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Background, Strategic Alignment
and Principal Engagement

Equitable Student Funding Details -
Budget and Autonomy

Equity Work

Weights “Aligning cost with
Services

Strategic Support to Schools
“Building Capacity and Success”

Enterprise Planning Module (EPM) And
ESF Management Tools “How Will
Schools Develop Their Budgets”




«, RCSD IS Redesigning A Complex System
¢ Equitable Student Funding (ESF) Supports
222 That Work

The allocation and use of resources
must support
the districts strategic improvement plans
and programs.
Funding decisions should
strengthen and unify academic decisions
at the district and school levels




What has this work looked like for RCSD?

o — (Q\|
i Introduce <1 Move to full = Move to
®  School-Based Q School-Based i Weighted
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o Budgeting o Budgeting o Student Funding
[Q\| @\ [Q\|
* Devolve control of * Devolve control of * Give schools dollars
some resources more resources based on
and funding and funding student enrollment
streams to schools streams to schools and a student

weight/foundation
* Begin to improve D * Dollarize school |> formula
horizontal equity, staffing resources
particularly around Continue to devolve
outlier schools resources

Over time, we will need to:

Build principal capacity for strategic resource use

Build infrastructure

Eliminate external constraints

Transition in equity changes (phased and aligned with academic work for
special populations ELL, SPED)
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Discover the Excellence

RCSD Strategy Map Drives Strategic Investments

Every child is a work of art. Create a masterpiece.

Student
Achievement

Stakeholders

Increase mastery of
curriculum

“Has prepared me for
college and career”

Students

“Cares about my child’s
success and safety”

Every student is post-
secondary ready

Rochester City School District...

“Values and supports
my contribution to
student success”

Parents Staff

Close achievement gap

“ls an asset to the
community”

Community

Internal Processes

Right School For Every Child

Build a learning environment
that supports student success

. . )
Create an innovative portfolio

of high-quality choices for
families

Support the whole child
through a systems approach to
school culture and climate

Operational
Excellence

The Rochester Curriculum

P
Focus on college and career
readiness
\§
p
Ensure academic rigor for
every student
N

to meet the needs of every
student

(" Differentiate student support )

Great Teachers and Leaders

Develop and support diverse
and highly effective school
leaders

Develop and support a diverse h
set of highly committed and
effective teachers

Create a culture in which we
hold ourselves accountable for
student success

Recruit and retain talent

Ensure transparency and
equity in resource
distribution

Become a Strategy-
Focused Organization

Best in class standards of
efficiency and customer
service

Use data to inform
decisions and actions




«a, FIve areas of practice that are catalysts for
q system transformation ...creation of equity
-2 and excellence

Strategic School Design
Past RCSD Work: Case studies of high performing schools
Present RCSD Work: Portfolio development, New School Partnerships and
design, Charter Compact

School Support,

Planning and Human Capital

Supervision Past RCSD Work:
v DICA ELA Audit
Past RCSD Work: |
Essential School Present R.CSD
Standards quk.

P RCSD R Desi Evaluations and
V\r/escljn; esign Compensation
ork: Parent Redesign

Engagement,
Network Support
and School Funding

Inquiry Teams Deep Dive

Today

School Funding and Staffing Systems *
Past RCSD Work: Blue Ribbon Commission

Present RCSD Work: Equitable Student Funding




RCSD has embarked on a multi-year project to
redesign the school funding and budgeting process

The goals is to create a funding system that supports organizational focus and
resource management within the framework of our Core Values:

Achievement:
« Empower schools by providing them with more control over their resources as
well as the capacity to use those resources in high performing ways

* Ensure that the budget and the budget process support the district’s
academic strateqgy

» Align other critical district processes, such as those associated with staffing and
operations, to support the school planning and budgeting process

Equity:
» Allocate school resources equitably across schools and ensure that students
are funded based on need

Accountability:
* Increase transparency of the budgeting process

* Ensure that budgeting allocations are predictable from year to year so that
disruptions to the educational process are minimized




School Funding (ESF) will help fix four main
types of resource misalignments

/Resources tied up in the
wrong things

e.g., Teacher compensation tied
up in steps and lanes rather than
increased pay for performance or
additional responsibility

Piecemeal investment in an\

integrated solution

e.g., Creating time for
collaborative planning, but not
investing in data and expert
support so that teachers use it
effectively

Underinvestment in the right
things

e.g., Not investing in aligned
formative assessment or limited
collaborative planning time for
teachers

\

Nonstrategic over-

Investment in “good things”
e.g., “Peanut butter” class size
reductions or generic and
untargeted system-wide PD for
teachers

/




IN THE BEGINNING
Principals and Central Office Staff Were Surveyed To
- Create: A Vision for School Empowerment

ERS surveyed all RCSD principals and selected RCSD central office staff
about their vision for school empowerment

* The survey included a list of 50 school resources and we asked respondents
to tell us the type of control they thought principals should have over these
resources in the future.

| #ofResponses Response Rate

Central Office Survey 15 60%
Principal Survey 32 55%
First year 9% Elementary School 75%
2-4 years 31% Secondary School 19%
5-9 years 44% Alt. School 6%
10-14 years 9%

15-19 years 3%

20+ years 3%

Note: We received a total of 42 respondents for the principal survey but 10 respondents were removed from the survey analysis
because they provided partial answers that could not be properly analyzed.




100% - .~

90% -
80% -
70% -
69%
60% -

50% -

\ Principal Quote:

“It’s also important
that we have
control over our
Saturday School
and Summer
School programs.”

44%

53%

63% 66%

40% -

% of Principals

Why don’t these principals
want control?

Total School

30% -

20% -

0% -
Instruction

Source: ERS Principal Survey (n=32)

10% | | ot

m Partial School

External

m Total External

Instructional Leadership Pupil & Operations &
Support & PD Ancillary Maintenance
Services




A small group of principals did not want control over some of
their instructional resources, citing concerns about collective
bargaining restrictions, regulations, and lack of expertise

Over These Instructional Resources

% of Principals That Did Not Want Control Major Limitations Cited by the Principals

that Didn’t Want Control

m Total External External

BIL-ESOL-ELL Teacher

State Regulations: 80%
Federal Regulations: 60%

Teacher Substitutes: Long

Collective Bargaining Restrictions: 66%
Lack of Expertise: 66%

Collective Bargaining Restrictions: 57%

m

g%
@ Term
Q ¥
£ )
£ Teacher Substitutes: Short .
- Term 3% \
S
=S

PD Stipends

Collective Bargaining Restrictions: 100%
Local Regulations: 40%

Teacher Mentor

Collective Bargaining Restrictions: 45%

||

Source: ERS Principal Survey (n=32). Multiple responses allowed for “Major Limitations” question.




Discover the Excellence

% of respondents

Source: ERS Principal Survey (n=32), Central Office Survey (n=15)

100%
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80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

The Principal and CO vision is mostly aligned but the CO vision
IS more expansive for Leadership and Pupil Services resources,
while principals want more control over O&M resources

Vision of Control: Principals vs. Central Office

Bm Total External External mPartial School Total School
i What are the differences between y
the principal and CO vision? \ -
53% 52%
i . ,
- i
1
1
1
1
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Instruction Inst. Support Leadership Pupil Services Op & Maint.
Principal coO Principal cO Principal CcoO Principal co Principal Co




R Operations & Maintenance: Principals want more control over
Qs th that t thei k as instructional leaders:
< & € resources tnat suppor elr WorkK as Instructional ieaders,
Gy, O . .
OO\ "
e theEY're less interested in resources that "keep the doors open
% of Principals That Wanted Control Over O&M Any Compelling Reasons to Retain
Resources Control?
Office Supplies 81%
Field Trip T tati 76%
e TP fransporiation o More than 50% of the Central
Travel: In and Out of District 75% Office respondents felt that there
School Sentry 75% were no compelling reasons to
. Custodial Supplies 67% retain control over all of these
_S Custodial Assistant 65% resources, except for:
3}
-{% Cook/Cafeteria Manager B% 19% 65%
E Food Service Helper 63% No Yes, there is a
___O\______________________C_ngn_e_r_ 59% Reason Compelling Reason
Maintenance Mechanic 36% School 38% Consistency: 46%
Sent ’
Equipment Repair 33% =
Telephones/Cellphones 28% Custo.dlal 31% EconOfScale: 54%
Supplies
Food Services Supplies 27%
mTotal External  EQuipment Replacement 27%
External Snow Plowing % 13%
w Partial School Building Maintenance BORH 7%
Utilities: Telephone 6%
Total School o .
Utilities: Electric 0o,
Source: ERS Principal Survey (n=32), Central Office Survey (n=15)




s Summary: Principals and the CO respondents both
s view principals as instructional leaders, but they
%, »

9

- dIffer in how they define “instructional leader"

* Principals and the CO respondents all agreed that principals should
have control over Instruction and ISPD resources

» But Central Office respondents had a more encompassing vision of
“instructional leader” that included:

 More principal control over Leadership and Pupil Services resources
» Less principal control over Operations & Maintenance

* While the majority of principals were interested in having more control
over most school resources, some principals cited concerns over:

 The impact of collective bargaining and federal/state restrictions on
controlling Instruction, ISPD, and Leadership resources

* Their lack of expertise over certain student- and subject-specific Pupil
Services resources

 Their need to have control over the Operations & Maintenance resources
that support their work as instructional leaders, while not necessarily being
burdened with the O&M resources that help "keep the doors open”




Today's Objectives

Equitable Student Funding Details —

Budget and Autonomy

Equity Work

Weights “Aligning cost with
Services

Strategic Support to Schools
“Building Capacity and Success”

Enterprise Planning Module (EPM) And
ESF Management Tools “How Will
Schools Develop Their Budgets”
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It Is Important to understand current school-
- level resource use right now because .
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RCSD is projecting a 2011-12 Budget Deficit of $100 million* and there
will be continued financial pressure as we go forward

So all schools will need to learn Projected Budget Deficit
how to do more with less 160 -
140 -

120 -
100 -

Deficit (§MM)

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14




<@ Under ESF, school level resource use will be

3 Impacted In important ways

Discover the Excellence
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It will create greater equity
across students and schools:

So some schools will experience
additional “equity” cuts in their
budget and some schools will
experience “equity” increases

Schools will have more autonomy over their resource use and
they will also be held accountable for how their resource use
supports and impacts student achievement:

So all schools will need a more in-depth understanding of
strategic resource use and some schools may need additional
guidance and templates/models from the district.
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How districts get $s:

GENERAL
FUND
$s

CATEGORICAL
FUND
$s

A 2T 4

-2 . dollars that schools will receive

How $s get allocated to Schools:

$s Allocated via ESF Formula

r

N
9

o

R
D

“Locked funds” allocated via District
Policy (e.g., 1ISS teacher per
school, $200/pp for library books)

Allocated via rules of the
categorical fund

sy, Remember that due to internal and external restrictions around
'}f:ithe $s that districts receive, ESF represents just 2/3s of the
0\°>

