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Department's Position:

The Department appreciates the purpose for establishing a No Time to Lose Commission in
order to examine how the State’s public schools can be internationally competitive and
respectfully provides comments on HB2697.

The Department’s mission to provide equitable access to high-quality public education requires
innovation, leadership, and support from those within the system. It demands the collaboration
of our teachers, administrators, support staff, and students along with the participation of
Hawai'i's business community, unions, network of stakeholders and leaders, and parents.

It is our hope that the Commission’s work will align with the Department’s core mission of
providing a quality public education for all students, while reflecting a strong conviction that all
students can achieve and be competitive at the highest levels on a global stage. A focused and
coherent curriculum and instructional systems are critical in enabling this type of achievement.
The Department is committed to providing these foundational pieces, while working to better
attract and retain the high-quality teachers that will help foster students’ engagement and
development.

Finally, the Department encourages the Commission to collaborate with principals and complex
area superintendents as it conducts its work. Ensuring continued autonomy and flexibility in the
development of learning environments and school schedules is imperative in meeting the needs
of our unique and diverse student populations.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony.

The Hawai‘i State Department of Education is committed to delivering on our promises to
students, providing an equitable, excellent, and innovative learning environment in every school



to engage and elevate our communities. This is achieved through targeted work around three
impact strategies: school design, student voice, and teacher collaboration. Detailed information
is available at www.hawaiipublicschools.org.
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State Public Charter School Commission

Chair Woodson, Vice Chair Hashem, Vice Chair Quinlan, and members of the Committee:

The State Public Charter School Commission (“Commission”) appreciates the opportunity to
submit this testimony providing SUPPORT of HB 2697 with amendments which establishes a
No Time to Lose Commission to examine how public schools can be internationally competitive.

While the measure as currently written may allow for the participation of charter schools, the
Commission requests this measure be amended to specifically add a member of the State
Public Charter School Commission and at least one representative from a public charter
school.

The educational goals identified in the measure are important to and applicable to charter
schools; the No Time to Lose Commission would undoubtedly benefit hearing the charter
school perspective.

The Commission looks forward to collaborating with the committee, other interested

stakeholders, and public charter schools in moving this legislation forward.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony.
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HB 2697 — RELATING TO EDUCATION

Chair Woodson, Vice Chairs Hashem and Quinlan, and members of the committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on HB 2697 which establish a no
time to lose commission to examine how the State's public schools can be
internationally competitive by examining common elements found in high performing
education systems.

The College of Education supports intent of this bill in particular the following:

(1) Individual teacher preparation time to allow teachers to adequately prepare for
instruction the following day;

(2) Collaborative teacher preparation time to allow opportunities for similar-grade
teachers to facilitate conversation regarding effective pedagogy and the
creation of high-quality lesson plans; and,

(3) Time for teachers to work with students who have not mastered any lessons;

The College of Education would also support being considered a partner on the
commission. Thank you for this opportunity to testify on HB 2697.
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TO: Representative Justin H. Woodson, Chair
Representative Mark J. Hashem, Vice Chair
Representative Sean Quinlan, Vice Chair
House Committee on Lower & Higher Education

FROM: Lauren Moriguchi, Director
Executive Office on Early Learning

SUBJECT: Measure: H.B. No. 2697 — RELATING TO EDUCATION
Hearing Date: February 11, 2020
Time: 2:05 p.m.
Location: Room 309

Bill Description: Establishes a no time to lose commission to examine how the
State's public schools can be internationally competitive. Appropriates funds.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE ON EARLY LEARNING’S POSITION: Support with Amendment

Good afternoon. | am Lauren Moriguchi, Director of the Executive Office on Early Learning
(EOEL). EOEL is in support of H.B. 2697 as it relates to early learning, and would like to offer an
amendment.

We greatly appreciate the Legislature for its support of EOEL'’s work to increase access to high-
quality early learning.

EOEL is statutorily responsible for the development of the State’s early childhood system that
shall ensure a spectrum of high-quality development and learning opportunities for children
throughout the state, from prenatal care until the time they enter kindergarten, with priority given
to underserved or at-risk children.

If the Commission will be examining how the State can accomplish various educational goals that
include “ensuring that every three- and four-year-old has access to quality early-learning
education”, we respectfully request that the Executive Office on Early Learning be included
in the membership of the Commission.

Thank you for your consideration, and for the opportunity to testify on this bill.

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Re: Testimony on H.B. No. 2697
Relating to Education

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on this bill, which
would create a No Time to Lose Commission. The Office of Information Practices
(OIP) takes no position on the substance of this bill, but has comments and a
recommendation regarding the bill’s proposed exemption from the Sunshine Law,
part I of chapter 92.

This bill (in proposed section 302A-_ (d)) would completely exempt the
No Time to Lose Commission from the Sunshine Law, although it would require it
to post some form of minutes with no set requirement as to their level of detail or
when they must be posted. It is not obvious why the Commission would need a
complete exemption from the Sunshine Law to discuss how the State can effectively
work toward the educational goals set out by this measure, as the issues it is
required to consider appear to be focused at the system-wide policy level rather
than issues requiring consideration of individually identifiable student information.
Further, OIP notes that the State’s public education system is a topic of high public
interest, and the Commission as proposed will have authority to consider a wide

range of educational issues from preschool availability to high school curriculum.



House Committee on Lower & Higher Education
February 11, 2020
Page 2 of 2

The Commission as proposed also would be an ongoing board, as it is required to
report on its work annually and this proposal includes no planned end date for it.

It is therefore very likely that members of the public will be interested
in weighing in on the issues under consideration by the Commission. But even
though the Department of Education would be required to administratively support
the Commission with “the posting of public notices [and] preparing agendas and
minutes,” the Commission as proposed would not be required to actually post any
public notices or agendas, or for that matter to allow the public to attend meetings
or provide testimony. The Commission’s only obligation to the public would be to
post minutes — which might not include the level of detail set for Sunshine Law
minutes — at some unspecified time after a meeting has taken place.

In some cases where a proposed working group includes many
government officials and employees who in the course of their usual jobs need to
speak to each other about the same topic under consideration by the working group,
OIP has proposed creating a permitted interaction allowing less than a quorum of
members to talk with one another about those issues as needed for their usual jobs.
In this case, though, the proposed Commission does not appear likely to need such a
permitted interaction given its varied membership and the range of issues within
1ts authority.

Thus, OIP would recommend that this Committee simply delete
the Sunshine Law exemption at bill page 5 line 19 through bill page 6 line
2.

Thank you for considering our comments and recommendation.
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Position: OPPOSE

The intent of this bill is a shared aspiration of having Hawai’i’s schools cultivate learning
environments where students can be positioned to compete internationally. Yet, while
the PISA serves as one measure of comparison, is it authentic and meaningful to the
needs of our state and community? Further, are the practices used abroad appropriate
and effective for the unique culture that exists in our communities across our state?

The venture capitalist and Executive Producer of the school reform documentary “Most
Likely to Succeed”, Ted Dintersmith visited schools in all 50 states and reached the
conclusion that “In Hawai‘i are the best of the best.” As he shared with Leslie Wilcox on
Long Story Short, “l would challenge anybody to go to any other state in the country,
and I've been to them all, and find other examples that are better. You've got
remarkable innovations going on in your schools here.” Amongst the schools he heralds
in his latest book, What Schools Could Be, are Waipahu and Waianae High Schools.

Other visitors validate the leading role our public schools play in fostering critical
thinking. Every year educators from all over the world visit our schools such as Waikiki
Elementary to learn how our schools implement inquiry based approaches like Habits of
Mind and Philosophy for Children. The progress our schools are making even
prompted a visit by the Dalai Lama to Kailua High School in 2012.

So, according to Mr. Dintersmith whose studied school systems across the nation and
international visitors seeking our ‘ike, we are already at the forefront in innovating
education while engaging students in relevant and rigorous learning. Hence, we do not
need a superfluous commission, duplicative to the Board of Education, to dictate how
we can be like schools in other nations - nations that do not share our unique culture
and heritage.

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



For example, similar to what is called for in this bill, it is common in South Korea to
rotate administrators and teachers from school to school within a province. However,
their schools are structured much differently. The culture being more homogenous,
schools are fairly identical in how instruction is paced and delivered. Further, in South
Korea, principals are not instructional leaders. They manage the school but do not lead
the learning. If | were relegated to simply manage the plant, | would not choose to serve
as principal. The challenge and resulting satisfaction | get from serving as principal lies
in creating and implementing a school design that optimizes all of our resources to
improve student learning. This requires making lasting changes which would be
ineffectual if required to rotate schools and | could not build the relationships and trust
needed.

In Hawai’i we are already striving to play a leading role in education where test score
only tell a fraction of our progress. Even with advances made on the AP exams, ELL
testing and the NAEP, the achievements of our students who win national and
international competitions in robotics, digital media, and academics speak volumes.
Our teachers who two years-in-a-row brought home $100,000 grants for each of their
schools exemplify the caliber of those leading our classrooms. The community
partnerships we’re forging to couple learning with engineering solutions for the
challenges our neighbors face, are positioning our students well to not just compete
globally but make a significant difference here at home.

