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Appendix A. Delaware District and Charter School
Leaders’ Perceptions of Education Funding

Introduction

In order to understand education leaders’ perspectives of Delaware’s current funding system,
AIR conducted interviews with district and charter school leaders, which included
superintendents, chief financial officers, and heads of school. AIR reached out to the leaders of
all school districts and charter schools in the state to invite them to participate in this portion of
the study. Representatives from all 19 districts as well as 18 charter schools agreed to
participate in the interviews, resulting in our speaking with 61 total education leaders in
Delaware. Through the interviews, AIR was able to collect rich qualitative data on their
perceptions of strengths and weaknesses of the current education funding system. These
perceptions are distilled into themes outlined in the findings of this report. District and charter
school leaders shared their views of the constraints and flexibility in raising revenue, their
ability to use available funding to meet the needs of students in their communities, and the
overall transparency of the current funding system. In addition, school leaders were probed
about service arrangements between district and charter schools to better understand the
extent to which districts and charter schools collaborate to provide services to students, as this
might influence the reporting of spending in both districts and charter schools.!

Key Interview Constructs

During the course of the interviews with district and charter school leaders, we asked questions
related to the following key constructs:

Key Interview Constructs

Adequacy and transparency of current education funding

e Advantages and disadvantages of the current education funding system
e Ability to understand education funding system and communicate about it to stakeholders

L1n our prior work, we have found that it is important to check for service arrangements between charter schools and school
districts. Charter schools can operate in very different ways from state to state. In Maryland, for example, all charter schools
are authorized by school districts. In a prior study conducted in Maryland (Levin et al., 2016), we found that some school
districts in Maryland manage certain services for charter schools centrally, often including the provision of special education
services and student transportation. In those cases, the expenditures for those services were recorded as district expenses even
though the services were provided for charter schools. As a result, it was necessary to assign a portion of the transportation and
special education expenses of districts to charter schools. In Delaware, charter schools operate independently of school
districts.



Key Interview Constructs

Equity of current education funding

e Extent to which the current system sufficiently differentiates funding based on the needs of diverse
students

e Equity in the provision of state funding across districts with varied capacity to raise revenue
Expenditures
e Factors that determine intra-district resource allocation

e Resources provided at district level versus school level

e Use of local revenue to supplement units allocated by state

¢ Significant changes to funding in the last 3 years, including the impact of COVID-19 on district
finances

Raising local revenue

e Constraints and flexibility in raising local revenue for operating expenses and capital improvement
e Anticipated impact of property tax reassessment

Relationships between districts and charter schools

e Impact of charter schools on district finances
e District policies that affect provision of local funds to charter schools
e Service agreements between districts and charter schools

e Funding sources only available to districts or charter schools

Recruitment

To introduce the study to Delaware’s district and charter school leaders, members of the AIR
project leadership team joined several monthly virtual check-in meetings between the
Delaware Department of Education and district and charter school leaders. During those virtual
meetings, we let Delaware’s education leaders know that we would be conducting interviews
and that we would be emailing them about scheduling and conducting the interviews. Initial
email interview requests were sent to all district superintendents and charter school leaders as
well as the chief financial officers of all districts and charter schools in October 2022. This was
followed by up to four additional contact attempts between October and December for districts
and charter schools that were not responsive to our outreach. In response to the interview
request, district and charter school leaders indicated who would represent their local education
agency (LEA) during the interview and scheduled the interview time. Confirmations with Zoom
meeting links were sent by AIR to the LEA designees.

Interviews were conducted virtually from October through December 2022. During each
interview, one or two members of the AIR team facilitated the interview and took notes.
Interviews were approximately 60 minutes long and digitally recorded.



Methodology

The AIR study interview team analyzed interviews in three phases: (1) initial transcription, (2)
categorical coding, and (3) thematic analysis. Digital interview files were transcribed verbatim
into text using a secure transcription service. Based on the interview questions, the interview
team generated an initial set of categorical codes to ground preliminary coding. All three
members of the interview team individually conducted preliminary coding of the same two
interviews in NVivo software. The team then met to discuss initial codes and refine and expand
them based on this preliminary analysis. Inter-rater reliability was computed using Cohen’s
Kappa; the preliminary round of coding indicated very high agreement (k = 0.85). Once inter-
rater reliability was established, the rest of the interview transcripts were coded in NVivo.
When categorical coding was complete, the analytic team met to discuss categorical coding and
their initial impressions about emergent themes. Each member of the team then completed a
portion of the thematic analysis by grouping categorical codes and their associated data into
related themes. These themes were distilled into the key findings, which are outlined below.

The purpose of this analysis is to understand and report the perceptions of district and charter
school leaders surrounding a variety of issues related to Delaware's current school finance
system. Therefore, we are simply providing a synthesis of the information provided by these
leaders; we did not verify the accuracy of their statements. The findings herein should be
interpreted accordingly as perceptions and not necessarily as factual.

Adequacy and Transparency of Current Education Funding

Overall, when probed about the adequacy of the current system of education funding, district
administrators and charter school leaders generally agreed that the unit system was a stable
and reliable method for determining the number of staff they can employ in any academic year.
They also noted that a strength of the current funding system was the high proportion of funds
allocated from the state budget for staffing units, which relieved some pressure on them for
raising local revenue for teacher and school service staff compensation. Despite noting this
strength in the current education funding system, several district administrators noted the
disparity among districts in their ability to raise local revenue through referendums due to stark
differences in property valuations across the state. This disparity was often described in terms
of the “value of a penny” of property taxes in one district versus another.

In terms of the transparency of the current system of education funding, most district
administrators and charter school leaders agreed that the allocation of staffing units based on
total student enrollment was generally comprehensible to stakeholders. Less comprehensible
from their point of view were the different sources and amounts of state funding allocated both
within the unit system (e.g., additional units for students with disabilities) and outside the unit
system (e.g., Opportunity Funding, and safety and security funding), making it difficult to



explain to stakeholders how the current system operates and where it falls short in terms of
meeting the needs of districts and schools. According to interviewees, the inability to clearly
characterize district funding in a straightforward way creates hurdles for district administrators
when attempting to justify to local residents increasing property taxes through referendums.
These themes are described in more detail below.

Theme 1. The unit system provides a reliable and stable foundation for districts and charter
schools to predict the number of staff funded by state dollars from one year to the next.
Twelve district administrators and five charter school leaders described the unit system as
dependable and consistent for projecting the funds available in any particular academic year.
Five district administrators explicitly pointed out the predictability of the system as its greatest
asset. Comparing Delaware’s funding system to other states such as Maryland, which allocate
dollars to districts rather than units of staff, several noted that the guarantee of unit funding by
the state meant they received a predictable number of staff positions that was not dependent
on actual levels of pay for staff. This meant they could hire the most qualified staff without
concern for additional costs associated with education level or years of experience. In states
where dollars are allocated rather than staff positions, the hiring of more experienced and
expensive staff may result in fewer staff positions.

Eleven district administrators and three charter school leaders indicated that additional units
for special education within the unit system added to the dependability, as it allocates
additional resources based on the differential needs of students with disabilities. Despite the
dependability of receiving additional staff for special education, 11 interviewees noted that the
resources for special education are currently insufficient for meeting the needs of those with
the most intense and complex disabilities.

I think the formula right now, the advantage of it is, it provides a lot of stability in
terms of what we can expect going into next year. We know what the ratios are,
... we know pretty much how many positions we'll probably end up getting.
There's always some tweaking that can go on with the system in terms of, we
need to adjust these ratios or those ratios based on as kids enter ... for this or
that or whatever. But it's a fairly reliable foundation that allows us to plan and
get a good bead on fiscally what we can project going into the next year to make
sure we're meeting the needs of the kids.

— District superintendent




The reason that | find the [unit system] very helpful and reliable from a budgeting
and consistency standpoint is that you don't have to worry about fitting a certain
number of positions into a certain pot of money. You know that "Okay, if I've
earned a unit, whoever | put into that unit is going to get 60 to 70% of their
overall cost of their position covered by the state, by virtue of having it funded as
a unit." That gives everybody a lot more reliability in terms of, we don't need to
[lay off] a ton of teachers every year on the chance that the funding might not
come through or that there's a big shift in educational experience [of teachers].
— District administrator

[For] some of the [special education] ratios, we see with the way the formula is
structured right now, one of the disadvantages is that we can't meet with the
current ratios as they exist. We can't meet the needs of a special ed kid. If there's
a kid that comes into our district that requires a one-on-one para, the law
requires us to service that kid with a one-on-one para. The funding does not meet
our ability to do that. Adjustments like that could be made to make sure that
we're actually doing what the law is requiring us to do in terms of helping kids.
— District administrator

Although the unit system was largely described as a reliable, consistent source of funding,
district and school leaders indicated that certain types of staffing positions (e.g., IT support staff
and administrative positions such as data analysts and curriculum and assessment directors)
are not currently part of the unit system, though they are essential for effective day-to-day
operations. Administrators interviewed for this study reported that this constraint forced them
to use secretarial and custodial units to fund these positions, but lamented that this trade-off
reduced the number of staff in related service positions. District leaders are able to "trade in"
certain units to fund other positions. Because IT support staff and other support staff often cost
more than secretaries and custodians, they often have to trade more than one
secretary/custodian unit to secure an additional support position that is not currently part of
the unit system.



The unit count funding doesn't provide for any [IT support staff] ... What it
provides for is units for teachers, units for supervisors, directors, custodians,
clerical staff. Every time we want to bring in more IT people to support all the
technology that's going on, we have to rob custodial units or clerical units to do
that. Every time we want to pull people to handle accounting, or payroll
functions, or HR functions, or data analytical functions in curriculum, we have
to pull clerical or custodial units out of the mix to be able to fund those types
of things.
— District administrator

Noting recent state appropriations for education funding, several administrators described
these additional funding sources (e.g., Opportunity Funding, safety and security funding) as
piecemeal add-ons outside of the unit system that are rigid and inflexible, with separate
reporting requirements that create an administrative burden. These add-ons to the base unit
system often depend on certain requirements for eligibility, making them less dependable and
predictable from year to year and making long-term planning and strategic use of those funds
more difficult.

Because we've gotten some additional funding in the recent past—Opportunity
Funds have come on, some other pots of money have become available to us—
but because they're outside of the unit system, they don't have that same
consistency. They're tied to very severe eligibility requirements, either at 50% you
don't get it, at 51% or 50.2% you get it. And it's an all-or-nothing qualification,
which is difficult.

— District administrator




Opportunity Funds help out with some of our neediest students, but the state's
been “piecemealing” things ... Mental health is a huge deal, but it's only funded
through the middle school level. High schools have just as many, if not more,
mental health problems, but nothing gets addressed at the high school level,
aside from [Career and Technical Education]. Everything seems to be focused on
the elementary and middle levels. ... This is all they can allocate for things like the
Opportunity Funding for low-income students to make sure everybody gets a
piece of the pie. We build it outside of the unit count system, and it creates these
bolt-ons, if you will, of funding that don't drive those ancillary support positions,
and that becomes problematic.

— District administrator

Theme 2. District administrators and charter school leaders cited the high percentage of
funding allocated by the state (as opposed to local sources) as a strength of the current
funding system. However, disparities in the ability of districts to raise local revenue was a
focus of concern for several administrators.

Five district administrators and two charter school leaders described the high percentage of
funds allocated by the state as a strength of the current education funding system. Several
administrators compared the amount of state funding for staffing to nearby states like
Maryland and New Jersey, noting that Delaware districts were not expected to raise as high a
percentage from local funds for staff compensation. Nonetheless, eight district administrators
explicitly noted the disparity in the ability of their districts (and others) to raise local revenue
through increases in property taxes during referendums. Noting the stark variations in property
valuation in different areas of the state, these administrators described an inability to raise
needed revenue to account for increasing operational costs.

The state funding of units, they pick up the bulk of the expenses associated with
staff. | think that's absolutely an advantage. The fact that our Division | units, |
think they fund over 70% of the person's salary and then districts pick up the
other share on the local side. That's not the case in other states.

— District administrator

I do think knowing we have 70% coming from the state and we only have to
come up with 30% in the case of a unit, | think that does give you a little bit more,
I guess, comfort in some ways.

— District administrator




One penny of taxes for us in [our district] generates just over 56,100. If you're in
the [wealthier district], for example, that same penny, one penny, generates over
5145,000. The value of our pennies are not the same. Where it's very, very
inequitable is, if we're going to go build a new school, and it costs S80 million,
that holds the same number of students. That's 1,000 kids or 1,400 kids
whatever. Our taxpayers are going to have a significant increase in their taxes;
far more than taxpayers in [the wealthier district]. ... Not only does it affect
facilities and operations, it affects instruction, because | can't recruit the very
small pool of qualified, certified teachers that are available because | can't offer a
competitive salary, and I'm talking about in the state of Delaware. | can’t
compete even in Sussex County, let alone neighboring states who have a much
higher base salary from the state.

— District superintendent

[Wealthier district] had twice the number of kids. ... If they raised the tax rate a
penny, they'd earn about another $330,000. Whereas, when | was at [less
wealthy district], when we raised a penny, we'd raise about $100,000. Even
though [wealthier district] had twice the number of kids, they're raising three
times the amount of money on a single penny.
— District administrator

Theme 3. District administrators and charter school leaders perceive the unit system as
generally transparent to stakeholders, but details on the various sources of funding and
restrictions on their use are more opaque. Interviewees also indicated that most stakeholders
do not understand the differences in funding allocation and use between districts and charter
schools.

The majority of interviewees indicated that the relationship between student enrollment and
number of allocated units is readily comprehensible to most stakeholders, including finance
directors, school administrators and staff, and the general public. On the other hand,
interviewees were less confident that stakeholders other than finance directors understood the
additional components of the educational funding system. Several administrators noted that
most stakeholders do not have a comprehensive understanding of the various components of
the state’s education funding system. Some examples of difficult-to-understand funding
sources cited by administrators were equalization funding, Opportunity Funding, academic
excellence funding, additional units for special education, and major and minor capital



improvement funding. For many district administrators, this results in hardship when planning
for and communicating with the public about referendums for necessary operating expenses or
capital improvement projects.

[Units] are very transparent, so if | earn 10 teachers at the pre-K level, you can go
see my enrollment and the ratio that they've established to give me those 10
units. That funding is the same across all the districts.

— District administrator

There's a lot of different buckets for a lot of different things, so there's some
added work to keep everything straight. I've made jokes that you get a pot of
money, and this pot of money is only for people who wear orange shirts on
Tuesdays, and then this other pot of money is only for people who wear polka
dots on Fridays. It's a lot of logistics to make sure that you're using the funds for
what they're for and you're not crossing over anything. To a certain extent, |
understand why they're given that way, but then | also think it makes things a lot
more difficult. There's a lot more reconciling that has to be done.

— District administrator

I think the challenge is, there's so many different components to our unit count
system. When you're looking at additional [funds], whether that would be
through Opportunity Funds or other kind of weighted funding that's been

allocated, equalization, to explain that to people is ... | mean, it's tough. | think

sitting down with someone to just simply say, "Yeah, go out and vote to have
your taxes raised, because this is where your tax dollars are going." As simple as
it may sound, it's difficult in practice to be able to, because there are so many
different layers to explain Division |, Il, lll sources of revenue ...
— District superintendent

When you start talking about special education and what is an [English learner]
student, immediately you've lost 90% of the people. It's just the ability to
communicate it and have people understand it. If they don't understand 90% of
it, why would they vote for it? The voting process that invites that anger and that
resentment towards the funding system, it all goes back to that referendum. ...
It's because you have to explain it to every resident in your district.

— District administrator




Others cited a lack of public awareness about the differences in the way districts and charter
schools are funded, and the ways charters can use funding that districts cannot. This theme is
described in more detail in the section below, Relationships Between District and Charter
Schools.

You know how we are spending our money. You know what you gave us and why
you gave it to us, and we can show you how we spent it. The charter schools
cannot do that and don't do that. The issue is really transparency alone with

[charter schools]. We receive a lot of ... different types of money that go into our

per pupil expenditure. But then we give it to [charter schools] and they can spend

the money however they like.
— District administrator

Our concern ... is that the districts are held to a higher level of accountability and
transparency—and we take that very seriously—where the charter schools don't
have those same type of requirements. What | mean by that is, we go out to do
what we call a match tax for something, and we have to spend it on those things
[that the match tax was levied for]. But the formulas and the way it's set up for
charter schools is that the districts get charged whatever their rate is that we're
getting charged and we give it to them. They can do whatever they want. If we
had to raise money that was to support a high school reading specialist, when we
send that money over to them, they don't have to use it to spend it on a high
school reading specialist. They can do whatever they want and there's no
accountability on how they spend it.
— District administrator

Equity in Current Education Funding

Overall, both district and charter officials agreed that the additional units for students with
disabilities are a necessary and rational component of equity in educational funding. In other
words, administrators agreed that students with intense and complex disabilities have greater
educational needs, and thus require more resources to adequately educate than basic special
education students. Seven districts and four charter schools indicated that the cost of educating
special education students is rising and the current funding formula does not meet those rising
costs. Five district administrators suggested that additional special education classifications are
necessary. For instance, providing higher weighted funding for students in the earliest grades
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(K-3) and for a growing number of students with autism would support the ability of schools to
meet those students’ learning needs.