Schools will
receive up
to 1/3 of
their
budgets
outside of
ESF




soreorbasea$S0. -
$/student
($ 000s) $40 7
$30 $25.9
$20 -
$9.3
N
$0 - ——
Gen Ed ISC
Weighting 1.0 2.8X
# of Pupils 23.9k 2.5k

poverty allocation

$35.8
$27.0
$19.1 I
T I T d AT T
RR

$41.2

SC12:1 sC 81 SC é:1

2.1x 2.9x 3.8x 4.4x
542 1.4k 508 37

Note: *All but 164 Bilingual students receive ESOL services; ** Totals (on top of bar chart) do not include

Source: RCSD SY0910 Budget; RCSD SY0910 BEDS data; ERS analysis

.’g In the current funding system, students in different
s Programs receive different levels of resources

SY0910 School-based dollars per pupil by student type

Additional $845/pupil
is allocated for
Poverty students of
any type**

$11.7 $12.0

ESOL only Billinguadl

Students*
1.3x 1.3x
1.8k 1.2k
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5?. % We also know that students at different grade levels
s currently receive different levels of resources

Discover the Excellence

SY0910 School-Based Adjusted Spending$/pp by School type

$15,600/pp

$12,900/pp
$12,000/pp

District avg
$12.6k/pupil

ES SS HS
Enrollment 18.0k 11.5k 2.6k
# of Schools 39 15 6

Note: All calculations are based on actual salaries, Oct 2009 BEDS data, and Oct Budget; District average includes on

new school (#10) with average spending per pupil of $21.5k; School #10 is excluded for ES average
EDUCATION RIS RRSD 8YB9I3 SUbGSNRESD SY0910 BEDS data; ERS analysis

20




$20 -
$18 -

$14 -

$16 -

<, But those are district averages and we know that
NP spending for the same type of students differs across
-~ Schools

SY0809: General Ed School Attributed $/Per Pupil by School

$9.6K per pupil $17.7K per pupil

$12
$10
$8 -

General Ed $/ General Ed Student (000)

$2 -
30 -

S

$6 -

)
T

These same dynamics are in place across all
student types (ELL and Special Education)

RCSD Schools

Sources: RCSD budget 2008-09, Interviews, ERS analysis
Note: School #57 Early Childhood has been excluded from charts because pre-Kindergarten students make up one-third of
school ‘s enrollment.

Median=%$12.5k




Under ESF, these pre-existing dynamics will change as every
student with the same characteristic will receive the same
funding, regardless of which school they attend

Student Type District Average in Weights under
09-10 Budget preliminary
(but varies by school) planning
WSF formula

Base Student

- ES 0.9* 1.0 |

- SS 1.1* . 10

- HS 1.3* i 1.0

Special Education

- Resource/Consultant 2.1 2.4

- Integrated Special Class 2.8 2.6

-SC 12:1 2.9 2.5
1.3-1.6 (by

ELL 1.3 o
proficiency)

*09-10 base weight calculated from unspecified unadjusted $/pupil by school level vs. district average
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. Under the proposed ESF formula, which adjusts for
| 5 student type and does not have a grade weight,
2. secondary schools will have fewer resources

Estimated Difference between 2010-11 ESF allocation vs.
30D Projected 2010-11 base budget

$1,000 -

ﬁwmeMMMMmmm”f

Y" Elementary Schools

Changein school budget ($000)

-$500 -
-$1,000 - \ Secondary Schools
Not surprisingly, the Elementary
-$1.500 - Schools that will also be
p— experiencing “equity cuts” are
’ mostly the smaller schools (<400)
-$2,500 -

EDUCATION REs0ricRCRGCIBSYOOUE:Buldget; ERS analysis




across students and schools

EMPOWERMENT and AUTONOMY

S~ & -
a
/\

Constraints on school resources

=, Can changing how we allocate dollars to
qp\ schools really have a profound impact on
7. teaching and learning?

» ESF/Student Based Budgeting by definition achieves EQUITY in funding

» Student Based Budgeting on its own does not achieve SCHOOL

Example:

If a district dollarizes custodial
services and distributes on a per
student basis but then requires
schools to purchase X number of
custodians and X amount of supplies,
it has achieved equity but not school
empowerment,




School empowerment is achieved through:

Clearly .
defined Real Principal

Flexibility Capacity

Strong School
Account- Empower-

Autonomies ability ment




Empowerment and Autonomy:

How and when will the district grant autonomy?

Autonomy for all, give all principals responsibility of determining which
resource strategy would best improve student achievement

Earned autonomy, give autonomy to higher-performing schools, but not
lower-performing ones

Tiered autonomy, establish tired levels of autonomy based on
performance, growth, and internal capacity assessment
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Discover the Excellence

Budget autonomy “the what”
means giving principals
freedom to chose how to
spend their budget and what
they want to buy (i.e., how
many teachers, how many
secretaries, how many assistant
principals)

Scheduling autonomy means
giving principals freedom to
decide how to structure
student and teacher time (i.e.,
school schedule, Ilength of
school day, start/end time,
length of school year)

Budget

Schedule

g: What do we mean by School Autonomies? i
VO

Staffing

Instruction

Clearly defined

Staffing autonomy “the who”
means giving principals
freedom to chose who will fill
the positions in their building
(i.e., who will teach what, who
will fill vacant positions)

Instruction autonomy means
giving principals flexibility over
curriculum, assessment,
professional development,
materials etc.




5*3”"*2 Why do Autonomies need to be clearly
M defined?

Discover the Excellence

All four autonomies are
interconnected and if
flexiblity is restricted in one
area it may have
unintended consequences
of restricting resources in
another area of autonomy.

Clearly defined _ BO un d ed

Autonomies

Autonomy
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Goal: Ensure access to Advanced Placement classes for all high
school students in the district.

District Requirement: The district requires all high schools to offer 5
AP courses in specific subjects.

Unintended Consequences: A District requirement in Instruction has
limited budget, staffing and scheduling.

The Trade-off that must be considered:

District priority Budget Staffing
of equitable

access @

Schedule Instruction

School

Autonomy of
curriculum




<@ Student-Based Budgeting (ESF) Facilitates
3’ Budget Autonomy

Discover the E:

School empowerment is achieved through:

Clearly Real Principal Strong School
Nl Flexibilty Capaciy Moy SR
N A\
Student -
Budget
based
Autonomy .
Budgeting




BUDGET AUTONOMY:
Let’s first define what we mean by School or Central

. CoOntrol

Budgeting autonomy refers to “how much” (not who)

SCHOOL CONTROL = UNLOCKED or DEVOLVED
* Schools are responsible for determining how much to
spend and how to deliver a service or position

 Resources that will be included in the ESF Pool and
allocated to schools based on the ESF formula

CENTRAL CONTROL = LOCKED or RETAINED CENTRALLY
« Central office is responsible for determining how much to
spend on a service or position and/or how to deliver it

 These $s are not included in the ESF Pool and are not
allocated out via the ESF Formula

Regardless of WHO controls:
« All applicable federal, state and union requirements must be met

* Performance expectations are the same




Dis

;"f Regardless of control (Central or Schools), a school should see
—caee Q|| 1tS resources to effectively budget SBB funds

% Example: Elementary School Budget
sBBAlocation | . el

Base Weight 500 1.0 = $4,500 $2,250,000 budgets must
ELL include all
Beginner 25 0.60 = $2,700 $67,500 resources so
Intermediate 50 0.60 = $2,700 $135,000 schools can
Advanced 50 0.30 = $1,350 $67,500 effectively
SPED <20% time 25 1.60 = $7,200 $180,000 allocate ESF
TOTAL:  $2.4 million funds
| specialFunds |
Title | Allocation $100,000 Custodian/Cleaner 2 FTE = $75,000 Newcomer $75,000
Title lll Allocation $75,000 SPED TCOSE/CASE 1 FTE = $75,000 IB Program $55,000
Special State fund $75,000 Utilities & Maintenance  $100,000
Total: $250k Total: $100k + 3 FTES Total: $100k

Total School Budget: $3.0 million

32




For Example:

Control : :
Custodial Services
Category

Central Office determines the number of custodians and custodial
Central . .

supplies at each school. The School or Central office manages the day-
Control to-day delivery.

School determines the total amount of custodial services they need and
School how those resources are used. For example, they can choose to buy only
Control one custodian and have students participate in school up-keep as part

of building ownership and community service.

Regardless of who is controlling the INPUT, the OUTCOME

remains the same.
OUTCOME: Clean and safe schools.

33
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50.% Steps We Completed to Defining Budget
:! Autonomy

Disc

er the Excel

1. Define the universe of potential School Control

2. Map what Schools currently control [and the
barriers to control]

3. Identify the vision of School Control
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Discover the Excellence

The
Potential _J
Universe of
control

Essential district governance costs (i.e., the

iz 1. Defining the potential universe of school control

=BEN : superintendent’s office, board of education
Leadership : :

support, internal audit team)

Management and overhead of the support
Central : ) : .
Mgmt services provided to schools (i.e., Director/

Managers/Clerical staff for IT, Math, HR)

All FTEs, services, and materials that provide
Support support across all schools but generally an
Services as-needed or irregular basis (i.e., central IT

help desk, coaches for district-wide PD)
Centrally All FTEs, services, and materials not reported
Budgeted on the school budget, but support schools on
School a regular and predictable basis (i.e.,
Resources | centrally-budgeted social worker or sentry)
School All FTEs, services, and materials allocated

directly to the school on the district budget
Reported

(i.e., teachers, aides, APs, supplies)

“Central Office”

“School Services”

35




The
Potential
. -l
Universe of
control

Essential district governance costs (i.e., the

System : superintendent’s office, board of education
Leadership . _

support, internal audit team)

Management and overhead of the support
Central : : : .
Mamt services provided to schools (i.e., Director/

g Managers/Clerical staff for IT, Math, HR)

All FTEs, services/programs, and materials

that provide support across all schools but
Support : :
Services generally an as-needed or irregular bagls.

(i.e., central IT help desk, coaches for district-

wide PD)

All FTEs, services/programs, and materials not
Centrally

reported on the school budget, but support
Budgeted ) :

schools on a regular and predictable basis
School : ,

(i.e., centrally-budgeted social worker or
Resources

sentry)

All FTEs, services/programs, and materials
School : o

allocated directly to the school on the district
Reported

budget (i.e., teachers, aides, APs, supplies)

Just because
something is on a
school budget or

central
budgeted to a
school does not
mean the school
controls that
resource.

36




The level of control a school has often
depends on outside restrictions

Restrictions on Resource Use

Restriction Source Some Examples Ability to

Influence

Federal Law * NCLB - Supp. Ed Services Low
State Law « Certification Requirements ]
* Required courses or positions Gxd
Local Law » Health and safety codes Low
Union Contract  Class size limits gi
 Salary Structure Medium
Revenue Restrictions  Grant requirements on use Medium

Administrative policies ¢ Staffing ratios High

37




s, 3. Define the vision of School Autonomy.