This bill serves as a distraction from these efforts It is redundant and we should instead
draw upon the strengths and resources we have within.
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COREY ROSENLEE, PRESIDENT
HAWAII STATE TEACHERS ASSOCIATION

Chair Woodson and Members of the Committee:

The Hawaii State Teachers Association_supports HB 2697, with amendments,
relating to education. This bill would establish a no time to lose commission to
examine how the State’s public schools can be internationally competitive.
Appropriates funds.

The No Time to Lose study group, composed of members of the National Conference
of State Legislatures (NCSL), reports many amazing goals that we as a state can
aspire to. One that HSTA thinks is especially important is the study’s findings that
in high-achieving countries they have a highly professional teaching force that is well-
prepared, well-compensated and well-supported throughout their careers. For
example, during the first year of this induction, beginning teachers
typically have a greatly reduced workload. Teachers must complete the
induction before they receive what we would call “tenure.” High-performing countries
create a variety of roles for teachers in the schools so they can use their expertise to
improve teaching and learning and, at the same time, offer an exciting career in
education. These may include leadership roles that offer experienced teachers
incentives to remain in the profession, hone and receive rewards for their unique
skills, and better support students and colleagues. While we do provide support
to our new teachers, unfortunately they are not given less of a workload,
and many teachers who mentor, also are given this task on top of their
existing workload. Although this is changing at some schools and in some
complexes, it would be beneficial for this commission to look at these factors
as well, especially in comparison with what high-achieving nations do.
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According to the No Time to Lose study, page 14, in some of these countries,
30 percent to 35 percent of a teacher’s time is spent teaching students, while
the rest is spent on activities such as working in teams with other teachers
to develop and improve lessons, observing and critiquing classes, and
working with struggling students. It needs to be noted here that this is not
extra time outside of their school day, but within their normal working
hours. When not working directly with students, teachers are rewriting curriculum
and assessments to meet the needs of their students and to meet high student
performance expectations. Teachers also counsel and train each other, constantly
observing, evaluating and improving their practices. Because they are trained to be
experts at their craft, teachers push themselves, their colleagues and their students
to be the best in the world. Our teachers do many of these things, however, they
do these tasks outside of their workday, and are not given enough time
within their workday to work on these tasks, thus this extra work, that they
are so inspired to do, unfortunately contributes to teacher burn out, as they
are doing too much, with too little time given to do it.

Also on page 14 of this study it states that “In high-performing countries, teachers
are also compensated more generously than American teachers, typically earning pay
similar to that of senior civil servants and professionals such as engineers and
accountants. They are expected to be the best in the world and are compensated
accordingly”. One member from the study group, State Representative Mary
Stuart Gile from New Hampshire, said it best, “In several of the countries
studied, teaching is regarded as an honorable and respected profession,
comparable to medicine and law, ...”. Paying our teachers a competitive
salary is an investment in our future.

Therefore, HSTA asks to amend this bill as follows,
(b) Based upon effective operation practices of high performing public school

systems, the commission shall consider the following:

(1) Individual teacher preparation time to allow teachers to adequately prepare
for instruction the following day;

(2) Collaborative teacher preparation time within their regular scheduled hours
to allow opportunities for similar-grade teachers to facilitate conversation regarding
effective pedagogy and the creation of high quality lesson plans;




. 1200 Ala Kapuna Street ¢ Honolulu, Hawaii 96819
[ ) v [ ) Tel: (808) 833-2711 ¢ Fax: (808) 839-7106 ¢ Web: www.hsta.org

.V’-V'. Corey Rosenlee

v v v President

Osa Tui Jr.

I s IA Vice President
HAWAII STATE TEACHERS ASSOCIATION Logan Okita

Teaching Today for Hawaii’s Tomorrow Secretary-Treasurer

Wilbert Holck
Executive Director

(3) Time for teachers within their regular scheduled hours to work with students
who have not mastered any lessons

(4) Consider higher compensation given to all teachers to produce competitive
pay that drastically affects high quality teacher recruitment and retention.

HSTA also requests another amendment under SECTION 2. Chapter 302A,
Hawaii Revised Statutes, under the new section: "§302A-No time to lose commission;
established. The composition of the commission be amended to reflect that the Hawaii
State Teachers Association will choose our representative on this commission by
stating

(9) An invitation of an exclusive representative for bargaining unit (5) from the

Hawaii State Teachers Association.

To provide all of Hawai'i’s children with access to a quality education, the Hawaii
State Teachers Association asks your committee to support this bill.
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Aloha Chair Woodson, Vice Chairs Hashem and Quinlan, and Members of the
Comumittee,

HawaiiKidsCAN supports HB 2697, which establishes a no time to lose
commission to examine how the State's public schools can be internationally
competitive by examining common elements found in high performing education
systems.

Founded in 2017, HawaiiKidsCAN is a local nonprofit organization committed to
ensuring that Hawaii has an excellent and equitable education system that
reflects the true voices of our communities and, in turn, has a transformational
impact on our children and our state. We strongly believe that all students should
have access to excellent educational opportunities, regardless of family income
levels and circumstances.

We are deeply concerned by the stagnating progress of our local schools when it
comes to foundational academic skills. In 2018-2019 school year data reported to
the Hawaii Board of Education, only 54% of kids in Hawaii public schools were
proficient in language arts, 43% in math, and 44% in science, while the
achievement/opportunity gap between high-need and non-high-need students is
34% in language arts and 29% in math. Given today’s data, it seems increasingly
likely our system won’t reach the goal it set to raise student learning by 2020 to
61% in language arts, 54% in math, and 64% in science, while closing the
achievement/opportunity gap to 25% in language arts and 22% in math.
Similarly, HawaiiKidsCAN’s State of Computer Science Education in Hawaii
2018 report found that many students are missing out on critical learning
experiences that better prepare them for the future of work, as just 14 public high
schools even offered Advanced Placement Computer Science courses, and only 32
percent of students taking these exams were female and only 4 percent—just 12
students statewide—identified as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander.



Along with social-emotional growth on the Na Hopena A‘o (“HA”) framework,
foundational academic skills are essential components of an education that
prepares students for success in citizenship, college, and career. Even if we
assume that the numbers look worse because some students struggle or are bored
with the standardized test format, a 2-5% difference in the overall data would still
indicate half of our kids aren’t where they should be. In human terms, today's
data indicate kids are leaving our schools without the academic background to fill
out a job application, take higher level math and science courses to enter
competitive and lucrative STEM fields or solve our climate crisis, or read and
understand increasingly complex and quickly evolving political news coverage.
The challenges facing our state and world are too great to not fully harness the
potential of all of our kids.

Given that the performance of our schools is not preparing our students or state
to compete in the global economy, we believe that a No Time to Lose commission
is an important step forward in ensuring real urgency and results for all students.

Mahalo for the opportunity to testify,
David Miyashiro

Founding Executive Director
HawaiiKidsCAN
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Re: SUPPORT for HB 2697 Relating to Education
Aloha Chair Woodson, Vice-Chairs Hashem and Quinlan and members of the committee:

We are writing in support of HB 2697, relating to education. This measure establishes a No
Time to Lose Commission to examine how the State's public schools can be internationally
competitive. The commission stems from a report by the National Conference of State
Legislatures’ indicating that U.S. public schools are falling dangerously behind the rest of the
world when looking at many international comparisons, such as the Program of International
Student Assessment.

The Hawaii Community Foundation strives to make a difference by investing in people and
solutions to benefit every Hawaii island community, launching an effort called the CHANGE
Initiative. It is intended to engage business leaders, government, and community members
who are invested in making Hawaii a better place. The initiative is built on a strategy of using a
common data set to inspire collective action around a set of shared goals to solve Hawaii’s
biggest challenges.

Our aim is to create more and better educational opportunities for Hawaii students. We
recognize that high-performing countries implement policies and practices and build
comprehensive systems that look drastically different from ours, leading them to the success
that has largely eluded Hawaii. Pockets of improvement in a few islands is not enough to retain
a globally competitive workforce.

We know that common elements are present in nearly every world-class education system,
including a strong early education system, a reimagined and professionalized teacher
workforce, robust career and technical education programs, and a comprehensive, aligned
system of education. This bill is an important step forward. Please support it.
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H.B. 2697 — Relating To Education

The Hawaii Government Employees Association, AFSCME Local 152, AFL-CIO
opposes specific portions of H.B. 2697, which establishes a no time to lose commission
to examine how the State’s public schools can be internationally competitive.

We cannot support this measure in its current form, as the commission would be
considering the rotation of principals and vice principals among the public elementary,
middle or intermediate, and high schools in a designated complex area based upon
where the highest need or demand for administrative support is so that principals are
actively available to all teachers and students.

We also oppose the rotation time for principals and vice principals within complex areas
to conduct non-punitive classroom observations intended to offer tools to increase

professional growth and further develop effective teaching, based upon the highest need
or demand for administrative support.