There was perceived inequity in the way special education funding was used in districts versus
charter schools. Six district administrators noted that charters have more flexibility in how to
use special education funding than their district does. Five charter administrators indicated that
their schools do not receive an equitable share of per-pupil special education funding from
sending districts, particularly because districts can exclude funds for special needs students
through tuition tax.?

While districts and charters nearly unanimously agreed that additional funding was needed for
meeting the needs of English learners and students from low socioeconomic status (SES)
backgrounds, they also indicated that the total amount of Opportunity Funding currently
available was insufficient, and metrics used to qualify for Opportunity Funding were
inadequate. The grant-based, restricted nature of Opportunity Funding,® coupled with the
limited funds available, made it difficult for districts to respond to the needs of English learner
(EL) and low-SES students flexibly and efficiently. Eight districts and two charters explicitly
stated that the levels of Opportunity Funding allocated does not compensate for the amount of
discretionary funds returned in the annual state give-back.* Nearly every district and charter in
this study indicated that Opportunity Funding should be made a permanent part of unit-based
funding, providing units on the basis of enroliment like special education funding. Doing so
would contribute to equity in the funding system.

Districts overwhelmingly agreed that in order to promote equity, equalization funding was also
a necessary component of the state’s education funding formula. Eight districts explicitly
indicated that they relied on equalization funding to bridge the gap in their ability to raise
revenue. Nonetheless, 12 district administrators indicated the current equalization funding
formula was outdated and required a reassessment so that the amount of funding received by
each district reflected actual property values. These themes are described further below.

2 Districts can raise a tuition tax without referendum for specific purposes (e.g., hire an aide for a complex student) and then
exclude those dollars from the local cost payments to charters each year. Because districts have to use those dollars for those
specific purposes, whereas charters are not accountable to local spending restrictions, charter schools do not get those dollars.
3 Opportunity Funding is divided into two pots. A smaller pot is distributed to schools with high percentages of low-income or
English learner students and is to be used for mental health services or reading supports. A larger pot is distributed on the basis
of the number of low-income or EL students a school has. Although this pot can be used more flexibly, districts and charter
schools must submit expenditure plans to the Department of Education describing how they will use the money to improve
performance outcomes of low-income and EL students.

4 Beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2018, districts were expected to reduce their operating expenses proportionally based on their
Division | unit count. The total statewide reduction in operating expenses across districts was $26 million. This budget reduction
has remained in place from FY2018 (Delaware House Substitute 1 for House Bill 275, Section 368) through FY2024 (Delaware
House Bill 195, Section 355).
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Theme 1. Opportunity Funding is an essential part of education funding for supporting the
needs of English learners and those from low-SES backgrounds. However, district and charter
school leaders perceive it as insufficient as currently formulated for supporting high-needs
students.

Mental health counselors, behavioral health coordinators, and EL teachers and specialists were
the staff types mentioned most often as being hired through the use of Opportunity Funding.
Although district and charter officials agreed that additional funding for English learners and
students from low-SES backgrounds was necessary, they also indicated that the nature and
amount of Opportunity Funding was inadequate for meeting those students’ needs. The grant-
based nature was a sticking point for many school leaders. Specifically, they perceived that a
limited pool of funds allocated annually results in competition among LEAs and an inability to
plan for the long-term maintenance of resources, including staff, dedicated to meeting the
needs of these student populations. More than half of the district administrators interviewed
for the study stated that funding for low-SES students and ELs should be made a permanent
part of the unit system. Ten district administrators suggested that this funding should be a unit-
generating category like special education so that district and school administrators can
incorporate these funds into their annual staffing formulas. Comparing the restricted nature of
Opportunity Funding to general operating funds, administrators reported that the amount of
Opportunity Funding is less than or equal to the funds they return to the state during the
annual state give-back.

I think if we could convince all stakeholders that if you want to solve a problem
within the public education space, you should be doing it within the structure of
the unit count system, because that's how to embed it, that's how to solve it
permanently. That's how to make it sustainable from an educational perspective.
| know it makes it harder on the state budget side, because adding units in, those
are entitlements and they do crowd other things out, which | know is one of the
big challenges, but ... if moving the needle for education is the goal, then putting
it in the unit count system is—that is the signal to the education space in
Delaware that this is something serious, that we want this taken seriously and
we're going to embed it into the base funding that you are entitled to as a
district.

— District administrator
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We appreciate the Opportunity [Funding], but ... 19 districts gave back 526
million in funding a few years back. And there's never been any conversation
about getting their money back. And if you look at some of the funding formulas,
a lot of people are getting back in Opportunity Funding what they lost on their
526 million state reduction give-back. So, it's like a wash almost. Plus, you've got
the restrictions of having to do another grant, and keeping data on those
positions, those specific positions you have to hire with the Opportunity Fund. |
think we can do better. | think we can have a unit count that is weighted in
addition to the Opportunity [Funding].

— District superintendent

Opportunity Funding that's for the low-income and ELL students, | mean, from a
practical standpoint, it's new in the last couple years. | think we might get
5$55,000. I'm not sure what I'm supposed to do with 555,000 to help.

— Charter school leader

Theme 2. School leaders agreed that the additional units for special education are a rational
component of education funding. Many indicated that the funding formula should be
reevaluated to ensure the sustainability of staff and resources for meeting the needs of
special educations students, which are increasing in both quantity and complexity.

Eleven district and charter school leaders described increasing costs of educating special
education students. Several administrators explained the needs of students with intense and
complex disabilities—special settings, equipment, and highly trained staff that require
substantial amounts of financial resources, which they are required to shoulder regardless of
the amount of money they receive from the state. They suggested that the special education
funding be reevaluated to ensure that the additional units for special education reflect the
current needs of students, especially those with the most complex disabilities.
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We have more students now being identified on the autism spectrum. And the
needs that these kids have are so incredibly unique and they differ from kid to
kid. It's not a blanket [solution] like, | could do this lesson, and everybody learns.
There are so many different things that come along with that. We're having to
figure out how to purchase adaptive playground equipment. We have students in
wheelchairs, we have students that require nursing support with feeding tubes.
We have babies at our kindergarten and pre-K center that require diaper
changes. These are things that public schools didn't have before.

— District administrator

I think they might need a few more classifications ... but | think there could be
more tiers, and then that would come with additional resources. They do fund the
students that have significant needs that need to have special placement, a
significant portion of those costs as well. But we have to cover the costs
associated with all children. | do know from a counterpart that in other districts,
when the board says, "No, you're not raising your tuition tax," that means they
have to look to their general operations to support the additional needs. That's a
burden on operations.

— District superintendent

Theme 3. Equalization funding is perceived as an essential component of education funding
by LEAs; however, many described the current equalization funding formula as “broken,”
“flawed,” or “outdated.”

There was overwhelming consensus that the current equalization formula needed to be re-
evaluated to reflect current property values and each district’s resulting ability to raise revenue.
However, there was concern about revising the current equalization formula. Districts
understood that if revised, some districts would receive more equalization funds and some
districts would receive less than they currently do, resulting in “winners” and “losers.”

There's this idea of equalization, and so you have to stay true to it, and it hasn't
stayed true. [We] have this equalization formula that's been frozen and it's not
reflecting the differences and reassessments. We have tax bases that are based
on 1983 property values.
— District administrator
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We're not able to pay our teachers as hefty a salary as other districts who have a
better source [of local revenue]. The real estate property values are much higher,
they have more property in their district that they can tax. So, we're at a
disadvantage. We're also in an economically depressed area, in addition to that.
You mentioned the equalization formula; that's been frozen since 2009. It's
outdated; it's not functioning correctly. So that's where, when you want to talk
about equity and funding, | mean, that's the heart of it right there—there is no
equity in the funding anymore.

— District administrator

The formula that exists now, which is broken and has been frozen for several
years, calls us one of the richer districts out there. So, yeah, the state needs to do
a better job of distributing that ... they talk about winners and losers and if
somebody goes up, somebody has to go down, as if this equalization thing is a
finite pot of money. ... It needs to be, if somebody needs more money, then you
need to increase the pot. You don't have to always have winners and losers.

— District administrator

How Districts and Charter Schools Spend Their Funds and Flexibility of Use

Both district and charter leaders reported personnel and transportation as the two largest
expenditures supported by local funding. To keep down costs and increase efficiency in service
provision, districts commonly centralize staffing, purchasing of equipment and instructional
materials, facilities maintenance and operations, transportation, nutritional services, and IT
support. School administrators reported that school budgets are determined primarily by the
number of students served in each building, with some adjustments based on students’ needs
(i.e., special education, English learners, low SES). A chief concern intimated by many district
administrators was the lack of allocation of technology personnel in the state’s unit funding
system. Interviewees in 9 districts described diverse ways in which they allocate funds for
instructional technology personnel, all of which reduce funding for personnel in other areas
related to instruction or related school services. Seven districts and 10 charters indicated that
ongoing teacher shortages currently make it difficult to fully staff schools. Five districts noted
that although they often have remaining state funds in their budgets for hiring instructional
staff, they are forced to leave that money on the table because they cannot afford the local
share of those salaries.
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Citing multiple sources of funding, with various spending foci and substantial reporting
requirements, districts and charters indicated the current patchwork of state budget
expenditures dedicated to education was overly restrictive in use, unduly burdensome in
reporting, and yet still inadequate for meeting the needs of an increasingly diverse student
population. Fifteen districts and four charters described these various education funding

” «

sources as separate “buckets,” “pockets,” or “pots” of money that resided outside the current
unit system. These separate sources, including Opportunity Funding, safety and security funds,
and student mental health funds were described as sources of money necessary for effective
schooling but inflexible in the ways in which districts and schools could use them to meet the
needs of students in their communities. Moreover, districts and charters indicated that small
appropriations that are not permanent or are external to the unit system pose difficulty in long-

term planning and programmatic decision making.

Interviewees in both districts and charters described ESSER funding as critical to responding to
the effects of COVID-19 on students, teachers, and schools. Seven districts and three charters
indicated ESSER funds were used to provide instructional technology to teachers and students
during remote or hybrid learning. A similar number reported using ESSER funds to address
learning loss and the post-COVID social and emotional needs of students. Eight districts
reported using some ESSER funds to complete minor capital improvement projects such as
replacing school building HVAC systems and roofs—in many cases, these minor capital
improvement projects were critical repairs to infrastructure that districts could simply not
afford otherwise. Concerns loom about how to continue instructional services and address
deferred maintenance issues once ESSER funding ends. These themes are explored further in
this section.

Theme 1. Both district and charter leaders reported personnel and transportation as their
two largest budget expenditures of local funds.

Centralized services from the district office allow more efficient and cost-effective provision of
goods and services to individual schools. Administrators reported human resources,
transportation, nutrition, instructional technology and personnel support, and curriculum
resources and instructional specialists as the most common district-level resource allocations.
Notably, five southern districts related the difficulty of fully capitalizing on the state funds they
receive because they often cannot afford the local portion of salaries to hire personnel.

We budget at the district level for all the operation stuff. It doesn't make sense
for a principal to have to figure out how much they're going to spend on
electricity. We do that in the central office. Transportation's the same way.
— District administrator
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We leave units and positions on the table because we cannot afford the local
share. We just can't fill these positions. Would we love to have an extra counselor
or another mental health person? Yeah, but we literally cannot afford the local
share. If there's a way to figure out that it could be picked up by the state more,
I'm not asking for the world here, | don't think, but the reality is we leave units
there.

— District superintendent

Theme 2. The current system is seen as a patchwork of different appropriations that poses
barriers to long-term strategic planning and flexible use of funds. There is an urgent need for
a coherent, unified, and flexible funding system.

While recent state budget appropriations were essential in addressing emerging education-
related issues such as school safety, student mental health, and the needs of EL students and
students from low-SES backgrounds, restrictions on uses of funds and substantial reporting
requirements were cited as challenges in their use. Hiring staff using appropriations outside the
unit system was described by three administrators as problematic due to annual increases in
compensation costs. Seven district administrators explicitly indicated that the unit count
formula needed modernization to account changing needs over time. Rather than separate
sources of funding, districts administrators requested a coherent, unified system for education
funding that would maximize flexibility to best meet the needs of students in their
communities.

Opportunity funds have two different buckets with two different qualification
factors. One is for reading and mental health, and then the other one is what we
all call the flexible pot. And those—they can’t be commingled, and they have
different qualifications. The more buckets get added outside of the unit count,
the harder it gets to make everything work in terms of, like, "Okay, you’ve got to
know what all these rules are, you’ve got to have everything captured
somewhere in a system." And it just creates a lot of administrative time and
energy to keep track of it all.

— District administrator
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And that's the thing, because when you talk about flexibility, if you want to fix
this and provide flexibility, one of the answers has to be, the legislature has to
stop passing bills that set up funding sources that can only be spent on three
things. That's why we are where we are—because we've got all these little
pockets of money. Safety and security money, minor [capital], technology. There
is no flexibility on those little sources [of funding].
— District administrator

The biggest problem we have is these extra funding streams that are added on
after the fact, like the Opportunity Funding. One, they're very restrictive in
nature. Two, they do not generate ancillary positions. And three, oftentimes for
things like English language learners, low- to moderate-income students, the
value is driven simply off what'’s left of the piece of the pie in the budget. Those
students require more funding than the traditional student, and without having a
unit built in for them at a value like [special education]. We have these bolt-on
funds that were based off a pot of funding that was left when we developed a
budget, split across 19 districts and many charter schools.

— District administrator

Theme 3. When describing their ability to spend flexibly to meet the needs of students in
their district, administrators commonly cited as a shortcoming in the current unit count

system the lack of appropriation for IT personnel, whom they perceive as critical to quality
contemporary instruction.

Administrators described various ways of using budget allocations to fund IT staff positions—
including using academic excellence units and converting clerical or custodial units into IT staff

positions. Districts overwhelmingly agreed that IT staff should be included as part of the state
unit count funding formula.
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Our IT personnel are paid from our custodial units. That's taken away from the

care of our buildings in order to have IT personnel. While we need teachers and

all that, we also need units for care and maintenance of buildings, IT, security.

There are other things that go into running a school ... | think they should be

separate. The unit count, you earn so many different positions. | think that [IT
personnel] should earn their own line item ... for however many students, that we
earn so many IT personnel. And we earn so many security personnel. Just like, so
many students, we earn so many nurses. It should be the same thinking that goes

into that.
— District administrator

We have our academic excellence units ... but | think there are 20 ways we could
spend [those] units and still not meet all of our needs. | think that's what's not
understood. Most of us have given up librarians because we need to use the units
for IT, and mental health, and extra school counselors, and school psychologists,
and OT, and PT, and all of that ... not directly funded through the unit count.

— District administrator

Theme 4. Districts and charters indicated that ESSER funds were critical to responding to the
effects of COVID-19 on teaching and learning.

Districts and charters reported that they used ESSER funds primarily for the following purposes:
to purchase instructional technology (e.g., Chromebooks for students, SMART Boards for
classrooms), to mitigate learning loss and promote mental health (e.g., tutoring programs,
reading and math remediation, social-emotional programs), and to make improvements to
school buildings (e.g., replace HVAC systems and building roofs). There is substantial concern
about how districts and charters will maintain programming started with ESSER funds that
require sustained investment, and how they will address significant, ongoing deferred
maintenance issues for aging school buildings.
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ESSER funding was helpful, and we welcome always the influx of funds to be able
to utilize for services for kids and things that we've purchased. | find the ESSER
funding quite concerning... because it's not permanent and it's a large sum of
money that's going away. We have people and things in place that we'd like to
continue that we're going to have to figure out how to sustain. We're seeing
really good outcomes from things like reading tutors in our schools and after-
school programs. And these are all things that we couldn't necessarily afford on
our own before. My heart sinks when | think about 2024 and how we're going to
continue to do them after that money's gone.
— District administrator

The ESSER funding allowed us to do some HVAC projects that we weren't going to
be able to do. I've got an old school that doesn't have central air. We put in a
new boiler, and we put in air conditioning in two main areas, the cafeteria and
the auditorium. It was about $3.2 million just for one school. | never could have
done that without a referendum. That was huge for us. We're looking at another
school right now, which we're worried ... it's going to be much more than that.
We're not going to have the ESSER money to do that.

