
Email correspondence with Superintendent (August 17, 2015)

At the last school board meeting work session during the discussion about the preliminary budget Stephanie 
asked if there was evidence that the levy money spent to pay for the extra resources (people) beyond what the 
state pays for. You commented that the district had made a decision in the past to staff higher to provide 
additional services and support and that was reflected in higher test scores. (Is there data when the district only
used the number of teachers they paid for vs. when the district added more through levy funds?)

Can you help me understand what actual data is available that shows the extra resources produce tangible 
results? Has there ever been an effort to quantify the improved performance (or other metrics) and if so what 
and when? 

I'm not saying there isn't benefit but to honestly answer voters when they question the $20mm extra per year I 
would prefer to be able to cite facts. Can you help point me in the direction of any studies, data, analysis, etc., 
that show(s) supplying resources beyond what the state provides yields measurable statistically significant 
results? I would love to be able to review the materials.

Thank you for your guidance and direction in this matter.
_________________________________________________________________________________
Super's response:

You raise an interesting topic.  We have additional staff (somewhere over 100) to what the State supports.  
While this is common in schools in our State, we have quite a few more supported by levy (as a percentage of 
our budget) than surrounding districts.  As I have come to understand the past decisions made with the Unions,
I see we have more psychologists, counselors, special education teachers, and general education teachers than 
other districts.  I wasn’t here to participate in those decisions, I believe there was consensus that having more 
adults in the district helps children learn.  While that may seem apparent, the research, particularly in class 
sizes, is much less convincing.  There is some evidence that having teaching loads around 17 does increase 
learning.  The trouble with the research is that if the teachers don’t change the way they teach, simply having 
less students doesn’t necessarily improve learning.  I have no knowledge of staffing ratios compared to State 
allocations for any number of years.  We just don’t retain that information over any prolonged length of time.  
And the target has been constantly moving, as contracts were negotiated that guaranteed additional staff over 
time.  There just isn’t any way to quantify the issue.

The State agrees that having less students per staff is beneficial, hence the class size reduction money being 
made available this year, but I wouldn’t want to debate the merits of class size reduction from a purely scientific
perspective.  While I do believe less is better, the studies are just not substantive enough for me to argue much 
past mentioning them and their merit. 

As for assessment data, I believe lower class sizes and additional assistance from psychologists, special 
education teachers, and counselors helps our children to succeed.  We have done better than the State average 
(last year we outscored the State in 17 of 21 assessments) for a number of years.  As above, I cannot support 
my belief with any substantive data that might satisfy someone who understood true scientific studies.  It’s 
more intuitive and again, widely accepted by educators and even the Legislature.
 



My follow up:

Thank you for responding. I understand the intuitive feel. When I read studies about class size I see a 12:1 ratio 
as being optimum. When we are in the 17-24 (approximate) range there appears to be no detectable value in 
small reductions in class size. The current ratio information for the BGSD shows ~19:1 but teachers tell me that 
the true class sizes are notably larger because special ed and other small classes are used in the calculations 
leading to the impression that classes are smaller than they really are. 

From the budget presentation we have about 120 more staff than funded by the state. You mention that the 
BGSD has more unfunded staff than surrounding districts. Can you point me to a report or location I can look at 
to understand how many unfunded (by the state) other districts have in Clark County and other areas of the 
state? I would like to understand the magnitude of differences. When the public looks at the newly released 
SBAC test score results and compares BGSD to surrounding district and the state it's not clear that having those 
extra resources translates to test scores. (Note: I'm attaching a quick summary I put together today after OSPI 
announced the 2014-2015 results that you or your staff have probably already done).

Again, I'm not taking a position one way or the other but the inability to show clear evidence when people 
comment about their taxes (especially when looking at the possibility of asking for more money in a bond next 
year) may lead some to ask what the downside would be if the $20 million from levy could be shifted to the 
capital side. Should we be working to get the State to change the calculations for funded staff?