3 ’;‘f Districts have made different decisions about the
FooLO
e alance between school and central control

Baltimore Cincinnati Denver Hartford Houston NYC
ES Homeroom
Teachers 0 0 0 e Q

ELL Teachers

@
@66
@

SPED (resource) 0

Nurse 0

@6 6
@6 6
@6 6

OT/PT Therapist
Psychologist 0 O e
brincipal ®@ © © © o o o

Food Services

Cleaning Staff e e e

*Please see handout for additional detalil
Source: Fair Student Funding Summit

@ 6

Seattle

38




property or the program

Will control of this resource distract the principal from the ™
district’s VISION OF THE PRINCIPAL’S ROLE?

Is this resource a key CENTRAL ROLE such that devolving it
Impacts the district’s ability to fulfill a vital function?

Is this resource a district-wide priority that the district wants
each school/student to have CONSISTENT access to it?

Is this resource needed INFREQUENTLY OR UNPREDICTABLY,
making it hard for schools to budget for it?

Does this resource have REQUIRED INPUT/OUTPUT such that the
district is accountable for it to external source?

Does this resource have ECONOMIES OF SCALE such that the
savings for centralizing outweighs desire of school control?

Our framework: Unless there is a compelling district reason,
schools should have autonomy over the position, the

YES

...to any question,
consider Central
control but first ask:
how will this impact
the autonomies of
scheduling, staffing
and instruction?

NO

...all guestions
consider school
control

39




Let’s walk through one example together: Should schools
control Instructional Coach dollars?

Will control of this resource distract the principal from the
district’s VISION OF THE PRINCIPAL’S ROLE?

Is this resource a key CENTRAL ROLE such that devolving it
Impacts the district’s ability to fulfill a vital function?

Is this resource a district-wide priority that the district wants
each school/student to have CONSISTENT access to it?

Is this resource needed INFREQUENTLY OR UNPREDICTABLY,
making it hard for schools to budget for it?

Does this resource have REQUIRED INPUT/OUTPUT such that the
district is accountable for it to external source?

Does this resource have ECONOMIES OF SCALE such that the
savings for centralizing outweighs desire of school control?

40




Today's Objectives

Equitable Student Funding Details -
Budget and Autonomy

Equity Work

Weights “Aligning cost with
Services

Strategic Support to Schools
“Building Capacity and Success”

Enterprise Planning Module (EPM) And
ESF Management Tools “How Will
Schools Develop Their Budgets”




orizontal Equity:
ecisions and Outputs

DECISIONS 4 EOUITY A
How does RCSD define equity across schools? Q
 What is an acceptable level of variation? =
« What are acceptable drivers of differences? EQUAL
- 4
Supporting Analysis
OUTPUTS

New funding and staffing formula, documented and accessible
for all stakeholders




a7 Methodology: We looked at the allocation of
¢ resources serving general education
. classrooms

N

_‘

4'
o)

x
‘7’00\.

Included Excluded

Resources All resources directly or All resources for SpEd and
indirectly serving the LEP programs
General Education
Classroom

Students All students in general Self-contained Sped and
education classrooms LEAP and Bilingual

 Examining general education resources allows districts to review
their own policies and practices that lead to inequity without the
external requirements of special programs.

 In the spring we will review Vertical Equity and how that impacts
equity across schools.
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$20
$18
$16
$14

$10
$8
$6
$4
$2
$0

General Ed $/ General Ed Student (000)

$12 -

|

|

|

|

General Ed School Attributed

$9.6K per pupil

$ per pupil

Highest school is $8.1K (84%)
higher than lowest school

«& Resource allocation varies widely across schools
p with 24 or 40% of schools more than 10% above or
. below the median

$17.7K per pupil

l

110
— MPdian=$12.5k

-10% ]

(=}
o

Sources: RCSD budget 2008-09, Interviews, ERS analysis

Note: School #57 Early Childhood has been excluded from charts because pre-Kindergarten

students make up one-third of school ‘s enroliment.




RCSD has greater variance in spending
across schools than several of the other
20 districts that ERS has studied

Percent of Schools within 5 and 10 percent of district
general education median spending per pupil

90% 0 0
coy | TT% Sy 1%
0 - 9
oy 58% cig, 4% 599
% - 9% 49% ® % within +/- 5%

50% - 46%

k 0 - 100
40% A = 35% 2o0) 39% 3508 Y% within +/- 10%
30% 1 23%
20%
10%
0% - |

Percent of schools

|

N
L & O S
% 0{\0 \Y'Q o"’\ \.Q %O ng‘ QQQ’
& *2‘0 > v \q' \q'
@) \0 \0
e’ e’
S ct
€V °

** Cincinnati and Houston have both moved to Student based budgeting systems
These numbers reflect patterns before this move.

Rochester spending per pupil is calculated for general education students.
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Characteristics that might result in planned
or unplanned inequity on a per pupil basis

Staffing Related

Non-Staffing related

Characteristics

Grade Levels

Size

Staffing Allocation

Teacher
Compensation

Interventions based
on performance

Program Placement

Building condition
and size

Shared Facility

Location

Reason for Inequity across schools

Different grades and different grade levels might have different
needs. Ex. Smaller class sizes in K-3 or more support services in HS

Fixed positions across schools generate higher per pupil spending in
smaller schools

Staffing allocation formulas and exceptions to this formula

Schools with more experienced teachers are funded at a higher
rate; district may also choose to reward teachers to teach at low
performing schools

Low-performing schools may receive more resources to help
Improve

Special programs (art, gifted, career) placed at specific schools
may have additional staff or resources associated with them.

Older building may have more need for up-keep, size of building
relative to enrollment may increase costs, especially for schools that
are not enrolled close to capacity

Co-located schools might share services and cost (food services, et)

School geography may warrant different costs, such as security, etc.
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General Ed School Attributed $/pupil

ot Staffing and Salary: Spending on teacher

g: compensation is the primary driver of the difference
... between highest and lowest funded schools

E $16.0 $15.0K
'g $14.0
2 $12.0 $10.6K ]
“CJ $10.0
8 $8.0 ]
> $6.0
o $4.0
5 $2.0
O $0.0
Outside of 10% below the Outside of 10% above
median the median
12 schools 12 schools Difference Diff%
B Business Services $70 $90 $20 <1%
m Instructional Support & PD $900 $1,210 $310 7%
Pupil Services $730 $1,170 $440 10%
Leadership $930 $1,780 $850 19%
Operations & Maint $2,540 $2,980 $440 10%
B |nstruction $5,390 $7,810 $2,420 54%
TOTAL $10,560 $15,040 $4,480 100%

Sources: RCSD budget 2008-09, Interviews, ERS analysis ; Note: School #57 Early Childhood has been excluded from
charts because pre-Kindergarten students make up one-third of school ‘s enroliment. Middle include Nathaniel Rochester #3
MS, Wilson Foundation, School Without Walls Foundation




Teacher spending has two components that
< drive inequity

HIGH Above Average
N Allocations
Teacher Above average per
allocations teacher cost
at each
school
(I.e., number Below average
of teachers allocations
per student)

Below average per

teacher cost

LOW

LOW > HIGH

Per teacher cost at each school
(i.e. average teacher comp)
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27 inequity

Looking at ES, teacher compensation

Srrict®

$800 - Elementary School: Teacher Compensation Inequity

variation across schools contributes to this

Average
salary and
benefits:

$75,335

< works out to $296.3 k in total less funding.

= $600 #36 Henry W Longfellow School receives
8 $633 MORE in per student funding

o associated with its average

o $400 - compensation of $86.8 K. With 312

g' students, this works out to $197.5k in total
o) extra funding.

© $200 -

o

e

3

@

e s -

©

a

> $(200) -

3 #45 Mary McLeod Bethune receives $503 LESS in
&

$(400) - per student funding associated with its average
compensation of $68.4 K. With 589 students, this

$(600) -

Sources: RCSD budget 2008-09, Interviews, ERS analysis ;




Staffing allocation practices are also a
significant driver

General Ed Students per General Ed Teacher

25.0 - : : #23 Francis Parker
#9 Martin L King Students: 286
Students: 574 % Poverty: 63
% Poverty: 99 AYP: Good Standing ——>
20.0 - AYP: Restructuring Yr 2 21.7 students per teacher
13.0 students per teacher

- 74 ——————————————————————————— +10%
15.0 - edian = 14.59

(MR

Schools
Sources: RCSD budget 2008-09, Interviews, ERS analysis ; Note: School #57 Early Childhood has been excluded from tables
because pre-Kindergarten students make up one-third of school ‘s enroliment.

General Ed Students/ per General Ed
Teacher
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General Ed $/ General Ed Student (000)

Variation in spending per pupil also exists
within grade levels

General Ed $ per pupil

$20 -
$18 - Median = $15.8k
$16 - Median = $12.2k
$14 - Median = $12.4k Median = $12.3k
$12 1
$10 -
$8 -
$6 -
$4 -
$2 -
$O 1 J \ J
Y Y \_Y_} _14
Level: Elementary Secondary Middle High
Range: $9.6K-$15.1K $10.5K-$13.6K  $11.0K-$15,8K $13.6K-17.7K
Mean: $12.0K $12.2K $12.6K $15.3K
# schools: 38 schools 12 schools 3 schools 6 schools

Note: School #57 Early Childhood has been excluded from charts because pre-
Kindergarten students make up one-third of school ‘s enroliment.
Sources: RCSD budget 2008-09, Interviews, ERS analysis




Today's Objectives

Equitable Student Funding Details -
Budget and Autonomy

Equity Work

Weights “Aligning cost with

Services

Strategic Support to Schools
“Building Capacity and Success”

Enterprise Planning Module (EPM) And
ESF Management Tools “How Will
Schools Develop Their Budgets”




Key questions for evaluating a funding
system to resolve equity issues

e Funding level: how much goes to schools?

e Funding control: how much flexibility do principals have?

———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

¢ Funding distribution: who gets what? \

What student characteristics to weight?

/
\ —
~ /

7

- o o
— e = o mm mm Em Em = Em o=

___________________________________________________________

e Funding use: what do schools do with resources?




e 8" Under ESF, total school budgets will be comprised of ESF
%’ﬂf allocations as well as categorical funds, centrally controlled

0\.

