correlations were found with strategies for at-risk learners. keéion during the school
day was negatively correlated in all three achievement areas to Titeddires. Only
intervention before and after school showed a positive relationship with AYP
mathematics and API achievement results. As stated previously, resultsteddbat
schools should evaluate the decisions made regarding providing additional senvices f
at-risk students toward a model that involves extended learning time for students.
Differently from the combined Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus relationships, sursafol
showed a positive correlation in AYP math to Title 1 expenditures, suggesting a possible
review of the program provided in the summer and exploring whether there is a
difference between the offerings for mathematics and ELA (as norship was found

for ELA).
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Title 1 stimulus. Title 1 stimulus monies indicated mixed results with student
achievement, suggesting schools may have used the new funding in a varietg,of way
with a variety of levels of success. While administrative professional devetipm
showed significant positive correlations in AYP ELA and API test scores in 2009-2010, a
negative correlation was found in 2009-2011 AYP mathematics. This represented the first
negative relationship in any professional development category and may have b&en due
the emphasis on language arts (and not mathematics) during the trainingg. Dur
interviews, principals noted a lack of mathematics emphasis during proféssiona
development. Teacher professional development showed positive correlations in AYP
ELA and API in 2009-2011 and in AYP mathematics in 2009-2010. District professional
development showed a significant positive correlation with AYP mathematics and
correlations with AYP ELA and API in 2009-2011 and a significant positive cowelati
in 2009-2010. A moderate negative correlation was found with district professional
development and AYP mathematics in 2010-2011. Also interesting to note was the
significant negative correlation to coaching in 2010-2011 with all three let/etadent
achievement. Twelve of the 15 schools mentioned that coaching was new to their
schools. During interviews, principals mentioned that two coaches were beimgpluby
10 schools, suggesting that the new model of professional development led to the
negative relationship with student achievement and perhaps an effective model of
coaching was not experienced.

Despite the small sample size, 17 statistically significant etivak were found

in analyzing Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies separately, suggestingng §nk
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between expenditures and student achievement. Perhaps correlations between
expenditures and student achievement were stronger when looking at Title 1 afd Title
stimulus monies individually as many schools reported treating Title lidad. T

stimulus monies separately (and not as a combined program). For example, a school may
have paid for one type of professional development out of Title 1 and an additional type
of professional development out of Title 1 stimulus. Schools may have paid for
intervention during the school day out of Title 1 and paid for after school intervention out
of Title 1 stimulus. The strength of results may demonstrate a cleareegdmtsichools
concerning possible next steps; to look to see what they actually spent theirandoey
determine successful programs compared to programs that might need toithetedi.

Elementary and middle school analysis. No major differences were found
between elementary and middle schools with professional development and student
achievement growth. With the continued results that have demonstrated a positive
correlation between professional development activities and student achiegeovaht
both levels are encouraged to emphasize continued on-going intensive professional
development with Title 1 resource utilization.

Parental involvement resource utilization showed a much larger relationship wit
elementary student achievement growth (r=.75) than middle schools (r=.35). Although
the expenditures were the same (approximately 1% of expenditures) beteraentaty
and middle schools, elementary schools reported much greater variety of ohoice f
parents such as family math nights, literacy nights, trainings for spgcifte level

spans, as well as topic conversations with the principal, than middle schools.
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Middle schools showed a much stronger relationship with summer school and
student achievement growth (r=.63) than elementary schools (r=.16) as wpbsis\e
correlation between new program purchases and student achievement. Middle school
principals did report that new program purchases were for summer school and
professional development was coordinated by the school and the district for summer
school teachers.

Examination of elementary school student achievement growth with successful
middle school programs, and middle schools reviewing key successes in elementary
programs could provide added information about what specific implementation nuances
each level utilized to improve student achievement.

Interview Findings

In general, interviews helped tell the story of resource allocation and etyyerdi
within a school site and the factors considered by schools in deciding how to loast util
limited funding. Three main patterns emerged during the interviews. First,ehgtktin
decision-making was a strong indicator of student achievement. Second, posidivg f
utilization existed within Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus programs. And, finallyatigoing
fiscal challenges prohibited school progress.

Strengthsin decision-making. Overall, schools that grew in student achievement
had a stronger decision-making processes than schools that declined in student
achievement. Their process included a greater level of involvement of stakehalder

depth of data analysis, and evidence of monitoring resource use.
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Level of involvement. These schools had a level of involvement appropriate for
the situation. While principals reported that major decisions included all stakeh@lde
level of trust existed for leadership teams or the school principal to makeodscisi
regarding the use of funds. These decisions were not seen as decisions maak&oim isol
Rather, decisions were believed to be a collaborative process regardléssvadsv
making the decisions. This may be further explained through a second layer of
involvement that emerged from the data. Principals reported that their stedfaate
only involved in decision-making but were becoming better informed. Successful schools
have established a culture of involvement where stakeholders are viewed as key to
effective decision-making rather than a hindrance to the process (Fullan R&s,
2009). Three of four principals interviewed reported that they were able to develop a
climate of trust, staff buy-in and involvement necessary for the challentes their
schools today, suggesting that school leaders emphasize the importance ofdsakehol
involvement in the decision-making process within their school sites. Bryk andid&sahne
(2002) found that schools reporting strong positive trust levels were three times mor
likely to show improvement in student achievement than schools without trust in the
principal.