— District superintendent

How do we sustain the additional mental health counselor? How do we sustain
the additional supports for our kids that we put in place through [ESSER] once
this funding's gone? That's going to be difficult. We're going to have to make
some really difficult choices about what we give up and what we hold onto. |
don't see the mental health needs [of students] healing as quickly as physical

needs.
— District administrator

Raising Local Revenue

District administrators were clear that—with few exceptions, like leveraging a tuition tax--
going through the referendum process was the only available means to raise local revenue.
Increasing funding for day-to-day operations and raising funds for major capital improvement
projects were the two reasons that districts undertook referendums. Described as a highly
political and resource-intensive process, administrators in 12 districts described concerns about
their ability to garner enough community support to pass referendums on a regular basis. They
defined the referendum process as inordinately intensive: substantial amounts of time,
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financial resources, and human capital are used to raise public awareness and gather
momentum for voter turnout, all of which are expended in a process that is as likely to result in
failure as success. Moreover, district administrators explained that referendums that pass
provide enough local revenues to address budgeting needs for only a few years. District
administrators reported that when undertaking a referendum, they ask for what they think
they can pass with voters, not an actual or projected increase to keep pace with current
operating and building maintenance expenditures.

District administrators were divided about the impact of the property tax reassessment. Some
felt that the reassessment would be revenue neutral; others thought the reassessment would
provide an opportunity for a one-time increase of revenue amounting to 10% or less,
dependent on school board approval. Five districts indicated concerns that the property tax
reassessment would substantially hinder their ability to pass a referendum in the near term
because public perceptions of school funding are predicated on local property tax allocations.
Four districts explicitly indicated that local politics would prevent their school boards from
approving a one-time increase, causing them to fall even further behind in raising local revenue
compared to more property-wealthy districts. Charters were also divided about the impact of
the property tax reassessment on their funding. Four charters indicated that an increase in
property tax revenue would trickle down to them. Three charters implied skepticism about an
increase in revenue by stating that the reassessment would be revenue neutral.

Districts overwhelmingly agreed that the current system for capital improvement was
insufficient for balancing the costs of existing and deferred maintenance of current buildings
with the need for new building construction to accommodate growing student enroliment. Ten
district administrators felt that state funding is being preferably allocated to the construction of
new school buildings over maintaining or upgrading existing school facilities. Several districts
were frequently cited as receiving a disproportionate share of major capital improvement
funds, as the student populations in those districts are increasing more rapidly there than in
other parts of the state. For other districts, concerns about the growing costs of deferred
maintenance have led these administrators to repeatedly apply for certificates of necessity,
only to be turned down because there is not enough capital improvement funding to address
the need for new buildings while also maintaining aging buildings, some of which are nearly 100
years old. Charter schools, different in funding structure, reported either leasing existing
buildings from private institutions or financing construction of new buildings through some
combination of bonds, bank loans, grants, and private donations. These themes are described
in more detail below.
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Theme 1. District administrators overwhelmingly described the referendum process as risky
and costly—undertaking a referendum requires significant amounts of time, labor, and
money—all of which distract from the primary purpose of schools, which is to educate youth.
Seven administrators explained that passing referendums in their local communities was
particularly difficult due to local politics and community perceptions of the utility of public
schools. In particular, some districts indicated that a substantial share of voters in their
communities actively campaign against local referendums, especially retirees and/or those who
come from out of state to purchase a second home. As suggested by 10 district administrators
who participated in this study, referendum reform might involve regular increases in basic
operating and maintenance expenses provided by the state, with local referendums only
undertaken when major capital improvements are needed for school facilities.

A real limitation of the whole referendum process in Delaware is that it’s two
separate referenda, operating versus capital. Not only is it a very labor-intensive
process and a political process and all the rest of it, the added layer on top of that
is, districts have to be strategic, in that if you have an operating need, and the
state's not willing to fund capital, you have to play this game in your head. If you
go for operating ... it's hard enough to get people to come out and vote, "Yes,
raise my taxes." There's no way you're going to get them to [vote for a
referendum] 2 years in a row, because they don't necessarily understand the
difference between the two [operating versus capital]. It's not only difficult to
raise that revenue, but then it's an added difficulty, because the timelines of the
two don't line up with state revenues or state opportunities for revenue. So, we
end up putting one off to hopefully get both. And there's no guarantee, of course.
— District administrator

The ideal would be ... to have a funding mechanism where the local costs and
state costs were all covered by a general tax that the state does, and you don't
have to go to referendum for current operations. Somehow have that all funded

through the state. ... If they believe that property tax is too low, then raise that to
cover all of the costs associated with staff and running the buildings, and then
only have it where you go out for referendum for capital projects.
— District administrator
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We're one of few states that don't really provide ... the sustainable funding. As
costs continue to grow, we are then expected to go out to referendum. | think
that kind of perpetuates or promotes current resource inequities within our
system, because those districts who can, in essence, go out and get the support,
depending on their demographics and geographics, where the idea of a
referendum is somewhat routine. They're on cycles of every 2 to 3 years; their
community kind of anticipates it. Where we look at it for our district, we haven't
had an operating referendum in 10 years, going on 11 years now, and a capital
[referendum] since 2015. When you have aging facilities, infrastructure, and you
routinely are deferring maintenance, it comes at a major expense. When you're
heavily reliant on that state funding, as a result it promotes and creates
sustainability issues on the local side. It's painful.

— District administrator

We're busy year-round anyway. And then during referendum, we have to do a
whole bunch more in terms of evening meetings to determine how much we're
going to ask for, to build consensus, to build understanding and all that kind of
stuff with the community. Then going out, once we've officially decided what the
number's going to be, meeting with each PTA ... meeting with student parent
groups, meeting with people in the community, going to the senior center,
talking with them. It's expensive too, because you go to referendum, and you've
got to legally notify everybody in the community. You have to send out mailings
to them. You have to put notifications in the newspaper. It could cost you
550,000, 575,000 just to run a referendum campaign, even if you don't get the
new money to run it. You have to be careful. You almost have to say, well, if we
don't think we're going to pass, is it worth spending 575,000 to run a campaign?
— District superintendent

Theme 2. With aging school buildings and a growing student population, most districts
indicated that the capital improvement system does not reasonably meet the costs of
maintaining existing buildings while providing funds for new building construction.

District administrators perceived the construction of new school buildings to accommodate
increasing enrollments as being prioritized over maintaining existing and aging school buildings.
Six districts explicitly noted that the minor capital improvement funds they receive annually to
maintain building infrastructure are insufficient for addressing growing deferred maintenance.
Several administrators noted inefficiencies in the major capital improvement system—applying
and reapplying for certificates of necessity year after year, only to be denied; receiving some
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major capital improvement funds to address one building maintenance issue, only to tear down
the building later; and a funding structure that does not account for the age of buildings.

Several of our schools are close to 100 years old and they're still super functional.
But knowing the backlog there is in Delaware with school construction, | mean,
when we're going to need new schools ... it's a little concerning because it's
probably 10 years down the road that we'll even have a chance at getting the
financing for something that big of a project, and who knows what's going to
happen between now and then. ... We submitted [a certificate of necessity] a
little over a year ago for new roofs in the district because it exceeded what our
minor capital improvement funding on a year-to-year basis could support. |
mean, we had 54 to 55 million in roof replacements that needed to be done. And
with a 5$500,000 MCI budget, you just couldn't get to that. We couldn't replace
roofs with a $500,000 MCI budget. We requested a certificate of necessity for
roofing projects, and that was turned down just because it wasn't a high enough
priority for the Department of Education.

— District superintendent

We have 15 school buildings. And then if you add in other buildings that we
maintain, | think it's 18 total facilities. And we get about 51.5 million annually
from the state. Just a couple million, yeah. Add a couple zeros to that number.
We did a district-wide needs assessment 3 or 4 years ago now, and the 10-year

deferred maintenance number for our district alone was S600 million.
— District administrator

Theme 3. Owing to the nature of state policy, charter schools reported external fundraising
efforts to offset the gap between funding and expenditures, leaving them with a burden of
raising revenue from private sources to fund operational projects and capital improvement.
Charter school leaders cited the lack of appropriation of major capital improvement funds from
the state as a chief reason for external fundraising efforts. A combination of mortgages, bonds,
and private donations are used for acquiring or constructing charter school facilities. Nine
charter school leaders reported cooperation with other charter school leaders as a means for
maximizing fundraising efforts, and even hiring development staff to support fundraising
efforts. Without this cooperation, several charter school leaders reported that fundraising
would be too difficult and time consuming to undertake.
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We are blessed with [a] wonderful board of directors that are really good at
fundraising. Programmatically, yes, you could say we receive enough money. ...
But we're building a new 522 million expansion, and we have to fundraise
everything. ... We get SO from the state. So, | mean, the foundation that owns the
facility is actually doing all the fundraising, not the school. But no, we don't
receive enough money for the buildings.

— Charter school leader

Now we have staff here that are full-time team members that pretty much ...
development team, we pay them to do this, but sometimes it's worth it. They're
not funded positions. I'm not going to say what their salaries are, but if you look

at how much money they've raised for us, you can't argue.
— Charter school leader

When I look at us as a unit ... the charter world of 20-some schools, if there's one
[charter school] that needs to go after some local groups for funding for
something right now, then my turn will come at another time and | hope at the
same time that they will be backing off when [there are] additional things that
we need ... you do time it at the right time; it is a respectful partnership. | think
that you only ask when you need things and that you are ... | think we're
respected for that, of not being overly aggressive or pushy when we can find
other ways to do things.

— Charter school leader

We are working, or ramping up, our fundraising capabilities between the board
and the school. My role is moving more into marketing and development because
we do have a need for that. As we look for a permanent building, being able to
have those connections and ability to raise funds is crucial. The problem is
because we’re small, we're all wearing a bunch of hats. Being able to carve out
time to network and build those relationships when you're doing the day-to-day

stuff.

— Charter school leader

Relationships Between Districts and Charter Schools
District and charter school leaders were asked about the nature of the transactions occurring
between them and their perceptions of how state fiscal policies impact their respective
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finances. Charter school leaders were asked if they had service agreements with nearby
districts, how those contracts were recorded in expenditures, and whether districts were
obligated to support charter operations in any way. Charter school and district leaders were
asked to describe how state policy dictating transfer of local funding from districts to charters,
referred to as the local cost per student, impacted their respective budgets and expenditures.

Analysis of interview data indicated that, in general, charter schools do not regularly contract
services through districts and vice versa. There were a few exceptions. One district specified a
contract with charter schools to run specific bus routes. One charter school reported receiving
transportation services from a district and another reported receiving nutrition services from a
district. Additionally, two charter schools reported contracts with at least five other charter
schools for services that include operations and technology support. We found no instances
where districts provided services to charter schools or vice versa that would not be represented
in the expenditures in the fiscal data for the entity receiving the services. These contracted
services are captured in budgets and expenditures separate from local cost payments and
receipts. School leaders indicated no specific policies impacting levels of local funding provided
to charter schools except as allowed under state fiscal policy; all transfers of funds from
districts to charters are managed by the Delaware Department of Education.

Charter school leaders described numerous challenges with the policy for calculating the local
share—in particular, the fact that current policy creates financial instability from year to year.
Both district and charter school leaders discussed several ways in which current fiscal policies
create and perpetuate inequalities between charters and districts. District leaders in areas with
high charter enrollments reported that loss of enrollment to charters strained their finances.
Charter school leaders reported lack of transparency in district allocation of the local share and
large year-over-year changes in the amount of the local share allocated from sending districts.
This has resulted in animosity between some charters and districts, which ultimately impacts
the quality of services provided to students. These themes are explored further below.
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| want students in charter schools to be successful and thriving as well, because
when they don't, they come back to us, and we have to fix them. | don't think it
benefits anybody in the system for charter schools to fail or for them to be
underfunded or on tenuous financial ground. That's part of why I think the
system needs to be looked at, because there are districts where animosity is so
high between the district and the charter schools that they are making decisions
that are maybe not punitive, but [the decisions are] certainly not benefiting the
district's kids, just to spite the charter schools. That dynamic doesn't put anybody
in public education in a good light.
— District administrator

Theme 1. The local cost per pupil for charters, which is based on local spending, not revenue,
varies significantly depending on the sending district. Charter school leaders perceive
financial instability in local revenue due to this condition.

Based on district spending in the prior year, the local per-pupil costs for charter schools can
significantly vary year over year and across districts for several reasons. The policy for
calculating the local cost determines the amount of money charters schools receive from
individual districts in the current year based on district per-pupil expenditures from the prior
year and the number of students from that district enrolled in a charter school on September
30 of the current school year.> Although total student enrollment may fluctuate during the
academic year, the amount of local revenue charters receive from school districts is based on
the total number of students enrolled on September 30. Therefore, if a charter school receives
an additional 20 students from a district after September 30, they do not receive the local
funding from the sending district for those 20 students. However, the opposite is also true—if
students leave charter schools to return to district schools after September 30, charter schools
are not required to refund local dollars to the district. Both charter school and district leaders
agreed that the policy of determining enrollment for the basis of funding at a single pointin
time creates challenges for budgeting.

5 See Title 14, Chapter 5 of Delaware Code: https://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c005/.
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And it makes it very difficult, from a budgeting perspective, to then, once you've
already got the year started, because you figure the fiscal year begins in July and
so teachers are starting in August, if we're not really having all of the information
that we need until October and we're now making decisions where we are more
than a quarter a way through the year, that that can be quite a challenge. It
really can be.
— Charter school leader

If students go to charter schools, districts lose that funding. But if they return,
they don’t get that funding back. ... Charters will receive local funding for [special
education student] but if that kid returns, district doesn’t get that funding back—

even if they have the tuition tax.
— District administrator

All district and charter school leaders reported that the local cost calculations are regulated by

state policy and there are no local policies that impact funding to charter schools (or other

receiving districts). However, 14 charter school leaders described how the current policy

creates an unstable environment for charters to collect local revenue from districts and

accurately forecast their budgets.

Because district local spending varies year over year, charter school leaders reported local

funds received from sending districts were also inconsistent year over year. Eleven charter

school leaders noted that receiving payment based on spending and not revenue contributes to

instability in budgeting. Charter school leaders also reported that more affluent districts spend

more per pupil than poorer districts. Owing to the differences in spending, the local cost per

student varies by district. Even when year-over-year enrollment remains steady in their schools,

charter school leaders asserted that the composition of sending districts can shift considerably,

which in turn influences the local revenue charters receive.

The other thing is that districts all pay differently for those different units. | mean,
we can go to [a school district] and you might get 515,000 for a complex kid, but
[another school district] is going to give you $35,000 for a complex kid. Every
year we have to look at exactly what we have and figure out our budget around
the children, the various children we have in the seats.

— Charter school leader




| can make a reasonable projection, but nothing's changing on my end except for
what the districts around me spend, and that impacts my ability to plan and do
some of the future thinking around funding decisions because you're always
worried about what the districts around you are spending, which is odd. | have
nothing to do with the districts around me and my enrollment is steady, but [local
cost per student] can fluctuate because of what they spent in the previous year.
— Charter school leader

It's not like we can go to the [sending] school district and say, "We want this to
increase by X amount of dollars." We do not have that flexibility. And as | spoke
about earlier, that can change from year to year, potentially drastically. It can go
in the positive or the negative. So last year, we saw a negative decline in local
dollars. This year, we're seeing a positive increase in local dollars. And sometimes
it remains relatively flat. You just never know until you get into that year to see
how things are going to pan out, but there's no negotiation that we can do at all.
But it will fluctuate from year to year, you just don't know how the pendulum's
going to swing, honestly.

— Charter school leader

Furthermore, local spending can be influenced by the availability of state and federal dollars.
Charter school leaders gave ESSER funds as an example of this influence. One charter school
leader suggested that districts may have spent less local revenue dollars during the height of
pandemic due to the availability of ESSER funds, even though the total cost of educating
students remained the same or increased. As a result of the availability of other funds, local per
pupil expenditures can drop in sending districts, which can negatively impact the local cost
payment to their charter school.
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Really, the influx of ESSER funds exacerbated that [situation], right? | know that
on paper this expense was only, it's only for directly COVID-related expenses, but
there's an economy of scale where [districts] can get some other stuff done using

those funds, which then reduces their local spend, which reduces our revenue
next year. So, it's too many opportunities for these fluctuations. It's all beyond
our control. ... And there's not a great deal of transparency.
— Charter school leader

Theme 2. Charter school leaders perceive that state policies allow districts to exclude specific
local revenue sources and expenditures from the local cost calculation. Local revenue
generated by tuition tax for students with special needs is a contentious issue among charter
school leaders.