—eaee f@SOUICes, and district portfolio program funds

% Example: Elementary School Budget

T SRS S ENESNSEE | Schools

Base Weight 500 1.0 = $4,500 $2,250,000 budgets must
ELL include all
Beginner 25 0.60 = $2,700 $67,500 resources so
Intermediate 50 0.60 = $2,700 $135,000 schools can
Advanced 50 0.30 = $1,350 $67,500 effectively
SPED <20% time 25 1.60 = $7,200 $180,000 allocate ESF
TOTAL:  $2.4 million funds
| specialFunds |
Title | Allocation $100,000 Custodian/Cleaner 2 FTE = $75,000 Newcomer $75,000
Title lll Allocation $75,000 SPED TCOSE/CASE 1 FTE = $75,000 IB Program $55,000
Special State fund $75,000 Utilities & Maintenance  $100,000
Total: $250k Total: $100k + 3 FTES Total: $100k

Total School Budget: $3.0 million

54




HES,
ottisr,

@
£ Why are these other components of the School Budget not
0\

<

la)

=

3 ‘
J‘Cs’

\

wwosee [ICIUDE 1IN the ESF pool?
Special Funds - Locked Funds District Priority Program Funds
Title | Allocation $100,000 Custodian/Cleaner 2 FTE = $75,000 Newcomer $75,000
Title Il Allocation  $75,000 SPED TCOSE/CASE 1 FTE = $75,000 IB Program $55,000
Private Grants $75,000 Utilities & Maintenance $100,000
Total: $250k Total: $100k + 3 FTES Total: $100k
There is a

District priority
programs at
specific schools
that require
consolidation for
quality of service

These funds often
have separate
restrictions and/or
formulas for
student and
school allocation

compelling district
reason to control
what and how
much each school
gets (see next
slide)
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s What is a "weight"?
FooL"

Discover the Excellence

©

Under SBB, schools will receive $s based on the needs of the students at
their school, for example:

Weight - the
additional $s given
to categories of
students to reflect
the increased cost

. SPED Resource
to serve their — 05=52500 | 4 ELL
learning needs

1.60 = $8,000 1.45 = $7,250

0.4 = $2,000
OPlollzréyéo v High School
T 0.05 = $250

Base - the $s that alll _ _
students receive > Base Weight Base Weight
1.0 = $5,000 1.0 = $5,000




f"""%_ RCSD already "weights" different types of students
“g’; through its staffing formula....

O\

Discover the Excellence

Low-income

District X Operating Budget erement
Fully Allocated $/Pupil by Program

m Cost for
program/

pupil

$45 -
$40
$35
$30
$25
$20
$15
$10

$'000/ pupil

GenEd AltEd LEP* SWD - SWD - SWD - SWD -
RR ISC SC Out of
District**

Enroliment 25.6k 0.2k 3.2k 0.6k 2.4k 2.0k 0.6k

* Excludes DL at SS and DI English at ES2. ** District placed only
Source: RCSD Amended (Nov) budget, BEDS Enrolilment




e, .. but like most staffing formula systems, is not transparent or
¢ equitable as it could be and students with the same

8]

3
L
QP b
XooL9

-~ CAracteristics are often funded differently across schools

District X SPED Resource Student-to-Teacher
Ratio by School

25 1 Ratio: 22:1 \
890 |SwteMax200 .
o
o)

G 15 -
@
2 . _
210 | District Avg: 10,0 _ e e ————
c
[0]
S 5 - :
& ( Ratio: 2:1
0

District X Elementary Schools

The inequitable funding across schools is a result of: Available

for PGCPS
in Jan. 2011

» Historical funding allocation practices
* Numerous “exceptions” made to the funding formula
» Differences in class fill rates across schools




ocﬂ%, But districts don't necessarily weight them all, instead, districts
ij,,‘.’;? weight only the characteristics that make sense given the
C‘>’oo
~meee QISIIICL'S @aCcademic strategy and demographic context
Baltimore Cincinnati Denver Hartford Houston NYC Oakland SF
A ® & @ ®@ o
Grade ® ® © © © o e
Perf-High 0 @ ’ Pseudo
weight
perf-Low ® @ ) ) ) from Title |
Q
ey @ @ @ @ © © & ©®
@ © © © © © © © o ¢
v ® © © 9 o o ©
Other 0 o e
EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.




&%, Remember: The district has a limited pool of money, so the
{5 more characteristics you weight OR the more money you give a
AooLS"

ooL

~meeee - C@ITAIN Characteristics, the less money there is for everyone else

For example: The impact of adding a poverty weight...

Current Weight

Adding poverty weight

A

Base Weight
$147m
=> $5,000/pp

Base Weight
$117m
=> $3,980/pp

o iR

Assumes total WSF Pool of $152m

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.
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No
Grade
Weight

Grade
Weight
of
$750/pp
for K-3,
7-9

Everyone gets the same $4,077/pp

~meaee - SAYING that other grades need fewer services

... or in other words, if you weight certain grades because you
:gp‘.’f% believe they need additional services, you are implicitly

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ||10]|11 |12
1 2 3 7 8 9
1‘ These grades now get $4,390/pp
‘1, These grades now get $3,640/pp
r \
4 5 6 10(]111(] 12
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Are we supporting a DISTRICT PRIORITY by deciding to
weight this student characteristic?

What type of ADDITIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES
do students with these characteristics need

(i.e., what do we expect schools to do with
the extra dollars)?

Is this characteristic both SUFFICIENT AND UNIOQUE within the
district’s overall population to merit weighting?

Does the district have the ability to TRACK AND
PROJECT ENROLLMENTS for this characteristic?

Does this student characteristic CORRELATE
WITH ANY OTHER CHARACTERISTIC such that
we might be double-weighting?

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.
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Are we supporting a district priority by weighting this

’Eﬁ student characteristic?

Since the district has a limited
amount of funding, the more
characteristics it chooses to
weight, the fewer $s will be
available for each weight

So the district should only be
weighting student
characteristics that reflect a
current district academic
strategy and priority

Cutting more slices => smaller slices!

For example: Poverty (FRL) students Q/// Is supporting low-income students a specific

district academic strategy and priority?




Does the district believe that additional resources are
required to appropriately serve this student
characteristic?

 What type of additional support
services do students with these
characteristics need?

v’ Extra instructional support - in the
form of smaller class sizes,
extended learning time, greater
individual attention, etc?

v Extra socio-emotional support — in
the form of additional counselors,
physical and mental health
programs, etc.?

v Other types of support?

Low-income students may need both additional

For example: Poverty (FRL) students instructional and social-emotional support to
achieve at the same level as their peers




Is this student characteristic sufficient and unique within
the district’s overall population to merit weighting?

e

* Are there a sufficient number
of students with this
characteristic in the district
such that it makes sense to
weight them?

* |s this student characteristic so
pervasive across the district
such that almost all students
would be weighted?

RCSD is ~90% FRL — so almost all students would
be eligible for this weight — it makes more sense
to build the additional support into the base
weight that all students receive

For example: Poverty (FRL) students ?




Does the district have the ability to track and project
enrollments for this student characteristic?

* Since WSF budgets are
developed in the spring
preceding the school year, the
district can only weight
characteristics for which it can
reasonably track and predict
accurate enrollments

» Otherwise, doing mid-year
adjustments will be a painful
process for schools

The district should be able to reasonably track
For example: Poverty (FRL) students and project FRL status based on historical
enrollment and demographic shifts




odl E:r‘.

"fg Does this student characteristic correlate with any other
& characteristic such that we might be double-weighting?

o kLD o

XooL9
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 Weights are additive (i.e., students
receive all the weights that they
are eligible for)

e So if a student is already receiving
additional support for being X, do
they need more resources for
being Y?

 Or do those characteristics have
different needs that require
different resources?

Some research indicate that there may be
strong correlation between FRL status and low
academic performance, particularly at the
elementary school grade levels

For example: Poverty (FRL) students ?




TO WEIGHT OR NOT TO WEIGHT:
Here are some important questions to
2o consider

Are we supporting a district priority by weighting this
student characteristic?
Does the district believe that additional resources are
required to appropriately serve this student characteristic?

Is this student characteristic sufficient and unique within the
district’s overall population to merit weighting?

DO NOT WEIGHT

Does the district have the ability to track and project
enrollments for this student characteristic?

characteristic such that we might be double-weighting?

Does this student characteristic correlate with any other

WEIGHT this characteristic




ocl-l E.s‘r‘.

< P
s When thinking about how much to weight characteristics in

~o0\

o th@ SBB formula — RCSD examined the following:

How much does the district currently spend to serve this characteristic?

How much would the district “ideally” want to spend?

Current Range of the Possible Weights Ideal Program
Spending Design
s this weight based on RESEARCH-DRIVEN best practices?

S —

Does this weight make sense from an EQUITY stand-point?

o~ -

What are the POLITICAL/COMMUNITY IMPLICATIONS of this weight?

N

Final Weight

69




or-“%, Remember: The district has a limited pool of money, so the

[}

%,!’g more characteristics you weight OR the more money you give a
HooLO

~meeee - C@ITAIN Characteristics, the less money there is for everyone else

For example: The impact of adding a poverty weight...

Current Weight

Adding poverty weight

Base Weight
$147m
=> $5,000/pp

Base Weight
$117m
=> $3,980/pp

Assumes total WSF Pool of $152m
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s, There are two ways that districts can assign weights to
Qs student characteristics: setting ratios or setting dollar
~oo  values

a Bottom Up Approach

* Creating SBB formula by “building the pie”

 Determined the cost of the additional services, balancing the
need to cover baseline services

Top Down Approach
« Creating SBB formula by setting ratios

 Determined by fixing ratios relative to general education
students — the baseline services




a7 Building the Pie: For example, RCSD developed the
q ¢ following weights based on their service delivery
2. model and target fill rates for ELL:

1

SMD
RI

ESOL # of kids an

NYS ESOL teacher | ESOL teacher
Mapdatg. -to-Unit can see a
1 unit=36 min :
Ratio day
Base Weight $3,866 1.00
ELL/LEP - -
Beginner K-8/Int. K-12 $2,292 0.59 2 units/day 25 students
1 tchr.
Beginner 9-12 $3,437 0.89 3 units/day to 16.67 students
50 units
Advanced K-12 $1,146 0.30 1 unit/day 50 students
Avg Teacher 25 students — Weight
Salary = 88888388888 Bl 2292 per
'-....A‘ $57.290 8383883883838 S’tudeﬁt
Note: Projected 1011 average teacher salary - $57,290 8 8 3 8 8

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.




&=, Once weights were established, RCSD ran scenarios

0

3 pé— to determine Iif sufficient funds were in the base pool

C Q{"

.o’ to cover defined "Baseline services"

c_,f\l

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (EX) SECONDARY SCHOOLS (EX)
«22:1 GenkEd class size *17:1  GenkEd staffing ratio

0 Principal 1.0 Principal

1
10 Secretary 1.0 Assistant principal
0.5 Librarian 10 Secretary
10 Special subjects *0.5 Librarian
teacher (Art/Music/PE) *0.5 PE/Health/Athletic Cdr.
0.5 Counselor
* $1,000/tchr for ST subs
* $125/pp for supplies (inst. and « $1,000/teacher for ST subs
custodial) « $225/pp for supplies/athletics/
extracuniculars

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.
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In thinking about how much to weight the district should
also consider the behaviors and models it wants to
create or incentivize

Rochester is hoping to use its WSF to reverse the trend to more
restrictive settings

Change in SPED Placement: RCSD 2005 vs. RCSD 2008

RCSD Self-Contained fotal
17.3%
2005 6%
RCSD Self-Contained
2008 6% Total
17.0%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Source: RCSD BEDS Enrollment
EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC. 74




<&, Other Considerations: Under SBB, what will happen
to the schools with tiny populations of the ELL or
Sped?

Can the school use fractional FTEs (0.1, 0.2, etc.)?
Implications for HR-Staffing? Union Contract?