We strongly oppose the commission’s ability to consider the rotation of school
administrators as it is in direct conflict with Article 11 of the Unit 6 Collective Bargaining
Agreement which establishes the basis and process of all appointments of educational
officers of the Department of Education, including but not limited to, the filling of school
level educational officer vacancies. Department procedures to implement provisions of
Article 11 shall be developed collaboratively by the employer and the union. Additionally,
the enactment of this measure would constitute interference with the collective
bargaining process guaranteed by Article XllI, Section 2 of the Hawaii State Constitution.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in opposition of H.B. 2697.

o

Randy Perreira
Executive Director

888 MILILANI STREET, SUITE 401 HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813-2991
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HAWAI'l EDUCATIONAL POLICY CENTER

The Hawai'i Educational Policy Center (HEPC) is an independent policy research
organization that provides timely, concise, relevant and objective policy briefs, reports,
articles, studies, forums, and workshops that reflect the needs and requests of Hawai ‘i
policymakers. HEPC strives to become a trusted partner with policymakers in efforts to
understand, nurture, improve, and adopt the best and most appropriate policies for our
life-long learners in Hawai 'i.

The Hawai'i Educational Policy Center...
o Works with policymakers to identify what information they need.

Reviews, collects and distributes information on existing research on issues relevant to
Hawai‘i.

Provides concise. objective, independent analysis of research.
Provides timely, targeted, interpreted data, briefings and testimony for policymakers.
Maintains a website with links to cutting-edge research and policy.

Commissions a range of policy briefs. articles. studies and reports that generate new
knowledge and insights that inform policy decisions.

Conducts, facilitates, and participates in educational forums and workshops.

Initiates research on emerging and enduring issues that affect the quality of schools
and the quality of learning.

Contact Us

THE HAWATI'I EDUCATIONAL POLICY CENTER
1776 University Avenue, UES 103 + Honolulu, HI 96822-2463
Phone: (808) 956-9563 + Fax: (808) 956-5665
Email: hepe@hawaii.edu + Website: www.hawaii.eduhepc
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2007 Hawai‘i State Legislature passed Senate Concurrent Resolution 118 S.D.1 HD 1
IMPROVING THE COMMUNITY'S UNDERSTANDING OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION'S PROGRAMS AND SCHOOL EXPENSES INCLUDING A COMPARISON
WITH OTHER STATES ON ADEQUACY OF FUNDS.

Among the requests contained in the resolution were the following:

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the Hawai‘i Educational Policy Center undertake a study of
existing data that compares Hawai‘i with Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire,
Connecticut, Kansas, and Washington (or five other "peer" states) suggested by the department
in areas such as:

(1) Average class size;
(2) Student-teacher ratio;
(3) Average number of students per counselor;
(4) Length of school day and school year;
(5) Per pupil funding;
(6) Percentage of students with special needs and school budget dedicated to those students;
(7) Percentage of school budget spent on administration; and
(8) And/or other data that might indicate the reasons for high achievement rates, and propose
measures (funding and resources) needed in Hawai‘i to provide comparable educational
services; ...”
The Hawai‘i Educational Policy Center (HEPC) reviewed existing data from the Education
Commission of the States ECS), the National Center on Education Statistics, and other sources.
States were selected for this study by the State Legislature in SCR 118 SD1 HD1 (Connecticut,
Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire and Washington), the Hawai‘i Department
of Education in the Superintendent’s Reports selecting “comparable” systems (Nebraska, Rhode
Island, Wyoming), and the Hawai‘i Educational Policy Center—looking at state populations,
student enrollments, and number of teachers that are closest to Hawai‘i’s data (Montana, New
Mexico, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia).

HEPC found useful data for comparisons in the following areas:

¢ State population
e Number of schools
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* Total state student enrollments

* Average state individual school enrollments (size of schools)
* Total number of teachers in states

¢ Student:teacher ratios for individual states

* Average state student:teacher ratios

¢ Student/counselor ratios for individual states

e Percent of all education staff as teachers, administrators, etc.
* Average state teacher salaries

¢ Percent of state resources budgeted for schools

* Per pupil funding for various years

* Percent of education budgets allocated for instruction

¢ Percent of funding from federal sources

* Percent of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch program
* Comparative student achievement on high stake tests

¢ Comparisons of Hawai‘i with the 100 largest districts

Because much of public education in the United States is delivered through relatively
independent school districts, it was not possible to easily access data that could answer all the
requests in SCR 118. For example, the length of the school day, or the average number of
students per school counselor represented requests beyond the scope of HEPC resources to
answer. In Hawai‘i, for example, since the implementation of the weighted student formula,
individual schools are able to reallocate their resources for counselors, and statewide data are no
longer available other than a school-by-school survey.

Nevertheless, HEPC believes some of the data collected can contribute to the overall
understanding of public education sought by SCR 118.

Preliminary Findings

* Nationally, of the 6.2 million FTE staff in the 2006-2007 school year, 51.6 percent were
teachers; 15.1 percent were instructional aides, instruction coordinators and supervisory,
guidance counselors, or librarians; 22.8 percent were student and other support staff; and
10.5 percent were school administrators, school district administrators, and administrative
support staff.

* Nationally, the average student:teacher ratio for the 2006-2007 school year was 15.5:1;
the average elementary student teacher ratio was 20.2:1, and for secondary schools it was
12:1.

* In general, the states selected reflect differences that invite further examination to explain
those differences.

* In general, Hawai‘i students are on the lower end of achievement compared with the
selected states.

* Hawai‘i college-bound seniors rank near the bottom of the selected states for SAT scores
in mathematics, critical thinking, and writing.

e Hawai‘i fourth and eighth graders rank near the bottom of selected states on standardized
tests for math and reading.

e Hawai‘i’s schools are among the largest.
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¢ Hawai‘i’s student:teacher ratio is among the highest.

» Hawai‘i as a single district ranks 11" among over 17,000 nationally.

* Hawai‘i’s administrative districts are also among the largest.

* Many of the larger districts appear to have drawn a significantly larger percentage of total
funding from federal sources.

* Hawai‘i is at the top end of the larger districts for the percentage of total funds allocated
for instruction. None of the data for larger districts found instructional allocations above
60%.

*  While nationally 60.3% of schools are Title I eligible, 70.1% of Hawai‘i’s schools qualify
for this program.

* Hawai‘i has a relatively larger percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced
lunches in 2001-2002 than other states.

¢ Hawai‘i spends a lower percentage of its state budget for education than do states used by
Hawai‘i for comparison, or the National average.

* Hawai‘i compares favorably in student/guidance counselor ratios and percent of total
staff that are teachers.

Preliminary Conclusions

* The most consistent relationships among all selected states and the collected data sets are:
(1) Comparatively lower student test scores in Hawai‘i;
(2) Comparatively larger sizes of Hawai‘i’s state system and administrative district;
(3) Comparatively larger average school size;
(4) Comparatively larger student:teacher ratios; and
(5) Lower percentage of state funding spent on education.
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Part I. Selective State Profiles and Comparisons

The primary question HEPC sought to answer was:

Are the states selected by the Legislature, the DOE and HEPC for comparison similar in
enough characteristics as to justify inclusion in this or subsequent studies of Hawai i’s
educational system?

The tentative conclusion is yes.

Table 1 compares rough data collected by the Federal Government on16 States, listed in
alphabetical order with the US average at the bottom. States were selected for this study by the
State Legislature in SCR 118 SD1 HD1 (Connecticut, Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New
Hampshire, and Washington), the Hawai‘i Department of Education in the Superintendent’s
Reports selecting “comparable” systems (Nebraska, Rhode Island, Wyoming), and the Hawai‘i
Educational Policy Center (looking at state populations, student enrollments, and number of
teachers that are closest to Hawai‘i’s data—Montana, New Mexico, South Dakota, Vermont,
West Virginia).

Table 1. Selected states comparisons on education demographics

2004
Number Number Number Average Student:
of of of Teacher Teacher
States Population Schools | Students | Teachers Salary Ratio
Connecticut 3,405,565 1,111 575,059 39,687 57,737 14.5
Delaware 783,600 229 120,937 7,998 50,595 15.1
Hawai'i 1,211,540 285 182,818 11,226 46,149 16.3
Kansas 2,688,415 1,407 467,285 33,608 39,345 13.9
Massachusetts 6,349,095 1,879 971,909 73,596 54,679 13.2
Minnesota 4,919,480 2,759 839,243 51,107 46,906 16.4
Montana 902,195 840 145,416 10,369 38,485 14.0
Nebraska 1,711,261 1,225 286,646 21,359 39,456 13.4
New Hampshire 1,235,785 481 205,767 15,536 43,941 13.2
New Mexico 1,819,045 875 326,758 22,021 39,391 14.8
Rhode Island 1,048,320 338 153,422 14,299 53,473 10.7
South Dakota 754,845 725 122,012 9,129 34,040 13.4
Vermont 608,830 391 96,638 8,851 44,535 10.9
Washington 5,894,120 2,275 | 1,031,985 53,508 45,718 19.3
West Virginia 1,808,345 797 280,866 19,940 38,360 14.1
Wyoming 493,785 379 84,409 6,706 40,497 12.6
Average Among
Selected States 2,227,139 999 368,198 24,934 44,581 14.0
U.S. Average 47,674 15.7
IES 2005- IES 2005- IES 2005- NEA 2004- IES 2005-
Data Sources IES 2005-2006 2006 2006 2006 2005 2006

Data Sources: IES = Institute of Educational Sciences (U.S. DOE); NEA = National Education Association
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The Hawai‘i State Superintendent’s 2007 Report indicates that Hawai‘i expends a lower
percentage of budgets for education than do the other states used by Hawai‘i for comparison.