State fiscal policies allow districts to exclude specific local revenue sources and expenditures,
such as minor capital, debt service, tuition tax, food service, and transportation, from the local
cost calculation to charter schools. Tuition tax was a particular source of contention among
charter school leaders interviewed for this study. Because districts use tuition tax dollars for
specific purposes, such as the education of students with complex and intense disabilities
through special programs, these funds are excluded from the local cost calculation determining
how much local revenue charter schools receive. Charter school leaders indicated that tuition
tax exclusions contribute to substantial variation in local cost-per-student amounts year over
year from individual districts. Owing to district economies of scale, charter schools that serve
large proportions of students with intense and complex disabilities are especially affected by
fluctuations in local cost amounts, as they attempt to provide the same services and supports
to these students as larger districts. A few district administrators claimed that charter schools
are not bound to the same fiscal policies as districts, and as a result, charter schools can use
local cost shares in more flexible ways than districts can.

There's no guarantee [tuition tax is] going to be tied to that kid. [Charter schools]
just want the tuition tax based on that kid, whether they need it or not. Not okay.
We only use it if it's necessary. The district that generates those funds has a say
in it ... [charter schools] don't say, "No, you can't send this kid to this school based
on their IEP." | mean, of course they work with us, and we do what's best for the
kid. To me, it seems absurd that charter schools would just get money that's
generated without having to apply it to that special need for that student for a
tuition tax purpose.

— District administrator

30



There has to be more transparency in what districts are excluding. | think this is
partially a human capacity issue, because it's a lot of data. One person in our
state for charters is looking at what districts are submitting, and they just exclude
categories and there's just not oversight of what is categorized in a district.
There's no uniformity, so what happens in one district is completely different
than [what] happens in another. I'll be clear that in the charter world, it's the
same way. How we might code something might be different than the way
somebody codes something 10 miles from me.

— Charter school leader

We do get some money from districts for special education ... like if we identify a
student that has intense, complex [needs], yes, we still get some funding from
districts from that, but it’s not the whole piece. That’s the argument ... we don't
feel like we're getting enough. ... We have [special education] programming. That
needs to follow us. But tuition tax money you're diluting, as you've brought your
special ed students into your main population, you've diluted the counts, because
the dollars are being excluded from the numerator, your total spend. But the
student population is actually growing because those are still in the denominator.
It's complicated.

— Charter school leader

Theme 3. Both district and charter school leaders perceive that funding rules related to local
cost payments to charter schools create inequalities. Some charter school leaders feel that
districts are able to “game the system” in calculating local cost payments to charter schools.
District leaders perceive charter schools as having a financial advantage because they have
more leeway in how to spend funds.

In describing some of the challenges related to the current funding laws for charter schools,
charter schools and some districts mentioned multiple ways in which they felt that current
policies created or perpetuated inequalities between districts and charters. Six charter school
leaders explicitly expressed frustration about what they perceive to be a gaming of the system
by districts who allocate local funds in ways that obfuscate the actual total amount of local
revenue they collect through property taxes and other special tax collections, including tuition
tax and match tax, and then spend as part of their total budget. In essence, charter leaders
often intimated that there was not enough transparency in the use of local funds by districts,
and changes to local cost-per-student calculations year over year raised questions about how
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local spending was being documented by sending districts. On the other hand, five district
administrators described being held to funding standards or restrictions to which charter
schools were not bound, thus having less leeway in the use of local funds.

So what | understand of the differences between how districts get funded and
how charters get funded, when it comes to staff, instructional staff that you
would find in a classroom, there are no differences, except for the fact that if a
charter school has a vacant unit that they aren't filling for whatever reason, they
would get the cash value of the average salary, of that position, as part of their
funding. Districts don't have that benefit.

— District administrator

Some districts are really good at hiding, and | say that because they're trying to
maximize their local [share] ... | like to believe they're doing it for good reasons,
that they're trying [to] maximize supports for their kids, but they are very good at
moving monies around in their local funds to exclude them from being counted as
eligible to be paid to charter schools. Some districts are very equitable in how
they do it. I'm very fortunate in that the [one district], which is about 40% of my
kids, is very equitable and fair, and | don't think plays the same games as some of
the other districts. The downside is, | have about 20% of my kids come from a
district who plays significant games in their local funding, and we see dramatic
increases and decreases in their per pupil spending, which can only be explained
by shifting categories of funding.
— Charter school leader

In the end, [charter schools] are public schools. Granted, they have different
flexibility, in terms of autonomy, in terms of how they operate with the revenue
that they receive. | don't think they're bound by the same kind of budgetary
processes, in essence, that [districts] are. However you choose to look at it, if it's
good or bad, | think when you look at failing charters, most of them fail or go
under because of mismanagement around finances.

— District superintendent
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I've had, on more than one occasion, forecasted revenue based on what they
paid me last year. And then they changed their accounting and | got less.
[Districts] shouldn’t change how they code things. A new CFO can come in and
say no, we should do it this way and so forth and so on. But the downstream
effect is that charter schools are affected, and that’s happened to me at least
twice. Every business manager holds their breath just to see what they’re going
to get from the district each year. This year, most districts increased their
funding, but one or two did go down.

— Charter school leader

[Charter schools] just get local funds in a discretionary, basically operational
account that they spend to meet their needs. ... | will say that | think additional
flexibility is never a bad thing for anybody. But | think there should be equity in

terms of the flexibility across both districts and charters. With that flexibility,

maybe there needs to be additional transparency and accountability.
— District administrator

Theme 4. Charter schools’ impact on district finances varies based on the year-over-year
enrollment trends in the district.

Similar to the variation in impact of district spending on charter school budgeting, charter
schools’ impact on district finances can also vary year over year. However, the magnitude of the
impact depends more on the sending district’s financial position. Districts that are net
importers of students—those that take in more students from other districts and charter
schools than they lose—consider the impact of charter school enroliment finances to be
inconsequential. Indeed, districts experiencing increasing enrollment may even benefit from
their students enrolling in charter schools, as it reduces the total enrollment in some buildings
that would otherwise be overcrowded. On the other hand, districts that are net exporters of
students—those that lose more students to other districts and charter schools than they take
in—feel the impact more strongly. One district even indicated that charter school enroliment
has impacted their ability to go to referendum. Specifically, waning district enrollment and
high-performing charter schools within the district’s boundaries makes it difficult to convince
community members to vote for property tax increases for operational or capital expenses.
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[District leader] talked about the capacity in our buildings; as time has gone on,

we're school choicing less and less students in because we don't have the room

for them. Then that means we're sending more and more students out. There's
been a little growth in the charter schools here in Sussex County and | think a new
one's opening up next year as well. | think my numbers off the top of my head are

correct, but when | started here 3 years ago our budget for those was like
S$600,000 and last year it was $1.8 million. | think it will be higher this year, so
that’s a big chunk of the tax receipts that we get.
— District administrator

[We lost many students] here in 2015 when we weren't performing well ... and
we've been trying to pull back students over the years. But then during that time
a new charter school popped up in our area, and we were losing a lot of students
and money to that charter school. ... So what's interesting for us is that we grew

this year, | forget how many students ... but we still lost a lot to the [charter]
school. If we could keep all these students, then we'd be looking at a possible
means for a referendum, because we would be overcrowded.
— District administrator

Theme 5. Citing needs similar to those of a large school district, charter school leaders
reported the lack of funding for school support staff and administrators as a challenge.

Several charter school leaders noted the need for school support staff, such as full-time nurses,
and administrators, such as financial officers and superintendents, but noted that such
positions are not part of the funding formula for charter schools. Charter school leaders
reported that although there is flexibility in their use of funds, they are often forced to make
decisions about whether to hire additional instructional staff or fund school support positions.

All our staff is spread very thin ... we're very dedicated, and we wear a lot of hats.
Whereas in districts, we don't have someone wearing the hat of head of school
and principal. But we have tried to put as many resources into our students, such
as paraprofessionals and teachers and special education. We try to put the bulk
of our revenue into directly affecting the students, which doesn't give us the
indirect costs that we need to actually operate the school. Because even though
we're a smaller school, we still have to meet all the requirements of the big
districts, but with less people to be able to do that.

— Charter school leader
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We maximize our [grade] 4 to 12 class size of regular ed students at 27 to one, by
putting 27 students in a classroom, and I'm funded at 20 to one; it allows me to
put in additional supports, et cetera, that are needed within the state funding
system. For example ... a CFO is a not funded position. I'm funded as a secretary
because we don't get a CFO. | don't get a tech person.

— Charter school leader

Conclusion

The interviews with district and charter leaders revealed several perceived strengths and areas
for needed improvement to the current funding system. In particular, the unit system was seen
as reliable and stable, especially in the face of increasing personnel costs. Despite the reliability,
administrators noted that certain critical staff positions were not accounted for in the unit
system, leading to difficult choices with respect to trading in certain types of positions to cover
those critical staff positions.

Administrators appreciated the addition of Opportunity Funding as a mechanism to improve
equity. However, they questioned whether it was enough to meet the needs of low-income and
EL students in their schools and districts. They also felt that the state's current approach to
addressing differences in capacity to raise local revenue through equalization funding was
insufficient.

Although administrators appreciated additional funding appropriations, such as Opportunity
Funding and mental health funding, the adding of additional appropriations outside of the unit
system was seen to create issues. In particular, administrators felt these additional funding
streams diminished the transparency of the system, reduced flexibility in how funds can be
used, and created additional administrative burden. In general, administrators suggested that
the unit system itself be modernized to distribute more dollars through the unit system as
opposed to adding more side appropriations.

The difficulty of raising local revenue was a source of frustration for district administrators,
noting that the referendum process is costly, time consuming, and risky. Charter school
administrators were also frustrated with the process by which they receive local revenue,
perceiving the calculation of local cost payments from districts as not transparent and
unreliable from year to year.

Along with our analyses of equity and adequacy of Delaware’s school funding, these findings
will help guide our recommendations for how to improve Delaware’s system of school funding.
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Appendix B. Equity

Additional Exhibits

Exhibit B1. Descriptive Statistics of Cost Factors (2018 to 2022)

VELEL]S Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Student needs

Low-income % 33.5% 16.8% 2.7% 100.0%
Students with disabilities % 18.2% 6.8% 0.8% 71.9%
Students with complex disabilities % 1.4% 1.8% 0.0% 28.1%

English learners % 10.9% 11.6% 0.0% 73.9%
Programming/grade range

Vocational/technical units % 3.6% 5.3% 0.0% 22.4%

Elementary school enrollment % 44.6% 46.9% 0.0% 100.0%

Middle school enrollment % 24.1% 38.6% 0.0% 100.0%

High school enrollment % 31.3% 44.5% 0.0% 100.0%
Population per square mile of zip code 1,493 1,616 94 7,930
Population density category

<300 20.7%

300 to <800 28.9%

800 to <2,000 22.5%

2,000 to <5,000 24.7%

>=5000 3.2%

Enrollment 935 499 112 2,462
Enrollment category

<300 1.1%

300 to <450 10.3%

450 to <600 16.3%

600 to <800 20.5%

>=800 51.9%

Geographic cost (CWIFT) 0.090 0.062 0.000 0.143
Number of school-by-year observations 948

Number of unique schools 192

Note. The schools included are from the main analytic sample. This excludes schools observed in the data with
fewer than three years between FY 2015 and FY 2022 as well as early childhood schools, special schools, adult
schools, and intensive learning centers. Averages are weighted by school enrollment. The standard deviation,
minimum, and maximum are not shown for binary variables. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware
Department of Education, and U.S. Department of Education.
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Exhibit B2. Descriptive Statistics of Cost Factors (2022)

ELE]] [ Mean SD Minimum Maximum
Student needs
Low-income % 30.3% 15.3% 2.7% 82.5%
Students with disabilities % 19.7% 6.8% 1.2% 67.0%
Students with complex disabilities % 1.6% 1.9% 0.0% 25.0%
English learners % 11.7% 11.7% 0.0% 73.9%

Programming/grade range

Vocational/technical units % 3.5% 5.3% 0.0% 21.9%
Elementary school enrollment % 43.8% 46.6% 0.0% 100.0%
Middle school enrollment % 24.2% 38.6% 0.0% 100.0%
High school enrollment % 32.0% 44.7% 0.0% 100.0%
Population per square mile of zip code 1,466 1,612 94 7,930

Population density category

<300 22.2%

300 to <800 27.9%

800 to <2,000 23.0%

2,000 to <5,000 23.83%

>=5,000 3.2%
Enrollment 949 532 112 2,462

Enrollment category

<300 1.5%

300 to <450 11.1%

450 to <600 15.7%

600 to <800 21.4%

>=800 50.3%
Geographic cost (CWIFT) 0.089 0.062 0.000 0.143
Number of schools 196

Note. The schools included are from the FY 2022 sample. This excludes early childhood schools, special schools,
adult schools, and intensive learning centers. Averages are weighted by school enrollment. The standard deviation,
minimum, and maximum are not shown for binary variables. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware
Department of Education, and U.S. Department of Education.
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Exhibit B3. Relationship Between Current Spending Per Student and Low-Income Enroliment
Percentage Aggregated to the District (2022)

Current Spending per Pupil ($)
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Note. N=19 districts. This analysis does not include charter schools. The gray lines show enroliment weighted

statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The average
current spending per pupil in FY 2022 was $17,419 from all sources, and $15,565 from state and local sources. The
average low-income enrollment percentage was 31%. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is
represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of Education.
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Exhibit B4. Local Spending per Pupil and District Property Wealth per Pupil (2022)
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. The gray lines show enrollment-
weighted statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The
average full valuation per enrolled student was $1,155,606. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is
represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of Education.
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Exhibit B5. State Spending per Pupil and District Property Wealth per Pupil (2022)
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. The gray lines show enrollment-
weighted statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The
average full valuation per enrolled student was $1,155,606. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is
represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of Education.
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Exhibit B6. State and Local Spending per Pupil and District Property Wealth per Pupil (2022)

State and Local Spending per Student
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. The gray lines show enrollment-

weighted statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The

average full valuation per enrolled student was $1,155,606. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is

represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of Education.
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Exhibit B7. Local Spending Per Pupil and Current Expenditure Property Tax Rates (2022)

Local Spending per Student

10,000 +
r= 0.66
8,000 + Christina
@ Brandywine
Red CI
Cape Henlopen e ay
Colonial
6,000 o
Indian River
4,000 @ Appoquinimink
8 RaFIdaE Belapital,
@ Caesar Rodhey
2,000 © LaureDelmar @ Milford
0 -
T T T T
0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50

Current Expenditure Tax Rate

® New Castle County © Kent County © Sussex County

Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. The gray lines show enrollment-

weighted statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The

average current expenditure tax rate was $0.29 per thousand dollars of full valuation. The enrollment-weighted

correlation coefficient is represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware

Department of Education.