Depth of data analysis. Generally, a dedication to continuous data analysis and a
plan of monitoring programs throughout the school year were evident. Results dnirrore
the literature on data-driven decision-making models emphasizing multaleunes of
data analysis as a process to improve instruction (Daggett, 2006; DuFour, 2003; Fox,

2003; Good, 2006). There was a difference, though, between the schools that made

161



positive student achievement growth and those that did not in the depth of data analysis.
While all four school principals reported effectively utilizing CST data irdgnsion-
making process, the two schools that made the most growth described a depth of
involvement in the data analysis (similar to the differences in the leveldf@ment
found in the previous section). While these principals reported the depth of aaalgsis
growing process that still has room for improvement, these schools utilizeiéty o&r
data including running records, quarterly writing assessments, and benchrsark tes
Schools should continue to utilize frequent formative assessments in addition to the
summative CST test analysis to make decisions about student needs.

Monitoring. Although covered in more detail in the next section, schools should
also ensure that monitoring is continuous as even the most successful school$i&ithin t
study noted a need to improve in this area. Schools did have monitoring processes in
place for intervention programs but need to expand student monitoring within
classrooms. As reported by principals, when schools utilized a monitoriteggtra
results improved.

On-going fiscal challenges. Multiple fiscal challenges emerged during the
interview process. Principals recognized that the fiscal fluctuationstw@ast four
years have been the most challenging in their careers. And for Title 1 s¢hizot®mes
at a time when NCLB accountability has sanctioned schools that have not achieved an
almost 70% proficiency in ELA and mathematics including both school-wide (overall
school scores of percent proficient) and in all numerically significantrsupg (African

American, Hispanic/Latino, SWD, ELL, SED, etc.). A decrease in funding, theaiper
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in California categorical flexibility and the challenges with fadlaccountability all
emerged as sub-patterns in the data.

Decreased funding. The decrease in funding led to increases in class size,
reduction or elimination of support programs and a decrease in staff at each gehool s
Within California, a marked 30% decrease in general fund allocations éxas be
experience by districts (LAO, 2011). Principals reported not only the challenge-of
going budget cuts and deciding which programs to continue to support or not, but cited
huge staff changes as a secondary consequence of the budget situation guagestih
for leaders in schools that can establish a positive school climate and fastse @
trust throughout the school community. Principals further reported that the thes to
budget have been amplified because of their loss of multiple categoricampsogr

Flexibility challenges. The 40+ state categorical programs that have become
flexible have further reduced budgets to school sites. Federal Title 1 dellarswith
the addition of the 2009-2011 stimulus monies, are being stretched to cover programs
once funded by many other programs. Principals reported during interviews that they
received little to none of the monies that districts received due to the fikyxibil
Principals further emphasized that this issue has been heightened Atstitieols
because they did not have the fiscally rich PTA, booster club support groups, and
financial parent support that many non-Title 1 school reported were helping te tiredg
gap, creating an even larger funding gap between high and low socioeconmerts
The loss of California categorical flexibility, for Title 1 schools hasdeether

heightened due to the increase in federal accountability.
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Accountability challenges. In addition to the loss of state funding, heightened
accountability sanctions are providing even less flexibility for schoolsligtgacts and
schools move into program improvement status, (as 80% are projected to be by next
year), a possibility of an additional 30% of Title 1 funding is moved from school budgets
to district professional development programs (10%) and outside tutoring groups and
transportation for student wishing to change schools (20%). While not a reduction in
funding, schools in program improvement status are required to spend at least 10% of
their remaining allocation on professional development. Although results ofutis s
have indicated that money spent on professional development positively comethted
student achievement growth, it still reduces the decision-making figxiwithin a
school.

This section provided a discussion of findings through which an analysis was
presented for each of the three research questions in this study. Through tkis,dnaly
implications emerged and are presented in the following section: Professional
development, strategies for at-risk learners, leadership, and monitoring.

I mplications of Findings
Professional Development

Based on the findings from the schools participating in this study, professional
development should have a defined role within the decision-making process at school
sites. Not only did the schools participating in this study spend approximately 40% of
their Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus budgets on professional development, professional

development significantly correlated with positive student achievementlgiadistimes.
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Schools should also ensure that administrative professional development is ah integra
part of their school plan as this area significantly correlated with y@sitident
achievement growth six times. Results of this study are well supported iretatulié,
which suggests that on-going, sustainable professional development is a keyeeffecti
strategy in raising student achievement (Fullan, 2010; Hargreaves &\$Ri0I09;

Odden, 2009; Odden & Archibald, 2009; Odden & Picus, 2008). Professional
development can/should be in the form of:

e Collaboration—time for teachers to work together at their school site wiitua f
on instruction (Fullan, 2010; Odden & Archibald, 2009).

e District Sponsored Professional Development—should include training for
administrators and teachers to learn methods to get better at what thiegaate a
doing (Fullan, 2010). As reported during this study, the design for district
professional development should include sessions where principals attend training
alongside their teachers.