Can the school have full FTE but use additional SPED/ELL
B tchr. time to provide support (remedial, intervention, etc.)?
Implications for HR-Certifications? Union Contract?

Will schools have to supplement using other funds?
Implications for Base Weight? Special Funds?

Will district fund the difference for fractional FTEs?
Implications for budget? WSF as a whole?

What are the implications for:
« Program Placement at Schools
 Student Placement into Programs
 Student Assignment to Schools

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC. 75




REMEMBER:

over 1l

Keep it simple?

« Complex formulas with many fragmented weights are difficult for
stakeholders to digest in year 1

* The district can always create additional weights in future years

EDUCATION RESOURCE STRATEGIES, INC.




Today's Objectives

Background, Strategic Alignment
and Principal Engagement

Equitable Student Funding Details -
Budget and Autonomy

Equity Work

Weights “Aligning cost with
Services

Strategic Support to Schools
“Building Capacity and Success”

Enterprise Planning Module (EPM) And
ESF Management Tools “How Will
Schools Develop Their Budgets”




Define Risk Reserve: TO BE FINALIZED in 2011

Disc

Risk Area % Reserve Amount Definition

Enrollment Risk 1.75% $3.4M Takes into account refinement
and adjustment in enrollment
methodology

Transition Risk 2.0% $4.0M Hold-harmless (33% g/l per
year over 3 yrs)

Policy Risk 0.5% $1.0M Unplanned Federal and state

policy changes

Strategic Design Risk  2.0% $4.0M Changes resulting from
evolving District Portfolio Plan

Operational Risk 1.0% $2.0M Unpredicted program
requirements (legal, insurance,
RTTT unfunded mandates)

Total 7.25% $14.4M




etermine what Characteristics to Weight:
OMPLETED

Comments
Special Education )
English Language @
Learners

Do not weight due to limited ESF pool
Grade-Level o and desire to use ESF as opportunity to
redesign HS/SS school structure

Do not weight due to concerns about
Performance G perverse incentives, data integrity, and
political implications

Do not weight because schools will be
Poverty e receiving ~484/pp from Title | in 1011 -
will be important to communicate this
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Completed

Base Weight $3,866

ELL/LEP -
Beginner K-8/Int. K-12 $2,301
Beginner 9-12 $3,451
Advanced K-12 $1,151

Avg. Teacher
Salary =
§ $57,529

' Mﬂj

Note: Actual 1011 average teacher salary - $57,529

1.00

0.60

0.89

0.30

Determine How much to Weight: Formula

ESOL
teacher
-to-Unit

Ratio

NYS ESOL

Mandate:
1 unit=36 min

2 units/day
1 tchr.
3 units/day to
50 units
1 unit/day

# of kids an
ESOL teacher
can see a
day

25 students

16.67 students

50 students

Weight

$2,301 per
student




Determine How much to Weight: Formula
Completed

| s |weight Fill Rate

Base Weight $3,866 1.00
Special Education - -

10 student-1 50% fill rate of

R I 7 1.4
esource or Consultant $5,753 9 teacher 501
9studentsina 70% fill rate of
Int ted S ial Cl 6,392 1.65
ntegrated specialiiass $ class of 24 12 students
. 10 students-1 80% fill rate of
Self-Contained 12:1 $6,056 1.57 Students ol rate o

teacher -1 aide 12-1

Avg. Teacher
Salary =

- A‘ $57.529

Note: Acfual 1011 average teacher salary - $57,529

10 students ] Weight

88888 Bl 55753 per
33333 student

=

Weights can be adjusted if needed. If adjusted, we
need to take into consideration program incentives




What are the Implications of a Transition Policy?

« A transition policy allows schools time to adjust to changes in
budgets that result from the implementation of ESF — the move
to greater Equity.

- Schools that lose dollars may need time to make adjustments to
school organizations.

- Schools that gain dollars may need time to build capacity around

high performing strategies so new dollars are used in effective
ways.

- The district may need time to adjust infrastructure, policies and

procedures (such as HR) to accommodate the paradigm shift to
school empowerment

Transition Policy — Phase in over 3 years. Each year schools will
experience 33% of their respective gain or loss.
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& HUNDREDS OF HOURS INVESTED OVER 2 YEARS

5.0

3
£
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SEPTEMBER OCTOBER
9/7 ;. 1074 )/
/
Review: // Review: //
/
1.1- Lock/UnIocB' 1.1 - Policy decisi;fns
programs (Jo/yce) (Joyce) //

2.2 - Principal,(raining
structure E)‘roposal schedule & content
(Chiefs) , (Chiefs)//

/

% 2.3 - Copfimunity/SBPT
’ engg(gement (Chiefs)

2.1 - Network éupport

2.5 —,échool design
’ tgmplates (Chiefs)

.’ :
p Finral Review:

/
’ ./ 2.1 - Network support

structure (Chiefs)
/

9/20 7 10/18 ’

7 /

/
Review: ,’

Review: ot
/
1.1 - Policy decigfons -
avg. vs. actyal
(Joyce) I’

/
/

/
Final Reviéw:
1.1 —Lf)Ck/UnIock
pfograms (Joyce)
/

1.1 Transition Pollic/y

4.1 - Enroliment
projectiong’(John)

5.1- Comrﬁunication
plan (I(’)m)
/

Final Rﬁiew:

1.9/1 Budget
/

) /,’Process(Joyce)
! 2.2 Principal Training

NOVEMBER

10/29

. /
Review: /

/
1.3 & 3.1 - Budget’

Handbook & 7
Academic ,'

Guidelines/’(Jovce &

Beth) //

3.2 - AccBuntability &

Autonbmy criteria

DREAM vs. Strateqic

(Befh)

’
3.3 —Build T&L ESF

/'Understandinq
/

,/3.4 - SIP Process and
timeline (Beth)

11/15 ,

Review: /

1.1 - Formula //
decisions ~wéights
(Joyce) ,’

1.4 - Budqét Tool and

.5 Task Force For Implementation-More to Come
HooL®

DECEMBER

11/29

Final Review: y

1.1 — Formula /
o 4
decisions —~weikghts

(Joyce) ,/

4

trainin;qf(Joyce)
V4

12/13

Final Review:

1.3 - Budget
handbook (Joyce)

1.3 - Budget
Guidelines (Joyce &
Beth)

1.4 - Budget Tool and
training(Joyce)

5.1 - Communication
documents for roll-
out (Tom)

JANUARY
1/3

Final Logistics

Budgets delivered
to schools by
January 24, 2011

& ™= "= == = - -

In the spring, the
taskforce will address:

4.2 - Student
assignment

4.3 HR Staffing Process

4.4 - Schools
Dashboard

2.4 — Add’l autonomies

2.5 - Alignment to
strategic plan
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¢ Today's Objectives

Discover the Excellenc

Background, Strategic Alignment
and Principal Engagement

Equitable Student Funding Details -
Budget and Autonomy

Equity Work

Weights “Aligning cost with
Services

Strategic Support to Schools
“Building Capacity and Success”

Enterprise Planning Module (EPM) And

ESF Management Tools “How Will
Schools Develop Their Budgets”




EPM - Enterprise Planning Module

ESF Management Tool
January 6, 2011

1/27/2011




ESF Funding Summary
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What is the total pool of s being allocated to schools via WSF?
The total WSF Pool being allocated to SChOOIS .uuuvsvusesussen $§153,757,875
1. Summary Table
WSF-Eligible Funds Special Funds | Error Checker

Total WSF-UNLOCKED $s $197,759,325 68% Total School Ss (WSF-Eligible & Special) S 340,795,415
Total $s: WSF-LOCKED $93,723,471 32% $49,312,619 | Total Non-School Ss (General & Special) S 40,139,068
Total §s $291,482,796 Total Mgmt or nonK12 s S 312819777

I Grand Total § 693,754,260
What reserves or adjustments do you want to make? 2010-11 District Budget S 693,754,260
Reserves for WSF Implementation $14,337,551 7% Difference S
Adjustment to reflect 2011 Revenue Cuts $29,663,899 15%
Adjustment to reflect 2011 Increased Costs (Infl, Step Increase) 50 0%
[Placeholder for other hold-backs] S0 0%
[Placeholder for other hold-backs] S0 0%
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qp\ ESF Position Funding Summary

2. Determining the WSF Pool (LOCK vs. UNLOCK) For reference, | | For reference only, here are the $s for NON-
SCHOOL-Based Resources here are $ paid by SCHOOL costs (i.e., Central Functions)
| WSF-Eligible Funds ] Unlock? |  Secial Funds General Funds | Special Funds
SITIONS/FTES The dollar amounts in Columns F-Kare not eligible for WSF - they are shown here for your
General Education Staff
ES Homeroom Teachers $37,456,231 Unlock 52,880,028 ) $56,592
SS Core Subject Teachers $32,517,129 Unlock $400 S0 S0
Art/Music Teachers $9,517,305 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Physical Education Teachers 56,747,143 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Other Special Subject Teachers (VocEd, Tech, etc.) 55,034,056 Unlock S0 S0 S0
General Education Paraprofessionals $2,227,592 Unlock S0 S0 S0
General Ed Teaching Assistants $82,678 Unlock $185,513 S0 S0
English Language Learners Teaching Staff
ELL Teachers — ESOL $5,770,584 Unlock $135,698 S0 598,378
ELL Teachers — LEAP $787,153 Unlock S0 S0 S0
ELL Teachers - Bilingual 5,747,850 Unlock S0 S0 S0
ELL Classroom Paraprofessionals $308,017 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Special Education Teaching Staff
Special Ed Teachers - Resource $2,313,189 Unlock $93,260 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Consultant $347,749 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - 15C $14,490,963 Unlock $1,222,273 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Self-Contained 12:1 $8,480,580 Unlock $873,680 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Self-Contained 8:1 $3,950,403 Lock $263,044 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Self-Contained 6:1 $145,606 Lock S0 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers (MIXED across programs) $2,132,824 Unlock $54,999 526,847 S0
Special Ed Classroom Paraprofessionals $2,936,731 Unlock $552,432 $0 S0

District-wide

Total

$40,392,851
$32,517,529
$9,517,305
$6,747,143
$5,034,056
$2,227,592
$268,191

$6,004,660
$787,153

$5,747,850
$308,017

$2,406,449
$347,749
$15,713,236
$9,354,260
$4,213,447
$145,606
$2,214,670
$3,489,163
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ESF Program Funding Summary

2. Determining the WSF Pool (LOCK vs. UNLOCK)
SCHOOL-Based Resources

| WSF-Eligible Funds] Unlock?

