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S.B. 30 Report

PREFACE

Severd draft copies of this report were made public in May of 2001. The cost estimates
in the draft reports were made using a faulty methodology and the draft report did not disclose
other issues regarding the rdiability of the data used for the edimates. There was some
controversy and apparent confuson surrounding these draft copies.  This preface will, hopefully,
clear up some of this confusion.

RELIABILITY OF COST ESTIMATES

Most of the cost estimates in this report are based on data collected through a survey
conducted by the former Legidative Budget Office, nhow merged into the Legislative Service
Commisson, in May through August 2000. LSC is not satisfied with the qudity of the data
The response rate is too low and there are a number of indications that the cost edtimates are
inaccurate.  (These data issues are described in the introduction of the report) A number of
options were consdered to try to remedy this reliability problem.

The first option was to not report the data. This course was not taken because the
draft reports that were made public used the data and made a number of
methodological caculaion errors.  In addition, LSC is required by Statute to provide
some estimate of these codsts.

The second option was to attempt to create an improved questionnaire and resurvey a
sample of didricts. This course was not chosen because due to the nature of the
mandates sudied, it is not evident that a new questionnare would make it much
eader for school didtrict respondents to accurately estimate costs.  Also, subsequent
legidation has dgnificantly changed the mandates covered in this report. It does not
make sense to ask school didricts to try to estimate what a mandate “would have
cogt” if it had not been subsequently changed.

The third option was to teephone dl the survey respondents and try to verify their
answvers.  This option was regected for the same reasons the second option was
rgected. In addition, a few respondents were contacted by telephone and they
invarigbly did not remember why they had answered as they had. These telephone
cdls occurred dmogt a year after the questionnaires were completed. This option
aso would not have corrected any bias resulting from the falure of over hdf the
districts surveyed to respond to the questionnaire.

The fourth option was to use the data but include in the report an explanation of why
LSC does not recommend having confidence in the results  This is the option that
was chosen.
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PERSPECTIVESON THE MEANING OF THE “ Cost OF A LAW”

law....

S.B. 30 specificaly requires LSC to estimate “the cost to school didtricts of each school
There are a number of different pergpectives on what variables should or should not be

included in the measure of the cost to school didricts of a law. These different perspectives
would result in very different cost estimates. LSC chose in this report to follow the perspective
taken higoricdly in dl the previous SB. 30 reports. The dements of this perspective should
result in a cost esimate somewhere in the middle of the possible esimates. The dements of the
chosen perspective and some dternatives to each e ement are summarized here.

>

LSC attempted to estimate the additional cost incurred by a school district to bring
itself into compliance with the law. In other words, if a district was already in
compliance befor e the law was enacted it would incur no additional cost.

An dternative perspective is to include not just the additional cost, but dso the cost of
what the school digtrict was dready doing. This perspective takes into account the loss in
flexibility experienced by a school digtrict when a law is enacted, even if the digtrict was
previoudy meeting the law’s requirements. For example, SB. 55 increased the minimum
units of credit necessary for graduation from 18 to 21. Most school didtricts were aready
requiring more than 18. Is the cogt of the law equa to the cogt for al didricts of offering
three units of credit, or is the cost of the law equa to the sum of the codts each didtrict
must incur to raiseits requirement to 217?

LSC attempted to estimate the actual costs incurred by each school district. This
cost is dependent on how the district interprets the law and how it chooses to
implement the law.

An dternative pergpective would disregard each didrict’s loca implementation decisons
by measuring only the cost to the average didrict or the cos of doing the minimum
necessary for compliance. For example, in response to the remediation requirements of
SB. 55, some digtricts may introduce after-school programs when remedid ingtruction
during the regular school day may be sufficient for compliance with the law. Should the
cos of SB. 55 include after-school programs if these are not drictly necessary for
compliance?

L SC did not attempt to correct for any possible future cost savings as a result of the
law.

An dternative perspective would attempt to correct for these future savings. For example,
H.B 412 requires that school didtricts set asde a certain amount for spending on capitd
and mantenance.  Presumably, these expenditures will improve building mantenance
and help the didtrict avoid more codly repairs in the future. Should these savings be
edtimated as an offset to the cost of H.B. 4127
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» Finally, LSC did not attempt to subtract any funding from the cost to school
districts.

> An dternaiive perspective would subtract out funding so that the “cost” to the school
digrict is only the cogt thet is “unfunded.” Attempting to determine funding for mandates
involves additiona issues discussed bdow. Since SB. 30 does not require a
determination of “funded” versus “unfunded” codts, the report provides some funding
information but does not attempt to resolve those issues.

FUNDING MANDATES

The SB. 30 report has never been a study of unfunded mandates. Whether or not these
mandates are funded would depend on the answers to severa questions, such as:

How should the cost to be funded be measured? As dready discussed, there are
different perspectives on what should be included in the cost of a mandate.

Can date ad in the form of “base cost funding” be consdered to be patidly or
completdy funding some mandates, even though it is not specificaly tied to certain
activities? Can dae ad in the form of discretionary grants be consdered as date
funding if a digrict could choose to use the grant for the mandated item, even if the
digtrict in fact chooses to spend it for some other permissble purpose? What other
types of date ad qudify as funding a particular mandate? Should federd ad be
included, especidly in cases where state mandates partidly result from federd law?

Does funding a mandate require that the State pay all the cost, or should there be a
locd share?

The answers to these questions are beyond the scope of the S.B. 30 report, and beyond the
authority of LSC taff to decide.

CORRECTIONSTO THE DRAFT REPORT METHODOL OGY

This section describes the corrections in the methodology made since the draft reports
were made public. The methodology is described in more detall in the introduction of the report.

The data were checked againgt the actud surveys for data-entry errors. A number of
data-entry errors were identified. These were corrected so that the data accurately
reflect the survey responses.

Anomaous and inconsstent responses on the survey were clarified, when possble,
by directly tdephoning the survey respondents.  This resulted in the modification of
reponses from five surveys.  As previoudy dated, telephoning dl the respondents
was not attempted for two mgor reasons 1) dmost a year had passed since the
questionnaires had been filled out, and those who were contacted were not able to
remember why they answered questions as they did, and 2) subsequent legidation has
ggnificantly changed the laws covered in this report, so it would have been confusng
to ask for costs that are now irrelevant.
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As in previous S.B. 30 reports, cost data for each stratum were divided by the
Average Daly Membership (ADM) of the respondent school digtricts before
averaging across drata.  School didtricts vary greetly in Sze 0 it is common practice
to divide by ADM in order to make the data comparable. The draft report smply
added up the reported costs and divided by the number of respondent districts to get
an average didrict codt, as if dl didricts were the same sze. This practice, when
coupled with the overrepresentation of large urban digtricts in the sample, tended to
overesimate the coss. The average school didtrict size for the 85 respondents was
4,893, 74 percent larger than the average school didtrict sze for the state, which is
2,811.

In order to correct for the overrepresentation of certain types of didtricts in the sample
and underrepresentation of other types of didricts, the average cost data were
weighted by the percentage of tota state ADM in each category. This methodology
is the same as that used in the previous SB. 30 reports. Data on the percentage of
respondents from each category and the weights used to adjust the data are given in
Table A in the introduction of the report. Three didrict types with fewer didricts
were over-sampled to ensure adequate representation.  The draft report did not correct
for this over-sampling.

The draft report caculated the statewide cost for each area by multiplying the average
digtrict cost in that area by the totd number of school didricts in the stae and by the
percentage of respondents indicating a cost in that area.  This particular practice darts
with a miscaculated and often overestimated average cost and then underestimates
the statewide cost by varying amounts since the average cost was cdculated as an
average over dl the respondents, not just those indicating a cost in the area.  The
combination of these erors resulted in the draft report overestimating the Statewide
cods in some areas and underestimating the dtatewide cost in other areas.  The
datewide cogt in this find report is caculated by multiplying the weighted average
per pupil cost by the totd ADM in the state.  Again, this methodology is the same as
that used in the previous S.B. 30 reports.

A margin of error was computed for each cost estimate a a 90 percent confidence
level. Ninety percent is a ratively low confidence level. Apparently, however, the
origind sample was intended to be a this leve, dthough the draft report did not
attempt to assign amargin of error to each estimate.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document is the fourth report issued in response to Amended Senate Bill 30 of the
119" Genera Assembly. It attempts to estimate the cost to Ohio public school digtricts of
complying with Ohio laws enacted in cdendar years 1996 through 1999. The laws covered in
this report include Substitute House Bill 412 (H.B. 412) and Amended Substitute Senate Bill 55
(SB. 55) of the 122"! Generd Assembly. Subsequent bills, Amended Substitute Senate Bill 345
(SB. 345) of the 123" Generd Assembly, and Amended Substitute House Bill 94 (H.B. 94) and
Amended Substitute Senate Bill 1 (SB. 1) of the 124" Generd Assembly, have made mgjor
changes to the provisions of H.B. 412 and SB. 55. These changes are briefly discussed in this

report.

SURVEY DATA | SSUES

Severd issues related to the survey data cast doubt on the accuracy of the cost estimates
presented in this report. These are briefly liged here and explaned in more deal in the
methodology section of the report.

Nonresponse bias: Of the 180 school didricts initidly surveyed, only 85 didricts
completed and returned the questionnaire. This response rate of 47 percent is well
below the 75 percent that is generaly deemed acceptable for this type of research. A
low response rate increases the probability that the sample will contain nonresponse
biass.  Nonresponse bias occurs when nonrespondents differ systematicaly from
respondents.

Questionnaire design: The questionnaire had severd wesknesses. Some of these
may have led to respondents answering the same question differently.  Others may
have led respondents to include or leave out relevant costs or perhgps to double-
report some costs. Still others may have created respondent bias.

School district estimates: The respondents were asked to estimate costs for which
data are not regularly collected, and for which there may be no uniform agreement on
what to include in the cost. This introduces the possibility of inaccurate estimates, as
wdl| as differences in how each respondent answered the same question.

Margins of error: The margins of error are large (19 percent-25 percent of the cost
edimate) even though cdculaied a a reaively low confidence level of 90 percent.
These margins of error represent only sampling error, not the other, perhgps more
sgnificant errors described above.

MANDATED COST ESTIMATES

H.B. 412

H.B. 412 requires school boards to set aside 3 percent of their annua quaifying revenues
in a capitd and maintenance fund and a textbook and materids fund. The following cost
estimates were made using data collected by the Department of Education for fiscd years 1996
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through 1998, not the data collected by the survey. On average, school digtricts were aready
meeting the set-aside requirement in fisca years 1996 through 1998. However, more than haf
the didricts were below the 3 percent requirement for one or both set-asides. The cost was
edimated for these didricts. The edtimates represent the average annual additionad spending on
capitd and maintenance and textbooks and materias these school didtricts would have had to
incur in fiscd years 1996 through 1998 to be in compliance with H.B. 412, inflated to fiscal year
2000 levels a an annud rate of 2.8 percent. Three hundred and fifty-six didtricts (58 percent)
were not dready meeting the requirement for the capitd and mantenance set-aside, and 339
digtricts (56 percent) were not meeting the textbooks and materias set-aside.

Mandated costs for fisca year 2000:
Capitd and Maintenance: $80,417,189
Textbooks and Materids. $47,529,817

SB. 345 of the 123" Generd Assembly modified these set-aside requirements. It established
both set-asides at 3 percent of the previous year's per pupil base cost amount established by the
Gengrd Assembly, multiplied by the Average Dally Membership (ADM) of each didrict. For
mogst didricts this change resulted in a lower required set-asde. Didricts could also opt to use
the old method established in H.B. 412 if dedred. The following cost edimates use the same
data and methodology as those above, but take into account the change indituted in S.B. 345.

Two hundred seventy-five didtricts (45 percent) were not meeting the cgpitd and maintenance
set-aside under the S.B. 345 modifications, and 189 (31 percent) were not meeting the textbook
and materids set-aside.

Mandated costs for fisca year 2000 with S.B. 345 modifications.
Capital and Maintenance: $44,036,728
Textbooks and Materials: $12,171,744

H.B. 412 aso required school didtricts to creste and maintain a budget reserve fund. This
requirement was completely diminated by SB. 345. Cog estimates were not cdculated for this
fund, dnce after its dimination, school digricts were able to spend the money as they wished
with minor qudifications. Findly, H.B. 412 required that didricts prepare a five-year budget
projection.  Sixty-seven (79 percent) of the respondents didricts were making budget
projections before enactment of H.B. 412; 33 (49 percent) of these were making projections of
five or more years.

S.B. 55

SB. 55 changed the date graduation requirements for public high school sudents
graduating after September 2001. It increased the btd units necessary for graduation from 18 to
21 and increased core subject area requirements. Twenty-Sx (31 percent) of the respondents
districts were requiring 21 or more units of credit before enactment of SB. 55. However, not al
of these didricts met SB. 55 core subject area requirements. S.B. 55 adso established what is
known as the “fourth grade reading guarantee” This provison required, with certan
qudifications, fourth grade students to obtain a “proficient” score on the fourth grade reading
proficiency test in order to be promoted to the fifth grade. It dso required that didtricts offer
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intervention services to first, second, and third grade students identified as reading below grade
leve, induding intense summer remedidion after third grade. The following are estimates of the
cost of these mandates to school districts. These cost estimates are made using data collected by
the survey, and, therefore, may be unreiable due to the survey data issues dready mentioned.
Margins of error caculated at a 90 percent confidence level are given in parentheses. These
margins of eror only represent sampling error; they do not represent other, and likdy more
ggnificant errors, such as nonresponse bias, errors due to faulty questionnaire design, and
respondents errorsin estimating the rlevant costs.

Mandated costs for fisca year 2000:
Increase in graduation requirements. $69,429,960 (+/- $17,559,807)
Fourth grade reading guarantee:
Summer remediation: $38,992,382 (+/- $7,569,213)
Non-summer remediation: $91,464,499 (+/- $20,596,729)

H.B. 94 modified the graduation requirements of SB. 55 by reducing from 21 to 20 the
tota units of credit necessary for graduation. Fifty-four (64 percent) of the respondents digtricts
were dready requiring 20 or more units of credit before enactment of SB. 55. Also prior to
S.B. 55, the respondents digtricts had, on average, 85 percent of their graduating seniors earning
20 or more units of credit. In addition to the changes made by H.B. 94, SB. 1 modified the
fourth grade reading guarantee provison of SB. 55. The reading guarantee will change to a
“third grade guarantee” and it will be based on a third grade reading achievement test scheduled
to be adminigered beginning in fisca year 2004. Additiondly, students are no longer required
to obtain a “proficient” score on the fourth or third grade test, but must now obtain a “basic”’
score. The “basc” score should be more eadly attainable than the “proficient” score since the
“proficient” score was designed to indicate the need for intervention whereas the “basic’ score is
desgned to indicate the need for retention. The cost edimates given here do not reflect the
changesingtituted by H.B. 94 or SB. 1.
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INTRODUCTION

Amended Senate Bill 30 of the 119" Generd Assembly requires the Legidative Budget
Office (LBO), now merged into the Legidaive Service Commisson (LSC), to estimate the cost
to school didricts of each applicable school law that became effective during the preceding two
cdendar years. LSC is to estimate the aggregate cost of each law to dl school digtricts, and the
cost of each on a per pupil basis or per school digtrict bass, or on another bass, as the office
determines will be mogt useful.  The hbill became effective on July 31, 1992, and requires the
L SC to submit areport to the Generd Assembly each even-numbered year.