¢ Intensive teacher workshops and trainings—as opposed to one-day professional
development, trainings need to be on-going, intensive, and sustainable for
maximum benefit.

e Coaching—Fullan (2010) reported on the struggles in implementing new
coaching models within a school or district. Although the results of coaching were
mixed throughout this study, Fullan argued that adequate time needs to be given
to develop and effective program (2010). Additionally, Odden and Picus (2008)

suggested, through the evidence-based model, that two and a half coaches serve a
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school of 500 students. Within this study, principals within one district reported a
total of two coaches for 10 schools (approximately 6,000 students), suggesting
that schools should implement coaching utilizing the evidence-based model and
allowing for development and implementation before determining the
effectiveness of the program.
Strategiesfor At-Risk Learners
Based on the findings, a second implication within this study relates tdispeci
academic strategies schools utilize for at-risk learners thstt\ehin the resource use
decision-making process. Almost 50% of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding was
allocated to support the most struggling students. The preferred structure shawld incl
extended learning time in the form of before- and after-school interventiorigjtori
where students receive a double dose of instruction in the content area in whiclethey ne
assistance. Extended learning time is also well supported in the liteRtumevan &
Bransford, 2005; Fullan, 2003; Odden & Archibald, 2009). Also based on the findings,
summer school programs and intervention during the school day did not show consistent
positive correlation to student achievement growth. Utilizing funds for thegeapne
may require careful monitoring, additional teacher professional development, and the
purchase of appropriate curricular materials to increase the likelihoodlehstu
achievement growth. Similarly with the coaching process described abovéalanc
reported a newness to intervention programs that could perhaps explain negaiige r
Similar caution exists for schools to avoid eliminating programs that have notdaghe

time to show positive results.
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L eadership

Throughout the interviews, strong leadership themes emerged from schools that
had positive student achievement growth. As Fullan (2003) stated “only principals w
are equipped to handle a complex, rapidly changing environment can implement the
reforms that lead to sustained improvement in student achievement’ (p. 16). As school-
wide Title 1 schools that are working hard to avoid the sanctions of federal program
improvement, these school leaders provided what Reeves (2009) and Sosik & Dionne
(1997) described as a culture ready for effective change and improvement. Intcontras
the school with the large drop in student achievement did not exhibit strong culture
building strategies. The school principal discussed the dissent within thanstaf
guestioned how they would go about making positive progress. District decision makers
should work to provide the strongest leaders at our most at-need schools and provide
additional assistance in developing trust and a positive school culture for school
administrators.
Monitoring

As a final implication, findings from the study suggest that schools need to
continuously monitor the effects of resource allocation decisions to know which
programs to keep when unexpected fluctuations in funding sources occur. In addition,
schools need to continuously monitor resource use within a given year to ensure its
effectiveness. Like a good coach, who makes halftime adjustments if ngceshaols

must check-in with a structured monitoring process to ensure that needed augigtime
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instruction, student selection, and curricular selection are occurring. Additjdika
coaches who take-time outs when needed, schools need to ensure that an on-going
process exists for needed modifications to existing programs. If a studeneisd of
help, schools need to provide assistance and not wait until the semester or the next school
year. Similarly, when students no longer need assistance, there should bes foregé
them from the added support. If students needing additional assistance are ngt maki
adequate progress, a process needs to exist to ensure that teacher cofabast
about appropriate next steps for these students.
The Resour ce Use Planning M odel

Throughout the interviews with the four school principals, the two that had the
largest API growth described how they made funding decisions. What emerged is
perhaps a beginning of a decision-making process that Grubb (2010) and Fullan (2010)
describe as a complex decision-making process where purchases involve multiple
resources (professional development, new program purchase, technology, and
collaboration). Schools reported, though, struggling to link purchases to need. They
further reported struggling with a true process to monitor the benefits ofithding
decisions. This is consistent within the literature. Fullan (2010) emphasizedhioals
struggle the most with the sophistication of a whole-system resource plan. @0abp (
agreed, claiming that many school and districts with the larges expesagitirstudent
invested them in single (simple) resources that showed little effecidenst
achievement. And while much research exists supporting the cohesion in planning that

Fullan (2010) and Grubb (2010) discussed, principals participating in this studiedepor
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a lack of district-adopted processes to assist schools with such a plan. Asgagh, a
between research and practice exists.

Through my work within both the doctoral program and this study, | designed an
original model to assist schools in resource use decision-making. The Resserrce U
Planning Model, shown in Figure 11, could be utilized to assist schools in betteceesou

allocation decision-making and help bridge the gap between research ara pract

N n

Why Who What How When Plan M onitor
Whatis | For whom | Acton? How will | How and How will the How will
the data | is the What is you When will you | program be stakeholders
that need? needed to | review determine implemented? | reassess the
indicates | (One address materials | effectiveness? effectiveness
aneed? | content the need? | to Must be Explain how the | 5nqg
area, one determine | CLEARLY plan determine
grade whether | addressed Incorporates a | pext steps?
level, etc.) they meet | before a complex, versus
the need? | purchase. a simple or
compound
purchase plan.

___—

Schools reported typically starting out with a purchase. For example heteac

Figure 11.Resource Use Planning Model.

wants a SMART Board for his/her classroom, a grade level wants student workbooks for
reading comprehension, or math teachers want a new summer school curricdvdum. T
model provided suggests that a school first starts with a need. Why is there a need? Wha

data are being utilized to establish a need at a school? Who is this needifgg2 A s
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classroom, a grade level, the whole school? And, how will the school ensure that the
proposed expenditure is the best purchase to fit that need?