For reference,
here are $ paid by
Special Funds

For reference only, here are the $s for NON
SCHOOL costs (i.e., Central Functions)

General Funds I Special Funds

PROGRAMS (Includes all the Positions, Supplies, Materials, etc., associated with the program)

Academic Programs

District-wide
Total

Academic Intervention/Response to Intervention S0 Unlock $7,679,622 S0 $349,513 $8,029,135
Alternative School NorthSTAR 51,955,346 Lock S0 S0 ) $1,955,346
Alternative School Programs Ss S0 Lock $211,897 S0 S0 $211,897
ArtPeace @ School Without Walls $60,000 Unlock S0 S0 S0 $60,000
ATS: East High Center for Youth ATS S0 Lock S0 S0 S0 S0
ATS: Edison Center for Youth Services S0 Lock S0 S0 S0 S0
ATS: On-Campus Intervention Program S0 Lock $1,634,937 S0 S0 $1,634,937
Autism Spectrum Disorder Team S0 Lock $71,002 S0 $89,523 $160,525
AVID 51,026,842 Unlock S0 $225,893 S0 $1,252,735
Bryant & Stratton Middle College S0 Unlock S0 S0 599,250 $99,250
Bry's Mentoring Program S0 Unlock S0 S0 $15,000 $15,000
Career & Technical Ed - Virtual Enterprise S0 Unlock $22,571 S0 S0 $22,571
Career and Technical Education $162,492 Lock $450,262 S0 S0 $612,754
Careers in Teaching S0 Lock $658,483 S0 $1,294,624 $1,953,107
Charlotte HS Urban League $116,884 Unlock S0 S0 S0 $116,884
Chinese Language Program S0 Lock S0 $4,500 S0 $4,500
College Board at Vanguard S0 Lock S0 S0 S0 S0
Commencement Summer School $2,185,127 Lock S0 S0 S0 $2,185,127
Diversity Initiative - Recruiting S0 Lock S0 $1,020 $266,820 $267,840
Dream Schools Program S0 Lock $555,444 S0 $298,321 $853,765
Drug & Alcohol Counselors (Delphi) S0 Lock S0 S0 $238,652 $238,652
Early Language & Literacy (Great Beginnings) $837,867 Unlock S0 S0 S0 $837,867
East High - Learning Institute $18 675 Lock $0 S0 S0 $18,675
Eact Hiah Caall laar i CAammiunita ln . &n <

»  1-ControlPanel . htModel -Schox 7 4-WSFbySchool S-m«entsmnudgets W’m 2 'h 4|
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ESF Resource Funding Summary

2. Determining the WSF Pool (LOCK vs. UNLOCK) For reference, For reference only, here are the s for NON:
SCHOOL-Based Resources here are $ paid by SCHOOL costs (i.e., Central Functions)
I WSF-Eligible Funds] Unlock? | Special Funds General Funds I Special Funds
ESOURCES (Supplies, Materials, and other Non-FTEs)
Staff Overtime or Substitutes
Short-term Substitutes (Teacher) $9,321,360 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Substitutes (Building Teachers) $976,163 Lock S0 S0 S0
Substitutes (Food Service) S0 Lock $171,000 S0 S0
Substitutes (Other Staff Positions) $113,705 Lock S0 S0 S0
Substitutes (Paras) $1,588,000 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Other Pay/Stipends $758,440 Lock $2,566 S0 S0
Instructional Supplies and Services
Computer Hardware $138,685 Unlock S0 50 S0
Computer Software/Inst. Technology $14,751 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Instructional Supplies $1,735,315 Unlock $111,097 S0 S0
Equipment $135,171 Unlock $20,707 S0 S0
Field Trips - Transportation $101,870 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Library Books $197,560 Unlock S0 $5,500 $1,000
Textbooks 51,810,207 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Student Stipends $250 Unlock ) S0 S0
Operational Supplies and Services
Office/Admin Services and Supplies $398,477 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Community Use S0 Unlock 594,740 S0 S0
Consultants 539,375 Unlock $113,477 $319,525 $376,174
Custodial Services S0 Lock S0 S0 S0
Custodial Supplies $444,406 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Food and Snacks $10,600 Unlock $10,000 S0 S0
Maintenance Services and Supplies $173,175 Lock S0 S0 S0
Security Management S0 Lock S0 $2,522,983 $40,000

District-wide
Total

$9,321,360
$976,163
$171,000
$113,705

$1,588,000
$761,006

$138,685
$14,751

$1,846,412
$155,878
$101,870
$204,060
$1,810,207
$250

$398,477
$94,740
$848,551
S0
$444,406
$20,600
$173,175
$2,562,983
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2. Determining the WSF Pool (LOCK vs. UNLOCK) For reference, For reference only, here are the $s for NON: o
District-wide
SCHOOL-Based Resources here are § paid by SCHOOL costs (f.l., Central Funcﬂons} Total
| WSF-Eligible Funds] Unlock? | Special Funds General Funds | Special Funds
Excluded Non-District or non-K-12 Costs:
Adult and Continuing Education (OACES) $4,922,120
Agency Youth Program $1,232,301
Charter Schools $18,584,853
Food Services Services and Supplies $9,199,160
Gateway to College MCC $484,900
Home Hospital Program S0
Incarcerated Youth Program 52,004,276
PreK $10,413,621
Private/Parochial $1,273,634
Tuition - Special Education $25,325,917
Youth and Justice $145,151
Excluded District Management Costs:
ADA Section 504 rehab $38,984
Benefits $140,392,079
Benefits (Food Service) $2,411,376
Debt $34,920,696
Grant Disallowances $1,270,000
Districtwide Management Expense -53,686,045
Indirect Grant Costs $3,260,895
MANAGEMENT COSTS NON-SCHOOL-BASED $42,371,263
Relocation/moving budget $383,800
School Reserves $2,065,552
System Leadership Costs $10,348,617
Union Contractual Obligations $5,456,627
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District Demographic

What are the characteristics of the students in my district?
The total number of K-12 students .... 31,247
K-12 Total K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Total Enroliment (2010-11 BEDS) 31,247 2,459 | 2,626 | 2,557 | 2,494 | 2,510 | 2,291 | 2,360 | 2,262 | 2,282 | 3,307 | 2,423 | 1,765 | 1,961
% of Total Enroliment 100% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 7% 8% 7% 7% 11% 8% 6% 6%
General Ed Enroliment (1011 BEDS) 25,885 2,184 | 2,251 | 2,146 | 2,065 | 2,069 | 1,887 | 1,868 | 1,814 | 1,839 | 2,610 | 2,052 | 1,551 | 1,549
% of Projected Total Enroll (by grade) 83% 89% 86% 84% 84% 82% 82% 79% 80% 81% 79% 85% 88% 79%
|Pwerty Enroliment (1011 BEDS) 25,000 2,055 | 2,229 | 2,183 | 2,054 | 2,149 | 1,949 | 2,038 | 1,912 | 1,885 | 2,460 | 1,682 | 1,180 | 1,224
I % of Projected Total Enroll (by grade) 80% 84% 85% 85% 84% 86% 85% 86% 85% 83% 74% 69% 67% 62%
ELL Enrollment (1011 BEDS) 2,765 237 324 327 300 305 200 176 136 157 222 170 106 105
% of Projected Total Enroll (by grade) 9% 10% 12% 13% 12% 12% 9% 7% 6% 7% 7% 7% 6% 5%
(1011 BEDS)
ELL - Freestanding ESOL 1,086 74 127 114 110 130 70 48 71 64 111 61 47 59
ELL - LEAP 594 52 55 63 62 48 39 46 23 43 33 71 38 17
ELL - Bilingual 505 77 106 113 101 100 78 72 42 50 78 38 21 29
ELL - Dual Language 180 34 32 37 27 27 13 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
(0910 NYSSESLAT Scores applied to 1011 BEDS) - Note that these total to 2988 (11 more than BEDS - this is due to rounding to get whole numbers when applying %s_
ELL - Beginner 1,201 108 147 144 127 129 85 85 53 64 107 69 39 45
ELL - Intermediate 852 71 89 101 95 96 63 52 58 61 86 78 50 44
ELL - Advanced 617 60 81 82 79 80 52 39 27 31 29 25 17 17
SPED Enrollment (1011 BEDS) 5,362 259 367 405 388 460 388 511 435 443 710 372 234 390
% of Projected Total Enroll (by grade) 17% 11% 14% 16% 16% 18% 17% 22% 19% 19% 21% 15% 13% 20%
SPED - Consultant Teacher 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 14 16 17 32
SPED - Resource Room Support 531 3 15 22 37 53 41 69 67 58 76 46 23 21
SPED - Integrated Special Class 2,424 101 125 188 189 229 200 208 222 236 340 179 102 105
SPED - Special Class 12:1 1,319 20 53 65 74 106 102 143 100 106 200 104 86 160
SPED - Special Class 8:1 436 11 21 25 36 34 27 64 38 32 63 20 5 60
htModel I 4-WSFbySchool ~ 5-CurrentSchiBudgets 6-1011BUDGET  7-Enrolment =~ ©J Ik
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Student Weight

Base Weight Foundation Amounts ES Ms SS HS
PreK Increment 1] For schools w/ enrollment below: - - - -
K-12 Base Weight $3,866 The foundation amount is: S0 S0 S0 S0
Weights At-A-Glance (Dollar Amounts)

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Grade S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 so S0 S0 so S0 S0 S0
SPED - Consultant Teacher $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5753 5,753 $5,753 $5,753 5,753 $5,753 $5,753 5,753
SPED - Resource Room Support ~ $5,753  $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 $5,753 5,753
SPED - Integrated Special Class $6,392 56,392 S$6,392 56,392 56,392 56,392 56,392 S$6,392 S$6,392 56,392 $6,392 56,392 56,392
SPED - Special Class 12:1 $6,056 S$6,056 56,056 56,056 S$6,056 S$6,056 56,056 56,056 56,056 56,056 56,056 56,056 56,056
SPED - Special Class 8:1 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 SO S0 S0 S0 SO S0 S0 S0
SPED - Special Class 6:1 SO S0 SO SO S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 SO S0
SPED - Home Instruction SO SO SO S0 S0 S0 S0 SO SO S0 SO S0 SO
SPED - Related Services S0 S0 SO SO S0 SO S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
ELL - Beginning $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 52,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $3,451 $3,451 $3,451 $3,451
ELL - Intermediate $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 $2,301 S$2,301
ELL - Advanced $1,151 51,151 S$1,151 $1,151 S$1,151 S$1,151 S$1,151 $1,151 $1,151 $1,151 S$1,151 S$1,151  $1,151
ELL - Freestanding ESOL S0 S0 S0 SO SO S0 S0 S0 SO S0 S0 S0 S0
ELL - LEAP S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 SO S0 S0 SO S0 S0
ELL - Bilingual SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO S0 SO

1| 1-ControlPanel < 2:8assWghtModel" " 3:SchooBudgatCom "4-WSFbySchool . 5-CurrentSchBudgets  6-1011BUDGET  7-Enrolment = ¢J K]

Summary of the Weights-at-a-Glance

The following tables are for summary purposes only. Please do NOT enter any values into these tables.
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Approved Budget Line Item