Figure 1. Comparison of public support for education

Public Education Funding Support vs. Relative Wealth

All States, Fiscal Year 2003-2004
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The following tables sort the states according to total population, number of schools, and school

size.

Table 2. Selected states by population

States Population
Wyoming 493,785
Vermont 608,830
South Dakota 754,845
Delaware 783,600
Montana 902,195
Rhode Island 1,048,320
Hawai'i 1,211,540
New Hampshire 1,235,785
Nebraska 1,711,261
West Virginia 1,808,345
New Mexico 1,819,045
Kansas 2,688,415
Connecticut 3,405,565
Minnesota 4,919,480
Washington 5,894,120
Massachusetts 6,349,095
Average Among Selected States 2,227,139
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Table 3. Selected states sorted by number of schools, smallest to largest

State Student Number of
States Population | Population Schools

Delaware 783,600 120,937 229
Hawai‘i 1,211,540 182,818 285
Rhode Island 1,048,320 153,422 338
Wyoming 493,785 84,409 379
Vermont 608,830 96,638 391
New Hampshire 1,235,785 205,767 481
South Dakota 754,845 122,012 725
West Virginia 1,808,345 280,866 797
Montana 902,195 145,416 840
New Mexico 1,819,045 326,758 875
Connecticut 3,405,565 575,059 1,111
Nebraska 1,711,261 286,646 1,225
Kansas 2,688,415 467,285 1,407
Massachusetts 6,349,095 971,909 1,879
Washington 5,894,120 1,031,985 2,275
Minnesota 4,919,480 839,243 2,759
Average Among

Selected States 2,227,139 368.198 999

Table 4. Selected states sorted by average school size, smallest to largest

Average

School
Average Average Size

State Student Number of School School Size Regular

States Population | Population Schools Size Elementary | Secondary

South Dakota 754,845 122,012 725 168 183 153
Montana 902,195 145,416 840 173 171 178
Wyoming 493,785 84,409 379 223 198 341
Nebraska 1,711,261 286,646 1,225 234 211 357
Vermont 608,830 96,638 391 247 225 609
Minnesota 4,919,480 839,243 2,759 304 437 640
Kansas 2,688,415 467,285 1,407 332 299 418
West Virginia 1,808,345 280,866 797 352 325 699
New Mexico 1,819,045 326,758 875 373 353 592
Hgmpshire 1,235,785 205,767 481 428 352 722
Rhode Island 1,048,320 153,422 338 454 376 940
Washington 5,894,120 1,031,985 2,275 454 446 855
Massachusetts 6,349,095 971,909 1,879 517 430 898
Connecticut 3,405,565 575,059 1,111 518 454 786
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Table 4. Selected states sorted by average school size, smallest to largest (continued)

Average
School
Average Average Size
State Student Number of School School Size Regular
States Population | Population Schools Size Elementary | Secondary
Delaware 783,600 120,937 229 528 552 1,070
Hawai'i 1,211,540 182,818 285 641 548 1,234
Average
Among
Selected States 2,227,149 368,198 999 372 348 656

Note: School sizes are not directly comparable across states due to differing configurations (K-5, K—6, K-8, K-12,
5-8, 6-8, 7-8, 7-9, 9—12); average elementary and secondary school size from NCES 2007; elementary data found
at http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07 095.asp; secondary data found at
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07 _096.asp

Table 5. Selected states sorted by student:teacher ratio

2004
Average Student:
Number of | Number of | Number of Teacher Teacher

States Schools Students Teachers Salary Ratio
Rhode Island 338 153,422 14,299 $53,473 10.7
Vermont 391 96,638 8,851 $44,535 10.9
Wyoming 379 84,409 6,706 $40,497 12.6
Massachusetts 1,879 971,909 73,596 $54,679 13.2
New Hampshire 481 205,767 15,536 $43,941 13.2
Nebraska 1,225 286,646 21,359 $39,456 134
South Dakota 725 122,012 9,129 $34,040 13.4
Kansas 1,407 467,285 33,608 $39,345 13.9
Montana 840 145,416 10,369 $38,485 14
West Va. 797 280,866 19,940 $38,360 14.1
Connecticut 1,111 575,059 39,687 $57,737 14.5
New Mexico 875 326,758 22021 $39,391 14.8
Delaware 229 120,937 7,998 50,595 15.1
Hawai'i 285 182,818 11,226 $46,149 16.3
Minnesota 2,759 839,243 51,107 $46,906 16.4
Washington 2,275 1,031,985 53,508 $45,718 19.3
Average Among
Selected States 999 368,198 24,934 $44,581 14
U.S. Average $47,674 15.7
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Table 6. Selected states sorted by number of K—12 students

Number of Number of

States Population Schools Students
Wyoming 493,785 379 84,409
Vermont 608,830 391 96,638
Delaware 783,600 229 120,937
South Dakota 754,845 725 122,012
Montana 902,195 840 145,416
Rhode Island 1,048,320 338 153,422
Hawai'i 1,211,540 285 182,818
New Hampshire 1,235,785 481 205,767
West Virginia 1,808,345 797 280,866
Nebraska 1,711,261 1,225 286,646
New Mexico 1,819,045 875 326,758
Kansas 2,688,415 1,407 467,285
Connecticut 3,405,565 1,111 575,059
Minnesota 4,919,480 2,759 839,243
Massachusetts 6,349,095 1,879 971,909
Washington 5,894,120 2,275 1,031,985
Average Among
Selected States 2,227,139 999 368,198

Table 7. Selected states sorted by number of teachers

Number of Number of Number of
States Population Schools Students Teachers

Wyoming 493,785 379 84,409 6,706
Delaware 783,600 229 120,937 7,998
Vermont 608,830 391 96,638 8,851
South Dakota 754,845 725 122,012 9,129
Montana 902,195 840 145,416 10,369
Hawai'i 1,211,540 285 182,818 11,226
Rhode Island 1,048,320 338 153,422 14,299
New Hampshire 1,235,785 481 205,767 15,536
West Va. 1,808,345 797 280,866 19,940
Nebraska 1,711,261 1,225 286,646 21,359
New Mexico 1,819,045 875 326,758 22021
Kansas 2,688,415 1,407 467,285 33,608
Connecticut 3,405,565 1,111 575,059 39,687
Minnesota 4,919,480 2,759 839,243 51,107
Washington 5,894,120 2,275 1,031,985 53,508
Massachusetts 6,349,095 1,879 971,909 73,596
Average Among Selected

States 2,227,139 999 368,198 24,934
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The following state comparison data chart from the Education Commission of the States
indicates that the available data are often seven to eight years old, and/or not from the same
years, making comparisons difficult to interpret. However, assuming no dramatic changes in
state public education systems, these data do provide a crude basis for relative comparisons.

In Table 8, states included in this HEPC comparative study are highlighted.