The Resource Use Planning Model is currently being piloted in one district that
participated in the study during the 2011-2012 school year. A key example: Data
indicated as many as 40% (the why) of kindergarten and first gradershighevere not
reading at grade level. There was an additional need for English Langeageils
(ELL), socioeconomically disadvantaged (SED), and students with disal{iBiléD)
that were performing at less than 50% proficient on state assessmeadsl€dnwvho).

There was a need for an intervention program for reading comprehension in algment
schools (the what). After researching and reviewing many progratmswsmall

committee of primary literacy experts within the district, a leveleddcy intervention
program was selected (the how). It was determined by the committee thatitlle

pilot (now coined an initial implementation) with six elementary schools. Two fdcuse

on instruction with ELL students, two schools focused on SED students and two focused
on students with disabilities. The next step (the when) is a step that most schools skip.
Before the program was purchased and implemented, a monitoring process was
established that included a two-week, four-week, and final eight-week checlaghere

that were going to be teaching with the leveled literacy intervention pnogeae

brought-in and they decided what student data they would bring to discuss for each of the
three monitoring sessions. Finally, the overall plan (the last step) waszexdjanhis

included what Grubb (2010) and Fullan (2010) described as a complex resource plan.

This included a purchase of the program, a six-session training program teachers
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implementing the program, and the establishment of the on-going monitoring of the
program.

Many times, schools see a need (the what) and purchase a programhenstéac
use. They do not go through any process to ensure that the actual need is established a
that a collaborative process is utilized to decide how to work on the need at the school.
Teachers wait for the purchase to arrive and work independently to implement the
program in their classroom.

Other times, teachers are interested in a particular training andraskgpen to
attend isolated one-day trainings. They are given permission to go to tiegtiai
conference but come back and implement in isolation, or are not provided the time or
support to implement what is learned at the conference. Rarely are thbhslesta
protocols in place for sharing of what was learned, or for the training to beeaopi@c
plan. It usually comprises the whole plan (providing teachers the opportunity to attend
training).

Rarely are purchases and professional development intertwined into a complex
implementation plan. As Grubb (2010) and Fullan (2010) emphasized, a model providing
a move away from a simple purchase (the kit) or a compound purchase (the kit with
professional development) toward a complex plan (the kit with the professional
development and a monitoring/implementation plan) provides the most opportunities for
student achievement growth.

The schools that raised their API by over 30 points both described pieces of the

above model and provided the insight and inspiration for the above model to be piloted.
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The Resource Use Planning Model is being implemented within one district that
participated in this study and may perhaps be used for other schools and districts t
provide a more effective resource decision making process.

Recommendationsfor Practice

One purpose of this study was to offer opportunities for schools, districts, and
policy makers to have current data on how to best allocate resources iraththatere
needed the most and are the most effective. Based on the analysis and implications
previously presented, | offer recommendations for practice to educatioitipnacs,
state policymakers, federal policymakers, and to university programs.

Education Practitioners

A huge responsibility exists for schools and districts to utilize data to make
decisions on the adequate use of funding for the purpose of improving student
achievement. Schools, faced with the challenges of budget cuts and heightened
accountability must ensure that they are monitoring the use of funding to detesimaine
works and what does not. The Resource Use Planning Model may help play a role in the
planning and decision making that schools undertake.

Many effective strategies and programs were highlighted withinttidy sind
recommendations have been given to help schools utilize resources for mcreeeffe
and higher student achievement growth. Ensuring that on-going professional
development exists within a school plan is one such suggestion. Strategiessfor at-
learners, especially before and after school intervention, have been a secostisugge

A major finding and recommendation for schools, though, is that success has not been
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because of any one area of resource allocation but rather applicatioriurfdimg within
an implementation plan. Following the Resource Use Planning Model may guide schools
through effective implementation of programs.
State Policymakers

Schools require flexible categorical programs to ensure adequate funding is
available for at-risk students. While state categorical flexibiig welcomed by many,
current law allows for over 40 state categorical programs to be utilizedvayp
district sees fit” with funding becoming part of the general fund. Most dstegtort
utilizing the flexibility to solve budget deficiencies (LAO, 2011). Even assunthieg
budget situation improves, general fund dollars can be used at the bargaining thble in a
union negotiations. Therefore, money cannot be guaranteed for our most at-need students
and should not be part of the general fund allocation to school districts.

Instead, state categorical funds should remain restricted but under locet distri
control. Categorical flexibility should be given to schools for specific stadmnt
programs and remain flexible for schools and districts to utilize all catagydotiars to
raise student achievement.
Federal Policymakers

Federally, consistency in funding for Title 1 schools is vital. Title 1 schools mus
be able to maintain effective programs for socioeconomically disadvantaged student
Accountability sanctions must be reworked so that schools are not forced toaédim

reduce effective programs. Even Title 1 schools that meet annual accoyrgédmidards
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are penalized by losing at least 30% of their funding if their district {@r&tchools
within their district) does not meet annual standards.

Federal policy makers should mirror the recommendations that came wath Titl
stimulus funding. Title 1 stimulus funding was intended to increase teacheneffess,
utilize data for student improvement, and provide additional learning opportunities for
struggling students (CDE, 2010a). Providing research-based guidelines fossatbol
holding them accountable for utilizing monies within those guidelines would be a more
appropriate funding accountability measure for schools, enabling them to maintai
effective programs and receive the funding assistance necessary twithookir most
at-need students.