42



Exhibit B8. State Spending Per Pupil and Current Expenditure Property Tax Rates (2022)
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. The gray lines show enrollment-

weighted statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The

average current expenditure tax rate was $0.29 per thousand dollars of full valuation. The enrollment-weighted

correlation coefficient is represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware

Department of Education.
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Exhibit B9. State and Local Spending Per Pupil and Current Expenditure Property Tax Rates
(2022)
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. The gray lines show enrollment-
weighted statewide averages of both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The
average current expenditure tax rate was $0.29 per thousand dollars of full valuation. The enrollment-weighted
correlation coefficient is represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware
Department of Education.
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Exhibit B10. Spending Per Pupil and Combined Property Tax Rates (2022)
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. Combined property tax rates
include the current expense tax, tuition tax, match tax, and include tax rates for the New Castle County Tax District
for Brandywine, Christina, Colonial, and Red Clay. The gray lines show enrollment-weighted statewide averages of
both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The enrollment-weighted correlation
coefficient is represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of
Education.
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Exhibit B11. Combined Property Tax Rates and District Property Wealth (2022)
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Note. N=16 districts. This analysis does not include vocational/technical districts. Combined property tax rates
include the current expense tax, tuition tax, match tax, and include tax rates for the New Castle County Tax District
for Brandywine, Christina, Colonial, and Red Clay. The gray lines show enrollment-weighted statewide averages of
both variables. The dark green diagonal line represents the line of best fit. The enrollment-weighted correlation
coefficient is represented by r. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of
Education.
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Exhibit B12. Characteristics of Districts (2022)

District

Caesar Rodney
Capital

Lake Forest
Milford
Smyrna
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Christina
Colonial

Red Clay

Cape Henlopen
Delmar

Indian River
Laurel

Seaford

Woodbridge

Kent County

Kent County

Kent County

Kent County

Kent County

New Castle County
New Castle County
New Castle County
New Castle County
New Castle County
Sussex County
Sussex County
Sussex County
Sussex County
Sussex County

Sussex County

Enrollment

8598
6910
3708
4618
6294
12957
10939
14628
10138
17035
6367
1494
11017
2793
3532
2634

Low

Income
Percentage

28.4%
47.6%
36.9%
36.3%
23.3%
12.4%
29.1%
39.8%
37.4%
30.2%
22.0%
14.7%
26.3%
42.9%
44.3%
37.6%

Students

With

Disabilities

Percentage

21.7%
26.4%
23.3%
20.7%
20.7%
20.2%
22.3%
27.8%
25.0%
21.8%
23.5%
10.0%
19.1%
21.7%
20.8%
21.3%

English
Learner
Percentage

5.1%
8.7%
3.2%
20.8%
3.1%
4.1%
6.0%
15.1%
13.7%
15.8%
9.0%
4.6%
25.5%
17.9%
23.6%
17.8%

Outcome
Factor
NYelo] (]

0.24
-0.73
0.17
-0.22
0.18
0.39
0.08
-0.47
-0.90
-0.03
1.09
0.04
0.41
-0.93
-0.52
-0.67

State and

Local

Spending

Per
Student

$12,701
$14,349
$13,816
$12,096
$13,680
$14,081
$17,204
$18,736
$16,710
$16,896
$15,312
$10,224
$14,395
$11,563
$14,010
$14,281

Full
Valuation
Per
Enrolled
Student

$557,879
$896,203
$758,382
$778,879
$653,820
$728,141
$1,144,201
$1,296,833
$1,038,948
$1,126,978
$3,130,317
$523,433
$2,159,670
$609,271
$731,640
$738,896

Current
Expenditure
Tax Rate

0.194
0.253
0.187
0.247
0.259
0.365
0.376
0.481
0.327
0.309
0.129
0.150
0.178
0.126
0.233
0.188

Note. Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal and the Delaware Department of Education.

47



Appendix C. Student Outcomes and Student Needs

Additional Exhibits

Exhibit C1. Relationship Between Student Outcomes and Census Child Poverty Rates in Mid-

Atlantic States Using National Data (2019)

Xapu| 8WOoINQO

-1.5

Census Child Poverty Rate

-Atlantic Districts

O Other Mid

@ Delaware Districts

Note. Data from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics and the Stanford

Education Data Archive.
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Exhibit C2. Relationship Between Student Outcomes and Students With Disabilities

Enrollment Percentages

Outcome Factor Score
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Note. The gray lines show enroliment-weighted statewide averages of both variables. The percentage of students

with disabilities in 2022 was 20%. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is represented by r. Data from

the Delaware Open Data Portal.
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Exhibit C3. Relationship Between Student Outcomes and Students With Disabilities
Percentages in Mid-Atlantic States Using National Data (2019)
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Note. Data from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics and the Stanford
Education Data Archive.
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Exhibit C4. Relationship Between Student Outcomes and English Learner Enroliment

Percentages

Outcome Factor Score

.
349®
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Note. The gray lines show enrollment-weighted statewide averages of both variables. The English learner

enrollment percentage in FY 2022 was 12%. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is represented by r.

Data from the Delaware Open Data Portal.
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Exhibit C5. Relationship Between Student Outcomes and English Learner Percentages in Mid-
Atlantic States Using National Data (2019)

Outcome Index
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Note. Data from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics and the Stanford

Education Data Archive.
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Appendix D. Comparing Spending in District and
Charter Schools

Additional Exhibits
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Exhibit D1. Regression Results Describing the Relationships Between Student Outcomes and
School and Student Characteristics for District Schools

Low-income proportion -3.867°"
Students with disabilities proportion -3.593™
Students with complex disabilities proportion 0.669
English learner proportion 0.029
Vocational/technical units proportion 2.459™
Middle school enrollment proportion -0.260°
High school enrollment proportion -0.845™

Population density

300 to <800 0.155
800 to <2,000 0.102
2,000 to <5,000 0.210
>=5,000 -0.213
Enrollment
<300 0.029
300 to <450 0.126
450 to <600 0.042
600 to <800 -0.084
Geographic cost (CWIFT) -3.485™"
Constant 2.296™"
Number of school-by-year observations 1,333
Number of unique schools 169
R? 0.707

Exhibit Reads. An increase in the low-income student proportion from 0 to 1 (from no low-income students to
100% low-income students) is associated with -3.9 standard deviations lower outcomes, on average, holding all
other cost factors in the model constant. This coefficient is statistically significant (p < .001).

Note. Standard errors were clustered by school. Models include data for all years between school years 2015 and
2022. Models also control for year using year indicator variables. The constant term represents per-pupil spending
in 2022 with all other coefficients set to zero. Regression models are weighted by enrollment. The reference
population density category is schools in zip codes with less than 300 people per square mile. The reference
enrollment category is schools with more than 800 students. Grade level proportion coefficients are interpreted
relative to enrollment in elementary grades. Data come from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware
Department of Education, and U.S. Department of Education.

*p < 0.05. **p <0.01. ***p < 0.001.

54



Exhibit D2. Regression Results Describing the Relationships Between Spending and School

and Student Characteristics for District Schools

VELELIE A. Total Spending B. State and Local
(2018-2022) Spending (2018-2022)
Low-income proportion 1.105 0.982
Students with disabilities proportion 1.904™" 2.020""
Students with complex disabilities proportion 4,583 3.950™
English learner proportion 1.086 1.070
Vocational/technical units proportion 5.410""" 6.008"""
Middle school enrollment proportion 0.974 0.976
High school enrollment proportion 0.973 0.972
Population density
300 to <800 0.989 0.994
800 to <2,000 1.075 1.079"
2,000 to <5,000 1.128™ 1.128"™
>=5,000 1.152" 1.153
Enrollment
<300 1.316™ 1.303"
300 to <450 1.194™ 1.181™
450 to <600 1.103™ 1.105™
600 to <800 1.031 1.033
Geographic cost (CWIFT) 2.132" 2.402""
Constant 11,476.3" 10,384.6™"
Number of school-by-year observations 836 836
Number of unique schools 169 169

Exhibit Reads. An increase in the low-income student proportion from 0 to 1 (from no low-income students to
100% low-income students) is associated with 10.5% more spending per student, on average, holding all other cost
factors in the model constant (although this coefficient is not statistically significant).

Note. Coefficients shown are exponentiated coefficients from a Poisson regression. Standard errors were clustered
by school. Models include data for all years between school years 2018 and 2022. Models also control for year
using year indicator variables. The constant term represents per-pupil spending in 2022 with all other coefficients
set to zero. Regression models are weighted by enrollment. The reference population density category is schools in
zip codes with less than 300 people per square mile. The reference enrollment category is schools with more than
800 students. Grade level proportion coefficients are interpreted relative to enrollment in elementary grades. Data
come from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware Department of Education, and U.S. Department of
Education. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
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Exhibit D3. Regression Results Describing the Charter School Characteristics Associated With
the Difference Between As-if-District Predicted and Actual Spending

VELE]] [ Coefficient Standard Error
Low-income proportion 990.2 695.1
Students with disabilities proportion -7,646.5" 2,596.0
Students with complex disabilities proportion -9,234.4 7,431.9
English learner proportion -3,410.7" 1,050.4
Vocational/technical units proportion 34,112.0"" 6,381.4
Middle school enroliment proportion -966.0 947.4
High school enrollment proportion -355.7 437.6

Population density

Population density 300 to <800 573.6 535.7
Population density 800 to <2,000 1,156.8" 489.4
Population density 2,000 to <5,000 1,467.4" 639.7
Population density >=5,000 2,636.4" 570.1
Enrollment -1.176™ 0.289
Geographic cost (CWIFT) -2,146.4 3,620.7
Constant 2,156.9" 621.9
N 112
R? 0.642

Exhibit Reads. An increase in the low-income student proportion from 0 to 1 (from no low-income students to
100% low-income students) is associated with a $990 larger difference between as-if-district spending and actual
spending, on average, holding all other cost factors in the model constant (although the coefficient is not
statistically significant).

Note. Standard errors were clustered by school. Models include data for all years between school years 2018 and
2022. Models also control for year using year indicator variables. The constant term represents per-pupil spending
in 2022 with all other coefficients set to zero. Regression models are weighted by enrollment. The reference
population density category is schools in zip codes with less than 300 people per square mile. The reference
enrollment category is schools with more than 800 students. Grade level proportion coefficients are interpreted
relative to enrollment in elementary grades. Data come from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware
Department of Education, and U.S. Department of Education.

*p < 0.05. **p <0.01. ***p < 0.001.
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Appendix E. Education Cost Model

Technical Details

Issues in Cost Modeling

The goal of education cost modeling, whether for evaluating equal educational opportunities or
producing adequacy cost estimates, is to empirically establish reasonable guideposts for
developing more rational school finance systems. Historically, funding levels for state school
finance systems have been determined more by political will and economic capacity than by
empirical measures of the true cost of producing educational outcomes. In this limited
approach, the budget constraint—or total available revenue—and total student enrollment
have been the key determinants of the foundation level or basic allotment. To some degree,
this will always be true. State and local governments will always have some limit on the amount
of revenues they can collect and distribute for public schools. Producing reasonable estimates
of the cost of desired outcomes may increase the appetite for additional taxes or the
redistribution of revenue by revealing the misalignment between costs and actual spending
levels.

Reasonable estimates of cost may assist legislators in setting spending levels consistent with
outcome demands and outcome goals that are attainable at desired spending levels. These
estimates also may assist courts in determining whether current funding levels and
distributions (or the minimum educational achievement goals, for that matter) are
unreasonable, insufficient, or otherwise substantially misaligned with constitutional or other
legal requirements.

Estimating Cost Models
In recent peer-reviewed literature, the dominant modeling approach includes that:
e the dependent measure is a measure of current operating expenditures per pupil,

e student outcome measures are treated as endogenous and are instrumented using
measures of competitive context within which local public school districts operate, and

e attempts are made to control for inefficiencies in spending by including measures of
variations in fiscal capacity and local public monitoring.

This approach is largely the product of years of peer reviews of the cost function estimation
published by Duncombe, Yinger, and colleagues (see Duncombe 2002; Duncombe, Lukemeyer
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& Yinger, 2003; Duncombe & Yinger 1999, 2004, 2011). ® Here, we provide the rationale for this
approach.

Exhibit C1 provides an overview of these three items. Our goal is to elicit from district spending
data the cost of achieving specific outcome levels. We created a model that predicts spending
levels from educational outcomes and other factors, rather than predicting outcomes from
spending levels. As such, we take statistical steps to correct for the fact that spending is
influenced by outcomes and simultaneously that outcomes are affected by spending: the
circular/feedback loop relationship in the figure. More spending can lead to better student
outcomes because increased funding can be used to reduce class sizes, recruit better qualified
personnel, provide support services, and so on.

6 The dominant modeling approach in recent peer-reviewed literature is one in which: (a) the dependent measure is a measure
of current operating expenditures per pupil; (b) the potential simultaneous determination of the dependent spending measure
and the assumed independent measure of student outcomes (i.e., endogeneity) requires a statistical approach called an
instrumental variables technique, where the exogenous portion of the student outcomes variable is isolated using measures of
the competitive context within which local public school districts operate; and (c) attempts are made to control for
inefficiencies in the spending measure (spending that does not affect the outcomes included in the model) by including
measures of variations in fiscal capacity and local monitoring of public spending. This approach is largely the product of years of
peer-reviewed cost function estimation by William Duncombe, John Yinger, and colleagues of the Maxwell School at Syracuse
University (Duncombe, 2002; Duncombe et al., 2003; Duncombe & Yinger, 2004, 2011).
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Exhibit E1. Education Cost Model Components

Structural and
Geographic
Constraints

Resource

Student Needs .
Prices

Measured Student

S di
pending Outcomes

Inefficiency

Efficiency
Controls

Note. Student needs usually include measures of economic disadvantage, students who are ELs, and students with
disabilities. Resource prices refer to the exogenously determined geographic variation in the price of resources
(e.g., teacher salaries). Structural and geographic constraints often include the size of districts or schools (i.e.,
economies of scale) and population density (e.g., to measure rurality). Efficiency controls often include measures
of fiscal capacity, degree of competition (e.g., from neighboring districts), and public monitoring of public
spending.

However, higher outcomes in a community may drive increased spending; for example,
homeowners want the schools in their district to be perceived as high performing, thus keeping
their property values relatively high. In this case, there is no clear causal direction because the
two factors affect each other simultaneously. The relevant statistical approach to isolate the
effect of outcomes on spending—which is distinct from the effect of spending on outcomes—is
to use a two-stage model, in which we use exogenous (i.e., outside the loop) measures of each
district’s competitive context to correct for endogeneity (i.e., inside the loop feedback) in the
outcome measure.

In general, the main (second stage) equation of the education cost function is one in which a
measure of current operating expenditures is expressed as a function of the outcomes achieved
at those expenditure levels, the students served by districts or schools, a measure of variation
in competitive wages (Input Prices) for teachers, structural characteristics of the district or
schools such as grade ranges served, the size of the district or schools (perhaps coupled with
other location factors such as population density or remoteness), and any factors that might
produce inefficiencies in the spending measure. The equation may be expressed as follows:
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Spending;; = f(Outcomes;; + Students;; + Input Prices;; + Structure;; + Scale;
+ Inef ficiency;;)

where Spending is a measure of current per-pupil operating expenses; Outcomes are the
outcome measure(s) of interest, with the asterisk denoting that outcomes are endogenous;
Students is a matrix of student need and demographic characteristics; Input Prices is a measure
of geographic variation in the prices of key inputs to schooling such as teacher wages; Structure
is a matrix of district structural characteristics such as grade ranges served; Scale is a measure
of economies of scale usually expressed in terms of student enrollments, and in some cases also
population density; Inefficiency is a matrix of variables intended to account for differences in
spending across districts that are unrelated to the measured outcomes (described below); and,
the subscripts i and j denote the district or school and the year, respectively.’

Relative Efficiency

Another issue is that not all district spending may be efficient, meaning that not all spending
directly contributes to the measured outcomes included in the model. In any given district or
school, only some portion of current spending contributes directly to the measured student
outcomes used in the model, given the students served and the structure, size, and location of
the district. The objective of the cost function is to identify the levels of spending associated
with achieving specific outcome levels under different circumstances and across varied student
populations, holding factors associated with inefficiency constant.

In the modeling approach used here, we include measures that the research literature
identifies as predictors of differences in district spending that are not directly associated with
outcomes (i.e., inefficiencies). These include measures influencing local public monitoring of
public expenditures, such as share of spending from state sources and a measure of the age of
the population. In addition, we included a charter school indicator variable as a measure of
efficiency. It is important to understand that, in statistical terms, correcting for inefficiency in a
cost model is an omitted variables bias problem. That is, we want to identify factors that
explain differences in spending that are neither associated with legitimate cost differences nor
with differences in outcomes, such that we can set those factors to a constant level when

7 We prefer to use a relatively simple cost model that is easy to interpret and is easily translatable to policy. Additional
quadratic (squared) terms or other interactions were explored to check for nonlinear relationships or whether certain
relationships varied in conjunction with the level of another cost factor. For example, we examined whether there were
differences in cost associated with concentration of low-income students, whether special education costs differed by school
low-income rates, or whether special education costs were higher in smaller schools. In most cases, the squared terms and
interactions were statistically insignificant (this was the case for low-income proportion squared, the interaction between
students with disabilities proportion and school size, and the interaction between students with disabilities and low-income
proportions). The only squared term we tested that proved significant was a squared term for English learner proportion, which
suggested that the cost of serving additional ELs is higher at low levels of ELs than at high levels of ELs. However, we felt the
increased precision in costs associated with including such an interaction was not worth the additional complexity.
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projecting cost estimates. In the case of spending from state sources and median age of the
population, we set these variables to average. In the case of the charter school indicator, we set
this to zero such that all cost predications are at the level of district schools.