Budget Code Account Descr lOrg Descr rT’rogram Descr Subclass Descr | Dollar Amt FTE AmtI RCSD GROUP: Categories RCSD Group: WSF [RCSD Group:
| | a | | Eligible Funds vs. |Schools vs.
v v |~ v v v v *|Snecial Funds " |NonSchaal
5149E7201621100200 |Tool Allowance Tmsprin-Vhel Mainte| Garage Building General Fund - Nq 3,600.00 Transportation Services and Supplie] WSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5430E7201620200200 |Anti-Freeze Tmsprtn-Vhcl Mainte| Garage Building General Fund - N¢ 2,500.00 Transportation Services and Supplie] WSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5126E7311621120200 |Office Supplies All Schools Unassigr] Operation Of Plant General Fund - N¢ 113.00 Management Costs non-school-basg WSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5149E7521620700200 |Tchr Sal Inservice/Curr | Office of Mathematicq Inservice Training - Provide General Fund - Ng 4,500.00 Management Costs non-school-base) WSF-Eligible Funds [Non-School
5520E7521620700200 |Tchr Sal Hourly 7-12 Office of Social Studid Curriculum Devel & Supen TEACHING AS H| 3,000.00 Management Costs non-school-basej Special Funds Non-School
5148E7771621100200 |Office Supplies South Zone School § Supervision-Regular Schod General Fund - Ng 2,000.00 Management Costs non-school-base WSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5149E7771621100200 |Instructional Supplies Office of Foreign Lan| Teaching - Regular School|General Fund - Nq 4,500.00 Chinese Language Program WSF-Eligible Funds [Non-School
5152E7771620700200 |Computer Hardware African & African-Am| Curriculum Devel & Supen{ General Fund - N¢ 1,000.00 Management Costs non-school-basgWSF-Eligible Funds [Non-School
5163E7771620200200 |Printing & Advertising African & African-Am| Curriculum Devel & Supen{ General Fund - N¢ 2,000.00 Management Costs non-school-base WSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5421E7771620700200 |Instructional Supplies African & African-Am| Teaching - Regular School| General Fund - N 4,000.00 Management Costs non-school-basg\WSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5425E7771620700200 |Prof Books & Publications |African & African-Am| Inservice Training - Providg General Fund - N 7,340.00 Management Costs non-school-basgWSF-Eligible Funds |Non-School
5820E9012090600202 |Social Security Employment Benefity Social Security School Health Seq 9,326.00 Benefits Special Funds Non-School
5500E1710721100215 |Tchr Sal 7-12 Jefferson High Schoq Teaching - Regular School|General Fund- N4 39,948.00 0.90 | Other Special Subject Teachers (VoqWSF-Eligible Funds |School
5816E9012090450199 |State Teachers Retiremen| Employment Benefitd Teachers Retirement Summer Program 58,357.00 Benefits Special Funds Non-School
5822E9012090500199 |Workers Compensation In§Employment Benefitd Workers Compensation | Summer Program 17,669.00 Benefits Special Funds Non-School
5433E2850720700200 |Tchr Sal 1-6 #54 - Flower City Scf| Teaching - Regular School|General Fund-Nq  94,217.00 1.00 | ES Homeroom Teachers WSF-Eligible Funds |School
5500E3520721100200 |C.S. Overtime # 6 - Dag Hammarsk| Pre-Kindergarten Program | Universal Pre-K 1,280.00 PREK Special Funds School
5430E7101620700200 |Serv Conts & Equip Repai|Mail Room - CS Central Printing & Mailing |General Fund-Nq  43,396.00 Management Costs non-school-baseWSF-Eligible Funds | Non-School
5461A1070221100000 |C.S. Sal Supv & Tech Office - Food Service] Food Service Office General Fund-Nq  89,327.00 1.00 | Food Services Semvices and Supp:jSpecial Funds Non-School
5163A1010220200000 | Tchr Sal Adm & Supv Northwest College P{ Supervision-Regular Schod General Fund- N4 54,627.00 0.50 | Coordinator for PE/Health/Athletics |WSF-Eligible Funds |School
5468A1010221100000 |Tchr Sal Adm & Supv BioScience Health F| Supervision-Regular Schoq C4E - Dream Sch 44,386.00 1.00 | Dream Schools Program Special Funds School
5511A1010220200000 |Tchr Sal Adm & Supv High Schools - HS | Supervision-Regular SchoqGeneral Fund-Nq  44,386.00 1.00 | school reserves WSF-Eligible Funds |School
5182A1020221100000 | Tchr Sal Adm & Supv Edison-Img & Info Tq Supervision-Regular Schoqd General Fund-Nq4  71,874.00 0.75 | Assistant Principals WSF-Eligible Funds |School
5462A1020221100000 |Tchr Sal Adm & Supv Edison-Img & Info Tg Supervision-Regular Schod Title | Stimulus Dry ~ 23,959.00 0.25 | Assistant Principals Special Funds School
5500A1020221100000 |Tchr Sal Adm & Supv Edison-Img & Info Td Supervision-Regular Schoq Title | Stimulus Drq ~ (23,959.00) (0.25)] Assistant Principals Special Funds School
5220A1030220100000 |Tchr Sal Adm & Supv Research & Progran] Research Planning & Evaly General Fund - Nq  (34,339.00) (0.25)| System Leadership Costs WSF-Eligible Funds [Non-School
5462A1030221100000 | Tchr Sal Adm & Supv OACES WFP Occupational Education |General Fund-Nd  72,137.00 1.00 | Adutt and Continuing Education (OAJWSF-Eligible Funds |School
» M I {=ContioPanel "~ 35chooBudget ool 5-CumentSchBudgets | 6-1011BUDGET (2] fe_m | >
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qp\ ESF Position Funding Summary

2. Determining the WSF Pool (LOCK vs. UNLOCK) For reference, | | For reference only, here are the $s for NON-
SCHOOL-Based Resources here are $ paid by SCHOOL costs (i.e., Central Functions)
| WSF-Eligible Funds ] Unlock? |  Secial Funds General Funds | Special Funds
POSHIONS/FTES The dollar amounts in Columns F-Kare not eligible for WSF - they are shown here for your
General Education Staff
ES Homeroom Teachers $37,456,231 Unlock 52,880,028 ) $56,592
SS Core Subject Teachers $32,517,129 Unlock $400 S0 S0
Art/Music Teachers $9,517,305 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Physical Education Teachers 56,747,143 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Other Special Subject Teachers (VocEd, Tech, etc.) 55,034,056 Unlock S0 S0 S0
General Education Paraprofessionals $2,227,592 Unlock S0 S0 S0
General Ed Teaching Assistants $82,678 Unlock $185,513 S0 S0
English Language Learners Teaching Staff
ELL Teachers — ESOL $5,770,584 Unlock $135,698 S0 598,378
ELL Teachers — LEAP $787,153 Unlock S0 S0 S0
ELL Teachers - Bilingual 5,747,850 Unlock S0 S0 S0
ELL Classroom Paraprofessionals $308,017 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Special Education Teaching Staff
Special Ed Teachers - Resource $2,313,189 Unlock $93,260 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Consultant $347,749 Unlock S0 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - 15C $14,490,963 Unlock $1,222,273 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Self-Contained 12:1 $8,480,580 Unlock $873,680 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Self-Contained 8:1 $3,950,403 Lock $263,044 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers - Self-Contained 6:1 $145,606 Lock S0 S0 S0
Special Ed Teachers (MIXED across programs) $2,132,824 Unlock $54,999 526,847 S0
Special Ed Classroom Paraprofessionals $2,936,731 Unlock $552,432 $0 S0

District-wide

Total

$40,392,851
$32,517,529
$9,517,305
$6,747,143
$5,034,056
$2,227,592
$268,191

$6,004,660
$787,153

$5,747,850
$308,017

$2,406,449
$347,749
$15,713,236
$9,354,260
$4,213,447
$145,606
$2,214,670
$3,489,163
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110102
110202
110302
10304
10402
10502
10602
110702
110802
110902
111002
11202
11402
11502
111602
111702
11902
12002
12202

12302

RCSD Enrollment

#1 - Martin B Anderson

#2 - Clara Barton - ES

# 3 - Nathaniel Rochester - ES
# 3 - Nathaniel Rochester - MS
#4-George M Forbes - ES

#5 - John Williams - ES

#6 - Dag Hammarskjold - ES
#7 - Virgil I. Grissom - ES

#8 - Roberto Clemente - ES
#9 - Martin Luther King - ES

#10-
- James P B Duffy - ES
- Chester Dewey - ES

#15-
#16 -
- Enrico Fermi - ES
#19-
#20-

#12
#14

#17

#22

Dr. Walter Cooper Acade

Children's School - ES

John W Spencer - ES

Dr Chas Lunsford - ES
Henry Lomb - ES

- Abraham Lincoln - ES

#23 -

Francis Parker - ES

34

27
44
33
47
18

34
46
34
21
33
35

Hp“ Enrollment Data

2010-11 ELL
Beginning
ELL Total [K-12 |% Beginning|
10f 1 13%
2l 1 50%
13 3 0%
6 o 0%
9 8 88%
17| 62 42%
32 9 28%
15| 8 569%
25 13 52%
254| 128 51%
2| 17 79%
15[ s0 44%
a2 3 8%
137 83 61%
3l 2 80%
15| 59 51%
51 3 50%
26 8 32%,
143 65 46%
4 3 67%

ELL
; FRL Students
TOTAL -
Special Class Total ELL
K 2 % ELL ¢ |12 anst{k-12 | ERL
267 40 28 10 3% 0 295 250 85%)
45 46| 246 34 41| 100 of 27 1% 0 3a6] 299 86%
64 66| 386 57 75 7 7 10 100 2% 0 a61| 393  85%
158 of 46 [ 6 3% 0 204 165  81%
48 56| 255 aa | 110 [ o7 % 0 365| 323  88%
64 63 432 26 61 86 [ 1477 28% 0 s18) 481 93%
s6 69| 281 41 47 6 [ 32" 10% 0 3271 327 100%
84 94| 478 33 67 89 8 10f 157 3% 0 563 459 82%
87 85| 475 40 83 a2 [ 25" 5% 0 517| 438 85%
104 119 622 17 98 87 [ 252' 36% 0 709 684 96%)
45 a8l 132 33 a2 4 of 27 13% 0 174| 155 89%
107 103| 682 102 103 8 of 15" 15% 0 785| 624 79%
109 0 23 [ 42" 3% 0 132 125 9s5%
8 41 281 37 21 1 1377 as% 0 302| 245 81%
68 64| 350 39 63 64 [ 37 1% 0 a1a| 355  86%
80 90| 457 45 70| €6 [ 115" 2% 0 523| 465  89%
s1 45| 316 20 42 67 5 8 5 57 1% 0 33| 333 87%
48 66| 294 20 42 47 5 [ 26" 8% 0 3a1] 294 se%
53 78 352 32 43 93 8 7 13' 143' 32% 0 445 391 88%)
44 4 276 34 35| 36 7 10 4 1% 0 312 199 64%
* 4-wSFoySchool | S-CurrentSchBudgets  /6-1011BUDGET™! 7-Enrollment .~ 73 Kl
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p’ ESF Funding Summary

What is the total pool of s being allocated to schools via WSF?