This document is the fourth report issued in response to SB. 30. The last report was
issued in December 1996. The legidature authorized LSC to combine the report that was due in
October of 1998 with this report because of the priority given to the school funding issue since
1997. This report, therefore, includes legidation enacted in the lagt four cdendar years (1996-
1999) as opposed to the last two cadendar years. The laws covered in this report include
Subdtitute House Bill 412 (H.B. 412) and Amended Substitute Senate Bill 55 (S.B. 55) of the
122" General Assembly. Subsequent hills, Amended Substitute Senate Bill 345 (SB. 345) of
the 1239 Generd Assembly, and Amended Substitute House Bill 94 (H.B. 94) and Amended
Substitute Senate Bill 1 (SB. 1) of the 124™ Genera Assembly, have made major changes to the
provisons of H.B. 412 and SB. 55. Some of these changes were designed to relieve school
digtricts of portions of the mandates studied in this report.

SURVEY METHODOL OGY

Mogt of the cost data used in this report are from a survey conducted by LSC in May
2000. The only exception to this is the cost estimates for the set-aside requirements of H.B. 412.
The Department of Education has collected data on these set-asdes for dl school didricts in the
date. These data were deemed more complete and accurate than the survey data so they were
used in edimating the cods of these provisons. The methodology for obtaining these edtimates
is included in the section of the report covering these provisons. The remaning cost estimates
are al based on school didtrict estimates reported on the survey conducted by LSC. The survey
was sent to a draified random sample of Ohio public school didricts. The Ohio Department of
Education clusters school didricts throughout the state into categories according to three mgor
vaiables a rurd/urban continuum, socio-economic Satus (SES), and poverty leve. These
categories make up the drata used for the sample. The four idand didricts and the 49 joint
vocationa school didricts were not included in the sample.  The cost estimates in this report,
therefore, do not include te costs for these didtricts.  The remaining 607 school didtricts fal into
the following eight categories.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT STRATA

TABLE A

Number of Percentage of Number of Number of Respondents
Description Districts in Statewide ADM Districts Districts as a Percent

State FY 2000 Surveyed Responding of Stratum

1 RuraINery low SES, 78 7% 19 6 8%
very high poverty

2 %Tvag O@:ﬁ;’ Low SES, 157 11% 39 17 11%

3 Rural Town/Average 123 14% 30 16 13%
SES, average poverty

4 gg'\’g’:&-ow SES, high 67 9% 19 10 15%
Large Urban/Average o o

5 SES, high poverty 44 11% 19 9 20%

6 g"o"’gg;t;’rba“/v ery high 14 20% 14 6 43%
Suburban/High SES, 11

! moderate poverty 89 20% 21 12%
Suburban/Very high 0 o

8 SES, low poverty 35 8% 19 10 29%
Total 607 100% 180 85 14%

* SES refers to Socio-Economic Status

Rurd digricts have very low population dendgty and a high or moderate percentage of
agricultural  property.  Smdl town didricts have low dendty, a moderate percentage of
agricultural property, and some industrid economic base. Urban and suburban didtricts have
high dengty, little or no agriculturd property, and a large indudrid base. Mgor urban didricts
have very high dengty, little or no agriculturd property and a large indudrid base. Socio-
economic status (SES) is measured on a continuum based on three basic criteria  relative income
levels, percentage of the population with some college or more, and percentage of the population
employed in professonal or adminidrative occupdions. Poverty leve is messured as the
percentage of Ohio Works Firgt familiesin the didrict.

Type one didricts tend to be rurd digricts from Appdachian Ohio. Type two didtricts
tend to be smdl, very rurd didricts outsde Appdachia They are smilar to type one didricts,
but have much lower percentages of families receiving Ohio Works Firs.  Type three didtricts
tend to be smal economic centers in rurd aress of the state outsde Appaachia Type four
digricts tend to be smdl or medium sze “blue colla” cities with high poverty rates. Type five
digricts tend to be larger and have a higher socio-economic status than type four didricts. Type
gx digricts include dl of the sx largest core cities as well as other large urban centers with high
concentrations of poverty. Type seven didricts typicaly surround mgor urban centers and have
modest poverty levels. Type eght didricts dso surround mgor urban centers but they have
amost no povety and a very high proportion of population characterized as professona or
adminigrative.

The origind sample condsted of 130 didricts proportionately dlocated over the eight
drata according to the number of didricts in each dratum. Approximately 25 percent of the
didricts in each sratum were included in this sample of 130 didricts. A totd of fifty additiona
digricts were added to the sample from didrict types five, 9x, and eight - drata that have
reaively few didricts These drata were more heavily sampled in order to get lesponses from
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an adequate number of didricts to compute a meaningful average for the group. The lagt column
of Table A shows the percentage of didtricts of each type that were included in the find sample.
For example, for type one there are six respondents out of 78 type one didtricts, or 8 percent. |If
this were a smple random sample, the percentages for al the digtrict types would have clustered
around the total state percentage of 14 percent (85 didtricts out of 607). Since digtrict types five,
gx, and eght were more heavily sampled, there are higher concentrations than average from
these didtrict types (20 percent, 43 percent, and 29 percent respectively). A low response rate
from type one didricts resulted in their concentration (8 percent) being a little more than haf the
total State concentration. These large concentration differences were corrected by weighting the
average cost edtimates by the percentage of datewide average dailly membership represented by
each type. These percentages are lised in Table A. Unlike the cost edimates, the response
percentages for other questions were not adjusted for these concentration differences.

The estimates of the average cost per student and the totd statewide cost were cdculated
as follows. The responses to each cost variable were added together for each stratum and
divided by the totd Average Daly Membership (ADM) of the respondent didricts in tha
dratum. This resulted in an esimate of the average cost per student for each dratum. These
average cost edimates were weighted by the proportion of total ADM attributable to each
gratum and then added together. This resulted in an estimate of the average cost per student for
the date. The totd datewide cost was estimated by multiplying this average cost estimate by the
total statewide ADM. A margin of error was computed for each cogt variable at a 90 percent
confidence leve. A 90 percent confidence leve is rdatively low. Ninety-five percent is more
widdy used. A 95 percent confidence leve would have resulted in much larger margins of error
than those estimated in this report.

SURVEY DATA | SSUES

Due to an unacceptably low response rate, it is impossble to know whether the costs
reported by the respondents are actually representative of the codts of school districts statewide.
The surveys were maled to superintendents from 180 school digricts in Ohio, but only
85 surveys were completed and returned. In order to make plausible inferences for the State as a
whole, the response rate should usudly be about 75 percent. The response rate for this survey is
47 percent, well below the acceptable level. Such a low response rate increases the probability
that there is nonresponse bias in the data.  This type of bias occurs when the costs incurred by
nonrespondents differ systematically from the costs of respondents. LSC took measures to try to
increase the response rate.  For example, LSC saff as well as representatives from the Ohio
Department of Education contacted school digtrict superintendents by telephone and letter to
encourage them to complete and return the survey. Also, additiona copies of the survey were
mailed out to the didricts in the sample. In spite of these attempts the response rate remained
low.

The nonresponse bias done is enough to cast doubt on the rdiability of the survey data
There are, however, other concerns relaing particularly to the cost data. One such concern is the
goparent difficulty some respondents had in edimating the costs of many of the mandates. In
many cases, the data necessary to determine the codts asked for in the survey are not kept by the
school didrict.  For example, S.B. 55 changed the state minimum graduation credit requirements.
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In response, some digtricts may have had to add or modify courses or shift schedules. These
changes may have resulted in a variety of additional costs. For example, perhaps a new teacher
would need to be hired, or a regular classroom would need to be converted into a science lab, or
new textbooks or other materias would need to be purchased. All these costs are part of the
larger operating budget for the district. School districts would have had no reason to collect data
about these costs separately just for changes made to be in compliance with the new graduation
requirements. The questionnaire attempted to make the estimation process easer by asking for
certan types of cods, such as cods for “teachers’ and “new facilities” in order to trigger the
respondent to think about the changes the district made in response to the law. Neverthdess, two
respondents indicated in telephone conversations that ther estimates were very “rough.”  In
addition, many of the respondents indicated there were no costs, and those reporting positive
costs reported codts that varied widdy over different didricts in the same type classfication,
even when weighted by the ADM of the didrict. Both of these facts may be indications of the
trouble respondents had in accurately estimating many of the codts.

Contributing to this edimation difficulty is the nature of many of the mandates sudied in
this report. These mandates sometimes require school didtricts to prioritize their activities and
their spending on those things the state deems are most important. They do not require digtricts
to do something new that has been totaly outsde their norma functions. For example, SB. 55
requires school digtricts to provide remediation to students at risk of not passing the fourth grade
reading proficiency test. Mot school didtricts have, presumably, aready been providing reading
remediation, as it is part of their traditiona role of teaching students to read and heping students
having difficulties. The SB. 30 survey asked school didricts to estimate additional remediation
costs soldy due to the enactment of S.B. 55. Separating the costs of remediation a district would
do without SB. 55 from the remedidtion it is mandated to do because of SB. 55 is a difficult,
and perhapsimpossible, task.

A possble bias in the survey data comes from the potentia belief on the pat of the
respondent that his or her response on the survey may affect the amount of state funding received
by school didricts.  This problem may occur more readily when the data are not regularly
collected and the cods are not precisdy known, because a lack of precison gives respondents
more opportunity to overestimate or underestimate the costs according to a possible, and perhaps
unintentiond, bias.

It will be noted throughout the report hat the margins of error are reldively large. These
margins of error relate only to sampling eror. They do not measure the nonresponse or
respondent bias previoudy discussed or any eror the respondent may have made in
underganding the specific cost to be etimated or in estimating that cost. A larger sample would
be necessary to reduce these margins of error.  Unfortunately, it was not possible to increase the
sample sze. Contributing to the large margins of error is the fact that responses on mary items
vay widdy across respondents.  This may indicate true variation or a weskness in the survey
ingrument.  One such weskness is an unintentiond lack of specificity in the questions that may
have led to different respondents interpreting the same quedion differently.  The dhility,
moativation, and time dlotted to coming up with the edimates may have varied widdy among the
respondents. For example, the questionnaire asks for an estimate of increased costs related to
“teachers’ in an area such as the mandate to provide reading remediation. Respondents may be
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interpreting the costs associated with teachers in a variety of ways. For example, some
respondents may only include sdary costs. Others may include the cods of benefits. Others may
adso include training, supervison, and other costs posshly relaed to “teachers”  Another
complicating factor is that the survey does not indicate that dl the areas are mutudly exclusive,
dthough they were intended to be. Some respondents may have put the same cods in more than
one area.  This is especidly true for questions that ask for codts in the two aress, “teachers’ and
“additiond dgaff.” It is not cler from the survey that “additiond daff” refers only to
nonteaching staff. Some survey respondents clearly indicated they put the same codts in both
aess. In this case, the surveys could be corrected, but when the eror was not obvious,
correction was not possble. Also, the survey asks for costs due to the “report card” provison of
S.B. 55. These cods could be confused with the codts of remediation or graduation requirements
that should be reported later in the survey. This lack of clarity could easly have led to double-
counting some of these related costs.

Also contributing to the large margins of error is the fact that many of the responses to
any one cost question are blanks. It is not clear if a respondent has left a cost question blank
because he or she does not know or cannot estimate the cost or because the cost is actudly zero
or negligible. The esimates in this report are made under the assumption that blanks indicate
zero cog, as this was the intention of the questionnaire.  The number of respondents reporting
positive costs for each cost variable is reported dong with the st estimates. The reader must
take into consderation that some cost estimates are based on positive responses from just a few
of thedidtrictsin the State.
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MANDATESOF H.B. 412

Sub. H.B. 412 of the 122" General Assembly (H.B. 412) required school tpards to set
adde a portion of their annua revenues in a budget reserve fund, a capital and maintenance fund,
and a textbook and ingructional materials fund. It adso required school didricts to develop and
submit to the Department of Education a five-year budget projection. As origindly adopted, the
textbook and indructional materids fund was to consst of 4 percent of the didrict's qudifying
operating revenues. It was to be used for textbooks, ingructiond software, and instructiond
materid, supplies, and equipment. The capitd and maintenance fund was to condst of 4 percent
of didrict qudifying revenues that are normaly depogted in its generd fund. It was to be usd
for the acquistion, replacement, enhancement, maintenance, or repar of permanent
improvements.  Any money in ether of these two funds not used in any fiscd year was to carry
forward to the next fiscd year. H.B. 412 dlowed the Auditor of State to set different percentage
requirements for these funds. The Auditor lowered the percentages to 3 percent for each fund.
This 3 percent amount was phased in S0 that in fisca year 1999 2 percent was required and in
fiscal year 2000 3 percent was required. The budget reserve fund was to be maintained at no less
than 5 percent of the preceding year's generd revenue fund. It was to be maintained for the
purpose of covering unanticipated revenue shortfals and other emergencies. Starting in fiscd
year 1999, a school district was to credit at least 1 percent of its revenue for current expenses to
the budget reserve fund in any year in which the didrict’s revenue for current expenses grew by
3 percent or more, until the budget reserve fund reached 5 percent of the didtrict’'s generd fund
revenue for the preceding year.

Am. Sub. SB. 345 (SB. 345) modified these set-asde requirements beginning in fiscd
year 2001. The capitd and maintenance and the textbook and materids funds are both set at
3 percent of the previous year's per pupil base cost amount established by the Generd Assambly
multiplied by the Average Dally Membership (ADM) of each didrict. This change decreased the
amount of the set-addes for mogt didricts and smplifies the cdculation. Didricts have the
option of usng the previous method of cdculaiing the set-asde requirement, so that no digtrict
will be required to set-asde more in these funds as a result of SB. 345, SB. 345 dso
completdly diminated the requirement for didricts to mantan a budget reserve fund, and
permits districts to spend any money aready deposted in the fund as the didtrict chooses, except
for funds originating as rebates from the Bureau of Workers Compensation.  These funds can be
gpent only on certain purposes specified in the act.

Although SB. 30 did not require any cost-benefit andyss of new laws, the survey did
attempt to ask questions concerning school digtricts policies before H.B. 412 and their reactions
to the policies required under the law (see survey questions 5 through 30). For each provision,
questions were asked about the didricts policies before enactment of H.B 412 and ther
resctions to the provison. For the capitd and maintenance as wel as the textbooks and
materids set-asides, questions were asked pertaining to how qudity in these areas has changed
since enactment of H.B. 412.

The cogt esimates were made using data obtained from the Depatment of Education.
The Department was able to provide data on expenditures and revenue for fisca years 1996
through 1998. Using these data it was determined how much, if anything, each school didtrict
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would have had to spend or st aside to meet the 3 percent requirements on average over the
three years. This amount for didtricts not meeting the requirement was then inflated to fiscd
year 2000 levels and summed over dl the didricts not meeting the requirement to obtain the
dsatewide cost estimate for each set-asde. The annud inflation rate used in this estimation is 2.8
percent. The same procedure was followed using the modifications introduced by S.B. 345.