Table 8. Education Commission of the States data on demographic variables
Number

State &

of U.S. Free or Percent Local School
Average 100 Reduced of K-12 Revenue
Number Largest Lunch Revenue 2000-01/
Number of Per- Districts | Students as from $1,000 Average
of Students/ | Student in Each | a % of Total State Personal Teacher
Districts | District | Spending State Enrollment Sources Income in Salaries
States 2002-03 | 2001-02 2003-04 2001-02 2001-02 2002-03 2001 2003-04
Alabama 128 5,760 7,163 1 48.7% 58% 40 35,168
Alaska 53 2,535 9,308 1 25.2% 63.5% 55 51,736
Arizona 323 2,855 5,347 2 -- 50% 39 41,843
Arkansas 312 1,441 6,005 0 47.2% 61.5% 41 39,314
California 986 6,337 7,692 13 47.3% 56.2% 42 58,287
Colorado 178 4,169 8,023 2 27.5% 41.1% 34 43319
Connecticut 166 3,435 11,773 0 -- 40.5% 43 57,337
Delaware 19 6,081 10,470 0 34.6% 67.7% 41 49,366
District of 1 75,392 13,317 1 55.3% - 32 57,009
Columbia
Florida 67 37,320 6,516 13 44.6% 43.7% 34 40,604
Georgia 180 8,170 8,703 6 44.2% 47.4% 48 45,938
Hawai‘i 1 184,546 8,220 1 41.9% 89.2% 43 45,479
Idaho 114 2,162 6,372 0 35.6% 60.6% 45 41,080
Illinois 893 2,319 9,339 1 35.2% 32.1% 38 52,950
Indiana 294 3,388 8,414 0 31.1% 53% 50 45,791
Towa 371 1,309 7,098 0 26.7% 49.6% 46 39,432
Kansas 304 1,546 7,622 1 34.1% 58.4% 43 38,883
Kentucky 176 3,717 7,474 1 49.1% 60.1% 41 40,240
Louisiana 66 11,080 7,179 4 59.1% 49% 40 38,300
Maine 282 729 10,145 0 29.6% 44.4% 49 39,864
Maryland 24 35,860 9,186 6 29.7% 36% 40 50,261
Massachusetts 350 2,780 10,772 1 25.3% 38% 39 53,076
Michigan 554 3,123 8,671 1 31.2% 68.4% 48 54,806
Minnesota 417 2,041 8,821 1 26.4% 74.6% 44 45,375
Mississippi 152 3,246 6,137 0 65.3% 54.6% 41 35,684
Missouri 524 1,736 6,947 0 35.1% 35.5% 41 38,006
Montana 452 336 7,688 0 31.5% 47.6% 46 36,689
Nebraska 555 513 7,352 1 31.2% 40.4% 36 39,635
Nevada 17 20,989 6,230 2 29.7% 26.8% 34 42,254
New 178 1,162 8,915 0 14.8% 50.8% 39 42,689
Hampshire
New Jersey 603 2,224 11,390 0 27.8% 39.1% 44 55,592
New Mexico 89 3,598 7,370 1 54.7% 72.3% 49 37,877
New York 703 4,085 12,059 1 43.2% 47.9% 47 54,054
No. Carolina 121 10,870 6,727 5 38.4% 72% 37 43211
North Dakota 222 477 6,835 0 28% 36.8% 41 35,441
Ohio 662 2,765 9,136 2 27.4% 44.9% 48 46,572
Oklahoma 543 1,145 6,429 0 48.7% 55.6% 42 35,061
Oregon 198 2,785 7,587 1 36.1% 52.2% 42 49,169
Pennsylvania 501 3,635 8,609 1 28.4% 39.9% 42 52,200
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Number State &
of U.S. Free or Percent Local School
Average 100 Reduced of K-12 Revenue
Number Largest Lunch Revenue 2000-01/
Number of Per- Districts | Students as from $1,000 Average
of Students/ | Student in Each | a % of Total State Personal Teacher
Districts | District | Spending State Enrollment Sources Income in Salaries
States 2002-03 | 2001-02 2003-04 2001-02 2001-02 2002-03 2001 2003-04
Rhode Island 36 4,390 10,258 0 33.6% 37.5% 40 52,261
So. Carolina 89 7,764 7,559 1 48.7% 50% 50 41,162
South Dakota 176 724 7,300 0 30.1% 35.9% 39 33,236
Tennessee 138 6,703 6,279 3 -- 47.9% 31 40,318
Texas 1,040 4,003 7,335 15 45.4% 40.5% 46 40,494
Utah 40 12,116 5,091 4 29.2% 58.4% 46 38,976
Vermont 292 346 10,630 0 23.8% 71.3% 54 42,007
Virginia 137 8,489 6,441 4 29.3% 45.3% 40 43,417
Washington 296 3,409 7,446 1 31.4% 63.1% 38 45,439
West Virginia 55 5,143 9,169 0 50.4% 60% 52 38,461
Wisconsin 433 2,030 9,483 1 26% 53.7% 50 43,382
Wyoming 48 1,836 9,756 0 -- 51.1% 50 39,532

The data show that among the states used for this comparison, Hawai‘i had a relatively larger
percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunches in 2001-2002. (New Mexico =
54.7%; West Virginia = 50.4%; Hawai‘i = 41.9%)

Table 9. Selected states sorted by student:counselor ratio

Student: Number of Students:
Number of Number of Teacher Guidance Counselor
States Total Staff Teachers Students Ratio Counselors Ratio

West Virginia 39,217 19,414 281,939 14.53 1,706 165
Wyoming 15,233 6,757 85,193 12.61 453 188
Vermont 19,232 8,859 94,444 10.66 437 216
New Hampshire 32,174 15,515 203,158 13.10 812 250
Hawai'i 21,061 11,271 180,728 16.04 669 270
Montana 19,023 10,398 144,418 13.89 449 322
Nebraska 42,938 21,459 287,580 13.41 790 364
Rhode Island 17,902 11,381 151,612 13.33 407 372
Kansas 53,762 35,297 465,045 13.18 1,139 408
Connecticut 86,709 39,115 575,100 14.71 1,380 417
South Dakota 17,297 9,070 121,158 13.36 286 424
Massachusetts 136,563 73,157 950,196 12.99 2,181 436
Delaware 15,403 8,038 122,254 15.21 279 438
New Mexico 46,551 22,016 328,220 14.91 720 456
Washington 102,948 53,743 1,006,878 18.74 2,031 496
Minnesota 106,701 51,880 840,565 16.21 1,052 799
Ave. Among

Selected States 48,295 24,836 364,905 14 924 395
U.S. Average 6,163,962 3,180,396 48,504,876 15.7 103,823 467

Source: Jennifer Sable, Noel Amber, Lee Hoffman, Public Elementary and Secondary School Student Enrollment and Staff from
the Common Core of Data: School Year 2006,2007, Educational Statistics Services Institution, November 2008
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These data show that while Hawai‘i has a comparatively large student:teacher ratio of 16:1
(average among selected 16 states was 14:1), Hawai‘i also has one of the best ratios for guidance
counselors, with one for every 270 students, compared to the U.S. average of 467 students per
counselor and the selected state average of 395 students per counselor. Given the lower SAT
scores for Hawai‘i, it would appear that the ratio of guidance counselors to students has little
direct correlation with student achievement on high-stakes tests.

Hawai‘i is about the average for percent of teachers for total staff (54%), compared to the U.S.
average of 52% and the selected state average of 51%. Interestingly, Minnesota, which leads the
list of selected states in SAT mathematics scores, has a relatively lower percentage of teachers to
non-teaching staff (49%). Wyoming, which leads the list of selected states in SAT reading
scores, has a comparatively lower percentage of teachers to non-teaching staff at 45%, or nine
percent lower than Hawai‘i. Further examination of these data is required before conclusions can
be made regarding possible links of larger support staff to student achievement.

13
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Part II. Comparative Student Achievement
The Hawai‘i Department of Education regularly publishes data comparing Hawai‘i to national

averages. Both Hawai‘i and national average NAEP scores rose in recent years. While Hawai‘i
is making progress, Hawai‘i test takers continue to lag behind national averages by double-digit

percentages.

Table 10. Hawai‘i performance on NAEP compared with national averages

EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT

of EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS (NAEP) 2003 2005 2007
(Percent Proficient & Advanced)
Hawaii Nation Hawaii Nation Hawaii Nation

Reading

Grade 4 21% 30% 23% 30% 3% 39%

Grade 8 22% 30% 18% 29% 21% 3%
Mathematics

Grade 4 23% 31% 27% 35% 37% 45%

Grade 8 17% 27% 18% 29% 24% 38%

Source: Hawaii State Department of Education, Student Assessment Section.

The U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Educational Sciences has a data base on
selective topics that is somewhat more current. The following data were taken from IES tables
that illustrate the SAT scores of college bound seniors in Hawai‘i and the selected states.

Table 11. Selected states average performance on SAT 20062007 listed alphabeticall

2006-07
Critical
States Reading Mathematics Writing
Connecticut 510 512 511
Delaware 497 496 486
Hawai'i 484 506 473
Kansas 583 590 569
Massachusetts 513 522 511
Minnesota 596 603 577
Montana 538 543 522
Nebraska 579 585 562
New Hampshire 521 521 512
New Mexico 555 546 540
Rhode Island 496 498 492
South Dakota 589 602 567
Vermont 516 518 508
Washington 526 531 510
West Virginia 516 507 505
Wyoming 565 571 544
U.S. Average 502 515 494

14
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Following are the rankings by the three reported SAT scores by state scores for college-bound
seniors

Table 12. Selected states SAT critical reading scores by average performance of college-bound
Seniors

2006-2007 SAT
States Critical Reading
Wyoming 596
West Virginia 589
Washington 583
Vermont 579
South Dakota 565
Rhode Island 555
New Mexico 538
New Hampshire 526
Nebraska 521
Minnesota 516
Montana 516
Massachusetts 513
Kansas 510
Hawai'i 497
Delaware 496
Connecticut 484
Average Among Selected States 537
U.S. Average 502

Table 13. Selected states SAT mathematics scores by average performance of college-bound
seniors

2006-2007
SAT
States Mathematics

Minnesota 603
South Dakota 602
Kansas 590
Nebraska 585
New Mexico 546
Montana 543
Washington 531
Massachusetts 522
New Hampshire 521
Vermont 518
Connecticut 512
West Virginia 507
Hawai'i 506
Rhode Island 498
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Table 13. Selected states SAT mathematics scores by average performance of college-bound
seniors (continued)

2006-2007 SAT
States Mathematics
Delaware 496
Average Among Selected States 539
U.S. Average 515

Table 14. Selected states SAT writing scores by average performance of college-bound seniors

2006-2007 SAT
States Writing
Minnesota 577
Kansas 569
South Dakota 567
Nebraska 562
Wyoming 544
New Mexico 540
Montana 522
New Hampshire 512
Connecticut 511
Massachusetts 511
Washington 510
Vermont 508
West Virginia 505
Rhode Island 492
Delaware 486
Hawai'i 473
Average Among Selected States 524
U.S. Average 494

Based on these data, Hawai‘i college-bound seniors rank near the bottom of the selected states
for SAT scores in critical reading, mathematics, and writing.