University Programs

The importance of effective leadership was consistent throughout this study.
School principals need an opportunity to learn about building a positive school climate
and culture, how to utilize data to effectively design, implement and monitor pggram
additional to understanding the complex world of educational finance. School leaders
must comprehend the importance of building trust with their faculty and school
communities. University programs play a large role in developing leadengn€bd to

ensure that graduates are prepared to deal with the complexities ostpdagipalship.
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Recommendations for Future Research

The following three recommendations are offered for future resedrsh:to
broaden the scope of the study to include both high schools and a larger sample size.
Second, continue to follow the schools within this study. And lastly, to expand the scope
of the study to include all categorical programs within a school site.
Broaden the Study

This study reported on elementary and middle schools in Southern California and
thus, results cannot be generalized outside of these narrow parameters. Having the
opportunity to include high schools could help analyze further differences in resource
allocation and student achievement linkages that could help schools determine the
effectiveness of their school programs. Although not including high schools was a
limitation of the current study, this decision was purposeful because thesmdAYP
scores are based on the high school exit exam, and are not based on the California
Standards Test, thus preventing similar correlations between eleynenitddle and high
schools.

Increasing the sample size of the study could also provide additional
generalizability to larger groups of schools. Studying outside of the South&orial
area, both throughout California and across the United States, could increase the
generalizability of the study and further help schools make good decisions about

categorical resource allocation.
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Continueto Follow the Schools within the Study

It would be interesting to continue this study for the two years afterITitle
stimulus funding to study the sustainability of the funding. Building sustainaliisy
one of the federal goals of stimulus funding. Would there continue to be an increase of
student achievement with the effective use of Title 1 stimulus monies ochalbls see
a decrease in student achievement with the loss of the funding? Many principdksdrepor
during the study that all effects of stimulus resource allocation have not begnired,
especially with the focus on primary grades that have not yet been tesdtedtiate and
federal accountability system.
Expand the Scope of the Study

This study only reviewed Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding. Perhaps studying
how all categorical funding was utilized at a school site and studying thesedfec
expenditures would paint a larger picture for schools about which programs andrdecisi
regarding funding were successful.

Conclusion

Based on everything learned from this dissertation study, two conclusige idea
emerged. First, money, if spent well, leads to better achievement, dgpelcen spent
on research-supported strategies. And second, adequacy in funding must exist to provide
students with the best education possible. Without adequacy, equity cannot occur.
Money Matters

This study adds to the body of research that supports the assertion that money

provided to schools does matter as schools continued to increase student achievement
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despite increases in class size, a loss of instructional support staff and hugfechtsig

With the added Title 1 stimulus monies, schools were able to provide extensive on-going

professional development to administrators and teaching staff. Theyblerte a@rovide

intensive interventions for at-risk students, including both during and after the school

day. Despite critics who doubt schools’ ability to make wise budget decisiongagk,

1996) this study demonstrated that schools spent over 90% of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus

funding on strategies that Odden and Picus’ (2008) Evidence Based Model supports as

effective strategies to raise student achievement. Further, over 80¢eotéxres were

for professional development and strategies for at-risk students. Despaggthe |

percentage of expenditures, funding for schools participating in the studiidshibt

come close to matching the dollars that the Evidence Based Model suggests. For

example, the model suggests 10 full days of professional development plus an additional

$100.00 per student of professional development funding. For a school of 600 students,

that translates to $60,000 in professional development costs, more than 13 of the 15 Title

1 schools’ stimulus budgets for 2010-2011. Regardless of not being able to fund

programs based on the dollar amounts proposed by the Evidence Based Model, schools

did make funding decisions based on the effective strategies mentioned withioddle m
Schools utilized data to make challenging decisions about student needs and

resource allocation. Despite the small sample size in this study, 17cstyisignificant

correlations were found, suggesting a strong link between expendituneieeisd

student achievement. While schools in this study made good use of the resources
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provided to them, work must continue at the local, state, and federal level to ensure
schools receive adequate funding.
Adequacy—A Necessity for Equity

The premise of adequacy in funding first requires a determination of whether
spending levels are adequate and then requires schools and districts to fiectnage
resources so students meet proficiency targets (Odden, 2003; Picus, 2000). This study
contributed to the body of research on how schools and districts effectively manage
resources so students can meet proficiency goals. The adequacy of spaeting le
though, needs to be maintained. While schools must maintain the responsibilitygensurin
that available resources are utilized productively, policy makers mustdaqu®viding
resources for an adequate education so all students can achieve proficiehcyren al
academic content areas.

And yet after all of this, with schools doing their part to ensure that funding is
being utilized in the best ways possible, with schools receiving a two year “bump i
funding” from Title 1 stimulus monies, inadequacies remain. In fact, in a refeateel
in December, 2011, Arnie Duncan, United States Secretary of Education, reported that
despite the two-year Title 1 stimulus program, more than 40% of low-income schools
received LESS funding than higher income schools. So when the premise of adequacy
requires providing additional monies (not equal-but additional) to low-income students to
provide the extra support and resources that they need, they are receiving less (US

Department of Education [USDOE], 2011).

178



To achieve equity, lessisnot more. State and federal policymakers need to do
their part. State categorical programs must remain as categorigedqso that
additional funding is available for the students who need it most and cannot be utilized
for general fund purposes (away from the students who need it most). The federal
government must continue to fund Title 1 programs in a formula grant structure, and not
as competitive grants, so that some states, districts, or schools receivedhotieeas
less (more money away from students who need it most). Or else, students with the
greatest need will fall even further behind. As educators, we have thatelti
responsibility to help all students achieve.