CAPITAL AND MAINTENANCE FUND

Thirty-three (39 percent) of the respondents indicated that they had a fiscd policy
concerning capital and maintenance issues prior to the passage of H.B. 412. Eighteen of those
respondents had policies that centered on a permanent improvement levy. Eight had long-range
improvement plans in place. Seven planned for capitd and maintenance in their annuad budgets.
At the time the questionnaires were completed, the didricts had had only one year under the
3 percent requirement. After such a short time, one might not expect much change, but the
questionnaire did ask questions related to changes in the speed or quality of capita repars in
fisca year 2000 versus the time prior to the enactment of H.B. 412. Only a few respondents
indicated any changes in dther of these areas. Three respondents (3 percent) indicated a
decrease in speed, 16 (19 percent) indicated an increase in gpeed, and the remaining 66
(78 percent) indicated the same speed. The corresponding numbers for qudity are three
(3 percent) decrease, nine (11 percent) increase, and 73 (86 percent) same.

Thirty-six respondents (43 percent) reported that they consider the credtion of a capita
and maintenance fund as “having advantages and disadvantages” — Seventeen (20 percent)
reported the fund was “a good financid management practice’ and 30 (36 percent) reported it
was “problematic” Two respondents did not answer the question. Seventy-four respondents
offered reasons for their opinions regarding the fund. The postive comments dl have to do with
the fund forcing planning so that money is avalable for cgpitd and maintenance needs. The
most common negative opinion is that the law was an unnecessary wadte of time and effort (46
percent). The second-most-common negative opinion is that the set-asde amount is not dways
needed and could be better used in other areas (30 percent). These comments are followed in
importance by there not being enough money to set asde (22 percent), and the tinds meking it
harder to passlevies (3 percent). Representative comments are given below:

Postive:
“ Force the board to set aside funding for repairs.”

“Most districts do not plan ahead. It sets aside money not given away through
negotiation.”

“It is a useful tool in evaluating and appropriating the necessary funds to be used for
these specific purposes.”
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Negative:
Unnecessary waste of time and effort:

“ Problematic because of the additional requirement and vague lists as to what actually
qualifies as legitimate expenditures.”

“This is just an additional accounting exercise that serves no purpose. Long term
permanent funding for maintenance is needed.”

Set-asde amount not aways needed:
“ Fromyear to year our needsvary. To tie up that much yearly is unnecessary.”

“Qur district had expended greater amounts in previous years as needed. Now, we find
our selves separating needs by fiscal years and mandate requirements.”

Not enough money:

“...intimes of financial crisis we are forced to spend money on maintenance that could be
used for operations.”

“If a district can afford to allocate the set-aside, it isa good practice; if district cannot it
has no advantages. You must operate before you set aside.”

Harder to pass levies.

“It is good to set funds in reserve but seems silly to go on ballot when general fund
actually has moneys.”

The Depatment of Education has collected actud expenditure and revenue data for al
611 school didricts for fisca years 1996 through 1998. Table B shows the didribution of
digricts average spending over the years 1996 through 1998 on capital and maintenance as a
percentage of qudifying revenue for those years. The average over dl the school didricts is
3.28 percent. Three hundred fifty-gx digtricts (58 percent), however, were below 3 percent.

Table B
DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICTS’ THREE-YEAR AVERAGE SPENDING

ON CAPITAL AND MAINTENANCE PRIOR TO H.B. 412

Under 1% 1% to 2% 2% to 3% 3% to 4% Over 4%
Number of Districts 148 98 110 91 164
Percentage of Districts 24% 16% 18% 15% 27%

Those 356 digricts would have had to increase the amount set asde for capital and maintenance
in fiscd years 1996 through 1998 by an annua average of $76,096,146 if H.B. 412 had been in
effect. Inflating this amount to fisca year 2000 levels with an annud inflation rate of 2.8 percent
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results in a fiscal year 2000 cost of $80,417,189. Under the modifications introduced by
SB. 345, the number of didtricts needing to increase this set-aside decreases to 275 and the
estimated cost decreases to $44,036,728.

The date does not provide specificaly for capitd and maintenance. SB. 345 dates that
the set-asdes, as modified by the bill, ae not unfunded mandates. This determination was
based on the fact that the 103 mode didtricts, which served as the basis for the base cost formula
amount a the time the bill was enacted, met the 3 percent requirement on average. SB. 345
essentidly requires that pat of the generd funding provided through the base cost funding
formula be spent on the capital and maintenance area.

TEXTBOOKSAND MATERIALSFUND

Seventy-two respondents (85 percent) indicated that they had a textbook replacement
cycle. These respondents had an average replacement cycle of about 5% years. At the close of
the fird year under the 3 percent requirement, only a few respondents indicated any change in
the qudity of ether textbooks or materids. Sixty-five (78 percent) reported no change in the
quality of textbooks and 69 (81 percent) reported no change in the quaity of materids. Nineteen
(22 percent) reported an increase in the quality of textbooks, and 15 (18 percent) reported an
increase in the quaity of materids. One respondent reported a decrease in qudity of both
textbooks and materids.

Forty (47 percent) of the respondents reported that they consder the creation of a
textbooks and materids fund as “having advantages and disadvantages”  Fifteen (18 percent)
reported the fund was a “good financid management practice’ and 30 (35 percent) reported it
was “problematic.”  Seventy-seven respondents offered reasons for their opinions regarding the
fund. Sixty-two percent of the postive comments have to do with the fund increasing the
digrict’s ability to purchase textbooks and materids.  Thirty-eight percent have to do with the
fund assging didricts in ther planing. The most common negetive opinion is that the amount
of the sat-aside is arbitrary and didtricts may have a better use for the money (51 percent). This
comment is followed in importance by there not being enough money to set asde (25 percent),
and it is unnecessary (24 percent). Regading the sze of the sat-aside, 51 percent of the
respondents stated 3 percent was “just right,” 32 percent stated it was “too much, this fund will
run a surplus” and 17 percent dated it was “too little, we will usudly spend more”
Representative comments are given below:

Pogtive:
Increasing ability to purchase textbooks and materias:
“ Able to afford up to date material.”
“The quality of instruction is impacted by the adequacy of materials, texts and resources.

This fund assures that a percentage of the budget will be available to provide current resources
for teachers and students.”
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Assding planning:
“It allows for planning of purchases and sets the money aside out of union negotiations.”
Negative:
Set-asde is arbitrary; may have better use for money:
“Don’t tie our hands on our budget. We know what is best for our district.”
“ Lose flexibility to utilize dollars in other areasif necessary.”
Not enough money:

“We did get money for textbooks from the state-now we do not get any money. We now
have to use operating money for this.”

“Money not available to retain teachers.”

Unnecessary:
“ Unnecessary bookkeeping.”

“ ...all these mandates have done is complicate the financial operation of the district.”

As with the capitd and maintenance fund the Depatment of Education collected data
from 1996 through 1998 related to the textbook and materids fund. Table C shows the
digribution of didricts average spending on textbooks and materids over the years 1996
through 1998 as a percentage of qualifying revenues for those years. The average over dl the
school digtricts is 3.01 percent. Three hundred thirty-nine districts (56 percent), however, were
below 3 percent.

Table C
DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICTS’ THREE-YEAR AVERAGE SPENDING
ON TEXTBOOKS AND MATERIALS PRIOR TO H.B. 412

Under 1%

1% to 2%

2% to 3%

3% to 4%

Over 4%

Number of Districts

6

124

209

166

106

20%

34%

27%

17%

Percentage of Districts 1%

Those 339 digtricts would have had to increase the amount set aside for textbooks and materials
in fiscal years 1996 through 1998 by an annud average of $44,975,905 if H.B. 412 had been in
effect. Inflating his amount to fiscd year 2000 levels with an annud inflation rate of 2.8 percent
results in a fiscd year 2000 cost of $47,529,817. Under the modifications introduced by
SB. 345, the number of didricts needing to increase this set-aside decreases to 189, and the
estimated cost decreasesto $12,171,744.
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The dtate does not provide specific funding for textbooks and materids. As in the capitd
and maintenance area, funds for textbooks and materids are provided through base cost funding.
SB. 345 says tha the set-asides for textbooks and materids, as modified by the bill, are not
unfunded mandates. Again, this determination was based on the 103 mode didtricts meeting the
3 percent requirement on average. S.B. 345 makes it explicit that a leest a certain portion of
basic funding should be used for textbooks and materids.

BUDGET RESERVE FUND

Given the dimination of the budget reserve fund in SB. 345, no atempt was made to
edimate the cost of this provison. Seventy-six (89 percent) of the respondents clam to have had
no policy concerning budget reserves before enactment of H.B. 412.  Nine respondents
(11 percent) did have a policy. Three of these respondents kept two to three payrolls in reserve.
Two respondents kept one to two months of qoerating expenses in reserve. One tried to carry
over enough funds to operate before the first property tax collection. Findly, one didtrict built a
contingency fund into its annua approprictions. The remaining two did not describe ther
digricts policies. The respondents were asked to estimate on average what kind of cash
caryover ther digricts had each year from fiscal year 1996 to fiscd year 1998. Twenty
respondents didn't answer. Of the remaning 65, nine kept no carryover, Sx kept less than a
30-day reserve, 21 kept a 30-day reserve, 16 kept a 60-day reserve, and 13 kept a 90-day reserve.

The budget reserve fund was relaively unpopular among survey respondents.  Forty-one
(48 percent) dated the policy was “problematic,” 32 (38 percent) stated it had “its advantages
and disadvantages,” and only deven (13 percent) dated it was “a good financid management
practice”  Seventy respondents wrote comments.  Respondents wrote pogtive comments
referring to the need to have a reserve for emergencies.  Three types of negative comments each
made up 28 percent of the negative comments offered. These three types are related to the
difficulty of passng levies when there are reserve funds available, the claim that money is better
used elsewhere, and findly the difficulty of accessing the funds, induding the necessty of
getting dtate gpproval.  Findly, about 10 percent of the negative comments clam there is not
enough money to keep the required reserves, and 6 percent clam the mandate is unnecessary.
Representative comments are given below:

Postive:

“ Permits time to address upcoming financial crisis and take corrective course of action.”
Negetive:
Difficulty in passing levies with reserve funds

“ Public doesn’t understand why more money is needed if thereis money in reserve.”

“How do you explain to unions and community that a levy is needed even though we
show a reserve?”
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Money is better used elsewhere:
“ It kegps us from using money on education.”

“We must set aside an amount of revenue that cannot be used to benefit kids or programs
without special approval.”

Difficulty ng funds.
“ Can’'t access without state approval -cumbersome.”
Not enough money:

“ Sate doesn’'t adequately fund the operation of its public schools now-let alone having
funds to set aside for a reserve fund.”

Unnecessary:

“...don’'t need legislature to impose a budget reserve.”

FIVE-YEAR BUDGET PROJECTION

The survey did not atempt to edimae the cost of preparing the five-year budget
projections required in H.B. 412. Questions were asked, however, regarding each didrict’s
practice of making budget projections before H.B. 412, and the respondents, reactions to the
budget projection requirement. Sixty-seven (79 percent) of the respondents didtricts did make
budget projections before H.B. 412. Of these, 30 (45 percent) made projections for two to three
years, four (6 percent) for four years, and 33 (49 percent) for five or more years. When asked
about their reactions to the requirement of a five-year budget projection, 46 (54 percent) checked
“It is a good financial management practice,” 22 (26 percent) checked “It has its advantages and
disadvantages,” 16 (19 percent) checked “It is problematic,” and one respondent did not answer.
Seventy-three respondents included comments on this requirement. The pogstive comments
mainly focused on the five-year projections being a good planning tool. The negative comments
center around problems making accurate estimates that far in advance, particularly because state
funding is uncertain. Representative comments are given below:

Podtive:

“The five year forecast gives the district the opportunity to see its overall financial
situation during the previous years as well asits succeeding years.”

“ It provides a method to determineif thereisa financial problem.”

“It helps to explain the trends and fiscal concerns to the board of education and to the
public.”
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Negative:

“ Projections beyond three years are so inaccurate as to be useless. Sate budgets are not
even voted on.”

“ The funding received from the state has been historically fluctuating. Now with the
DeRolph caseg, it remains uncertain.”

“ Budget commissions do not have tax valuation data for years being forecasted.”
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MANDATESOF S.B. 55

STATE GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS

Each public school didrict in Ohio edablishes graduation requirements subject to
minimum state requirements specified in the Ohio Revised Code. Senate Bill 55 of the 122"
Genera Assembly (SB. 55) changed the date requirements.  Given our definition of "codt”
explained in the preface, this change represents a cost to loca didricts contingent on three mgor
factors.

The extent to which each digrict must modify its own requirements. Some didtricts,
for example, may aready be in compliance with the new law.

The extent to which didricts are able to fill up exiding classes. Didlricts may dready
be offering the courses necessary for sudents to meet the requirements.

The extent to which Ohio dudents are dready voluntarily meding the new
requirements.  Even if a didrict had required less than the new minimum of units, if
some students were actudly taking the newly required number of units, no extra cost
need be incurred for those students.

This section describes the recent changes made in the state minimum graduation requirements by
SB. 55 and House Bill 94 of the 124™ Genera Assembly (H.B. 94). It discusses the three
factors affecting the cost to locd didricts and presents the cost edtimates of the survey
respondents.

SB. 55 changed the date graduation requirements for public high school sudents
graduating after September 2001. It increased the total units necessary for graduation from 18 to
21 and increased core subject area requirements. H.B. 94 modified these requirements by
reducing from 21 to 20 the total units of credit needed for graduation. Since H.B. 94 was
enacted in June 2001, prior to the graduation of the class of 2002, no graduates actualy had to
complete the 21 units of credit required by SB. 55. Table D summarizes the minimum units of
credit necessary for graduation from a public high school in Ohio before and after enactment of
SB. 55 and H.B. 94. The requirements in place before enactment of S.B. 55 gpply to Al
graduates through the class of 2001. The current requirements first gpply to the class of 2002
(Students entering the ninth grade in the 1998-1999 school year).  The science requirement is
being phased in so that the classes of 2002 and 2003 are required to earn only two units of
science credit. The class of 2004 and theresfter will need to earn the full three units of science
credit to graduate. The Ohio Adminigtrative Code (3301-35-03) before February 2001 required
that each pupil complete three units in one subject in addition to English language ats. This in
effect means that many students were mesting at least one of the current mathematics, science, or
socid studies requirements before enactment of S.B. 55.
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Prior to S.B. 55

TABLE D
STATE GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS BEFORE AND AFTER S.B. 55 AND H.B. 94

S.B.55

Current

Total units of credit

Mandatory

English language arts | 3 4 4

Health Ye Yo Y%

Mathematics 2 3 3

Physical Education Yo Yo Yo

Science 1 3'(1 unit of biological science 3'(1 unit of biological science

and 1 unit of physical science)

and 1 unit of physical science)

Social Studies

2 (% unit of American history and
% unit of American government)

3 (%2 unit of American history
and %2 unit of American
government)

3 (%2 unit of American history
and %2 unit of American
government)

Elective

9 (Each pupil must complete three
units in another subject in addition
to the English requirement)

7 (1 unit from among
business/technology, fine arts,
and foreign language)

6 (1 unit from among
business/technology, fine arts,
and foreign language)

Note: One unit means a minimum of 120 hours of instruction, except for a laboratory course, for which one unit means a minimum
of 150 hours of instruction. In physical education, 120 hours counts as % of a unit.
* Phased in, so that 2 units of credit are necessary from September 15, 2001, until September 15, 2003, and 3 units thereafter.