Available data from IES and NEA indicate that among the selected states, Hawai‘i’s younger
students in grades four and eight had comparatively lower math scores in 2005-2006.

Table 15. Selected states average NAEP mathematics scores grade 4

2005-2006 NAEP Grade 4
Average Mathematics
States Scores
Massachusetts 247
Kansas 246
Minnesota 246
New Hampshire 246
Vermont 244
Wyoming 243
Connecticut 242
South Dakota 242
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Table 15. Selected states average NAEP mathematics scores grade 4 (continued)

2005-2006 NAEP Grade 4
Average Mathematics
States Scores
Washington 242
Montana 241
Delaware 240
Nebraska 238
Rhode Island 233
West Virginia 231
Hawai'i 230
New Mexico 224
Average Among Selected States 240
U.S. Average 237

Table 16. Selected states average NAEP mathematics scores grade 8
2005-2006 NAEP Grade 8
Average Mathematics

States Scores
Massachusetts 292
Minnesota 290
South Dakota 287
Vermont 287
Montana 286
New Hampshire 285
Washington 285
Kansas 284
Nebraska 284
Wyoming 282
Connecticut 281
Delaware 281
Rhode Island 272
West Virginia 269
Hawai'i 266
New Mexico 263
Average Among Selected States 281
U.S. Average 278

Table 17. Selected states average NAEP reading scores grade 4
2005-2006 NAEP Grade 4

States Average Reading Scores
Massachusetts 231
New Hampshire 227
Vermont 227
Connecticut 226
Delaware 226
Minnesota 225
Montana 225
Washington 223
Wyoming 223
South Dakota 222

Nebraska 221
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Table 17. Selected states average NAEP reading scores grade 4 (continued)

2005-2006 NAEP Grade 4

States Average Reading Scores
Kansas 220
Rhode Island 216
West Virginia 215
Hawai'i 210
New Mexico 207
Average Among Selected States 222
U.S. Average 217

Table 18. Selected states average NAEP reading scores grade 8

States 2005-2006 NAEP Grade 8
Average Reading Scores
Massachusetts 274
New Hampshire 270
Montana 269
South Dakota 269
Vermont 269
Minnesota 268
Wyoming 268
Kansas 267
Nebraska 267
Delaware 266
Washington 265
Connecticut 264
Rhode Island 261
West Virginia 255
New Mexico 251
Hawai'i 249
Average Among Selected States 265
U.S. Average 260

Snapshots Are Not Growth

The previous data are snapshots of student test scores. They do not indicate whether an

individual state’s students are generally improving or falling behind. Hawai‘i’s data do indicate
steady improvement in overall test score averages.
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Figure 2. Hawai‘i student performance on state assessments 2003—-2007
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Part III. Hawai‘i Compared to Larger Districts

Not only does Hawai‘i have comparatively larger schools and larger student to teacher ratios,

Hawai‘i, with its single district, is among the largest in the nation.

A June 2008 report from the Institute of Educational Sciences of the National Center for
Educational Statistics, titled Characteristics of the Largest 100 Public Elementary and
Secondary School Districts in the United States 2005-2006, lists Hawai‘i as the eleventh largest
school district in the nation.

Among its findings were the following. The 100 largest school districts
* accounted for 23 percent of all public school students and 22 percent of all FTE teachers;
* had larger average school enrollments and larger student to teacher ratios;
* had significantly larger non-white populations.

Data comparing the 100 largest districts indicate the average percentage of teachers among total
staff for these selected districts was 54.6% (the highest being New York City Public Schools
with 84.1% of all staff being teachers). Hawai‘i’s percentage was 53.3%.

Table 20 compares Hawai‘i with the New York City district (the largest district in the nation)
and other large districts in terms of percentage of full time equivalent staff.

Table 20. Percentage of selected categories of FTE staff serving as teachers, support, library/media,

or administrators in large school districts

Percent Percent
Instructional Percent Library/ Percent Percent School-
Percent Support Guidance Media LEA-Level Level

Districts Teachers Staff Counselors Staff Administrators | Administrators
NYC
Schools 84.1 1.2 2.8 0.8 0.6 4.2
100 Largest
District
Averages 54.6 9.6 1.9 1.1 0.8 3.0
Hawai'i 53.3 13.0 3.2 1.7 1.0 2.3

In general, the data for the largest 100 districts indicate a wide range of approaches. Hawai‘i
does not stand out in any particular category, although deeper analysis of more successful
districts may be useful.

In examining the percentage of total district funding received from the Federal government
among the 100 largest districts, the percentage of funding dedicated to instruction and the
percentage of guidance counselors among total staff, the report shows:
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Federal Funding:
* The average percentage of funds received from the Federal government among the largest
districts was 11.3%. On the high end (not counting Puerto Rico) were Chicago (17.7%),
El Paso, TX (16.8%), and Long Beach, CA (16.7%). On the low end were Fairfax, VA
(3.8%), Jefferson County, CO (4.1%), and Prince William County, (4.3%).
* Hawai‘i’s percentage of funding from Federal sources was 10.4%

Instructional Funding
* The average percentage of funds allocated for instruction among the largest districts was
53.0%. On the high end were Los Angeles County, CA (68%), Memphis City, TN
(59.9%), and Arlington Independent School District, TX (57.5%). On the low end were
Greenville County, SC (31.7%), Philadelphia, PA (36.4%), and Dallas Independent
School District, TX (40.3%).
* Hawai‘i’s percentage of funding allocated for instruction was 57.0%.

Guidance Counselors
* Among the largest 100 districts the average percentage of total guidance counselor FTEs
was 2.0.
* Hawai‘i had the highest percentage of guidance counselors among total staff with 3.2%
(along with Washoe County, NV). Lowest percentages were in Hillsborough County, FL
(0.1%) and Milwaukee, WI and Fresno, CA (both at 0.8%).

Hawai‘i is about average in the percent of teachers for total staff (54%) compared to the U.S.
average of 52% and the selected state average of 51%. Minnesota, which leads the selected states
in SAT mathematics scores, has a relatively low percentage of teachers to non-teaching staff
(49%). Wyoming, which leads the selected states in SAT reading scores, also has a
comparatively low percentage of teachers at 45%, or nine percent lower than Hawai‘i. Further
examination of these data is required before conclusions can be made regarding possible links of
larger support staff to student achievement.

Hawai‘i’s Administrative and Complex Area Sizes

Because Hawai‘i has one unified state system, it is unique and some would argue cannot be
compared to the size of other sub-state districts. This may be true for student enrollment, but the
overall governance and administrative unity is relevant.

Hawai‘i’s system is subdivided into seven major administrative districts, with the following
enrollments from smallest to largest (from the 2007 Superintendent’s Report):

Kauai: 9,458
Windward: 16,225
Maui: 20,167
Hawai‘i: 24,063
Honolulu: 31,610
Central: 32,222
Leeward: 39,734
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Table 21 shows the ranking of Hawai‘i’s administrative districts (if they were independent
districts) among the 500 largest public school districts in the nation. There are 17,765 school

districts in the U.S.

Table 21. Rank of Hawai‘i’s administrative districts by student population size

Hawai‘i Rank Among 500
Administrative Student Enroliment Largest U.S. Public
District School Districts
Kauai 9,458 Not in top 500
Windward 16,225 488
Maui 20,167 371
Hawai'i 24,063 290
Honolulu 31,610 197
Central 32,222 177
Leeward 39,734 130

These data show that if Hawai‘i’s administrative districts were independent, they would still be
among the largest in the nation.
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COLLEGE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

public policy center

UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI‘l AT MANOA

Senate Concurrent Resolution 118, SD1, HD. Improving the community’s understanding of the
Department of Education’s programs and school expenses including a comparison with other states
on adequacy of funds.

This resolution asked the College of Social Sciences Public Policy Center (PPC), “in concert with
the Department of Education to convene a working group “to propose areas for improved spending
and expenditures and an implementation plan to carry this out.” Dr. Susan Chandler, Director of the
PPC and Katia Balissiano, a graduate student in the Department of Urban and Regional Planning met
on September 16, 2008 with a small group from the DOE to discuss how to move ahead. The
attendees from the DOE were:

James Brese, Assistant Superintendent, Office of Fiscal Services, Adele Chong, Director,
Budget Branch, Brian Hallett, Budget Specialist, Edwin Koyama, Accounting Director,
Administrative Services and Kate Stanley, Legislative consultant.