This research examined how schools utilized Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus monies
and whether there was a link between expenditures and student achievement growt
Results of the study concluded that the use of Title 1 monies, including the increase in
Title 1 stimulus monies, were beneficial to schools, positively contributitigetincrease
in student achievement. | leave educational practitioners, state policyraakedifederal
policymakers with the following three overall recommendations: First, dengiture
categorical funding with rules similar to the Title 1 stimulus guidelingke T stimulus
guidelines mandated funding utilization to increase capacity (sust#iyjalmhprove
productivity (effective, efficient) and foster continuous improvement (includieg t
monitoring of student progress). Title 1 stimulus guidelines offered schools the
opportunity to have the flexibility to make decisions that best meet the needs of the
students of the school. Second, consider strong district-wide guidelines mandating a

resource use funding process similar to the Resource Use Planning Modelchethe s
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that made the largest overall student achievement growth acknowledgsuaicthat

process played a large role in student achievement success. Finally, schoo] éindnce

the funding that schools receive, is an important social justice issue and one th&b needs
be on the forefront of every discussion and decision that is made regarding funding to
low socioeconomic schools. If indeed 40% of low socioeconomic schools receive less
funding than higher socioeconomic schools, we must work to ensure adequate funding

for the next generation of students.
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APPENDIX A

LETTER OF CONSENT

Dear Title 1 Principals,

As a doctoral student at Loyola Marymount Universitam interested about the use of categoricdadgl
how schools go about making decisions about thigatton of those dollars, and whether growth in
student achievement can be linked to those deaisidn help inform my study, | would like to you
complete the following questionnaire. | will beppy to share results with you, upon completion gf m
study.

Kati Krumpe, Director of State and Federal Projettarance Unified School District and doctoraldstat
at Loyola Marymount University.

Loyola Marymount University
Informed Consent Form
School utilization of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulfisnds

| hereby authorize Kati Krumpe, Doctoral Studeotinclude me in the school utilization of Title tica
Title 1 stimulus funds study. | have been askeplatticipate in this research project which is desdjto
study how schools utilize categorical funding artdol consists of me filling out an on-line survaymy
schools’ spending. | might be contacted afterwéodsdditional questions and a follow-up intervidtv.
has been explained to me that the reason for nysion in this project is because | am the princgdahe
school. | am aware that this is a confidential gtadd that information revealed will not be shanéth my
district or linked to my school.

During the study | will be asked to honestly ansgeestions on the survey. This will require usdath
on Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding from the-09 and 10-11 school years.

| understand that there is no deception involvethiis study. Furthermore, | will not be requiredutadergo
any experience whatsoever beyond the above medti@ogirements.

If | feel uncomfortable due to my participationthis study | realize that | may speak individuatyKati
Krumpe at KKrumpe@lion.Imu.edabout any questions or concerns about my partioipan this study.

| understand that | may withdraw from this studyay time. | am not waiving any legal claims, rigbt
remedies because of my participation in this redestudy. | understand that | can ask the intergreiv
have any questions about this form.

In signing this consent form, | acknowledge a netef a copy of this form.

Agree
Disagree
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APPENDIX B

E-MAIL SURVEY

Allocation of 2009-2010 and 2010-2011Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Funds

Section 1: Demographics

1.

2.

What is the name of your school?

What level is your school?
e Elementary
o Middle

. What Best describes your current kindergarten program at your school?

o 15 day kindergarten
o Full day kindergarten

. What is your average class size during the 09-10 school year?
e Below 20
o 20-24
o 25-28
o 29-32
o Over32
. What is your average class size during the 10-11 school year?
e Below 20
o 20-24
o 25-28
o 29-32
e Over32
. How many years have you been a principal?

e 1year

e 2-5years

e 6-10 years

e Over 10 years

7. How many years have you been a principal at your current school?

1 year

2-5 years
6-10 years
Over 10 years
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Section 2 Title 1 Expenditures

0N

1

For question 11, the same set of questions are being asked, but for differenefissal y

What was your total allocation for Title 1 dollars in 09-10?
What was your total allocation for Title 1 Stimulus dollars in 09-10?
What was your total allocation for Title 1 dollars in 10-11?
What was your total allocation for Title 1 Stimulus dollars in 10-11?

and different resources (Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus).

During the
09-10school
year what was
the total
dollar amount
of Title 1
funds
expended for
each of the
following
categories:

During the
09-10school
year what
was the total
dollar
amount of
Title 1
Stimulus
funds
expended
for each of
the

following
categories:

During the
10-11school
year what
was the total
dollar
amount of
Title 1 funds
expended
for each of
the
following
categories:

During the 10-
11 school year
what was the
total dollar
amount of
Title 1
Stimulusfunds
expended for
each of the
following
categories:

Professional
Development-conference
attendance of principal
and/or assistant principal

Professional development-
conference attendance of
certificated teachers

Professional
Development-District
Training (includes
substitute costs)

Professional
Development-school
collaboration (includes
substitute costs)
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During the
09-10school
year what was
the total
dollar amount
of Title 1
funds
expended for
each of the
following
categories:

During the
09-10school
year what
was the total
dollar
amount of
Title 1
Stimulus
funds
expended
for each of
the
following
categories:

During the
10-11school
year what
was the total
dollar
amount of
Title 1 funds
expended
for each of
the
following
categories:

During the_10-
11 school year
what was the
total dollar
amount of
Title 1
Stimulusfunds
expended for
each of the
following
categories:

Professional
Development-Curricular
and Instructional

Coaching at the school site

Professional
Development-Classified
Support Staff

Professional
Development-other
(explain in section 3
below)

Intervention Instruction
Programs during the
school day for at risk
students

Extended Learning Time-
before or after school for
at risk students

Extended Learning Time
for at risk students,
Summer School?