The firg factor affecting the cost of this mandate to school didricts is the extent to which
eech didrict must modify its own requirements. The date requirements provide a minimum
gandard al Ohio public school digtricts must follow. Locd boards of education, therefore, have
the authority to establish higher standards than those established by the state.  In order to
measure how close school didtricts aready were to meeting the new requirements, the survey
respondents were asked to indicate their digtricts requirements before enactment of SB. 55.
Table E summarizes these results.  All 85 respondents replied to the question concerning total
units of credit required for graduation, but only 81 of the respondents indicated their subject
requirements. Percentages for the firs two columns are, therefore, out of 85, but for the last five
columns the percentages are out of 81.

The three-unit science requirement for those graduating after September 15, 2003
(the class of 2004) is the most onerous. Only 14 percent of the 81 respondents
answering were dready requiring three units of science.

The math requirement aso affects most school digtricts.
81 respondents answering were aready requiring 3 units of math.
A mgority of the 81 respondents answering were dready meeting the English
language ats and socid dudies requirements, 69 percent and 63 percent,
respectively.

H.B. 94 changed the totd credit requirement to 20 units. Sixty-four percent of the
85 respondents answering were dready requiring 20 units, whereas only 31 percent
were requiring 21.

Only 30 percent of the
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GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO S.B. 55

20 or more
units

21 or more
units

TABLE E

PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENT DISTRICTS MEETING

4 English
units

3 math
units

2 science
units

3 science
units

3 social studies
units

64%

31%

69%

30%

74%

14%

63%

Note: Columns one and two are out of 85 respondents. Columns three through seven are out of 81 respondents.

The second factor affecting the cost of this mandate to school didricts is the extent to
which didricts are adle to fill up exising classes.  In addition to graduation requirements, the
Ohio Adminigrative Code (3301-35-03) before February 2001 specified minimum class
offerings. A minimum of 45 units was required to be scheduled and operated in separate classes
esch year. Table F summarizes the minimum course offerings for Ohio public high schools. As
can be seen from the table, Ohio public high schools were required to offer much more than just
the minimum graduation requirements.  In addition, presumably many didricts offer even more
than the sate minimums.  In responding to the new requirements, therefore, many schools may
be able to fill existing classes or classooms, thereby lessening the need to add new classes or
cdassooms. This is especidly important in regard to the science requirements.  The Department
of Education edimates that the average cost of a biologicd laboratory is $140,000. This could
represent a substantial cost to school didtricts if they need to add laboratory facilities in order to
meet the new requirements. As shown later in this report, only 12 percent of the survey
respondents reported costs related to new facilities.  This low number of respondents may be
because didricts dready have facilities to support these previoudy exising courses offering
requirements, in particular the previous requirement for four sdence units induding two
laboratory units. It is dso possble tha respondents faled to include the facility costs that they
did incur because they were unable to estimate the cost or because they included the cost in
another area of the survey.

TABLE F
MINUMUM COURSE OFFERING REQUIREMENTS BEFORE S.B. 55 AND H.B. 94

Minimum number of units offered

Subject Area

Business or vocational business

2 (at least %2 typewriting or keyboarding)

Economics

Yo

English language arts

4Ys

Fine arts 4 (at least 1 art and 1 music)

Foreign language 3 (or 2 units each of two different languages)
Health Yo

Home economics or vocational home economics 2

Industrial arts 2

Mathematics

Physical Education

Yo

Reading

Yo

Science

4 (at least 2 laboratory classes)

Social Studies

2Y5 (at least %2 American history and %2 American government)

Unspecified

15

Total units offered

45
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The third factor affecting the cost of this mandate to school didtricts is the extent to which
Ohio dudents are dready meeting the new requirements. Many high school graduates exceed
the minimum requirements of ther didricts, and may in fact dreedy be meeting the new dSate
requirements. It should not cost the school didrict any more to educate these students. The
survey respondents were asked what percentage of ther districts graduating seniors had 20 or
more units of credit prior to enactment of SB. 55. Seventy-six of the 85 respondents answered
this question. The average percentage for these 76 respondents is 85 percent. The averages
range from a low of 73 percent for rurd poor and mgor urban didtricts, to a high of 93 percent
for wedthy suburban didricts. Students completing the college preparatory curriculum were
most likdy meeting al of the new reguirements before enactment of SB. 55. Many sudents
enrolled in a vocationa education program or in the generd track, however, will likdy need to
take more courses in the core subject areas than before SB. 55. Some may be able to shift units
taken from eective to core subjects, others may aso have to increase the number of units taken
overdl.

The 49 joint vocationd school didtricts were not surveyed for this report. These schools
may have to offer more core subject courses to their students, resulting in increased cods. A
spokesperson for the Department of Education said that the effect of S.B. 55 on joint vocationa
school didtricts is mixed. There was dready a generd trend among many joint vocational school
digricts to offer more academic subjects as many vocationa dudents continue on to college.
Other digricts were Hill operating under the old model of emphasizing vocationa classes at the
expense of academic classes. The spokesperson gave two examples of actions taken by joint
vocationd didricts in order to meet the higher core subject requirements. First, some digtricts
have increased ther course offerings through disance learning technology.  Second, some
digricts have increased the requirements of students before they enter the vocational program.
For example, if a joint vocationd school digtrict requires that students aready have two socid
dudies credits before entering the vocational program, the students need only one further credit
while a the vocationd school. An amendment to SB. 55 alowed some vocationd classes to
count toward the core subject requirements. According to the Department spokesperson, most
vocationd classes do not quaify as a core subject s0 this change was not as helpful to the
vocationd didricts as they had anticipated. However, as vocational courses continue to evolve,
this provison may become more useful in the future.

LSC doaff met with sdected school superintendents to determine how didtricts were
responding to SB. 55 and in what areas they were experiencing increased costs. Based on these
preliminary discussions, the survey respondents were asked to estimate additional costs they may
incur as a result of the change in graduation requirements in the following areas. teachers, new
feadlities, addition of new saff members, higher teaching loads, and “other.” Codts associated
with adding new teachers and new dtaff are likey to be ongoing cods. Cogts associated with
higher teaching loads are more likely to be temporary until the didtrict can hire new teachers and
adjugt its teaching schedules. Codts associated with new facilities are one-time codts related to
converting a regular classoom into a science lab, or adding additional classooms. The
respondents were asked to estimate these costs for fisca year 2000 and aso for the next three to
four years.
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Of the respondents that reported costs, most reported costs in the areas of teachers and
daff members. The cost edtimates for teachers and daff are likdy the mogt reliadble of dl the
esimates for graduation requirements. This is because school adminisrators ae more likdy to
know sdary information for teachers and good approximations of the number of teachers needed
to meet the requirements  However, future cost edtimaion is 4ill difficult, especidly snce
revisons in course loads due to different student sdections will not be played out for a few
years. The full effects of the three-unit science requirement will not be known until fiscd year
2004. Table G summarizes the cost data for teachers and staff.

Only 33 percent of the respondents reported costs associated with teachers in fisca
year 2000 and just dightly more, 36 percent, in the next three to four years.
Likewise, 29 percent of respondents reported costs associated with staff membersin
fiscal year 2000 and 28 percent in the next three to four years.

Some of the respondents may have reported the costs of hiring new teachers in the
daff area  Seventy-six percent of the respondents reporting fisca year 2000 cods in
the saff area do not report costs in the teachers area. This could account for the
rdaively high cogts in the daff area snce it is undear why school didricts would
have to hire many additiond nontesching daff in response to the change in
graduation requirements.

There aso may be double reporting of cogts in both the teacher and staff areas as the
survey was not clear on the distinction between these two aress.

There is a wide range in average estimated per pupil cods across digtrict types. Per
pupil @sts range from $4.34 to $26.31 for teachers in fiscal year 2000, from $7.47 to
$43.67 for teechers in future years, from $0.18 to $25.85 for staff members in fisca
year 2000, and from $0.54 to $25.90 for staff membersin future years.

The cogs in future years are somewhat higher, perhaps because didtricts can put off
hiring teachers to meet the more dringent science requirement that is not in effect
until after September 15, 2003. Fifty percent of the respondents reporting codts in the
teachers area report higher future costs than fiscd year 2000 costs, only 24 percent
report lower future costs including 18 percent reporting fiscal year 2000 costs, but no
future cogsts.

The cods reported for future years are likely to continue unless the didtricts can
downsize teachers in other subjects or shift teachers from one subject to another.
Thirty-three percent of the respondents reporting costs in the teachers area reported
that they would be able to downsize teachers in other subjects. These cost savings
are likely to be underreported because course shifts are not yet fully redlized and the
ability of the didrict to downsize teachersin certain areas may increase with time.
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TABLE G
COSTS OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS IN THE AREAS OF TEACHERS AND STAFF MEMBERS

| Teachers Staff Members

‘ FY 2000 Future Years FY 2000 Future Years
Number of respondents reporting costs 28 30 25 24
Cost per average pupil $15.82 $16.14 $9.24 $12.03
Margin of Error* +/- $3.98 +/- $4.57 +- $2.72 +- $4.21
Total statewide cost $26,990,112 $27,547,207 $15,757,692 $20,520,537
Margin of Error* +/- $6,796,347 +/- $7,794,633 +/- $4,637,884 +/- $7,183,767

*Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or any
errors in respondent estimates.

The next-most-common area of cogts Sted by survey respondents is new fecilities. Table
H presents the codts reported in this area. Since it is assumed that facilities costs are one-time,
not ongoing costs, the costs estimated for fisca year 2000 are combined with the codts estimated
for future years. The estimated costs for just fisca year 2000 are $20,900,273, about 70 percent
of the total new facilities cost estimate shown in Table H.

Only ten of the respondents estimated any cogsin new fadilities.

The average cost per pupil is higher for the wedthier digricts. This may be because
the wedthier didricts have the funds to subdantidly update their facilities less
wedthy digricts may be more likdy to make do with the fadilities they have. For
example, one superintendent said that his district needed to add a science lab in order
to meet the new science requirement.  The didrict will build a new schoadl in the next
few years, s0 ingdead of congructing a new science lab in the old building it has put
some old tables into a classroom as atemporary measure.

Although this is not typicd, a few didricts may be experiencing sgnificantly higher
costs than average. One respondent estimated a new facilities cost equd to
goproximately $721 per pupil. This digtrict is experiencing student growth and is
therefore building new facilities that must be somewhat modified to comply with the
new requirements. This indance shows the effect one response can have on the
datewide estimate. If this regponse were not included in the statewide cost estimate,
the satewide estimate would decrease from $30.0 million to $7.0 million.

TABLEH
COSTS OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS IN THE AREA OF NEW FACILITIES

New Facilities - All Years

Number of respondents reporting costs 10

Cost per average pupil $17.62
Margin of Error* +/- $5.71
Total statewide cost $30,064,274*
Margin of Error* +/- $9,743,149

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not
nonresponse error or any errors in respondent estimates.
** Removing one outlier ($721 per pupil) would decrease this estimate to $7.0 million.
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Table | presents the cost edimates for the last two areas, higher teaching loads and
“other.” Mot of the responses in the “other” area were identified as curriculum and materias
costs. These costs may be incurred immediately or in the future as certain provisons are phased
in over time. They are likey to be one-time or temporary costs incurred by just a few didricts
datewide. Very few respondents reported costs in the areas of higher teaching loads (sx each
for fiscd year 2000 and future years) and “other” (eight for fiscal year 2000 and sx for future
years).

TABLE |
COSTS OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS IN THE AREAS OF HIGHER TEACHING LOADS AND OTHER

Higher Teaching Loads Other

FY 2000

Future Years

FY 2000

Future Years

Number of respondents reporting costs

6

6

8

6

Cost per average pupil $2.46 $1.00 $0.90 $2.53
Margin of Error* +/- $0.85 +- $1.39 +/- $0.84 +/- $1.45
Total statewide cost $4,200,096 $1,708,763 $1,581,787 $4,311,483

Margin of Error*

+/- $1,457,661

+/- $2,375,133

+/- $1,436,072

+/- $2,467,935

*Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or any
errors in respondent estimates. The total of all these costs, including one-time and annual costs, estimated to be incurred in
FY 2000 is $69,429,960.

Some funding for the increase in the date minimum graduation requirements established
by SB. 55 and H.B. 94 was included in H.B. 94. H.B. 94 increased the “base cost” used in the
base cost formula by $12 per pupil garting in fiscd year 2002. Base cogt funding in Ohio is
currently based on the average common cods for a group of mode didricts.  These modd
digricts were requiring 19.8 units of credit for graduation in fiscd year 1999, the year for which
the base cost was measured. The $12 per pupil is based on the mode digtricts average per pupil
classroom-based costs for an additiona 0.2 units of credit.

FOURTH GRADE READING GUARANTEE

Senate Bill 55 of the 122" Generd Assembly prohibits school districts from promoting
to fifth grade after July 1, 2001, any fourth grader who fals the stae fourth grade reading
proficiency test, unless the student is a handicapped child excused from the test or the student's
principd and reading teacher agree the student is academicaly prepared to be promoted. This
provison is commonly referred to as the “4'" grade reading guarantee” In a related provision,
the bill requires school didricts to offer intervention services to first, second, and third grade
dudents identified as reading beow grade leve, including intense summer remediation after
third grade. School didricts in the survey were asked to edimate costs in fiscd year 2000
asociated with summer and nonsummer remediation for the 4™ grade guarantee (see survey
questions 38 through 40).  Senate Bill 1 of the 124™ Generad Assembly makes a number of
changes to this provison tha will gradudly be phased in as the Depatment of Education
develops new standards and tests.  The reading guarantee will change to a “3™ grade guarantee”
and it will be based on a third grade reading achievement test scheduled to be administered
beginning in fiscd year 2004. The achievement tests will have four ranges of scores  advanced,
proficient, basic, and below basic. School didricts will be prohibited from promoting to the
fourth grade any third grader who fals to obtan a basic score on the third grade reading
achievement test unless the student is a handicapped child excused from the test or the student's
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principd and reading teacher agree the student is academicdly prepared to be promoted, or the
dudent is promoted but recelves intense intervention in the fourth grade. The “badc’ score
should be more eadly dataindble than the “proficient” score since the “proficient” score was
desgned to indicate the need for intervention whereas the “basic” score will be designed to
indicate the need for retention. This may result, therefore, in fewer students being retained for
the reading guarantee, athough this will aso depend on other factors, such as the content of the
new tests and the effect of the grade level change.

Based on preiminary interviews with 15 school didricts, it was determined that costs for
remediation occur primaily in the aeass of professond deveopment, teachers
trangportation/buses, study guidesmaterids, tutors, and doaff. Professona development costs
presumably include training on current best practices in reading indruction particularly as it
relates to remediation. Additiona teachers may need to be hired to provide more individuaized
reading ingruction as well as to teach summer remediation courses, or existing teachers may get
supplemental contracts.  To the extent the school district provides transportation to and from
school to students attending after-school, before-school, or summer remediation, additiona buses
may need to be purchased and additiond costs to operate buses may be incurred. Aligning the
curriculum with the proficiency test as wdl as purchasng materids for remediation courses are
cods incurred in the sudy guidesmaterils area Some school didtricts hire tutors to help
dudents.  Also, additiond nonteaching daff may need to be hired to adminiser the new
remediation programs.