The DOE staff believes that the Department produces a tremendous amount of information each
year and tries very hard to communicate extremely complex material in an easily digestible manner
to students, parents, interested community members, legislators, the federal government
representatives and other policy makers. In fact, the DOE budget staff spends a significant amount
of its time analyzing data and producing responses for the legislature and the Executive Branch.
When new questions are asked, or requests for projections are made, or implications of a particular
scenario regarding the DOE budget and expenditures, the Budget staff must analyze the request,
obtain and analyze the data and present the findings.

The group briefly discussed how difficult it is to know what type of presentations; illustrations or
graphs are most effective. We discussed what data seem to be most effective and which data help
tell the “story” in the best way. The DOE staff are very concerned about providing accurate data to
the public and while they acknowledge the complexity, see the need to make it clear and simple for
a variety of audiences. An added challenge is that some requests for information are from people
quite familiar with the DOE, state government and public budgeting, while others need much more
background information to fully understand the documents and the communication. Finding this
balance is often difficult to accomplish.

The members of this group recognize that the complexity of the department’s funding streams;
federal and state reporting requirements complicate the numbers and definitions being presented.
For example, how SPED is defined? How do you best explain and display that the individual
schools control some SPED funds, but other expenditures are controlled by the DOE
administration. When should a presentation display the expenditures of fringe benefits amounts for
teachers or administrators, or is lumping them together as “personnel costs” transparent enough?
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The definitions, categories and classifications impact how expenditures are portrayed and
understood by those both inside and outside of the DOE.

This group pointed to three recent presentations that they thought presented information in a
transparent manner and responded to their critical issues. One new graphic was a one page coin
shaped “pie chart” that divided up the expenditures in a particular category (eg. percent of
students with special needs) by taking parts of the coin away in sections. The whole coin
equaled 100%. Another PowerPoint presentation called “What is the current DOE budget?”
shows a dollar bill with the same intention of dividing up the total dollar into sections, each
describing the percentage (in this case the number of cents of each dollar spent on a particular
category. For example, $0.65 of each dollar is spent on salary and fringe benefits. Another
dollar picture shows that for SY2006-07 (excluding debt service), 73% was spent by principals;
23% by state level, central services; 2% on instructional support and 2% on state/complex area
administration. Yet another picture, divided up the dollar with categories, such as $0.47 of the
money expended by principals was from the weighted formula, and $0.11 of the central
administration funds go for SPED and “related services.” Bar graphs are also used to display
critical data, i.e., special education services to comply with the Felix Consent Decree or the
money that was transferred from DAGS to the DOE (increasing their budget), for facility repair
and maintenance. It is immediately clear from looking at these presentations, that the DOE has
an array of different funding sources; different mandates (federal and state); multiple initiatives,
some school-based; some by complex; some state wide. Clearly presenting how the DOE
spends its money is a big problem and probably most schools would say they need more to meet
their educational goals. Others, maybe people without school-age children look at these same
data and say, “there is plenty” but it is not being spent well.

Communication Comparisons with Other States

The DOE has reviewed how other states present data. They found that the other states are not
necessarily less complicated and display their data and reports the same way as Hawaii. One
issue that makes Hawai‘i different from other states, and thus makes inter-state comparisons
difficult (and may even taint the public’s perceptions) is that in Hawai‘i, the local educational
agency (LEA) is the same as the state educational agency (SEA). This means that the
organization that operates the system is the same one who regulates it.

On-line Questionnaire
Dr. Chandler developed several questions for an on-line survey that was sent out to 8 key

community leaders. She followed up with telephone calls to several respondents. (See survey
questions below)
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COLLEGE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

public policy center

UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI‘lI AT M:\NOA
December 4, 2008

Questionnaire in Response to SCR 118

The Hawai‘i Legislature believes that the DOE needs to improve its communication and
transparency when describing its budget and programs to the public and to policymakers.
The DOE produces a tremendous amount of information each year at budget testimonies,
public hearings, on its website and it responds to multiple requests all through the
Legislative session. Some requests come from people who are very familiar with the DOE’s
budgeting processes and some come from people who are not familiar with a public school
system. Attempting to provide easily understood, clear, yet precise information is
challenging.

Please think about the following questions and place a check next to the answer that best
describes your opinion.
1. 1 think the definitions that the DOE uses to explain its classification of students is clear.

(eg. special education, multiple special needs, English second language learners)

__ Agree ___ Don’t Know _Don't Agree

2. Ican clearly explain and differentiate among the terms “economically disadvantaged”, “special

9 EEINT3

education”, “multiple special needs”, “section 504” “English Second Language Learners.”

__ Agree ___ Don’t Know ___Don't Agree

3. I could correctly estimate how many children are in each category.

___ Agree __ Don’t Know ___Don't Agree
4. I believe that the weighted school formula is designed to allocate funds based on students’
educational needs.

___ Agree ___ Don’t Know ____Don't Agree
5.1 think that the DOE clearly explains its terms and definitions so that the schools, the public,
families and policy makers can understand how money is being spent on programs.

_ Agree __Don’t Know ___Don't Agree
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Interview Findings

All of the people interviewed agreed that the DOE budget is extremely complicated and perhaps
impossible to easily describe to an external audience. In fact, some said it was so big, and made
up of “so many moving parts” that many people working inside the system were not clear about
how the budgeting works and how the money was spent. A statewide school system that is paid
for by taxpayers, however, needs to let its “customers” know what is going on. A system that
has a budget that is “too complicated to understand” is a system in trouble.

Most agreed that the real issue is NOT transparency or communication issues, or even the
unclear definitions of terms (like the difference between “special education” and “special
needs”) but rather, to improve the support for public education, the DOE needs to focus on
fewer outcomes and increase their success in achieving them. Like the Honolulu Magazine, list
which schools are successful defined by an agreeable metric and then establish a causal link
between the outcomes and the resources needed.

Without clear data-driven outcome measures that document the accomplishments of each
school, it is extremely hard to know whether money is being spent wisely or not. An
organizational culture that believes that all schools are equal, or that it is not “fair” to highlight
one school’s successes or publicize another’s poor scores, prevents students, parents and the
community from seeing exactly where progress is being made and conversely, where schools
are not making progress. The annual test scores that are published are one measure, but in some
respondents’ view, the test scores do not really portray the whole story and do not measure how
successfully the school is preparing Hawai‘i’s youth for the workforce or the next generation of
democracy.

One person noted the lack of mentoring and succession planning all throughout the DOE, not
just the higher administrative offices. This he contrasted with successful business, that provide
mentoring, coaching and planning for when a person leaves a job. Vacancies get quickly filled
with competent, and “ready” employees.

Several mentioned that the schools are not producing students that are ready for the work world
and that there needs to be more attention to 21st century workforce development. Most agreed
that there is a crucial need to re-structure, re-organize, streamline and re-design the school
system with a laser focus on outcomes. Some thought that this state budget crisis might be the
opportunity to streamline and increase accountability measures. One respondent said, “1) set up
the standards, 2) measure the outcomes, 3) monitor. These three steps are how a business model
for any business would function, and perhaps the DOE could benefit from more of the business
approaches. If the DOE could select a FEW goals and then track their progress toward the goal,
it is likely that community support would follow. Several mentioned concerns that the principals
now being hired are not trained for the 21* century schools and have not been trained for
modern and complex management and administrative tasks necessary to provide educational
leadership in public schools. Another concern expressed was that teachers are continuously
being asked to do more, on top of the existing requirements and tasks, rather than being able to
replace “X” with “Y”. Stacking up more and more jobs, paperwork and requirements on
teachers makes their major task of increasing student achievement, impossible. One suggestion
was that for every new rule or policy, one should be deleted.
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Conclusion

Understanding the DOE budget is believed to be an important factor in order to obtain and
maintain legislators and community support for its programs. A quick review of the issues by a
few respondents indicate that communication would be clearer if the DOE:

*

Would use more precision and clarity in the terms it uses to define expenditure
categories and budget requests;

Would focus their achievement objectives and select fewer goals to strive for so that
measurable progress (or lack there of) is clear in each school;

Would move away from process-orientation to outcome-driven, data driven objectives
that are clearly defined, measurable and have clear time frames;

Would reduce the nonessential rules and regulations that are piled on teachers and only
add a new requirement if one is lifted. All should directly focus on student achievement;

Would give up reporting requirements that are not used for direct analysis by someone
hired to improve student achievement;

Design mentoring systems for teachers and administrators so that vacancies are filled
quickly and with competent staff



APPENDIX: TEXT OF SCR 118

THE SENATE 118
TWENTY-FOURTH LEGISLATURE, 2008 S . C . R . N O . S.D. 1

STATE OF HAWAII H.D. 1

SENATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION

IMPROVING THE COMMUNITY'S UNDERSTANDING OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION'S PROGRAMS AND SCHOOL EXPENSES INCLUDING A
COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATES ON ADEQUACY OF FUNDS