However, there will always likely remain some variation in spending in relation to outcomes
that are either random, such as an unexplained variation in either the spending or outcome
measures, or nonrandom but not captured by the measures available that were included in the
model.

Predictable Component

The predictable share of inefficiency is that share of variation in spending that can be at least
partially explained by our indirect predictors of inefficiency. Using our Delaware-specific cost
model, we can test the influence of the efficiency measures on predicted per-pupil costs. The
efficiency measures include a measure of the share of districtwide spending from state sources,
a measure of the age of the population within the zip code where a school is located, and an
indicator for whether a school is a charter school.

If we generate spending predictions by allowing these factors to vary, as they presently do
across schools, the predictions produced would include differences in efficiency that are a
predictable function of these factors (i.e., projecting spending by including rather than
equalizing inefficiency). We can compare those spending predictions to spending predictions
generated if we constrain all districts to assume a constant level of efficiency characteristics
(i.e., if we expect districts to produce common outcomes at the same levels of efficiency).

Exhibit C2 compares projections holding efficiency measures constant versus projections
allowing efficiency measures to vary. The figure shows that controlling for efficiency does little
to change the relationships between predicted spending and the percentages of students from
low-income families or who have disabilities. If anything, districts with larger shares of students
from low-income families and students with disabilities tend to be slightly less efficient in their
production of outcomes, at least given the outcomes under consideration. This means that
their estimated spending levels are lower when holding efficiency predictors at constant values
than when spending efficiency varies.

We urge caution in use of the term inefficiency, which has a quite narrow definition in the
context of cost-function analysis. It refers to expenditures that do not translate directly to
differences in the measured outcomes included the model. Our use of inefficiency in this
narrow sense does not necessarily imply “wasteful spending.” Schools exhibiting less efficiency
from a statistical perspective may be using resources in important and valuable ways that do
not contribute to the outcomes observed in our analysis. For example, competitive athletics
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programs or music and arts programs may be valuable to the school and community but do not
necessarily have great influence on the outcomes we observe.

Exhibit E2. Predicted Costs Per Pupil Comparing Predications That Hold Efficiency Variables
Constant or Allow Them to Vary (2022)
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Note. Lines represent best fit lines. Constant efficiency estimates fix efficiency variables at the average. Varying
efficiency estimates allow efficiency to vary across districts at their observed levels for efficiency variables.
Calculations based on data from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware Department of Education, and U.S.
Department of Education.

Error Component

Exhibit C3, also included in the main body of the report as the 2022 panel of Exhibit 21, shows
the relationship between spending gaps—relative to the cost, at average predictable efficiency
of producing average outcomes—compared with existing outcome gaps. A clear pattern exists
in that schools with large spending gaps have larger outcome gaps, and schools that spend
more than needed to achieve average outcomes tend to achieve above-average outcomes.
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Exhibit E3. Outcome Gaps Versus Funding Gaps (2022)

3

1 1 1 1 1 1
-15,000 -10,000 -5,000 0 5,000 10,000 15,000

Note. The gray lines show statewide averages of both variables. The enrollment-weighted correlation coefficient is
represented by r. Calculations based on data from the Delaware Open Data Portal, Delaware Department of
Education, and U.S. Department of Education.

That said, the pattern does not follow a perfect diagonal line intersecting at zero on both the x
and y axes, nor do all of the plotted districts lie in the lower-left and upper-right quadrants.
Rather, there are also districts in the upper-left and lower-right quadrants, and there is
variation across districts in all quadrants. This means that even at the same estimated spending
gap (i.e., more or less spending than predicted adequate cost), there are differences in the
distance between districts’ actual outcomes and the outcome target.

This variation can encompass several factors and should not be overinterpreted. Here, we
describe three of the most likely factors that may influence these estimates: remaining omitted
variables bias, measurement error in inputs or outcomes, and real differences in inefficiency.

e Remaining Omitted Variables Bias. First and foremost, cases in which districts have lower
spending than needed to achieve average outcomes but higher-than-average outcomes (see
upper-left quadrant), or vice versa, might be a result of unobserved important differences in
costs, such as variables that are unmeasured or not included in the model. These could be
either in terms of student characteristics or other exogenous environmental factors that we
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do not observe. Our models are relatively simple and clearly do not capture everything that
might affect cost differences across schools. It would be implausible to determine the
perfect, complete model for all schools and districts. Nonetheless, the models seem to do a
reasonable job at predicting cost variation in relation to outcomes and thus they offer an
advancement for guiding the distribution of state dollars.

e Measurement Error in Inputs or Outcomes (systematic or random). Outcome measures
aggregated at school or district levels, like with state assessment scores, contain
measurement errors. That is, our models may not capture random variation. There also may
be differences in the measurement of relevant expenditures across schools and districts
either because of reporting irregularities or different relationships between district and
school organizational structures and the provision of services to students. For example, in
constructing school-level estimates of spending, some portion of spending represents
districtwide or central office services and functions. A choice must be made in how to
allocate those central dollars to schools so that all dollars are represented in the data.
However, the actual use of those resources across schools may not precisely reflect how
they were assigned to schools within the data.

¢ Real Differences in Inefficiency. It is reasonable that any two schools or districts serving
otherwise similar student populations and facing similar external cost pressures might
achieve different outcomes even while spending the same amount of money. The same
amount spent while achieving more on the measured outcomes would indicate greater
efficiency in producing those measured outcomes. Ideally, we would have complete models
with sufficiently accurate and precise measures of inputs and outcomes to isolate these real
differences in inefficiency. But as mentioned earlier, we must be careful to understand what
we mean by differences in efficiency. Some schools or districts may spend more to achieve
the same measured outcomes because they are spending on other things valued by their
communities or constituents. These expenditures may not translate directly to shifts in
reading and mathematics scores or attendance and graduation rates and thus would be
“inefficient” per the model specifications herein.

Although there may be legitimate differences in the relative efficiency of schools or districts, we
suspect that some of the variations seen in these scatterplots (e.g., districts in the upper-left
and lower-right quadrants) is attributable to the first two issues noted here: omitted variables
bias and measurement error. Indeed, these models are imperfect and incomplete, but they can
still provide reasonable broad policy guidance regarding the relative adequacy of school
spending toward achieving common outcomes.
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Limitation of the Cost Model Estimates

There is a limitation of the cost model estimates. Specifically, they provide guidance regarding
the general levels of funding increases that would be required to produce measured outcomes
at a certain level, assuming districts can absorb the additional resources without efficiency loss;
that is, assuming that efficiency of outcome production remains constant. This is not always the
case: districts may use additional revenues for all types of programs or services. This additional
spending may be inefficient only in the sense that it does not contribute to improving the
educational outcomes we measure. That is not to say this spending does not help districts
achieve other goals important to the community or society in general. For example, spending
on sports programs may be desirable but does not necessarily increase statewide accountability
test scores. Cost models, therefore, are limited by the outcome measures employed within
them.

Despite this limitation, cost model estimates, as well as the recommendations of professionals
and expert panels, can still provide useful, meaningful information to guide the formulation of
more rational, equitable, and adequate state school finance systems.

More Detail and Consideration

Here we provide a reporting of technical details from our models and some insights on the
decision process involved in selecting a final model. Cost model estimation, including model
selection for policy guidance, is a lengthy iterative process that involves balancing technical and
statistical concerns with practical concerns regarding usefulness for guiding policy. It is rare to
find an ideal cost model that both yields perfect statistical diagnostic features and reasonable
findings and projections to guide policy. This is partly why we use both regional- and state-
specific models: (a) to better understand the patterns of variation in needs and costs across
districts and schools, (b) as possible measures for evaluating costs across districts and schools,
and (c) as potential measures to translate cost models into actionable policy.

Steps in Identifying a Model

e |dentify a model in which the main regression model describing spending yields estimated
coefficients on the major cost factors that are both in the expected direction and of
reasonable magnitude.

e |dentify a model wherein the collection of instruments selected are sufficiently valid; that is
it can predict a significant share of variation in the potentially endogenous outcome
measure as indicated by Partial F > 10. As the same time, the model does not overidentify;
that is, it does not belong in the main equation describing spending as indicated by Hansen J
(p>0.10).
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e Identify a model wherein some additional variation in spending is captured by one or more
measures related to fiscal capacity, local public monitoring, and/or competition density;
that is, it includes indirect inefficiency controls.

Instruments and Efficiency Controls

To identify those factors that are exogenous—outside the control of the observed district or
school—and can statistically influence outcomes of the observed district (i.e., are “valid”) but,
at the same time, are measures that should be excluded from the main cost model (e.g., second
stage regression) involves both conceptual and statistical considerations. Conceptually, a long
line of similar studies by Duncombe and Yinger (2004, 2011) and Baker (2011) have used
measures of the characteristics of surrounding districts, including demographic, economic, and
even outcome characteristics of those districts. The idea is that the outcomes of neighboring
districts may place competitive pressure on the observed district. These “over the fence”
comparisons may influence outcomes beyond other discrete measures of the district itself that
are included in the main model. Our regional model uses the median housing unit values (i.e.,
natural log) and the proportion of students who are Hispanic for all other districts in the same
regional labor market; this is a geographic delineation from the extended National Center for
Education Statistics Comparable Wage Index produced by Dr. Lori Taylor.2 Our Delaware-
specific model replaces the racial demographic measure with a measure of the share of a
school’s enrollment that is female (i.e., rescaled to logit scale) and the share of the population
that is O to 4 years old within the same zip code of the school.

Below are the second stage—main—model results for our Delaware-specific model and
regional model. Per our earlier discussion, the vast majority of coefficients across the models
are statistically significant and in the expected direction, though there are a handful of results
that differ between the two models. Both models find each student-need factor to be a
significant driver of higher costs to achieve common outcome goals. Both models find that
higher outcome goals cost more than lower ones. And both models find that smaller school
districts or schools face higher per-pupil costs. The models differ somewhat in their findings
regarding costs by grade-range distribution, and the state model includes a measure of
vocational enrollment share that is positive and significant.

Importantly, though not vitally, both models perform well on traditional statistical tests,
including selection of instruments. Instruments in each case explain significant variance in the
endogenous outcome measure (i.e., as indicated by Partial F statistics > 10), and neither model
suffers from overidentification (i.e., Hansen J p-values >.05). Efficiency factors in the regional
model do not seem to predict much variation in spending that is unassociated with outcomes,

8 See Extending the NCES CWI, https://bush.tamu.edu/research/taylor-cwi/.
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although this version of the regional model also includes a state fixed effect. That is, we
subtract out differences in state averages in the input and outcome variables, which for the
most part serves to remove some measurement differences in spending and outcomes that
exist between states that are not fully corrected in the data. As a result, the regional model
primarily picks up cost differences associated with each cost factor, across districts within states
and around their own state averages. The state fixed effects indicate that, on average, for
equivalent outcomes, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia spend more than Delaware;
Virginia spends less than Delaware; and Maryland spends approximately the same amount as
Delaware. This translates that either (1) per-pupil costs of common outcome goals are lower, or
(2) Delaware and Maryland are more efficient in their production of outcomes, or (3) there are
simply measurement differences in the spending and outcome data that yield these patterns.
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Additional Exhibits

Cost Models
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Exhibit E4. Delaware School-Level Education Cost Model Estimates (2018 to 2022)

Predictor Variable Regression Coefficient Standard Error

Outcome Factor Score 0.143™ 0.0406
Student Needs

% Low income 0.518"™" 0.129

% Students with disabilities 1.156™" 0.150

% Complex special education 1.399™ 0.314

% Black 0.149 0.0804

% English learners 0.258" 0.0993

Program Distribution

kK

Vocational/technical share 1.534 0.114
Middle grades share -0.0114 0.0185
High school share 0.0380 0.0351
Geographic Location / Scale
Population per Sq Mile (In) 0.0222"™" 0.00646
Enrollment <300 0.269™" 0.0396
Enrollment 300 to <450 0.136™" 0.0162
Enrollment 450 to <600 0.0862""" 0.0151
Enrollment 600 to <800 0.0493" 0.0158
Efficiency Factors
Median age by 2027 by zip code -0.00334™ 0.000824
District % revenue from state -1.047°" 0.0960
Charter school -0.0859""" 0.0139
Geographic cost (CWIFT) 0.0987 0.150
Year
2019 0.0359" 0.0115
2020 0.0606""" 0.0117
2021 0.101™ 0.0127
2022 0.135™ 0.0149
Constant 9.535™" 0.284
N 948
R? 0.714

sk

Note: " p <0.05, " p<0.01,
student percentage (logit), percentage of population between 0 and 4 years old. Hansen J p-value = 0.84.

p < 0.001. Partial F of excluded instruments = 13.60. Excluded instruments: Female
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Exhibit E5. Regional District-Level Education Cost Model Estimates (FY 2009 to FY 2019)

ok

Outcome Index 0.622 (0.0996)
Student Needs
Census poverty share (adj.) 0.860™" (0.172)
Students with disabilities (state centered) 1.377°" (0.154)
% English learner 0.928"™" (0.158)
% Black 0.595™" (0.0678)
Program Distribution
% Prekindergarten 1.093™" (0.215)
Middle grades share 0.139 (0.114)
High school share 0.291™" (0.0575)
Geographic Location / Scale
Population per sq mile (In) -0.0300"" (0.00646)
Enrollment <=100 0.862"™" (0.207)
Enroliment 101 to 300 0.290™" (0.0273)
Enrollment 301 to 600 0.141™ (0.0188)
Enroliment 601 to 1,200 0.0779""" (0.0117)
Enrollment 1,201 to 1,500 0.0293" (0.0135)
Enrollment 1,501 to 2,000 0.0305° (0.0132)
Efficiency Factors
% Population 5 to 17 years old 0.180" (0.0848)
Housing value ratio to labor market mean -0.0693" (0.0270)
Herfindahl Index 0.488 (0.444)
State Fixed Effects
Maryland -0.0132 (0.0412)
New Jersey 0.242""" (0.0364)
Pennsylvania 0.111% (0.0343)
Virginia -0.202° (0.0377)
West Virginia 0.135™ (0.0434)
NCES CWI 0.332" (0.0801)
Year (centered) 0.0237*" (0.00115)
Constant 8.965"" (0.0960)
N 13254
R? 0.557

Hok ok

Note: * p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™™ p <0.001. Partial F of excluded instruments = 46.31. Excluded instruments: median

housing value in neighboring districts (In), Hispanic student percentage in neighboring districts. Hansen J p-value =
0.053.
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Weights Models

Exhibit E6. Weights Estimation Model Based on the Regional District-Level Education Cost Model

Cost Factor Weight

Student Needs

Census poverty share (adj.) 1.886
Students with disabilities (state centered) 4.058
% English learners 2.593
% Black 1.834
Percentage in Grades 9 to 12 1.258

District Enrollment

Enroliment <=100 2.297
Enroliment 101 to 300 1.375
Enroliment 301 to 600 1.163
Enrollment 601 to 1,200 1.087
Enrollment 1,201 to 1,500 1.032
NCES CWI 1.339
Base Cost 5,902.9
N 13,943
pseudo R? 0.956
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Exhibit E7. Comparing Original Cost-Based Weights to Weights Estimated When Excluding
Transportation Spending from State Sources

Original Model Excluding State
Transportation

Student needs

Low-income proportion 1.81 1.81
Students with disabilities proportion 3.34 3.42
Students with complex disabilities proportion 3.75 4.14
English learner proportion 1.15 1.14

Programming/grade range

Vocational/technical units proportion 4.58 4.12
Middle school enrollment proportion 0.99 0.99
High school enrollment proportion 1.04 1.05

Population density

300 to <800 1.03 1.03
800 to <2,000 1.05 1.06
2,000 to <5,000 1.06 1.07
>=5,000 1.08 1.10

School Enroliment

<=300 1.29 1.29
300 to <450 1.12 1.13
450 to <600 1.07 1.08
600 to <800 1.04 1.05
Geographic cost (CWIFT) 1.38 1.35
Constant (or Base) 10,074 9,627
Number of school-by-year observations 948 948
Number of unique schools 192 192
Pseudo R? 0.979 0.979
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Exhibit E8. Comparing Cost-Based Weights From the Delaware Model to Implicit Weights

High-Outcome Actual State and

Weights Local Spending

Student needs

Low-income proportion 1.81 0.98
Students with disabilities proportion 3.34 2.02
Students with complex disabilities proportion 3.75 3.95
English learner proportion 1.15 1.07

Programming/grade range

Vocational/technical units proportion 4.58 6.01
Middle school enrollment proportion 0.99 0.98
High school enrollment proportion 1.04 0.97

Population density

300 to <800 1.03 0.99
800 to <2,000 1.05 1.08
2,000 to <5,000 1.06 1.13
>=5,000 1.08 1.15

School Enrollment

<=300 1.29 1.30
300 to <450 1.12 1.18
450 to <600 1.07 1.10
600 to <800 1.04 1.03
Geographic cost (CWIFT) 1.38 2.40
Constant (or Base) 10,074 10,385
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Appendix F. Professional Judgment Panel

Panelist Recruitment Process and Panelist Biographies

Recruitment Process for the Professional Judgment Panels

The study team solicited nominations for outstanding educators from organizations across the
state. Emails to solicit nominations were sent to all public school district superintendents and
charter school leaders in Delaware. In addition, we solicited nominations from a number of
education-focused organizations across the state, including Delaware Business Roundtable
Education Committee, Delaware Charter Schools Network, Delaware Hispanic Commission,
Delaware State Education Association, First State Educate, Governor’s Advisory Council for
English Learners, La Esperanza, La Plaza, the Latin American Community Center, Redding
Consortium for Education Equity, Rodel Foundation of Delaware, Vision Coalition of Delaware,
and Wilmington Center for Education Equity and Policy.