SUMMER REMEDIATION

All but two of the 85 respondents indicated their digtricts are doing some form of summer
remediation related to the fourth grade guarantee. The most common area of cost for summer
remediation is teachers, with 71 percent of the respondents reporting costs.  Following this is
dudy guides and materids with 55 percent. Professiond development and transportation have
practicdly the same incidence with 36 percent and 35 percent respectively. Table J, below,
presents the cost estimates for these four areas. The average cost per pupil for teachers and
professona development is sgnificantly higher for mgor urban didtricts than for the other types.
The average cost per pupil for teachers is estimated as $61.24 for these districts and $15.24 for
professond development, compared with an overdl estimate of $15.80 and $3.72 respectively.
This is somewhat to be expected as these didricts tend to have lower percentages of students
passing the fourth grade reading proficiency test and therefore must provide more remediation.
They dso experience higher sdlary codts. Given the extent of the difference, it is dso posshle
the data are in error. These mgor urban didricts, of which there are 14 in the State, represent
over $20 million of the edimated $27 million statewide cost in the teachers area and over
$5 million of the edimated $6 million satewide cost in the professond development area
These didricts dso receive the most Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid (DPIA) and grant money
specified for summer remediation.
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TABLE J
COSTS OF SUMMER REMEDIATION IN THE AREAS OF TEACHERS, STUDY GUIDES AND MATERIALS,
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, AND TRANSPORTATION

Study Guides

Professional

LISSCERS and Materials Development U e ey
Number of respondents reporting costs 60 a7 31 30
Cost per average pupil $15.92 $1.38 $3.84 $0.69
Margin of Error* +/- $2.51 +/- $0.39 +/- $0.77 +/- $0.23
Total statewide cost $27,164,341 $2,349,277 $6,546,251 $1,181,765
Margin of Error* +/- $4,282,211 +/- $670,194 +/- $1,312,123 +/- $398,136

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or

any errors in respondent estimates.

The other three areas had few respondents claming costs. Staff had 24 percent, tutors
9 percent, and “other” 12 percent. The “other” category indudes manly adminigrative as wel
as equipment and utility costs. Table K presents the cost estimates for these three areas.

TABLE K
COSTS OF SUMMER REMEDIATION IN THE AREAS OF TUTORS, STAFF, AND OTHER

Tutors

Staff \

Number of respondents reporting costs 8 21 10
Cost per average pupil $0.19 $0.43 $0.40
Margin of Error* +/- $0.14 +/- $0.17 +/- $0.22
Total statewide cost $327,306 $739,091 $684,350
Margin of Error* +/- $241,676 +/- $287,712 +/- $377,162

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or
any errors in respondent estimates.

The survey respondents were dso asked to estimate the amount of DPIA funds as wdll as
other state and federa grants their districts were usng to fund the digricts summer remediation
programs. All the poorest didtricts, mgjor urban and rura poor, that reported costs, aso report
receiving DPIA and grant moneys. Of the 33 respondents reporting DPIA/grants estimates, eight
were obvioudy in eror. These eight lised higher DPIA/grants estimates then estimates for totdl
cost of nonsummer remediation. For these didtricts, the DPIA/grants estimates were redtricted to
no more than therr tota cost edimates. Table L presents the estimates for total DPIA and grants
gpecified for summer remediation by the survey respondents and compares them with the cost
esimates for summer remediation totded over dl aress. Estimated dtatewide costs are $15.1
million higher than estimated DPIA and grants.
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TABLE L

TOTAL COSTS AND TOTAL DPIA PLUS STATE AND FEDERAL GRANTS FOR SUMMER REMEDIATION

Total Costs

Total DPIA plus State and Federal Grants

used for summer remediation

Number of respondents reporting costs/revenue 66 33
Cost/Revenue per average pupil $22.85 $14.01
Margin of Error* +/- $4.44 +/- $2.02
Total statewide cost/revenue $38,992,382 $23,906,587
Margin of Error* +/- $7,569,213 +/- $3,443,318

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or
any errors in respondent estimates.

NONSUMMER REMEDIATION

The survey respondents were also asked to estimate the costs associated with remediation
for the fourth grade guarantee, other than during the summer. Only 54 of the 85 respondents
reported cogts for nonsummer remediation. These costs are most likely more difficult to estimate
than summer remediation costs dnce the remediation may not be separated from the regular
school day. Table M presents the cost estimates for the first four aress. Study guidesmaterials
and professond development are the two areas with the mogst didricts reporting costs.  The
highest per pupil and totd cods, however, are in the area of teachers. As with summer
remediation, mgor urban didricts have subgantidly higher per pupil cods in the areas of
teachers and professona development, with costs of $123.00 and $25.41 respectively. The
reported per pupil cost for teachers for these mgor urban didricts is twice that reported for
summer remediation. Since nonsummer remediation often occurs during the regular school day,
transportation is not afactor asit was for summer remediation.

TABLE M
COSTS OF NONSUMMER REMEDIATION IN THE AREAS OF
TEACHERS, STUDY GUIDES AND MATERIALS, PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, AND TRANSPORTATION

Teachers

Study Guides
and Materials

Professional
Development

Transportation

Number of respondents reporting costs 29 36 35 5
Cost per average pupil $29.04 $1.72 $6.26 $0.04
Margin of Error* +/- $5.29 +/- $1.02 +/- $1.15 +/- $0.02
Total statewide cost $49,553,828 $2,929,333 $10,673,434 $65,435
Margin of Error* +/- $9,032,833 +/- $1,745,685 +/- $1,969,956 +/- $39,864

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or any
errors in respondent estimates.

Table N presents cost estimates for the remaining areas. Approximately 29 percent of the
respondents reported costs for tutors. These costs substantialy exceed the codts reported for
tutors in summer remediaion prograns. The “other” caegory incdudes a variety of different
items in this case.  One school digtrict operates a specid program including extended days with a
cost of approximately $146 per pupil. This type d cogt is an exception, but, it should be noted
that a few didricts might be incurring large codts such as this in an attempt to improve ther
fourth graders reading scores.  This is an example of locd implementation decisons affecting
the cost. S.B. 55 does not require any particular form of remediation.
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TABLE N

COSTS OF NONSUMMER REMEDIATION IN THE AREAS OF TUTORS, STAFF, AND OTHER

Tutors

Staff

Other

Number of respondents reporting costs 20 7 9

Cost per average pupil $3.70 $0.85 $12.00
Margin of Error* +/- $1.65 +/- $0.72 +-$2.21
Total statewide cost $6,319,544 $1,445,403 $20,478,521
Margin of Error* +/- $2,813,371 +/- $1,220,086 +/- $3,774,965

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or
any errors in respondent estimates.

In this case, respondents were asked to estimate not grants, but only the amount of DPIA
funds spent on nonsummer remediation for the fourth grade guarantee. Table O presents these
edimates as well as estimates of the tota codts in dl areas. As expected, mgor urban and rurd
poor didricts had a subgantid number of respondents reporting the use of DPIA funds
(80 percent and 33 percent respectively). Of the 14 respondents reporting CPIA estimates, eight
were obvioudy in error. These eght liged higher DPIA egtimates than estimates for totd cost of
nonsummer remediation. For these didricts, their DPIA edtimates were redricted to no more
than their totd cost edimatess ~As dated previoudy, the qudity of the data is highly
questionable.  This represents an obvious error; other errors no doubt exist, adthough they may
not be as obvious. Five didricts reported more DPIA funds used for nonsummer remediation
than they receved for dl of safety and remediation in fisca year 2000. Three didricts listed
ther totd DPIA dlotment, including not only safety and remediation, but dso dl-day
kindergarten and reduced class sze. Tota DPIA for safety, security, and remediaion in fiscd
year 2000 was $123.0 million.  Nonsummer remediation expenses are in many cases
nonseparable from regular indruction. An extensve and in-depth study, therefore, would be
needed to adequately attempt an accurate estimate.

TABLE O
TOTAL COSTS AND TOTAL DPIA FOR NONSUMMER REMEDIATION

Total Costs Total DPIA

Number of respondents reporting costs 54 14

Cost per average pupil $53.60 $19.25
Margin of Error* +/- $12.07 +- $3.24
Total statewide cost $91,464,499 $32,853,224
Margin of Error* +/- $20,596,780 +/- $5,535,730

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They represent only sampling error, not nonresponse error or
any errors in respondent estimates.

The gate of Ohio currently funds remediation costs through a variety of methods. It can
be argued that part of base cost funding should go to remediation, as remediation is pat of a
basic education for a dgnificant number of students. In addition to base cogt funding, the date
provides funds through Student Intervertion Services, OhioReads, Reading/\Writing
Improvement, and DPIA. House Bill 94 of the 124™ Generd Assembly (H.B. 94) appropriates
$31.9 million in fiscd year 2002 and $38.3 million in fiscd year 2003 to Student Intervention
Services. These funds are intended to be used to provide extended learning opportunities for
young children most a risk of not passing the 4" grade reading proficiency test. The OhioReads
initigtive provides grants to dementary schools and community organizations to support reading

January 30, 2002 27 Legidlative Service Commission



Mandates of S.B. 55 S.B. 30 Report

programs for kindergarten through fourth grade students. The funds are used for teacher
professond development, supplies and materids, volunteer training, and technology. H.B. %4
appropriates $32.6 million for OhioReads in each fiscad year. H.B. 94 appropriates $19.0 million
in fiscd yer 2002 and $19.2 million in fiscd year 2003 for Reading/Writing Improvement.
These funds ae used for summer inditutes for reading intervention and other literacy
improvement projects. Findly, DPIA is based on an index egud to the number of students in the
digrict whose families participate in Ohio Works Firs (OWF) divided by the totd datewide
number of students whose families participate in OWF. There are three components of DPIA:
class-gze reduction, dl-day kindergarten, and safety and remediation. Although the funds for
classsze reduction and dl-day kindergaten are not specificaly for “remediation,” they
presumably reduce the amount of additiond remediation needed by giving sudents more
individua contact time with teachers. All didricts with an index greater than or equd to 0.35 are
igible for funding for safety and remediaion programs a approximately $230 per OWF pupil.
If a didrict's index is greater than one, the district receives $230 multiplied by the digtrict's
index for eech OWF pupil. For example, the didrict with an index of two will receive $460 in
per pupil funding for safety and remediation.

Among the survey respondents, mgor urban didricts are experiencing the highest
remediation cods associated with the fourth grade guarantee and are dso receiving the most
funds for remediation through both DPIA and other state and federd grants. This indicates that
the DPIA program appears to be targeting the districts most in need of remediation. Based on
current estimates, the date will provide gpproximately $184.2 million through DPIA over the
biennium for safety and remediation. Of this amount, 77.5 percent (or $142.7 million) will go to
the Big Eight didricts. Cleveland Municipd School Didrict, with the highest index of 4.6,
receives funding equa to over $1,000 per pupil for safety and remediation. Starting in fiscd
year 2004 the date will use a new indicator of poverty for the distribution of DPIA based on
recommendations of the Legidaive Office of Education Oversght. This new indicator will use
participation in other state and welfare programs in addition to Ohio Works First. Mgor urban
digricts will continue to receive the grestest portion of DPIA, but, according to very tentative
edimates, the funds might be somewhat more evenly distributed among the other didtricts.
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APPENDIX A

A number of questions were asked on the LSC questionnaire that did not directly pertain
to the cost of dtate laws to school didricts  Including the deta collected from these quedtions in
the main report may be confusng. However, some of this data was included in the draft report.
For this reason adiscussion of theseissuesisincluded in this gppendix.

CURRENT FINANCIAL STATE OF OHIO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The survey respondents were asked to characterize the current financid date of their
school digtricts as strong, stable, or weak. Eight digtricts (9 percent) were characterized as
financidly srong, 57 (67 percen) as stable and 19 (22 percent) as weak. One respondent did not
answer the quedtion. In generd, individuds are biased againgt checking extreme vaues on
aurveys. This may explan why most respondents characterized ther didricts as dable.  Since
only three choices were given, stable was the only non-extreme response.  The respondents were
adso asked to describe why they characterized their didricts as they did. Some representative
comments are given beow. From these comments it is gpparent that some respondents view
“gable’ negatively and some pogtively.

Strong:
“$8 million operating budget; $4 million cash reserve’

“We passed a 1 percent income tax in 1995. We anticipated that would generate
$525,000 per year. It isgenerating $825,000 per year.”

“ Greater than 20 percent carryover of available cash from FY99 to FY00.”

“The district passed its last levy in Nov. 98, has a capital improvement levy. Has
maintained a carryover balance of 57 million for 5+ years, personnel costs below 80 percent,
current textbook adoption on schedule. Facilities appropriately maintained, strong community
participation and support, excellent curricular and financial management teams.”

“For asmall rural district we have a 3 mi. carryover whichisgreat.”

“We passed an operating levy in November 1998 and have funds through June 30,
2005.”

“ Pass levies when needed.”
Stable:

“ Healthy balance, frugal spending.”
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“ Recent increases in state funding due to De Rolph—otherwise would be in trouble or
seeking additional local levies.”

“We have remained stable over the past few years due to the passage of an income tax.
If we relied on property tax only, we would definitely be in a weak financial situation.”

“ Operation without an operating levy since 1979.”

“ Revenues have slightly exceeded expenditures over the past five years. Sate support of
technology has been an asset.”

“Cap on special education funding prohibits generation of funds for all identified
students. Yet district fiscal planning and budgeting processes allow us to accurately forecast
and operate within our financial means.”

“The residents of the district have supported the district with recent passage of a
permanent improvement levy and an operating levy.”

“ We have passed six leviesin five years and will be out of the loan fund in 2001.”

“Year end carryover lessthan 10 percent. The residents have been very supportive of the
schools. They have passed a local school income tax and are, in effect, compensating for what
the state does not provide.”

“ Srong real property tax base.”

“The recent passage of a levy in 1999 along with a reappraisal allowed the district to
maintain programs at its current level. Any changes to either our State Guarantee or local tax
collection would place us in a weakened position almost immediately.”

“We have had consistent growth in total funds due to an increase in grants. We will
probably have to ask for an operating levy in 2003. Relative to many districts thisis good.”

“We will always be forced to be on the ballot every 2-3 years due to fiscal
responsibilities to our growing school district. Sable is probably best we will ever be without
mor e predictable funding.”

“Right now we have enough dollars. This is going to change with increased cost of
insurance and salaries.”

“3Snce the new funding system, our district has gotten less money than before. The
funding cap hurts us. Also, we get less money for special education than before. The drop in
equity aid had hurt us too.”
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“Major employer closed and the district will lose approximately $325,000 per year in
personal property tax revenue. Another employer is also closing with an estimated loss of
$30,000 per year.”

“We will have some carryover this fiscal year. Open enrollment has provided a lot of
dollarsfor thisdistrict.”

“The 20 mill floor on property taxes forces us to rely on emergency levies for continued
operations. Our tax base is highly residential which forces our residents to pay a high rate of
tax while generating a low amount of revenue.”

Weak:

“Because of our current funding system, levies do not pass, unfunded mandates, and
phantom revenue.”

“Our total assessed property value is very low and will not generate enough money to
adequately finance our district.”