WHEREAS, the Department of Education is a large and complex
organization that can be operated and organized like a business
entity in some ways, but as a public institution, may not in all
ways; and

WHEREAS, to many outside the department, the department
operates in ways which may leave the department open to
unwarranted criticism; and

WHEREAS, the public needs to better understand the DOE's
administration functions, human resources system, fiscal
services, information technology services, and business
services; and

WHEREAS, many audits have been conducted on various DOE
services, offices, programs, and functions but many of the
recommendations have not been funded so implementation is
impossible and thus the audits have had questionable effect; and

WHEREAS, the key to Hawaii's future success is a strong
public schools system that equips our students with the
knowledge, skills, and experiences necessary to succeed; and

WHEREAS, the public education system in Hawaii is in dire
need of increased support and funding to improve, expand, and
grow new programs and facilities; and



WHEREAS, the public education system has to address the
pending backlog of infrastructure and facilities repair and
maintenance projects estimated to currently be $400,000,000 in
elementary, middle, and high schools throughout the State; and

WHEREAS, providing air conditioning in all schools will
cost $1 billion, excluding the costs required for increasing the
electrical capacity and the costs of increased electrical usage;
and

WHEREAS, providing textbooks for every student, and
providing each with access to high-end computers, learning
tools, equipment, and resources; and

WHEREAS, Hawaii's public schools are increasingly taking on
the responsibility of educating students, especially new
immigrants who have language and cultural challenges, and those
with economic and knowledge deficiencies, and physical and
learning problems, all students in need of special attention and
differentiated learning environments; and

WHEREAS, noncompetitive salaries for educational
assistants, school psychologists, business managers, therapists,
accountants, computer programmers, system analysts,
procurement/contract specialists, and pre-school teachers make
filling positions with highly qualified individuals a constant
challenge; and

WHEREAS, the Adequacy Funding Study indicated that
increased funding of seventeen per cent or $278,000,000 was
necessary for schools to achieve adequate standards; and

WHEREAS, the general public seeks assurance that our public
education dollars are being spent wisely; and

WHEREAS, data from a comparison of Hawaii's system with
other states could provide policymakers more focused and
reasoned initiatives for education spending; and

WHEREAS, if current funds appropriated to the department
are shown to be appropriately utilized and inadequate to
providing a high quality education for each child especially in
areas that have shown relationship to successful outcomes in
other states, 77% of the public would consider supporting
additional taxes for public education as suggested by polls in
2003 and 2007; and



BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the Twenty-fourth
Legislature of the State of Hawaii, Reqular Session of 2008, the
House of Representatives concurring, that the Department of
Education needs to improve its communication and transparency to
the public and policymakers regarding the amounts budgeted and
spent by the department and needs to have better data collection
systems to assist them in planning for more focused, future
funding initiatives; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the College of Social Sciences'
Public Policy Center, in concert with the department shall
convene a working group to propose areas for improved
communication to the public and increased transparency about its
spending and expenditures and an implementation plan to carry
this out; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the working group shall develop
recommendations for a more effective and transparent public
understanding of the funding for DOE programs and services; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the Hawaii Educational Policy Center
undertake a study of existing data that compares Hawaii with
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Kansas,

and Washington (or five other "peer" states) suggested by the
department in areas such as:

(1) Average class size;

(2) Student-teacher ratio;

(3) Average number of students per counselor;
(4) Length of school day and school year;

(5) Per pupil funding;

(6) Percentage of students with special needs and school
budget dedicated to those students;

(7) Percentage of school budget spent on administration;
and

(8) And/Or other data that might indicate the reasons for
high achievement rates, and propose measures (funding
and resources) needed in Hawaii to provide comparable
educational services; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the working group and the
Hawaii Educational Policy Center should prepare a progress
report to the Legislature no later than twenty days prior to the
convening of the Regular Session of 2009 and a final report of
its findings and recommendations, including any proposed
legislation to the legislature no later than twenty days prior
to the regular session of 2010.
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. Holomua Elementary
Gary Yasui School Oppose No

Comments:

| oppose HB2697 due to not supporting rotating administration. | do not feel that the
rotating of administration will positively impact schools. | also do not support the hiring
of classroom teachers by the superintendent.
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: L Testifier Present at
Submitted By Organization Position Hearing
| Wesley Shinkawa || Individual || Oppose || No
Comments:
HB2697

SUBJECT: No Time To Lose Commission

As principal of Kapolei High School | strongly oppose HB 2697 in its current form. As
educators, we are committed to ensuring that all public school students are afforded the
opportunity to be educated in a school system that prepares them to be internationally
competitive.

The elements of high performing school systems, as stated in this bill, are

admirable. However, equally important is the allocation of resources to ensure that
these elements can be executed in a manner conducive to obtaining the expected
outcomes. Furthermore, to set a goal of rotating school principals and vice principals
seem counterproductive to transforming our current system and achieving this

goal. With the current shortage of school level administrators across the state, this bill
does nothing to promote, recruit, or retain the level of leadership required to transform
our system as a whole; and ultimately yield schools and graduates that are
internationally competitive.

Regulations, laws, and statues regarding our educational systems can make
opportunities possible; it's the people that make it happen; but school level leadership is
key. HB 2697 does not seem to acknowledge the dynamics of school level leadership
in relation to the community these leaders serve and the importance of resources
required to execute such a plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on HB 2697.

Wesley Shinkawa

Principal of Kapolei High School
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KAMEHAMEHA SCHOOLS®

House Committee on Lower & Higher Education

Time: 2:05p.m.
Date: February 11, 2020
Where: State Capitol Room 309

TESTIMONY
By Ka‘ano‘i Walk
Kamehameha Schools

RE: HB 2697, Relating to Education

E ka Luna Ho‘omalu Woodson, ka Hope Luna Ho‘omalu Hashem, ka Hope Luna Ho‘omalu
Quinlan, a me na Lala o ke Komike Ho‘ona‘auao Ha‘aha‘a, Ki‘eki‘e, a me ke Kulanui 0 ka Hale
o na Lunamaka‘ainana, aloha! My name is Ka‘ano‘i Walk, the Senior Policy Analyst for
Kamehameha Schools.

Kamehameha Schools is in support of the intent of HB 2697 and recognize that details are
being refined to address concerns. This measure establishes a No Time To Lose commission to
examine how the State’s public schools can be internationally competitive and appropriates
funds.

We commend the creativity and determination of the legislature in advancing Hawai‘i’s public
education system forward, empowering all students to be local and global leaders. Furthermore,
we recognize that our public schools are already internationally excellent in many ways and
understand that continual improvement is always the goal. In recognition of this excellence, we
encourage the state to continue to look to Native Hawaiian education, Hawaiian Culture-Based
Education, and indigenous models of education to guide us forward. Let’s trust in ourselves, both
historically and presently, and maintain confidence in indigenous ‘ike (knowledge), which will
lead to international successes.

Founded in 1887, Kamehameha Schools is an educational organization striving to restore our
people through education and advance a thriving Lahui where all Native Hawaiians are
successful, grounded in traditional values, and leading in the local and global communities. We
believe that community success is individual success, Hawaiian culture-based education leads to
academic success and local leadership drives global leadership.

‘A‘ohe hana nui ke alu ‘ia. No task is too large when we all work together! Please advance this
measure.
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HB-2697

Submitted on: 2/11/2020 10:42:46 AM
Testimony for LHE on 2/11/2020 2:05:00 PM

Submitted By Organization ;ﬁzt.'tff; Pll-.leesai?r:;t
| Laurie Luczak || Individual || Oppose | No |
Comments:

Research shows that school leaders can make positive impact when they are in place
for at least five years. | support that principals and VPs should visit other schools,
collect data on a specific target, and provide collegial perspective. That part of the bill is
fine. | do not support the rotation of Principals and VPs as a whole. School leadership is
most effective in schools where there is a right fit of leadership and school context. The
approach, methodology, style of a leader, can be effective in one school,

but not effective in another school, even in the same complex. Schools are not like
hotels, restaurants, or even the travel industry in that there aren't Standard Operating
Procedures manuals. Principals have to flex, adjust, and grow along with their staff

and school community and is accomplished through connection, shared values and
beliefs, and a fostering a united commitment to serve. As with the communities
Representatives and Senators serve, no school is alike, regardles of their proximity to
one another. Can you imagine seving a neighboring community and rotating through the
State? How long did it take you to make an impact on your community? If you are a
junior Representative, how long do you think it will take for you to make a postiive
impact on your community? You are also speaking of our livelihood and | am not sure if
this is the way to regulate jobs in an already tenuous industry, and will remove our right
to choose. Most of the rest of the bill is hopeful. This portion of the bill (rotating
principals and VPs with a complex) will disrupt progress and learning, rather than

help student acheivement, readiness, and happiness flourish.
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