Extended Learning Time
for at risk students-
Saturday School?

Other strategies for at-risk
students? (explain in
section 3 below)

Pre-school Programs?
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During the
09-10school
year what was
the total
dollar amount
of Title 1
funds
expended for
each of the
following
categories:

During the
09-10school
year what
was the total
dollar
amount of
Title 1
Stimulus
funds
expended
for each of
the
following
categories:

During the
10-11school
year what
was the total
dollar
amount of
Title 1 funds
expended
for each of
the
following
categories:

During the_10-
11 school year
what was the
total dollar
amount of
Title 1
Stimulusfunds
expended for
each of the
following
categories:

New Curricular Programs?
(includes software,
materials, and non-core
instructional programs)

Additional Teaching Staff
(Explain in section 3
below)

Technology?

Instructional Supplies?

Instructional Aides?

Counselors?

Other Non-Teaching
Support Staff (Explain in
section 3 below)

Parental Involvement?

Other? (Explain in
section 3 below)
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Section 3 Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditure Examples

For the following topics, can you please provide two examples of how you usetl diitte Title
1 stimulus fundglIf the question does not apply to your school please type NA in the box):

Title 1 funding
use examples
during the 09-
10school year

Title 1
stimulus
funding use
examples
during the 09-
10school year

Title 1 funding
use examples
during the 10-
11 school year

Title 1 stimulus
funding use
examples
during the 10-
11 school year

Professional Development
conference attendance of
principal and/or assistant
principal?

Professional Development
conference attendance of
certificated teachers?

Professional Development
District Training (includes
substitute costs)?

Professional Development
school collaboration
(includes substitute costs)

Professional Development
Curricular and Instructional
Coaching

Professional Development
Classified Support Staff

Professional Development
other

Intervention Instruction
Programs during the schoo
day for at risk students

Extended Learning Time-
before or after school for at
risk students

Extended Learning Time
for at risk students-Summer
School?
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Title 1
funding use
examples
during the
09-10school
year

Title 1
stimulus
funding use
examples
during the 09-
10 school
year

Title 1
funding use
examples
during the 10-
11 school
year

Title 1
stimulus
funding use
examples
during the_10-
11 school year

Extended Learning Time
for at risk students-
Saturday School?

Other strategies for at-risk
students

Pre-school Programs

New Curricular Programs?
(includes software,
materials, and non-core
instructional programs)

Additional Teaching Staff

Technology

Instructional Supplies

Instructional Aides

Counselors

Other Non-Teaching
Support Staff

Parental Involvement

Other
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APPENDIX C

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW

Part 1-decision-making

1. Describe the decision-making process of determining how to use Title 1 funds at
your school?

2. Who was involved in the decision-making process of determining how to use
Title 1 funds at your school?

3. Describe the decision-making process of determining how to use the two year
Title 1 stimulus funds that were provided to your school?

4. Who was involved in the decision-making process of determining how to use
Title 1 stimulus funds at your school?

5. What kinds of data were used to determine resource allocation at your school?
6. What process do you use to monitor the use of these funds?
7. What affect have the current budget cuts had on your decisions about Title 1 and

Title 1 stimulus funds at your school?

8. Did the categorical flexibility given to districts in 08-09 have an affegtaun
decisions about Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funds at your school?

Part 2-resour ce allocations

1. Describe the types of professional development that you used at your Bite wit
Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus funding.

e Were there professional development supported by non-Title 1
funding that you feel contributed to the work within your school
site?

e PLC, school-site collaboration
e District sponsored PD

2. Describe the types of at-risk programs that you use at your site wighl Tathd
Title 1 stimulus funding.
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e Were there at-risk programs that were supported by non-Title 1
funding that you feel contributed to the work within your school
site?

Are there resource allocations that are in place at your school site babed on
reallocation of school resources and not necessarily the result of additional
funding at your site?

What other factors occur at your school that you feel contribute to improvement
in student achievement?

What difference have these funds made in impacting student achievement? How
do you know? In other words, if these funds were available for additional
year(s), how would you defend the necessity of these funds?
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Table D1

APPENDIX D

EXPENDITURESBY YEAR

Total Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures, by Percentage 2009-2010

School AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD  CchPD InvDur ELTbalLTEBs Curr Tech Supp Coun AdTch Parlnv

ES1 1.5 2 1 10 39 16 14.5 2.5 1 8.5 3.5 0 0 0.5
ES 2 4.5 2 6.5 3 28 315 19 0 0 1.5 1.5 0 2 0.5
ES 3 18.5 4.5 9.5 1.5 7 35 21 15 0 0 0 0 0 15
ES 4 35 2 5 3 29 35.5 15.5 0 0 2.5 35 0 0 0.5
ESS 2.5 4 5.5 0 255 40.5 11 2 0 0 8 0 0 05