“ Because of the cyclical nature of the levy cycle and the over reliance on property taxes,
we consider the financial status as weak.”

“We have experienced unforeseen cost in our building repair program. We have
increased enrollment and our outdated facilities cannot meet these needs. We do not have the
funds to hire more staff to meet enrollment needs. The set-asides and budget reserves put a
severe strain on a fragile budget process.”

“Unsure of future funding based on renewal of two levies planned for November 2000.”

“Didtrict just passed a 8.25 mill levy May 99—projected $440,000 in the red—had to
borrow against tax collection to keep current programs.”

“We are an equity district with static enrollment. A high percentage of budget goes to
personnel.”

“Without additional revenue, the district will be in a deficit position within two years.
The district will be placing an operating levy on the November 2000 ballot.”

“We have funds that we are using to remain in the black. The district islosing funding in
the area of equity and DPIA. The required set-asides are unfunded mandates.”

“Projected 2.2-3.3 million dollar deficit. June 2001.”
“Have a tax base of $32 million. One mill generates $32,000. We are an equity district.

We are at the 20 mill floor, rural, agricultural, and heavily retired population. Last levy May 96
bond issue to build new facility, 2 operating levies failed.”
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“ Difficult to pass levies-our district is about 65 percent locally funded.”
“ Because the new structure does not cover costs adequately.”

“Like all districts, our reliance on property taxes which are a stagnant revenue source
hinder our financial stability. We project a deficit in FY 2000 and will need voter approval for
operational funds.”

“Due to declining enrollment and change in special education funding. We have a very
unique situation in our district related to special education.”

It is gpparent from these responses that the financid date of public school didtricts in
Ohio varies widdy. Mog of the respondents mention the ability to raise loca funds as a mgor
determinate of their didricts financid sate, whether good or bad. Fewer mention state funding
and fewer gill mention management or other issues as the mgor determinate. As mertioned in
the methodology section of this report, there is a possible nonresponse bias in the survey data
that casts doubt on whether or not the survey respondents are representative of the state as a
whole.

H.B. 650 AND H.B. 770 OF THE 122"° GENERAL ASSEMBLY
H.B. 282 OF THE 123"° GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Amended Substitute House Bill 650 of the 122" Generd Assembly (H.B. 650) and
Amended Substitute House Bill 770 of the 122" Generd Assembly (H.B. 770) as wel as
Amended Substitute House Bill 282 of the 1239 Genera Assembly (H.B. 282) ingtituted
ggnificant changes to the school funding sysem. Under the new sysem, most sudents are
funded through their resdent didricts, with funding “following the <udent” to educationd
sarvice centers, nonresident school didtricts, or other entities, as appropriate.  Also, additiona
funding for gspecid education and vocationd education programs are funded through a pupil
weighting sysem. Findly, the Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid (DPIA) program has been
restructured to specificdly fund dl-day kindergarten and K-3 class size reduction, as well as
safety and remediation programs. The survey respondents were asked a number of questions
regarding how these funding changes have changed the programs in their didtricts.

The survey respondents were asked if their didricts had changed their financid
relationship with the educational service center as a result of these enactments.  Forty-two
(49 percent) respondents checked “yes’ and 43 (51 percent) checked “no.” Of those who
checked “yes” 15 (36 percent) indicated that services provided by the educational service center
to their districts students had “increased overdl,” 17 (40 percent) indicated they had “stayed the
same,” and ten (24 percent) indicated they had “decreased overal.”

The survey respondents were asked if their didricts changed thelr specia education
program as a result of the changes in financid flows resulting from H.B. 650, H.B. 770, and/or
H.B. 282. Thirty-six respondents (42 percent) checked “yes,” and 49 (58 percent) checked “no.”
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Of the 36 who checked “yes,” 22 (61 percent) indicated specid education services received by
the didricts students from dl sources increased overdl, five (14 percent) indicated they stayed
the same, and nine (25 percent) indicated they decreased overal. Given a list of possible reasons
for these changes, respondents were asked to check as many as appropriate.  Of the
31 respondents indicating that specia education services have ether increased or decreased
overdl, 27 (87 percent) indicated the changes were due to an increase in the special education
population, 30 (97 percent) indicated an increase in services demanded, whereas only 18
(58 percent) indicated financia flow changes.

The same questions were asked concerning changes in digtricts vocational education
program. Twenty-two respondents (26 percent) indicated their digtricts did make changes due to
the changes in financid flows resulting from H.B. 650, H.B. 770, and/or H.B. 282, 61
(72 percent) indicated they did not, and three did not answer the question. Of the 22 who
checked “yes” seven (32 percent) indicated vocational education services received by the
digricts students from dl sources incressed overdl, nine (41 percent) indicated they stayed the
same, 11 (50 percent) indicated they decreased overal, and one did not answer. Given a list of
possible reasons for these changes, respondents were asked to check as many as appropriate.  Of
the 18 respondents indicating that vocationd education services have dther increased or
decreased overdl, four (22 percent) indicated the changes were due to an increase in the
vocationd education population, five (28 percent) indicated a decrease in the vocationd
education population, sx (33 percent) indicated an increase in services demanded, three
(17 percent) indicated a decrease in services demanded, and 12 (67 percent) indicated financia
flow changes.

The change in the financid flows might have crested some confuson. However, it did
not appear to sgnificantly affect services provided by the ESCs. Nor did it Sgnificantly affect
goecid and vocationa education services in school didricts.  In fact, the mgority of the
respondents indicated their specid and vocationd education services had “sayed the same’” or
had “incressed.” For specia education, the main reason for any changes was not the change in
financia flows, but changes in population and services demanded. H.B. 94 of the 124" Generd
Asmbly maintains the current flow of funds sructure. It does, however, change the weights
gpplied to specia education sudents. The state has moved from a two-weight system for specid
education students to a sx-weight sysem. More funding will be avalable for specid education
as aresult of these changes.

DISCRETIONARY RESPONSE TO S.B. 55

Report Cards

SB. 55 edablished peformance dandards effective in fiscal year 2000. These
performance standards are based on dropout rates, student attendance rates, and specific
percentages of students who pass proficiency tests. School didricts are identified as “effective,”
“needing continuous improvement,” “under academic watch,” or “in a date of academic
emergency,” according to the percentage of performance standards that have been met. All
digricts ratings are recorded and made public on digtrict “report cards’ that are issued annualy.
The actud printing and distribution of the report cards is fully paid by the state.  The report card
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provison of SB. 55 was included in the questionnaire sent to school digtricts because it was
identified as important during initid interviews with sdected school superintendents.  The report
cad provison, however, does not mandate any particular actions by school didricts beyond
reporting the required data and, for didricts not deemed “effective” developing and
implementing a three-year continuous improvement plan. These school digricts will likely incur
cods to devdop and implement these plans. The quedtionnaire, unfortunately, did not
specificaly ask for edimaes of these codts, but instead asked for estimates of the costs of
changes “due to the implementation of report cards.”

The costs edtimated in this section, therefore, do not represent costs of state mandates.
They are included in this report because miscaculated estimates of these costs were included in
the draft report. They are not considered reliable as they are subject to the same errors as dl the
urvey data as explained in the introduction to this report. Of more interest, perhaps, than the
costs edimates are the respondents opinions regarding the repost card provisons.  Eighty-four
respondents checked an opinion. Four (5 percent) characterized the report cards with “It is good
public policy,” 50 (60 percent) with “It has its advantages and disadvantages” and
30 (35 percent) with “It is problematic” Generdly, people are biased agangt choosng an
extreme answer. The respondents, however, only had three choices 0 it is expected, based only
on this bias tha most would choose the middle category. Thirty-five percent choosng the
negative extreme may indicate significant concerns related to report cards among a portion of
school digrict adminigtrators.  The reasons respondents gave for their opinions varied widdly.
They are grouped according to common themes below with the number of respondents making
the comment in parentheses and a few representative comments listed:

Negative comments.
Unfair comparisons between disparate school digtricts (20).

“ Comparisons are not apples to apples between/among districts due to many variables such
as socio-economic factors.”

“ Creates unfair comparisons and does not accurately reflect the districts educational and
economic social status.”

“We should not compare unlike districts.”
Mideading and/or inaccurate data (18).
“ Garbage in-garbage out. Financial numbers are BS-everyone juggles.”

“Inaccuracies in reported information and reporting of special ed exemptions are some
reasons for concern.”

“..tisamideading instrument.”
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Too much emphasis on proficiency tests (14).

“Not age appropriate, not valid, not grade level reading, not teacher constructed.
Duplication already have testsin place.”

“Measuring school districts by using an instrument such as proficiency tests is problematic.
Sandards in industry for measurement involve the use of many assessments both qualitative
and quantitative in nature (Baldridge, 1S0).”

Should also measure school digtrict progress (3).
“ They do not reflect the total district effort or improvement.”

Problems with gtate funding (2).

“The legislature doesn’t want to provide the resources to enable school systems to do the job
they want to do...”

Pogitive comments:
Good to have areporting system (11).
“ Better informs the public about its schools.”
“Having a reporting systemis a good idea.”
Good to have accountability (7).
“ Accountability is OK-but intervention should be the major focus...”
“ Accountability is good...”
Focuses school digtricts on fundamentals (4).

“There is much more focus on student achievement and evaluation.”

State pays for report cards (2).

“ Parents should know how schools are doing in terms of results and the state paid for this
mandate.”

Eighty percent of the 85 survey respondents clamed ther districts changed practices as a
result of the report cards. As Stated previoudy, these changes are not necessarily state mandated
changes, rather they are changes school didtricts opted to make in response to the information
provided on the report cards. Some date mandates are related to report cards such as
remediation for the fourth grade guarantee. Codts for this mandate are estimated in another
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section of this report. It is possble that some school digtricts double reported those codts in this
section.

The two most commonly reported areas of codts related to report cards are training, with
51 percent of respondents reporting costs, and curriculum, with 46 percent reporting cods.
Apparently, these didricts are changing ther curriculum and training their teachers in the new
curriculum in an atempt to hdp ther dudents and improve their rating on the performance
indicators included on the report cards. These changes may be designed to increase student
proficiency scores and/or to reduce drop out rates and increase student attendance. Table P
summarizes the cost data for these two arees:

TABLE P
COSTS IN RESPONSE TO REPORT CARDS IN THE AREAS OF CURRICULUM AND TRAINING
Curriculum Training

Number of respondents reporting costs 39 43
Cost per average pupil $15.04 $6.88
Margin of Error* +/- $4.04 +/- $1.85
Total statewide cost $25,655,146 $11,741,783
Margin of Error* +/- $6,889,770 +/- $3,163,985

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They only represent sampling error, not non-response error or any
errors in respondent estimates.

Cost increases in the areas of teachers, additional staff and “other” are less frequently
reported. There were no common items listed in the “other” category in this case. The items
were al miscelaneous, school didtrict specific costs and do not generdize to the date as a whole.
The cost data for these three areas are presented in Table Q.

Only 31 percent and 28 percent, respectively, of respondents reported costs in the
areas of teachers and additional staff. The wording of the question of the survey may
have caused respondents to report costs of newly hired teachers in the additional staff
areainstead of the teachers area, or to double report the same costs in both aress.

COSTS IN RESPONSE TO REPORT CARDS IN THETQEIIEE\gOF TEACHERS, ADDITIONAL STAFF, AND OTHER
‘ Teachers Additional Staff Other
Number of respondents reporting costs 26 24 10
Cost per average pupil $10.79 $7.67 $4.96
Margin of Error* +/- $4.95 +-$2.91 +- $2.79
Total statewide cost $18,418,400 $13,090,301 $8,467,104
Margin of Error* +/- $8,446,480 +/- $4,972,462 +/- $4,760,717

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They only represent sampling error, not non-response error
or any errors in respondent estimates.

It is apparent from the survey responses that many school didtricts have made changes in
operations in response to the report card provisons of SB. 55. These changes are codly;
however, no specific changes were mandated and the survey results do not give precise cost
estimates of the changes school districts chose to make. SB. 1 of the 124" Generd Assembly
makes changes to the report card provisons of SB. 55. It requires the Department of Education
to edablish new peformance indicators, adds “excelent” as the highest caegory of
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performance, and requires the State Board of Education to edtablish a standard unit of
improvement for individua school buildings. Also, report cards are to be issued for each school
building as wel as each didrict, peformance ratiings are to be issued annudly instead of
triennidly, and the data on report cards is to be disaggregated according to various categories. It
is evident from the survey responses that many school didtrict superintendents have a negative
view of the report card provisons. The changes in SB. 1 may or may not address these
concerns.

DISCRETIONARY RESPONSETO S.B. 1
School Safety Plans

Senate Bill 1 of the 123 Generd Assembly (SB. 1) requires each school board to adopt
comprehensve school safety plans for each school building. The board must examine the
environmental conditions and operations of each building to determine potentid hazards to
safety and propose operating changes to promote the prevention of potentidly dangerous
problems and circumstances. The plans must include a protocol for addressng serious thrests to
the safety of school property, students, or employees and a protocol for responding to any
emergency. SB. 1 was included in the gquestionnaire because of concerns expressed by school
uperintendents  during initid  interviews, dthough the only mandate in the bill is the
development of the plan. The hill does not specify how the disrict must respond to cases in
which it is determined buildings require increased safety measures.

The questionnaire asked respondents to estimate the costs of certain possible options the
digricts may have chosen to increase the safety a the didricts buildings. In paticular, the
respondents were asked to estimate costs for camera ingdlation, increased security staff, metd
detectors, security doors and emergency measures. There was dso an “other” category for
digricts with cods other than those included in the survey ligt of options. These costs are not
dsate mandated codts. Instead, they are cogts of programs digtricts implemented as a loca option
in response to the state mandated safety review. To the extent school boards had not aready
developed school safety plans, additional saff hours would be needed for their development.
This would represent a mandated cost. The questionnaire did not, unfortunately, include costs
related to the development of the plan. A few respondents listed these codsts in the “other”
category. These responses, however, are not a sufficient base upon which to build a statewide
esimate.

Eighty-five percent of the respondents districts have adopted school safety plans.  Sixty-
five percent of these respondents claimed a cost related to their response to these plans. Many of
the costs are one-time costs for equipment. These costs do not represent total spending on safety,
which is likdy much higher, especidly for mgor urban didricts  Prior to SB. 1, many didricts
had presumably dready implemented safety plans including spending on these options. Camera
ingdlation was the most commonly reported cost with 27 percent followed by security doors
with 19 percent. Table R presents cost estimates for these two aress.
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TABLE R

COSTS OF CAMERA INSTALLATION AND SECURITY DOORS

Camera Installation

Security Doors

Number of respondents reporting costs 23 16

Cost per average pupil $4.49 $2.54
Margin of Error* +/- $1.34 +/- $1.39
Total statewide cost $7,663,599 $4,337,589
Margin of Error* +/- $2,286,575 +/- $2,369,685

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They only represent sampling error, not non-response error or

any errors in respondent estimates.

Increased security daff and emergency measures were the next most commonly cited

costs each with 13 percent. Only 4 percent of the respondents incorporated metal detectors. The
other category includes various items including the development of the plan, cdl phones, safety
manuds, and daff traning. Cod edtimates for security Staff, emergency meesures, metd

detectors and “other” are presented in Table S.