Our solicitation effort requested nominations for the following 10 panel positions, with the goal
of having each type of position represented on each panel: elementary, middle, and high school
teachers; elementary, middle, and high school principals; a superintendent; an English language
(EL) specialist; a special education specialist; and a school business official.

Selection Process

As a key part of the selection process, the study team outlined the desired criteria for
professional judgment panelists (PJPs) and developed a corresponding scoring rubric for
evaluating candidates. Points were given to candidates for having an advanced degree, in
addition to years of relevant work experience (more than 15 or 30 years of experience),
recognition in the field via an award (such as Teacher of the Year), experience working with
disadvantaged students, and demonstrated educational leadership and/or effectiveness.
Additionally, points were awarded to those candidates who had previously worked in different
relevant roles and could provide insights from various lenses; for example, a current
elementary school principal who previously worked as a general education teacher and could
provide insights from both teacher and principal perspectives. Each nominee was scored
according to these criteria.

To ensure that many perspectives were represented in the process, the study team also sought
diversity on panels in terms of panelist race/ethnicity, gender, and whether they worked in a
traditional public district or charter school setting. Based on these criteria, a set of first-choice
candidates was invited to participate in the panels. When panelists were not able to accept the
invitation, the study team invited candidates with the next highest scores.
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Panelist Bios

New Castle County Panelist Biographies
Dawn Alexander

Dawn Alexander is an early childhood teacher and specialist with eight years of experience in
her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 28 years. Dawn has served on
building-level, district, local, and statewide teams, committees, and boards focused on utilizing
data to inform creation or modification of programs and systems to improve outcomes for
children and families in traditionally underserved communities. Dawn is also the coordinator for
the early childhood special education program for Colonial School District. She is responsible for
designing, implementing, evaluating, refining, and sustaining a wide variety of program
components.

As a member of the school and districtwide strategic planning, instructional leadership, and
MTSS teams, Dawn has extensive experience with utilizing classroom observations,
implementing data collection and analysis, and collaborating with parents and staff to gather
information to drive instruction and programmatic decisions. Dawn holds a number of district
leadership positions: district strategic planning team member, preschool leadership team
member, MTSS team member, instructional leadership team member, and equity team
member. Dawn has received a number of awards and honors for her dedicated work including
University of Delaware’s Excellence in Education Alumni Award (2018) and Delaware
Governor's Award for Excellence in Early Childhood (2016).

Anne Anastasia

Anne Anastasia has been a multilingual learner (MLL) coach in Red Clay Consolidated School
District for the last eight years. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 30 years. Anne’s
duties include working with English language development and content area teachers to
support the MLLs in their buildings. Anne has worked with the afterschool English learner
program in Red Clay and managed the English learner afterschool and English learner summer
school programs in previous positions.

Anne frequently reviews data on MLL attendance and academic achievement and shares it with
English language development teachers, principals, and some students one-on-one. She also
particularly concerned with students’ postsecondary trajectories and understanding of the
options available to them. This includes working towards a better understanding of the current
pathway system, what course options are available to students, and what postsecondary
opportunities these options provide.
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Scott Duncan

Scott Duncan is a high school English Language Arts teacher with 13 years of experience in his
current role. He has worked in Delaware public schools for five years. Scott was part of the
original staff at Odessa High School, which opened in 2020. He has served as the English
Language Arts Department Chair since the opening of the school, helping with the curriculum
selection process. Now in its third year, Odessa High School has from approximately 200
students to 900 and the English Language Arts Department has grown from a staff of two to
nine. Scott is also active in several district level committees such curriculum selection and
grading.

Before working in Delaware, Scott taught for eight years in southern Indiana at Columbus East
High School and almost five years in the Appoquinimink School District at Middletown and
Odessa High Schools. During his eight years in Indiana, he developed the high school journalism
program. He built the program, similar to a career pathway, from five students to 70 students
by the time he left for Delaware. The journalism program was co-curricular with four courses
and three extracurricular activities: newspaper, yearbook, and news website. In Indiana, he
served as vice president of the local teacher association for three years.

Jill Floore

Jill Floore is the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) in the Brandywine School District. She served in
the same role in Red Clay Consolidated School District for 16 years. She was voted School
Business Manager of the Year in recognition of her dedicated work. Jill is a member of the
Delaware Association of School Administrators (DASA) legislative committee, working with
members of from all departments — curriculum and instruction, operations, human resources,
and federal programs — to craft legislation and improvements to educational funding. She has
worked with the Delaware State Education Association, Delaware legislators, parents, and
teachers, collaborating on strategic planning processes, conducting operating and capital
referendum campaigns. She is a parent of three children who attend Delaware public schools.

In her tenure as CFO in both districts, Jill has served on a number of statewide committees
aimed at school finance and improving student outcomes, including serving as the Co-Chair of
the Wilmington Education Improvement Commission (WEIC) Finance Committee. The WEIC
Finance Committee provided a comprehensive overview of Delaware education funding
focused on needed improvements, including a recommendation for supplemental funding for
English learners (ELs) and those from low-income backgrounds, which later became
Opportunity Funding in the state budget. She created and managed specialized funding for
students with disabilities and coordinated comprehensive allocations of federal funds from
Race to the Top, ARRA, ESSER and ARP. For 15 years she has been a member of the New Castle
County Financial Advisory Council.
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Tika Hartsock

Tika Hartsock is a special education teacher with five years of experience in her current role.
She has worked in Delaware public schools for 10 years. She served as secretary for the Special
Education Strategic Plan Advisory Council.

Education was a career change for Tika that has afforded her the opportunity to see education
through a diverse lens. She has taught early childhood, elementary, middle, and high school in
charter, district, private, and alternative schools. Variety in professional experiences has
allowed Tika to identify common trends in education in Delaware and assist in problem solving
to increase student achievement.

Jacqueline Hunt

Jacqueline Hunt is an elementary teacher with three years of experience in her current role. She
has experience working in a broad range of education positions: prek-8 Spanish teacher, a high
school biology teacher, college academic advisor, a preK-8 STEM teacher, and preK-8
technology teacher.

Jacqueline has improved the outcomes of her students, many of whom are English learners and
from disadvantaged backgrounds. She works to provide a safe space for learning and growing
by nurturing students’ natural curiosity and love of learning. Jacqueline has taken leadership
positions in multiple school events including Hispanic Heritage celebration, Fire Safety Month,
and Black History Month. She also serves on the Justice and Belonging Committee and as grade-
level team leader.

Jennifer Klima

Dr. Jennifer Klima is a special education teacher with five years of experience in her current
role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 11 years. Dr. Klima has over 20 years of
leadership experience in various capacities within education, including experience with school-
community partnerships and teacher networks. Dr. Klima has served as a leader in various
capacities, including as a member of school and district instructional leadership team,
participant in the RELAY Leadership Institute, and as school testing coordinator and student-
based team (SBT) coordinator.

Dr. Klima has extensive experience teaching students of all ages and populations, including
multilingual learners, special education students, and those from historically underserved
communities. During her time as a classroom teacher and reading specialist, she used data-
informed differentiated instruction to meet the diverse needs of learners. She collaborated
with special education and related services colleagues to develop, monitor, and adjust
individual educational plans (IEPs) for students. As a mentor teacher and instructional coach,
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she developed professional development programs and modeled lessons aimed to promote
teachers’ pedagogical knowledge about literacy instruction and the proper implementation of
high-quality instructional materials. She managed the literacy multi-tiered support system
(MTSS) school-wide process which included using data-informed instruction to organize student
groups. She collaborated with teachers and specialists to plan research-based instructional
practices, monitoring systems, timing, and analysis efficacy of student groups.

Kelly Logan

Kelly Logan is the district MTSS coordinator in Christina School District with three years of
experience in her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 29 years with 15
years as a classroom teacher. Kelly has previously worked as a district level special education
coordinator. Kelly has served in various district level roles and on districtwide committees:
district strategic team member, member of NACDD’s Supports to Advance Emotional Well-
Being in Schools Year 1 Learning Collaborative Cohort, PBIs district cadre, district 504 team
member, district level care team member, district SEWB team member, team leader and
content chair, and district transition specialist.

In her current position, Kelly has focused on improving student outcomes by strengthening the
MTSS framework by focusing on MTSS through an equity lens. In 2022, she collaborated with
the state Department of Education and external consultants to develop an MTSS action plan for
Christina School District. As district special education coordinator, she worked with students
with intense emotional or behavioral needs who needed residential placements. Kelly ensured
these students had necessary services and support, including working with various state
agencies such as the Division of Preventative and Behavior Health and Division of Substance
Abuse and Mental Health.

Margie Lopez Waite

Margie Lopez Waite is a founding member, former Head of School, and now CEO of Las
Americas ASPIRA Academy, a charter school that serves a large population of students of color
from low-income families and English Learners. She has 15 years of experience in her current
role and has worked in Delaware public schools for 18 years. She has been involved with every
aspect of school operations and instruction.

Mike Matthews

Mike Matthews is a special education teacher and service provider with four years of
experience in his current role. Mike has worked in Delaware public schools for 13 years,
previously working as an elementary teacher and as an English teacher.
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Mike has an interest in improving outcomes for students. For the past ten years, he has been an
advocate for education funding that meets the diverse learning needs of students. Centering
student experiences is key to the work that he does. Working with students with exceptional
needs has given Matthews unique insight into how Delaware’s education system functions for
those students.

Melodie Miller

Melodie Miller is a special education teacher with seven years of experience in her current role.
She has worked in Delaware public schools for eight years. Melodie has also served on the
educator diversity workgroup for the Rodel Teaching Network, a member of Delaware Tech’s
Academic Advisory Committee, and as a consultant to Wilmington University’s Education
Department on their diversity recruitment initiatives.

As a general/special education teacher in a self-contained inclusion classroom, Melodie brings
professional experience in working with students with disabilities, English learners and those
from low SES backgrounds. She is a certified Responsive Classroom teacher trainer, successfully
implementing these strategies in her classroom. Melodie was the 2022 Townsend Elementary
Teacher of the Year. She served as grade level chair for six years, was a Delaware Teacher’s
Institute Research Fellow, and served as the membership chair of the Kappa Delta Pi National
Honor Society in Education.

Donald Patton

Donald Patton retired from his principal position in Christina School District in 2020 after
working in Delaware public schools for 26 years. During his tenure, Donald celebrated four
consecutive years of double-digit academic growth in all subgroups including special education.
He implemented districtwide afterschool and Saturday programs. Donald was integral to the
revision of Kirk Middle School’s special education programs to ensure full inclusion and positive
academic outcomes.

Donald was responsible for implementing the following districtwide programs: AVID, middle
school uniforms, and portfolio conferencing. He was selected to lead an urban public middle
school in the city of Wilmington. After first year his leadership, the school reported 50%
reduction in suspensions and 97% standardized testing attendance. Donald has received a
number of awards and his honors for his dedicated work: the Lieutenant Governor’s Award of
Excellence (2007), Super Stars in Education (2007), and the Lieutenant Governor’s Award for
Parental Engagement (2010). He served as an AVID national consultant and district director
from 2004 to 2019.
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Domenic Pisano

Dr. Domenic Pisano is the coordinator of visual and performing arts and physical education in
the Brandywine School District. He has worked in Delaware public schools for 20 years. Dr.
Pisano has over 25 of experience as an innovative teacher, leader, conductor, clinician, author,
educational consultant, media producer, classroom technology expert, academic committee
member, and curriculum designer at the local, state, and national levels.

Dr. Pisano’s core administrative strengths are building educational coalitions, finding funding
opportunities, long and short-term project management and sustainability, community and
media outreach, educational initiative design and implementation, professional development
facilitation, and talent recruitment. He has received a number of awards and honors for his
dedicated work: 50 Directors that Make a Difference School Band and Orchestra Magazine
(2008), Brandywine School District Secondary Spotlight Teacher of the Month (2006), and
Indiana University of Pennsylvania Distinguished Alumni Ambassador (2002).

Nichole Silvers

Nichole Silvers is a special education teacher and service provider who has worked in Delaware
public schools for 12 years. She has also served as an international educator, teaching science
to fluent English and English learners. She has a demonstrated record of implementing
specialized programming: after school tutoring program, special education programs, extended
school year programs, and math curriculum development. She has demonstrated leadership
accomplishments in student behavior, discipline, wellness, academic achievement and
improving attendance during her tenure as an educator. Nicole has received honors for her
work as an affinity group case manager.

Sarah Stearns

Sarah Stearns is a special education teacher with six years of experience in her current role. She
has worked in Delaware public schools for seven years. Sarah is currently in her second year as
lower school team lead.

Sarah serves in a Title | school and takes pride in being able provide children with a safe and
joyful environment them to grow. For the last three years, she has been the kindergarten
through grade 2 special education teacher in a classroom with students with complex academic,
social, and behavior needs. Collaborating with two paraprofessionals, Sarah and her colleagues
work as a team to support students with complex needs, adapting as necessary to ensure their
success. Sarah has been a strong advocate for social-emotional programs at her school.
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Beth Twardus

Beth Twardus has served as a special education teacher in a high needs school in Delaware for
16 years. She has focused on literacy in the math classroom, positive communication, and
equity practices, all of which have improved the outcomes for both general and special
education students. Beth has advocated for increased support for teachers with a special
education case load. She has provided staff professional development on equity and has served
on many district level committees.

Beth has expanded her leadership capacity by participating in Math Aspiring Leadership. This
has helped improve math instruction in her and colleagues’ classrooms. She has served as
mentor teacher for several teacher candidates. As a team leader, Beth routinely discusses
attendance, academic achievement, and discipline reports to collaboratively discern with
colleagues the necessary supports for student success. Beth was Colonial District Teacher of the
Year (2023). She has served as math department chair, an 8t" grade team lead, and as a
member of the Colonial Education Association Executive Board.

Alena Warner-Chisolm

Alena Warner-Chisolm is a secondary education teacher who has worked in Delaware public
schools for 14 years. Throughout her career, Alena has served multilingual learners, students
from low SES backgrounds, and those who struggle academically. She collaborated on a grade
level team whose student earned the highest Smarter Balanced and |-Ready scores in the
history of the district. Alena has created and regularly facilitates site-based afterschool
programs to extend and support student learning.

Alena developed and implemented a schoolwide Tiers 1, 2, and 3 cultural responsive
implementation framework that significantly lowered referrals and increased student academic
engagement. She has served as the grade 8 team lead and Delaware Stars program coordinator.
Alena has been a four-time Teacher of the Year nominee.

Whitney Williams

Dr. Whitney Williams is a principal with four years of experience in her current role. She has
worked in Delaware public schools for 26 years. Dr. Williams has a demonstrated record of
improving outcomes for students and their families from high needs communities. In 2019, she
led the opening of a Christina School District early education center in the city of Wilmington.
There she created a positive school climate and solid recruitment and retention of a diverse
staff. She oversees a specialized early education program inclusive of children with disabilities
and offering itinerant services. Under her oversight, the early education center established
partnerships with the Dual Generation Center at Stubbs Elementary, the Wilmington Early Care
and Education Council, and community early learning providers, including the United Way of
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Delaware and Children’s and Families First. Wrap around services provided at the center
support family wellness and children’s success.

Dr. Williams received the Women Leading Delaware Education Conference Dedication Award
(2022). She earned an AASA Howard University Urban Superintendent Academy Certificate
(2022) and she serves on district’s strategic planning committee leading recruitment and
retention for a diverse pool of educators.