The total WSF Pool being allocated to SChOOIS v $153,757,875
1. Summary Tahle
WSF-Eligible Funds Special Funds
Total WSF-UNLOCKED Ss $197,759,325 68%
Total Ss: WSF-LOCKED $93,723,471 32% 549,312,619
Total $s $291,482,796
What reserves or adjustments do you want to make?
Reserves for WSF Implementation $14,337,551 7%
Adjustment to reflect 2011 Revenue Cuts $29,663,899 15%
Adjustment to reflect 2011 Increased Costs (Infl, Step Increase) $0 0%
[Placeholder for other hold-backs] S0 0%
[Placeholder for other hold-backs] S0 0%

Error Checker

Total School Ss (WSF-Eligible & Special)
Total Non-School $s (General & Special)
Total Mgmt or nonk12 $s

Grand Total

2010-11 District Budget

Difference

W [ U U WU U

340,795,415
40,139,068

s snagm

693,754,260

693,754,260




How the tools support ESF

* Planning and preparation is completed in PeopleSoft

» Allows for position budgeting as well as operational expenses
» Targets for each area are preloaded

« Same tool is used for schools and departments

« Capacity for capturing notes to planning

« Adds efficiencies to the roll up of District-wide budget

« Management Tool allows for scenario development, ESF
funding, calculation of Special Ed and ELL weights, separation
of funding and tracking of decisions
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"!Pf’ Select Budget Activity

Discover the Excellence

9% ¢ | @ My Planning Workspace [_

ORACLE

Favorites = Main Menu > Planning ang Budgeting > Activity PLeparat:ion > My Planning Workspace
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Find an Existing Value

Maximum number of rows to return (up to 300): |300
Use Saved Search: | v

Role Name: | begins with ,v)-“Preparer Q@

Business Unit: | begins with L\gl[RCSD1 @

Planning Model ID:  begins with v |[TEST_PROTO @

Activity: | begins with s{“ Q@

Scenario: | begins with “ @

[Jcase Sensitive

|.Search || Clear |Basic Search [EP Save Search Criteria Delete Saved Search
Search Results

[VIele First [g] 1-30f3 [3] Lasﬂ

Role Name Business Unit Planning Model ID Activity Scenario

Preparer RCSD1 TEST PROTO DEPARTMENT|2012 BUDG
Preparer RCSD1 TEST PROTO |POSITION 2012 BUDG
Preparer RCSD1 TEST PROTO |TITLE1 2012 BUDG
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Discover the Excellence

My Planning Workspace

Role Name: Preparer Workspace Search
Business Unit: RCSD1 User Preferences
Planning Model ID: TEST_PROTO test Budget Proof of Concept Email &

Activity: | Position ‘v]

Scenario: | 2012 Budget LV,] Refresh Budget Grand Totals

To view or change your budget or plan, select Edit or View for the desired Planning Center version. To copy a version, click Copy. To submit the completed
budget or plan for approval, select the desired version for each Planning Center and click Submit.

~ Submit | Version: status: | Al v  Refresh

My Planning Workspace
" Workspace Details F=»

Customize | Find | View A

Select £onMNd pescription Version Description status [O®Y  iockedBy  Edit View Copy  Wotes
O 13602 fig gf:f;::wés Base Base Version Open View Copy
O 13602 fggg}:f:v;y_vés Version 1 Version One Open — Edit |View |Copy
O 13602 = g'f:f;gvés Master Master Version Open View |Copy
~ Submit |

[#iselect Al Clclear All
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Discover the Excellence

2 New Window B’ Customize Page
Position Overview

Go to Planning Workspace: Don't Unlock Unlock &  This version is locked to others while you are editing.
» Planning Center

Budget Grand Totals

Position: | ~| . Go Adjust: | ~ Position Budgeting Analysis
By: | & | Go | View HR Defauits: I v [ 6o
| *Show: | Positions and Employees yjl Job Code: @,
“Include: | Al E Position Number: [ &
[ show Excluded Positions Employee ID: [ &
Name: |
| Search Union Code: [ &
[ M Positions 1to 30 of 37 B] B ExeandAl | ~ Collapse All
Positions and Employees Customize |
[V BY 2012
Description ::;.nlg‘;: Empl ID :Vacaﬂcy Job Code Union Code BudgetCalc Budgetimpact Currency Code
. CL| R-13602 00000198 No C321 010 Include 5,293.60 USD
. PARA SPEC ED-13602 700000343 V No Cc707 022 Include ‘ 171,444.00 USD
‘TCHR- EM 2nd-13602 '00000360 | l .NO T812 .003 ‘Include . 219.509.00.USD
# LIBRARY MEDIA SPECIALIST-13602 00000408 No T390 003 Include 65,688.00 USD
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Discover the Excellence

My Planning Workspace

Role Name: Preparer Workspace Search
Business Unit: RCSD1 User Preferences
Planning Model ID: TEST_PROTO test Budget Proof of Concept Email &

Activity: | Position ‘vl

Scenario: I 2012 Budget LV] ~ Refresh Budget Grand Totals

To view or change your budget or plan, select Edit or View for the desired Planning Center version. To copy a version, click Copy. To submit the completed
budget or plan for approval, select the desired version for each Planning Center and click Submit.

~ Submit Version: [Al M|  status: [Al ~  Refresh

My Planning Workspace

Customize | Find | View A
Workspace Details =y

Select £onMNd pescription Version Description status [O®Y  iockedBy  Edit View Copy  Wotes
O 13602 fig g:f§v:yv;s Base Base Version Open View Copy
O 13602 fggg}:f:v;y_vés Version 1 Version One Open Edit |View |Copy
O 13602 = g'f:f;gvés Master Master Version Open View |Copy
 Submit

[#iselect Al Clclear All
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Discover the Excellence
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Home | Workiist | MultiChannelConsole | Add to Favorites

Favorites - Main Menu > Planning ang Budgeting > Activity Preparation > My Planning Workspace
Budget Grand Totals

Budget Grand Totals

Business Unit: RCSD1 Rochester City School District
Planning Model ID: TEST_PROTO test Budget Proof of Concept
Activity: POSITION Position
Scenario: 2012_BUDG 2010-2011 Depantment Budget
Planning Center: 13602
Version: Version 1 Yersion 1
Department 13602 ¥ Beitech
Planning Target Details Find 4 Tl q120r12 T o
Related Activity Planning Target Budget Total Amount Difference % Variance
lAFSC 0.0000 0.000
.POSBUD 0.0000 0.000 i
-=TOTAL 0.0000 0.000
DEPARTMENT I 10 617.0000 44,000.0000 0.000
.POSBUD 2,478,202.2000 0.000
.->TOTAL 3,049,817.0000 2,522,202.2000 -527,614.800
.GRANT 0.0000 0.000
.POSEIUD 0.0000 0.000
->TOTAL 0.0000 0.000
TITLE — 37,548.0000 37,114.0000 0.000
POSBUD 60,435.0000 0.000
->TOTAL 97,549.0000 87,549.0000 0.000 _
|
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Discover the Excellence

My Planning Workspace

Role Name: Preparer Workspace Search
Business Unit: RCSD1 User Preferences
Planning Model ID: TEST_PROTO test Budget Proof of Concept Email &

Activity: | Dept Oper Expe ‘v_]

E—— l 2012 Budget M] efres | Budget Grand Totals

To view or change your budget or plan, select Edit or View for the desired Planning Center version. To copy a version, click Copy. To submit the completed
budget or plan for approval, select the desired version for each Planning Center and click Submit.

- Submit Version: status: | Al v | Refresh

My Planning Workspace Customize | Find | View A1 B | 2 pieat K

Workspace [Z=2)

Select g':nng'r‘g Description Version Description Status t:f:ed Locked By Edit View Copy Notes
O 13802 tzgg.f:?:v?-vés Base Base Version Open View Copy
O 13602 igg g;f:’ne;‘v?-\gs Version1  Version One Open Edit |View |Copy
O 13602 [or oo s Master  Master Version Open view |Copy
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Discover the Excellence

cLe

Favorites - Main Menu > Planning ang Budgeting > Activity Preparation > My Planning Workspace

Home | Workiist |

Accounta Description 2'::; Departmenta g":”;ﬂm Class Field Amount Type >unt BY 2012
& 5462 Postage A 13602 2110 0000 Method 0.00 0.00
& 5462 Postage A 13602 2110 0000 Adjustment 0.00 0.00
B sas2 Postage A 13602 2110 0000 Total 0.00 0.00
'E/ 5485 Agency Clerical A 13602 2020 0000 Method 0.00 0.00
& 5485 Agency Clerical A 13602 2020 0000 Adjustment 0.00 [ o0.00
|7 s48s Agency Clerical A 13602 2020 0000 Total 0.00 & 0.00
& 5500 Instructional Supplies A 13602 2110 0000 Method 000 & 0.00
& 5500 Instructional Supplies A 13602 2110 0000 Adjustment 0.00 [ o.00
& 5500 Instructional Supplies A 13602 2110 0000 Total 0.00 0.00
& 5500 Instructional Supplies A 13602 2110 4515 Method 000 & 0.00
& 5500 Instructional Supplies A 13602 2110 4515 Adjustment 000 & | [ o000
& 5500 Instructional Supplies A 13602 2110 4515 Total 0.00 & 0.00
VCM/ 5511 Office Supplies A 13602 2020 0000 Method 0.00 & 0.00
& 5511 Office Supplies A 13602 2020 0000 Adjustment 0.00 [ 0.0
& 5511 Office Supplies A 13602 2020 0000 Total 000 & 0.00

[
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Discover the Excellence

Planning Targets
Business Unit:

Planning Model ID:

Activity:

Scenario:

Planning Center:

Version:

Tolerance Rules

Control Level:  Active
Details
iFrom Account To Account

{5000 5915

RCSD1
TEST_PROTO
DEPARTMENT
2012_BUDG
13602

Version 1

gp: Check Planning Targets

Rochester City School District
test Budget Proof of Concept
Department Operating Expense
2010-2011 Department Budget
#36 - Henry W Longfellow - ES
Version 1

Currency Code: USD

Above Target

Customize | &l
Target Tolerance % Target Tolerance Amount

And 0.00

Target Status:  Vvalid

Status Summary

Submit Allowed: Yes _

Planning Target Details
Budget Center

v . . . 13602 -#36-Henry W Longfellow - ES

v | . . . 13602-#36 - Henry W Longfellow - ES

Customize | Find | View A

Account Fund Code Planning Target Budget Total
3,049,817.00 2,522,202.20
XX 3,049,817.00 2,522,202.20

Amount
Difference

-527,614.80

-527,614.80

% Variance

-17.30

-17.30
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Communication

4p
qu:: The End...It’s all clear to me now !?@*
O’Y NS

 Sending a clear and consistent message is critical

 Adopt a shared common language-district wide

« Clarify goals and objectives, define the strategy

Autonomous

Transparency

“Just a darn minute — Yesterday
you said that X equals two!”

7

Equitable Student
Funding

&

Fair Student
Funding