COSTS OF INCREASED SECURITY STAFF, EME;)(ABEI&E\? MEASURES, METAL DETECTORS, AND OTHER
S(Iarrlirrﬁisgt(;ff Ifw";zrgfrnecsy Metal Detectors Other
Number of respondents reporting costs 11 11 4 18
Cost per average pupil $1.63 $0.66 $0.01 $1.24
Margin of Error* +/- $0.55 +/- $0.22 +/- $0.01 +/- $0.37
Total statewide cost $2,789,217 $1,123,749 $11,100 $2,111,224
Margin of Error* +/- $932,841 +/- $382,421 +/- $19,981 +/- $633,063

* Margins of error are reported at the 90% confidence level. They only represent sampling error, not non-response error or
any errors in respondent estimates.

School safety has long been a concern of Ohio’'s public school didricts. The dtate of
Ohio has provided funding for safety through Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid (DPIA) for many
years. Am. Sub. House Bill 650 of the 122" Generd Assembly (H.B. 650) established safety
and remediation as one of the three component formulas for DPIA. These are the same funds
mentioned in the section of this report covering the “4™ grade reading guarantee” Didtricts with
a DPIA index greater than 0.35 are digible. This includes about haf of the didricts in Ohio. In
addition, the date didributes a federd grant for Safe and Drug-Free Schools that totas
approximately $15 million to $20 million each fiscd year.

ADDITIONAL SCHOOL DiSTRICT CONCERNS

The find quedion of the survey asked whether any other legidation over the last four
years (1996-1999) resulted in substantial costs or savings to the respondents didricts.  The
responses are grouped by specific issue and some representative comments are given for each
one. The numbers in parentheses are the number of respondents including each issue in ther
response. Some of these issues are not state mandates from the years covered by the report.
IDEA, for example, is a federd act. They are lised here, however, as an indication of loca
school digtrict concerns,
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Gifted identification/ser vices (19):

“ Gifted education will be a huge additional expense for testing, a testing supervisor and
materials and scoring.”

“H.B. 282 the gifted kid program was not adequately financed.”
SchoolNet/technology (6):

“ School Net-While the state provided money for hardware, wiring, software and in-
service, it has not provided money for the cost of additional staff needed to operate and maintain
equipment.”

Professional Development (4):

“ Local professional development program — clerical and administrative time. Entry year
—clerical and admin time.”

“Mentor program costs for new staff members.”
State funding cap (3):

“Our March 2000 SF-3 indicated we are “ capped.” $815,358.41 or 10.1 percent. This
iSjust one year of the years since 1998 legidation.”

IDEA (3):
“ IDEA reauthorization.”
S.B. 30 (2):
“ This survey took hours to complete, what a waste of time.”
EMIS (2):
“ EMISincreases.”
H.B. 920 (2):

“H.B. 920 costs schools millions. That is the reason for most $ problems. Repeal 920
and you won'’t have schools going to the ballot every 4 years.”
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Tax changes (2):

“Reduction in assessed rate for personal property tax and eventual elimination
altogether. Utility tax changes. Back items resulted in funding losses to the district or a cost to
us.”

GAAP reports (2):
“ GAAP presentation costs.”

Miscellaneous:

“ Grant applications have taken extreme amount of staff time. Results in wasted time and
expense. Do not fund education by grants.”

“ Open enrollment causes us to lose funding.”

“Preserve equity fund. Legislation requiring 25 percent exempt land before relief is
granted iskilling us. We are at 24.1 percent.”

“ OS-C emergency repairs.”

“Every piece of legidation has a cost. Countless hours are wasted analyzing and
implementing legidlative solutions.”

“The main problem with funding is that now so many expenditures that at one time by-
passed the local are now flowed through the local. This gives the impression of increased
revenues even though money is apportioned to maintain past services.”

“The new legidation has just been punitive measures passed by the legislature because
of the lawsuit. We have realized no significant increase in total dollars.”

“There are so many strings tied to money anymore with earmarking for special groups
that the average student is being served less and less.”

“ Doing away with the prevailing wage requirement.”
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APPENDIX B

The following acts have a potentid effect on school didricts and were reviewed for incluson in
this report. After review and discussons with school district superintendents the decison was
made not to pursue extensve andysis of these hills, as their effect on school didtrict expenditures
and revenuesis minimd.

121%" GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Am. H.B. 449 SCHOOL ATTENDANCE: Prohibits school digtricts from receiving an open
enrollment payment for a student counted in the district's ADM.

H.B. 29 Pupil Trangportation: Specificaly authorizes two school didtricts to contract to share
trangportation of a pupil.

Am. Sub. H.B. 72 WEAPONS POSSESSION: Prohibits conveyance, attempted conveyance or
possesson of a deadly wegpon or dangerous ordnance to or on a school bus, prohibits the
possesson of an object that is indisinguishable from a fiream on school premises or a school
bus or a any school activity; permits building operation and maintenance cost savings, in
addition to energy cost savings, to be used by a school didrict to offset the cost of financing the
implementation of energy conservation messures and requires school didtricts to comply with
cetan requirements prior to entering into ingalment contracts for energy conservation
MeasuUres.

Am. Sub. H.B. 254 TEACHER RETIREMENT: Permits members of the State Teachers
Retirement System, for a one year period, to purchase up to two years of service credit for time
while on leave of absence for pregnancy approved prior to July 1, 1982, or for time away from
employment covered by the system because of aresignation due to pregnancy prior to that date.

Am. HB. 280 ARTS FACILITIES. Authorizes the trandfer of certain bond proceeds to the
school building assistance fund.

Am. Sub. H.B. 601 SCHOOL DISCIPLINE: Permits boards of education to adopt certain
policies related to student conduct, dress and discipline and parental education programs,
increases parental liability for physicd injury caused by a child to a maximum of $10,000,
authorizes joint education service boards to add appointed members to these boards, makes
falure to attend a required parental education program a misdemeanor of the fourth degree, and
authorizes dudents to atend school without tuition payment in didricts other than the digtricts
where they are otherwise entitled to attend school if the superintendents of the didricts involved
agree that the attendance is judtified.

Am. Sub. H.B. 627 TAX INCREMENT FINANCING: Requires notice to school boards of
45 days, ingead of 30 cdendar days in advance of granting certain development-motivated
property tax exemptions, dlows school boards to waive the requirement that they be notified of
posshle tax exemptions by the county, township, or municipd corporation granting the
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exemption; provides a manner for school didricts to be hedd harmless for propety tax
exemptions granted under the municipd tax increment financing law.

Am. SB. 26 STUDENT INFORMATION: Requires the release of certain directory information
about high school students to military recruiters and permits school didricts to charge for mailing
costs connected to the release of such information.

Am. Sub. SB. 1838 TAX CREDITS. Expredy permits agreements whereby school didtricts
receive paymentsin lieu of taxes on public recreationd facilities exempted from taxation.

Am. Sub. SB. 230 TEACHER LICENSES/SCHOOLNET: Requires the State Board of
Education to issue educator licenses indead of teachers certificates, requires teacher education
programs to ensure that program graduates are skilled in integrating educationd technology in
the indruction of children; permits certan loca school didricts to enter into certan
adminigrative agreements with educational service centers, dlows the Board of Speech
Language Pathology and Audiology to license speechtlanguage pathologists and audiologists
practicing in schools and state agencies and waives, under specified conditions, the examination
and educationa requirements and initid licensure fee for these individuds edablishes the
Technology Advisory Committee and the Office of Information, Learning, and Technology
Services, and places the adminigration of SchoolNet and SchoolNet Plus programs under that
office.

Am. Sub. SB. 264 CAPITAL REAPPROPRIATIONS: Amends Sec. 45 and 177 of Am. Sub.
H.B. 117 of the 121¢ Generd Assembly to dter the fund sructure for school building program
assistance.

Am. SB. 266 SALESINCOME TAXES: Changes the extent to which school didtricts and
municipa corporations must overlgp in order for them to share revenue from a municipd income
tax.

Am. Sub. SB. 310 BUDGET/SCHOOL MANAGEMENT: Provides a specid commission for
the supervison or management and control of school districts determined to be fiscaly unsound.

122"° GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Am. Sub. HB. 269 SCHOOL GOVERNANCE: Authorizes the mayor of a municipa
corporation to gopoint a nine-member school board in a municipa school digtrict operating under
a federal court order and permits the voters to decide four or more years later whether or not to
continue that method of sdlecting school board members or to return to an elected board.  This
bill impacted on the Clevdand Municipd School Didrict. The bill did not affect any other
schoal didricts.

Am. Sub. H.B. 56 SCHOOL CONTRACTS. Permits a school board to enter into adminisirative
contracts with non licensed employees who are conddered to be supervisory or management
level employees for the purposes of collective bargaining, permits a school didrict that has been
declared to be in a gate of fisca emergency to issue, following approva of the didrict voters of
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a new opeding levy and goprova of such school digtrict's financid planning and supervison
commission, securities not to exceed ten years for the purpose of restructuring or refinancing its
outstanding debt obligations.

Sub. H.B. 106 SCHOOL OFFICIAL ASSAULT: Makes assallt a fdony of the fifth degree
when the victim is a school teacher or adminigtrator or a school bus operator and the assault
occurs on school premises, in a school building, or, under certain circumstances, outsde of
school premises.

Am. Sub. H.B. 382 INDUCING PANIC: Increases the pendty for the offense of inducing panic
when the public place involved in the offense is a school and permits school didtricts that close
or evacuate a school building as a result of a bomb threat to make up the time the school was
closed, for purposes of compliance with the laws that specify the number of days schools must
be open and the number of hours there must be in a school day, in one-hdf hour increments
added to other school days.

Sub. HB. 396 SCHOOL DIPLOMAS. Permits the "home" school districts of students receiving
high school diplomas from the State School for the Blind or State School for the Dedaf to dso
grant these students high school diplomas and to require "home' didricts to grant diplomas to
such studentsiif they meet the graduation requirements of the digtrict.

Sub. H.B. 434 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ZONES. Makes various changes in procedures
governing the credtion of joint economic development zones and certan joint economic
development didricts, grants additiond authority to subdivisons joining in cetain kinds of joint
economic development zones regarding the issuance of indudrid development bonds, sharing
property taxes, and granting property tax exemptions, authorizes municipd corporations,
counties, townships, the state and certain persons and private entities to enter into cooperative
economic development agreements, and makes changes in the technology investment tax credit

program.

Am. Sub. H.B. 570 FOOD PROGRAMS: Provides for the State Board of Education to approve
youth development centers participation in the Child and Adult Care Food Program.

Am. Sub. H.B. 612 MEDICAL LIABILITY EXEMPTION: Exempts dentists who volunteer as
school ahletic team dentists and provide emergency denta care or fird ad treatment to
paticipants in school ahletic events from ligbility in civil damages unless their actions conditute
willful or wanton misconduct.

SB. 17 SCHOOL TAXES: Permits a school board to propose to the eectors, as one balot
guestion, a school digtrict income tax and bond issue, or a property tax for the dua purposes of
operating expenses and permanent improvements.

Sub. SB. 96 SPEECH PATHOLOGY: Requires studies of the shortage of school speech
language pathologists and audiologigts, permits the State Board of Education to issue temporary
educator licenses in the specidty of school speechrlanguage pathology, permits school didricts
and educationad service centers to contract with speech-language pathologists and audiologists
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who are licensed by the Board of Speech-Language Pathology and Audiology, exempts certain
handicapped sudents of nonpublic schools from proficiency tests, eiminates issuance of the
temporary educator licenses in school speechpathology on January 1, 2002.

S.B. 102 SCHOOL COMMISSION/PREVAILING WAGE: Creates the Ohio School Fecilities
Commisson, tranders responghbility for the Classoom Facilities Assstance Program from the
State Board of Education to the Commisson, makes other changes in the Classsoom Fecilities
Asssance Law, exempts from prevailing wage law public improvements and condruction
undertaken by school districts and educational service centers.

123%° GENERAL ASSEMBLY

H.B. 1 OHIOREADS. Implements the OhioReads initiative through the credtion of classroom
and community reading grants, edablishes the Ohio Schools Best Practices Center, the
OhioReads Office, and the OhioReads Council and abolishes the Council on July 1, 2004.

H.B. 32 SCHOOL TEXTBOOKS. Permits school didricts to purchase eectronic textbooks
under the same conditions as textbooks are purchased and permits school digtricts to furnish
electronic textbooks to students in lieu of traditiona textbooks provided the eectronic textbooks
are furnished free of charge.

H.B. 116 SCHOOL CURRICULUM: Requires school didricts to devote at least one hour on
Veterans Day to an observance that would convey the meaning and significance of that day.

H.B. 121 ASTHMA INHALERS: Permits students of school digtricts, community schools, and
chartered nonpublic schools to carry asthma inhders approved by the students physicians and
parents and grants immunity to school didricts, community schools, and chartered nonpublic
schools and their employees for good faith actions in connection with this permission.

H.B. 160 DRIVER EDUCATION: Eliminates the $50 limit on the course fee that a board of
education may charge a pupil enrolled in a driver education course.

H.B. 238 PUPIL SERVICES EMPLOYEES: Authorizes school districts and educationa service
centers to employ under adminidraive contracts individuas licensed as pupil  services
employees or adminidrative specialists or ther equivdent who are not school counsdors and
gpend less than 50 percent of their time teaching or working with students.

H.B. 268 SCHOOL INCOME TAX: Clarifies that the balot language concerning renewd of
school digtrict income tax include a statement that the proposed tax is arenewd.

H.B. 281 SCHOOL AGE: Requires a child under the age of sx who atends kindergarten to be
considered of compulsory school age.
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APPENDIX C

Following is a copy of the questionnaire sent to school didricts in the sample.  The
answers to many of the questions related to the set-asides mandated in H.B. 412 were not used in
the fina report. As explaned in the methodology section of the report, the accuracy of the
urvey data is in doubt for a number of reasons. The cost estimates in this area are, therefore,
based on data collected by the Department of Education. The answers to some other questions
were not useful for estimating the codts of laws. There are dso questions on the survey related to
remediation beyond the fourth grade (questions 41 through 44). The answers to these questions
are aso not reported. There was agpparently some confusion about how to answer these
questions. In particular, two questions were asking for cost estimates, but many respondents
answvered with types of costs, not actud numbers. This fact, combined with the other issues
related to the survey data resulted in the determination to not report these answers.
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SENATE BILL 30 SURVEY
School Mandates IV

Contact Information:
Matthew C. Wdlls, Ph.D.,
Budget/Policy Andyst
Ohio Legidative Budget Office
77 South High Street, 8th Floor
Columbus, OH 43266-0347
Phone: 614-466-6272
Fax: 614-460-8566
mwells@lbo.gate.oh.us

Senate Bill 30 of the 118" Ohio Generd Assembly states:

“ the Legidative Budget Office of the Legidlative Service Commission shall submit to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, the President of the Senate, and the chairmen of the standing
committees on finance in both houses of the general assembly an estimate of the cost to school

districts of each school law and each rule of the state board of education that became effective
during the preceding two calendar years.”

This survey is an important pat of a sudy the Legidaive Budget Office is undertaking
on behdf of the Ohio Generd Assambly. The information obtained from this survey will be
incorporated into afina report which will be delivered to the date legidature.