Kent County Panelist Biographies

Tania Alexander

Tania Alexander is the District Officer of Equity and School Improvement in Capital School
District with two years of experience in her current role. She has worked in Delaware public
schools for eight years. In her current role, Tania works with schools to develop and implement
action plans that address academic disparities among English learners, students with
disabilities, and those from low SES backgrounds. She works with the teaching and learning
team to plan afterschool and summer activities for students. Tania co-chairs the district equity
committee and is the point of contact for discipline in the district. She is currently working on
reviewing the district’s discipline guide to align it with restorative rather than punitive
practices.

Michelle Allman

Michelle Allman is the director of special services for the Lake Forest School District with five
years of experience in her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 15 years.
Michelle oversees districtwide special education and multilingual learner programs. She leads
monthly PLCs to provide guidance and professional learning for teachers, coordinators, and
related service members. Prior to her role at Lake Forest School District, Michelle was the
director of special services in Laurel School District and assistant principal in Indian River School
District. As an English Language Arts teacher, she also co-taught ELL and special education
classes.

Additionally, Michelle spent seven years teaching internationally. She taught in Mexico,
Honduras, the British and US Virgin Islands as a classroom teacher. For five years, she taught in
summers at a language institute boarding school in Switzerland and England. Because Michelle
was once a multilingual learner and lived abroad, she understands the complexities of learning
a new language while acclimating to a new culture.
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Amber Augustus

Dr. Amber Augustus is a principal at North Smyrna Elementary School with three years of
experience in her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 18 years. Dr.
Augustus and school staff works directly with families and special services office to improve
student outcomes and remove barriers to learning. The school has implemented a social-
emotional learning program to support the development of positive relationships and
emotional regulation. The school’s administrative team works closely with the district
administrators to support positive student behavior.

Dr. Augustus has overseen the district's elementary Levels B and C settings. She also oversees
the district's early childhood and K-3 Spanish immersion program. Dr. Augustus has received a
number of awards: Delaware State Teacher of the Year (2012), Smyrna School District Teacher
of the Year (2011), California Casualty Award for Teaching Excellence (2013). She has served as
an NEA Global Learning Fellow in Brazil, a district K-12 math specialist, and member of the
Delaware Professional Standards Board.

David Blowman

David Blowman is a school business official with five years of experience in his current role. He
has worked in Delaware public schools for 25 years. David has experience in school finance,
policy, and reform focused on improving educational outcomes for students in underserved
communities. He has held multiple leadership roles throughout his 25 years in public education
and is currently a board member for the Delaware Charter School Network. He has previously
worked as Deputy Secretary of Education at the Delaware Department of Education, Chief
Financial Officer in the Brandywine School District, and Chief Financial Officer at the Community
Education Building.

Danyel Burgett

Danyel Burgett is a secondary general education teacher who has worked in Delaware public
schools for three years. Danyel teaches graphic design at Dover High School. The school serves
a diverse student population with economically disadvantaged students, students with
disabilities, and English learners. Danyel is a leader in her school when it comes to work-based
learning and career and college readiness. She established and currently advises the school’s
digital media team where students run a graphic design, photography, and video production
business. She serves as Technology Student Association advisor.

Danyel is an expert on military students. She was the principal of a school in Germany that
served military children. She has studied military students in Delaware and helped bring the
Purple Star School recognition to Delaware through her action research. Danyel lived in
Germany for eight years and worked with students who hailed from across the globe. This has
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afforded here a unique perspective on K-12 education. Danyel has been nominated for Teacher
of the Year for the last three years.

Charles Christman

Charles Christman is a secondary general education teacher who has worked in Delaware public
schools for five years. When Charles began teaching in January 2018, he worked to reinvigorate
the school’s heating, air conditioning, and ventilation (HVAC) career and technical education
program. In five years, he transformed the program to a more expansive agricultural power and
engineering program and increased the roster of enrolled students threefold.

Students in his CTE program work on significant projects with the local fire departments and
community officials. He recently acquired a cooperative student experience with Eagle Group.
Charles developed programming in accordance with NAPE standards. As a result, there are 12
female welders currently enrolled, 8.6% compared to 6.1% nationally. He advises an afterschool
program, a combination of FFA and 21st Century. Charles has received numerous awards: prior
military service awards, Dover High School Teacher of the Year (2023), and district nominee for
Superstars in Education award (2023).

Kimberly Cole

Kimberly Cole is an achievement liaison teacher with ten years of experience in her current
role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 20 years. Kimberly’s goal is to promote
student achievement, teacher quality, and parental involvement. Kimberly is a member of the
district mathematics and English language arts instructional teams. Both groups routinely use
data to drive decision making about the professional supports offered to teachers to ensure
student learning and academic success. Kimberly has worked to rebuild school-to-home
partnerships by designing creative family events that afford parents opportunities to learn
strategies to support their children. Kimberly has served on the district humanities council and
the American Reading Company leadership series team.

Kathleen Cooke

Kathleen Cooke serves as the crisis prevention intervention leader for Smyrna School District.
She has ten years of experience in her current role and has worked in Delaware public schools
for 20 years. Kathleen has previous experience working as a special education teacher, special
education specialist, and instructional and assistive technology specialist.

Kathleen has demonstrated experience implementing year-round special programs. She has
served as district Restorative Practices leader and district testing coordinator/facilitator.
Kathleen has been a member of the MTSS district leadership team, the school district’s
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Superintendent Leadership Teacher Advisory Council, Delaware State Education Association
Executive Board. Kathleen received the Kingsville Elementary Teacher of the Year Award (2004).

Sara Croce

Dr. Sara Croce is a school business official who has worked in Delaware public schools for eight
years. Dr. Croce has spent her time in public education developing vast knowledge of school
district finance and district operations. In her doctoral dissertation, Dr. Croce studied the
Delaware public education funding system as it related to English learners. Dr. Croce received
the Delaware School Business Official of the Year Award (2021).

Paula Daniels

Paula Daniels is a special education specialist with three years of experience in her current role.
She has worked in Delaware public schools for 21 years. Paula currently oversees i-Ready, a
specialized instruction reading program to identify students in K-4 with reading needs. She
works with the most intense and complex students in her school. Since the creation of her
position, special education students have improved their reading skills as indicated on i-Ready,
Independent Reading Level Assessment, and IEP progress monitoring data. Paula has received a
Teacher of the Year award. She has served a grade level team leader and professional learning
community leader.

Katie Diggs

Katie Diggs is a special education teacher with four years of experience in her current role. She
has worked in Delaware public schools for 18 years. Katie previously worked as a math
specialist for Smyrna Elementary School from 2010 to 2018. Katie is currently part of a team
that supports special education students' academic needs. In collaboration with classroom
teachers, the team works to ensure students are making progress toward IEP goals and are
utilizing the specialized programs intended to help them build skills based on their needs.

Mark Dufendach

Dr. Mark Dufendach is a retired superintendent who worked in Delaware public schools for 30
years. During his career, he worked in public school finance in several school districts and at the
Delaware Department of Education. He assisted districts in maximizing the use of resources
within the existing funding system. Dr. Dufendach has expertise in equalization funding. Dr.
Dufendach received multiple chief financial officer of the year awards.

Tenesha Duffy

Tenesha Duffy is a special education teacher who has worked in Delaware public schools for 21
years. Tanesha has taught at the same Title | school since she began teaching. Tanesha works
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from the standpoint of high expectations for all students. Tanesha is on the math task force at
her school. She regularly attends state level professional learning, from which she shares
information and strategies with her school colleagues. She participates in the Transforming and
Understanding Professional Learning project, a collaboration between the statewide math
coalition and the University of Delaware.

Kyle Hill

Kyle Hill is a special education teacher who has worked in Delaware public schools for 24 years.
Kyle is currently a district level resource teacher, overseeing intervention curricula for schools.
He works directly with teachers and paraprofessionals as they support students with learning,
behavior, social, and emotional needs. He provides instructional coaching, behavioral coaching,
and is the lead in providing support services for students designated within tiered systems, 504
plans, and IEPs. Kyle is the lead teacher mentor for the district, supporting new educators and
their mentors.

Kyle has served in leadership roles including chair for the Kent County Transition Services Fair
Committee, state transition cadre member, and member of the Teach Better Podcast Network
team. Kyle was the Caesar Rodney District Teacher of the Year (2018).

Jessica Hurst

Jessica Hurst is a dual certified mathematics and special education teacher with seven years of
experience in her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for eight years.
Jessica works in a Title | public school where she has taught over 20 different classes including
standalone inclusion setting B special education, geometry, honors calculus and dual-
enrollment quantitative reasoning. Jessica has performed action research in her own classroom
that yielded two or more grade levels of growth among students within a single academic year.

Jessica is a leader in education technology. She has given presentations on Schoology in
Alabama and Texas and on her YouTube channel. She has also presented on technology with
Polytech Adult Education, Jobs for Delaware Graduates, and the Delaware State Education
association. Jessica was selected as the 2022-2023 National Education Association Policy and
Professional Practice Fellow. She was awarded Lake Forest High School Teacher of the Year
(2022).

Nick Johnson

Nick Johnson is a school business official with four years of experience in his current role. He
has worked in Delaware public schools for seven years. Nick has served as the business
manager for two districts. As the former deputy director of the Budget, Development, Planning
and Administration Division at the state Office of Management and Budget, he was integrally
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involved in the development of operating, capital, and grants-in-aid budgets. In his current
capacity, he manages a variety of district functions including, finance, transportation, buildings
and grounds, information technology, child nutrition, athletics, and admissions.

Julie Lavender

Julie Lavendar is a principal with 10 years of experience in her current role. She has worked in
Delaware public schools for 16 years. Julie has focused on improving outcomes of students,
particularly for those from traditionally underserved backgrounds. Julie was Allen Frear
Elementary School Teacher of the Year (2010). During her tenure as principal, the school has
received several awards: National Blue Ribbon School (2020), National Blue Ribbon School
(2013), National Title 1 Distinguished School (2017), and an award for Excellence in Parental
Involvement.

Oribel McFann-Mora

Dr. Oribel McFann-Mora is a language acquisition coordinator with four years of experience in
her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 15 years. In her role, Dr.
McFann-Mora provides multilingual learners with services, tools, and the linguistic and
academic support they need for success. She oversees afterschool and summer learning
opportunities for students and their families. Dr. McFann-Mora has completed a five-year term
on the Governor's Advisory Council on English Learners and was the president of Delaware
English Language Learners Teachers and Advocates (DELLTA). She was also a member of the
district's strategic planning committee.

Sheralyn Wiley

Sheralyn Wiley is the director of special services for Capital School District with two years of
experience in her current role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 17 years.
Sheralyn oversees discipline and other specialty areas. Her previous experience as a supervisor
at Terry Psychiatric Center and Stevenson House Detention Center provided her with
experience in working with special populations.

Sussex County Panelist Biographies

Chantalle Ashford

Chantalle Ashford is a principal who has worked in Delaware public schools for nine years. She
entered teaching as a Teach For America (TFA) corps member (2014). Chantelle co-founded The
Bryan Allen Stevenson School of Excellence, a public charter school. She participated in the
Educator as Catalyst fellowship with the Delaware Department of Education with a focus on
recruiting teachers who reflect the demographic diversity of students. She is currently studying
inclusive school design.
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Additionally, Chantelle has participated in Rodel Foundation workshops on education funding.
Chantelle has served as English department chair, as a representative on the Middle School
Pathways Redesign working group, as a member of the Diversifying the Educator Workforce
Workgroup, a state level professional learning community.

Kevin E. Carson

Dr. Kevin E. Carson is a superintendent with 18 years of experience in his current role. He has
worked in Delaware public schools for 34 years. During his career, Dr. Carson has collaborated
with staff to improve student achievement. At Woodbridge School District, his work led to
academic and student success for all populations, including the highest rate of growth on
standardized tests in Delaware. He initiated a districtwide student uniform program with
financial assistance for students; this led to a reduction in discipline referrals and improved
student attendance.

At Sussex Technical High School, he oversaw the implementation a student wellness center
program, only the second in the state at that time. The student wellness center provided access
to medical and social assistance programs for students. Most recently, Sussex Technical High
School was named a top ten high school in Delaware based upon career readiness, graduation
rate, Advanced Placement participation rate, reading and math proficiency. Dr. Carson is a
former president of the Delaware Chief School Officers Association.

Kelly Carvajal Hageman

Dr. Kelly Carvajal Hageman is the director of curriculum and instruction in Seaford School
District. She has 10 years of experience in her current role and has worked in Delaware public
schools for 17 years. In her role, Dr. Carvajal Hageman supervises teaching, learning, and
assessment. She manages school accountability and all federal grants including Title I, Il, lll, and
IV, and Perkins.

Since 2012, Seaford has made continuous gains in student academic achievement. From 2015
to 2019, third through eighth grade ELA proficiency increased 18% and mathematics proficiency
increased 20% on state standardized tests. As a strong advocate for diverse and multilingual
learners, Dr. Carvajal Hageman participates on the Delaware Hispanic Commission Education
Subcommittee and serves as a state advisory board member for the Delaware State Literacy
Plan and the Delaware Math Plan.

Casey Cashdollar

Casey Cashdollar is an English learner specialist with three years of experience in her current
role. She has worked in Delaware public schools for eight years. In her prior position as an EL
coordinator for Ross Elementary, Casey improved WIDA ACCESS test scores and analyzed
student records to identify English learners who had been misidentified. In her current role,
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Casey teaches English learners who are primarily immigrant students between the ages of 14
and 20. Casey regularly collaborates with teachers to incorporate effective instructional
strategies for English learners in all classroom settings. She facilitates family focused classes to
support parents and guardians of English learners to learn strategies to assist their child at
home in the various subjects.

Casey initiated the English Learner Olympics (ELympics), which consisted of over 225
participants across three elementary schools. The event focused on academic rigor and
competitive based tasks for elementary students. It was attended by Governor John Carney and
former Secretary of Education Susan Bunting.

Brennan Clarke

Brennan Clarke is an English learner specialist at Lewes Elementary School in Cape Henlopen
School District. He has worked in Delaware public schools for eight years. Brennan is currently
on the school improvement team and serves as MTSS coordinator. He is also a member of the
school’s child study team and coordinator for Lighthouse Schools Leader in Me program.
Brennan has work with colleagues to improve supports for students from underserved
backgrounds by designing trauma-informed interventions for students, implementing a student
mentoring program, promote social-emotional skill-building among students. Brennan was
awarded Shields Elementary Teacher of the Year (2020) and District Teacher of the Year (2020).

Susan Darnell

Susan Darnell is a reading specialist with five years of experience in her current role. She has
worked in Delaware public schools for 34 years. Susan has taught in three different states and a
variety of grade levels from kindergarten to high school. The majority of her career has been
spent as an elementary classroom teacher. She is dual certified in elementary and special
education. In her role as a reading specialist, she works with struggling readers. Susan is a
member of the school’s data team and MTSS committee. Susan has served at the lead teacher
for the school’s summer program, which is intended to support student literacy and preview
skills for the coming year. She has participated in "Literacy Nights” to share program goals with
parents.

Susan has served for more than 25 years as the president of the local teacher’s union president
and serves as currently Vice President. In these roles, she has negotiated contracts and
advocated for teachers, paraprofessionals, custodians, and cafeteria workers. Susan has served
on the district Race to the Top committee, No Child Left Behind initiatives, and most recently,
back to school procedures post-COVID-19. Susan was awarded Teacher of the Year (2000).
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Emily Falcon

Emily Falcon is a School Business Official with 10 years of experience in her current role. She has
worked in Delaware public schools for 18 years. Emily was an education budget analyst at the
state Office of Management and Budget, the director of finance at the Delaware Department of
Education, and an education policy advisor for former Governor Ruth Ann Minner. She has
almost 20 years of experience in education policy and funding.

Nicole Harrison

Dr. Nicole Harrison is district literacy specialist and multilingual learner coordinator in Seaford
School District. She has worked in Delaware public schools for 18 years. Dr. Harrison has
coordinated with school administrators and multilingual learner teachers to overhaul English
learner services. Through this work, the district now implements a push-in rather than pull-out
model supporting Tier | instruction in the general education classroom for multilingual learners.
Since then, the number of multilingual learners referred for special education has decreased.
Dr. Harrison has worked with other staff to develop action plans for differentiation of Tier I, Il,
and lll instruction, promoted aggressive progress monitoring and intervention, and personally
worked with struggling students to support reading proficiency.

Bradley H. Layfield

Dr. Bradley H. Layfield is a principal at Sussex Central High School with nine years of experience
in his current role. He has worked