ES 6 7.5 0 3 1.5 38.5 29.5 4 7 55 0 2.5 0 0 1
ES7 2 28 10 11 9.5 26.5 0.5 4.5 1 2.5 35 0 0 1
ES 8 55 0.5 9 0 26.5 33 16 0 0 0 55 0 0 1
ES9 3 25 4 25 25 32 3 17 35 25 35 0 0 0.5
ES 10 2.5 35 4 0 22 60.5 0 0 0 0 6.5 0 0 0.5
ES 11 4 0 9.5 19.5 25.5 30.5 0.5 1 0.5 35 4.5 0 0 1

MS 1 2.5 3 2 3 19 45,5 12.5 0 0 0 125 0 0 0
MS 2 5 5 6 2 42 145 5 0.5 3 0.5 1 14 1 0.5
MS 3 3 2 17.5 2.5 0.5 3 52 0 35 6.5 8 0 0 15
MS 4 5 3 6 1.5 34 13.5 9.5 1.5 2.5 0.5 6 16.5 0 0.5
Avg. 4.7 4.1 6.6 4.1 24.7 29.8 12.3 2.5 1.4 1.9 4.72.0 0.2 0.7
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Table D2

Total Title 1 and Title 1 Stimulus Expenditures, by Percentage 2010-2011

ELT Ad Par

School AdPD TchPD DstPD CollPD CchPD InvDur ELTba ss Curr  Tech Supp Coun Tch Inv
ES1 4.5 15 1 5 32 23 12.5 15 3 2 0 0 0 0.5
ES 2 2 0.5 0.5 15 26 55.5 0 5 2 0 3 0 3 1
ES3 4 4 4 2 3 33 17 12 2 8 10 0 0 1
ES 4 15 0 0.5 0 24 715 0 0 0.5 0 1 0 0 1
ESS 1 0.5 1 0 19 595 0 85 0 0 8.5 0 1 1
ES6 25 15 0 2 16.5 58.5 2 7 25 0 2 0 4.5 1
ES7 4.5 15 2 3 23.5 32 3 195 1 3 6 0 0 1
Es 8 4.5 1 15 0 18.5 38,5 21 0 0 0 13.5 0 0 15
ES9 25 15 0 0 17.5 57 0 10 4 0 4 0 25

ES 10 25 2 0 0.5 20 49 2 17 0 0 5 0 1 1
ES 11 2 4.5 0 7 29.5 56 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5
MS 1 0.5 4 15 0.5 12.5 15 12.5 7 15 6.5 9 0 145 5 1
MS 2 1 0.5 9 15 26.5 5.5 14 9 10 0 15 205 0 1
MS 3 3 3 15 2 2 45 6 13 0 7 2 0 0 2
MS 4 4.5 2 3.5 0 29 24.5 14.5 5 0 0 10 0 6 1
Avg. 2.7 1.9 2.6 1.7 20.0 41.6 7.0 8.5 2.7 1.8 5014 2.2 1.1




APPENDIX E

CORRELATIONS FOR EXPENDITURES
Table E1

Correlations for 2009-2010 Title 1 Expenditures

Ad Tch Coll Par
PD PD DstPD PD Inv Dur ELTba ELTss Curr Tech Supp Coun AdTchinv
AYPgrowth -.29 .029 -.03 .28 -.23 .23 -.07 .07 37 - .10 61 -13
ELA A3
AYPgrowth .07 43 -.07 -.07 -.39 .20 -.02 -.07 26 .15 26 10-. -.03
Math
APIgrowth -.24 .22 -.16 .18 -.26 .18 -11 -.10 5117 14 .18 -17
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table E2
Correlations for 2010-2011 Title 1 Expenditures
Ad Tch Coll Cch Inv Ad
PD PD Dst PD PD PD Dur ELTba ELT ss Curr Tech Supp CounTch Parlnv
AYPgrowth10- .07 -.18 A7 -.22 .39 .02 .02 -15 -.18 .14 .28 5-.0-.19 .09
11
ELA
AYPgrowth10- A7 -.04 .32 14 A7 -.02 -.01 .08 -.21 .28 -08 18-. -.19 -.24
11 Math
APIgrowth10-11 A1 -.14 24 -17 .39 -.09 .06 -.01 -.08 .24 .18 -03 -.18 .03




APPENDIX F

COPYRIGHT CONSENT

Kati Krumpe
Loyola Marymount University
Los Angeles, CA

John Gray
School Services of California

Dear Mr. Grey,
This confirms our e-mail correspondence. I am completing a doctoral dissertation at
Loyola Marymount University entitled Linking Resource Allocation to Student

Achievement: A study of Title 1 and Title 1 stimulus utilization.

[ would like your permission to reprint in my dissertation the two graphs that were
provided in the training materials when I attended the Governor’s Budget Training 2011.

The two documents to be reproduced are:

1. Proposition 98 Funding Deficits and

2. California vs. National Average per Pupil Spending
The requested permission extends to any future revisions and editions of my dissertation,
including non-exclusive world rights in all language, and to the prospective publication
of my dissertation by UMI. These rights will in no way restrict republication of the
material in any other form by you or by others authorized by you. You r signing of this
letter will also confirm that you own (or your company owns) the copyright to the above-
described material.

If these arrangements meet with your approval, please sign this letter where indicated
below and return it to me.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Kati Krumpe

PERMISSION GRANTED FOR THIS USE REQUESTED ABOVE:

Signed:
Date:

S A3
/
I/
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