Please complete and return the survey no later than Friday, June 30, 2000.
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Resear ch Protocol for Senate Bill 30

Mail Survey
School District Cnty Name of Respondent
Survey # (Office use only) Title of Respondent

Introduction:  This survey is pat of the enactment of Senate Bill 30, which requires the
Legidative Budget Office to estimate the cost to school digtricts of each school law that became
effective during the preceding two cadendar years. Your cooperaion is greatly agppreciated.
Y our responses will be kept completely confidential.

SECTION I. School Funding

I. HB 650, and HB 770, of the 122" General Assembly and HB 282 of the 123" General Assembly establish a
new performance based school funding system. Under the new formulas most students are funded through
their resident districts; funding may follow students to education service centers, non-resident school
digtricts, or other entities. A new pupil weighting system has been implemented to provide additional funding
for special education and vocational education; the Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid (DPIA) program has
been restructured to fund all-day kindergarten, K-3 class size reduction, as well as safety and remediation
programs.

1. How would you characterize the current financid dtate of your school district?
(Please check only one)

___Strong

___Stable
_ Wesak

1A. Could you briefly describe why you classified your didtrict in this manner?

2. Has the didrict changed its specid education program as a result of the changes in
financid flows resulting from HB 650, HB 770, and/or HB 2827

__Yes(If“yes’ goto 2A)
__No (If“no” skipto 3)
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2A. Given dl the rearrangement in financid flows due to HB 650, HB 770, and HB 282,
how have specid education services your students receive from al sources changed?
(Please check only one)

___Increased overdl

__ Decreased overd|
___Stayed the same (If “ stayed the same” skip to 3)

2B. What kinds of changesin specia education services have occurred?

2C. Changesin specid education services are dueto: (Check as many as
appropriate)

____Increasein specid education population
___ Decreasein specia education population
____Increase in services demanded

___ Decrease in services demanded
____Hnancid flow changes
___ Other (Please specify)

3. Has your digrict changed its financid reationship with the ESC didrict as a result of
these enactments?

__Yes(If “yes’ goto 3A)
__No (If “no” skip to 4)

3A. Inrelation to the ESC, how have the services provided by the ESC to your students
changed? (Please check only one)

___Increased overdl
__ Decreased overdl
___Stayed the same (If “ stayed the same” skip to 4)
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3B. What kinds of changesin services relating to the ESC have occurred?

3C. Why have the changes relating to the ESC occurred?

4. As a reault of these enactments, has the didrict changed its vocatiord education
program?

__Yes(If “yes’ goto4A)
__No (If “no” skipto5)

4A. In relation to vocationa education, how have the services you provide to your
students changed? (Please check only one)

___Increased overdl

__Decreased overdl
___ Stayed the same (If “ stayed the same” skip to 5)

4B. What kinds of changesin services relating to voc ed have occurred?

4C. Changesinvoc ed are dueto: (Check as many as appr opriate)

____Increasein vocational education population
___ Decrease in vocationa education population
____Increase in services demanded

___ Decrease in services demanded
___Hnandd flow changes
___ Other (Please specify)
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SECTION II. Performanceand Accountability

|. HB 412 of the 122" GA authorizesthe Auditor of Stateto conduct perfor mance audits of school districtsin
a state of fiscal watch or fiscal emergency; requiresthe establishment of a Capital and Maintenance Fund,
Textbook and Material Fund, and Budget Reserve Fund.

5. Did your digrict have a fiscd policy concerning capitd and maintenance issues prior
to the passage of HB 412 (July 1997)?

__Yes(If “yes’ goto5A)
__No(If “no” skip to 6)

5A. Could you briefly describe your policy on capita and maintenance prior to HB 412?

6. Udng the following scae, please rate the speed with which most capital repars were
completed prior to HB 412 and for fisca year 2000:

Prior toHB 412 FY 2000
(Check only one below) Speed (Check only one below)
Promptly
With some delay
With serious delay
With very serious delay

6A. Using the following scale, please rate the quality of most capitd repairs completed
prior to HB 412 and for fiscal year 2000:

Prior toHB 412 FY 2000
(Check only one below) Quality (Check only one below)
Excdlent qudity
Good quality
Fair quality
Poor quality
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7. For fiscal years 1996-1998, what was the average annua dollar amount spent by your
digtrict on capital and maintenance needs?
$

8. For fisca years 1996-1998, what was the average annua percentage of your budget
devoted to capital and maintenance needs?
%

9. Usng the percentage method speled out in the Auditor of Sta€'s rules, what
percentage of the budget was assgned to the Capitd and Maintenance Fund for fisca
year 20007 (Please check only one)

__Lessthan 3%

_ 3%

___Morethan 3%

3%, but will spend additional amounts outsde the fund for this purpose

9A. How muchin dollarsis currently being assigned to the Capitd and Maintenance
Fund (fiscal year 2000)? $

10. What are you spending cepitd and maintenance monies on (fiscd year 2000)?
(Check as many as appropriate--Please include dollar amounts)

____Modular Fecilities (Please list amount in dollars) $
____New building congtruction (Please list amount in dollars) $
___Repairs (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ Generd Maintenance (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ Other (Please explain, and list amount in dollars)

____Noneand/or saving monies (If “none” skip to 13)

11. As a percentage of your annud budget, how much of the overdl Cepitd and
Maintenance Fund was utilized (fiscal year 2000)? %

12.In dollar amounts, how much of the overdl Cagpitd and Mantenance Fund was
utilized (fisca year 2000)? $
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13. Which of the following statements best describes your reaections to the crestion of a
Capitd and Maintenance Fund? (Please check only one)

____Itisagood financid management practice

___ It hasits advantages and disadvantages
____Itisproblematic

13A. Why do you fed thisway?

14. What was your textbook replacement cycle prior to HB 412? (Please check only
one)

__ None

___2years

____3years

____4years

____Syears

____byears

____7ormore (Please list number of years)

15. For fiscd years 1996-1998, what was the average dollar amount spent annudly on
textbooks and materials? $

16. For fiscad years 1996-1998, what was the average percentage of your annua budget
spent on textbooks and materials? %

17. In dollar amounts, how much have you committed to the Textbook and Materia Fund
(fiscal year 2000)? $

18. For fiscal year 2000 what percentage of the budget was assigned to the Textbook and
Materid Fund? (Please check only one)

___ Lessthan 3%

_ 3%

___Morethan 3%

_ 3%, but will spend additional amounts outside the fund for this purpose

S.B. 30 Report Appendix C



19. Usng the following scde, please rate the condition of your didrict's textbooks prior
to HB 412 (fiscal year 1998) and presently?

Prior to HB 412 Presently
Check only one below) Textbook Quality (Check only one below)
Excdlent, up to date
Good, most up to date
Fair, educationdly adequate
Poor, many out of date

20. Usng the following scde, please rate the condition of your district’'s materials prior
to HB 412 (fiscal year 1998) and presently?

Prior to HB 412 Presently
(Check only one below) Materials Quality (Check only one below)
Excdlent, up to date
Good, most up to date
Fair, educationdly adequate
Poor, many out of date

21. Which of the following statements best describes your reactions to the creation of a
Textbook and Materials Fund? (Please check only one)

____Itisagood financid management practice

___ It hasits advantages and disadvantages
____Itisproblematic

21A. Why do you fed thisway?

22. Baed on your experience for fiscd year 2000 and your budgeting for fiscd year
2001, in your opinion, isthe 3% set-aside for textbooks and materias:

___ Too much, thisfund will run asurplus
_Jdudtrignt
____ Toolittle, we will usudly spend more
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23. Did you have afiscd policy concerning budget reserves before this enactment?

___Yes(If“yes’ goto23A)
____No(If “no” skipto 24)

23A. Briefly describe your policy on budget reserves prior to HB 4127?

24. For fisca years 1996-1998, what kind of a cash carryover and/or reserve did you have
on average each year? (Please check only one--Pleaseinclude dollar amounts)

____None

___30day (Pleaselist amount in dollars) $
___60day (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ 90day (Pleaselist amount in dallars) $
____ Other (Please explan and lig amount in dollars)

25. Have you had any fund imbalancesin the last 5 fiscd years?

____Yes(Please specify the most recent fiscal year)
____No (If “no” skip to 26)

25A. What was the Sze of the most recent imbalance?

Indollars $

As a percentage of your annua budget %

25B. What debt management devices did your didtrict use to cope with this
imbalance? (Check as many as appropriate--Please include dollar amounts)

___Reduced expenditures (please list amount in dollars) $
___ Stateloans (please list amount in dollars) $
___Bankloans (pleaselist amount in dollars) $
___ Other (please explain and list amount in dollars)
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26. Which of the following statements best describes your reactions to the creation of a
Budget Reserve Fund? (Please check only one)

____Itisagood financid management practice

___ It hasits advantages and disadvantages
____Itisproblematic

26A. Why do you fed thisway?

27. In both dollars and as a percentage, what will be the level of the Budget Reserve Fund
in

Fisca Year 2000: $

%

Projected for Fiscal Year 2001: $

%

28. Did you do any budget projections beyond the next fisca year before the enactment
of HB 4127

___Yes(If “yes’ goto 29)
___No (If “no” skip to 30)

29. How many years of budget projections did you do prior to this enactment? (Please
check only one):

___ 2-3years

___4dyears

____Syears

___ Other (Please explain):

30. Which of the following statements best describes your reactions to the requirement of
afive year budget projection? (Please check only one)

____Itisagood financid management practice
___ It hasits advantages and disadvantages
____Itisproblematic
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30A. Why do you fed thisway?

I1. SB 55 of the 122" GA increasesthe total number of units of credit necessary for graduation and increases
the number of required graduation unitsof credit. Institutesreport cards provisionsfor schools, districts,
etc., creates proficiency testsaswell asthe 4 grade guarantee.

31. Have you changed your practices as aresult of the report cards?

___Yes(If “yes’ goto 31A)
___No (If “no” skip to 32)

31A. Dueto the implementation of report cards, there have been changes in the following
areas. (Check asmany as appropriate--Please include costsin dollar amounts)

____Teachers (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ Curriculum (Please list amount in dallars) $
____Training (Pleaselist amount in dallars) $
____Additiond Staff (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ Other (Please explain and list amount in dollars)

32. Which of the following best describes your opinions concerning the report card
provisons of thishill? (Please check only one)

____ltisgood public policy
____ It hasits advantages and disadvantages
____Itisproblematic

32A. Why do you fed thisway?
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33. What was your minimum credit requirement for graduates before the enactment of SB
55? (Please check only one)

____Under 20
20
21+

33A. What percentage of your graduating seniors had 20 credits or more prior to SB 55?
%

33B. Prior to SB 55, how many graduation credit requirements did you have in the
following areas?

English

Math

Science
Socid Studies

34. Has the change in graduation credit requirements (eg., English, Mah, Science)
resulted in increased costs for fiscd year 20007

___Yes(If “yes’ goto 34A)
___No (If “no” skipto 35)

34A. The cogtsin fiscd year 2000 resulting from graduation credit requirements are due
to thefalowing: (Check as many as appropriate--Please include costsin dollar
amounts)

____Teachers (Pleaselist amount in dollars) $
___ New facilities (Please list amount in dollars) $
____Addition of new staff members (Please list in dollars) $
___Higher teaching loads (Please list in dollars) $
___ Other (Please explain and list amount in dollars)

35. Do you think that the change in graduation credit requirements (eg., English, Math,
Science) will result inincreased costs over the next 3-4 years?

___Yes(If“yes’ goto 35A)
___No (If “no” skip to 36)
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35A. Future costsfrom changesin graduation credit requirements will likely be dueto
thefdlowing: (Check as many as appropriate--Please include dollar amounts)

___ Teachers (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ New facilities (Please list amount in dollars) $
____Addition of new staff members (Please list in dollars) $
____Higher teaching loads (Please list in dollars) $
____ Other (Please explain and lis amount in dollars)

36. With the added requirements in core academics (math, science, etc.), some electives
may decrease. In what areas do you see a possible decrease? (Check as many as
appropriate)

___ Foreign language
____Artscourses
____Music courses
___Vocationa education courses
____Home economics courses
____AP-coursss

____ Other (Please explain)

____None(If “none’ skip to 38)
___ Don'tknow yet (If “don’t know yet” skip to 38)

37. Will you be able to downsi ze teachers in those aress?

____Yes(Please list number of teachers)
(Please ligt cogtsin dollar amounts) $
No

38. Is your district doing summer remediation for the 4" grade guarantee? (Please check
only one)

___Yes(If “yes’ goto 38A)
____No (If “no” skipto 39)
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38A. What are the costs associated with summer remediation for the 4" grade guarantee
(fiscal year 2000)? (Check as many as appr opriate--Please include costs for
grades 1 through 4)

____ Professond development (Please list amount) $
___Teachers(Pleaselist amount indollars)  $

____Transportation/buses (Please list amount)  $

___Study guides and materials (Please list amount) $

____Tutors (Please list amount in dollars) $

_ Staff (Pleaselist amount indollars)  $
____ Other (Please explain, and list amount in dollars)

14

38B. What kinds of funding (DPIA money, state and federa grants) are you using to
cover summer remediation codts (fiscal year 2000)? (Please include dollar
amounts)

DPIA Funds (Please list amount in dollars) $

Grant type Amount $
Grant type Amount $
Grant type Amount $
Grant type Amount $

39. Excluding summer, is your district doing remediation for the 4™ grade guarantee?
___Yes(If “yes’ goto 39A)
____No(If “no” skipto4l)

39A. Excluding summer, what costs are associated with remediation for the 4" grade
guarantee (fisca year 2000)? (Check as many as appropriate--Please include
costsfor grades 1 through 4)

____Professiona development (Please list amount) $

___Teachers(Pleaselist amount indollars)  $
____Transportation/buses (Please list amount)  $

___ Study guides and materids (Please list amount) $

____Tutors (Please list amount indollars) $

__ Staff (Pleaselist amount indollars)  $

___ Other (Please explain, and list amount in dollars)
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39B. How are you financing non-summer forms of remediation for the 4™ grade
guarantee?

40. Areyou usng DPIA funding for non-summer remediation?

___Yes(If “yes” goto40A)
___No(If “no” skipto4l)

40A. How much DPIA money are you using? $

41.Beyond 4™ grade which grades ae you doing summer remediation for?

42.Beyond 4™ grade, what are the costs associated with other forms of summer
remediation?

43. Excluding summer, what other forms of remediation are you doing beyond the 4™
grade?

44, Exdluding summer, what are the costs associated with remediation beyond the 4™
grade?
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SECTION III. General I ssues

|. School Safety Zones

SB 1 of the 123" GA deals with school safety zones. Substitutes “school safety zone” for “vicinity of a
school,” and similar terms, and allows courts to enhance penalties for any offenses of violence committed in
such zones.

45. As per SB 1, have you adopted any school safety plans?

___Yes(If “yes’ goto45A)
____No (If “no” skip to 46)

45A. Asaresult of SB 1, have you incurred cogts for any of the following? (Check as
many as appr opriate--Please include dollar amounts)

_____ Cameraingadlation (Please list amount in dollars) $
__Increased security staff (Please list annual amount) $
____ Metd detectors (Please list amount in dollars) $
__ Security doors (Please list amount in dollars) $
___ Emergency measures (Please list amount) $
____ Other (Please explain cogt, annua or otherwise, and list amount in dollars)

Il. General

46. Has any other legidation over the last four years resulted in substantia costs or
savingsto your district?
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