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Topics

I Systemic Improvements

I Issues:

. Scope of work?

. Customers we serve?

 Quality of employees?

. Poor management?

 Unions?

 Poor governance?
Money?

! What We Can Do
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Systemic Improvements

Focus on Academics
# Progress on Student Achievement, SAT, WASL

Fiscal Recovery

Culture Improvements

# Performance Ownership
# Contract with SEA

#» Open Communication

" Organizational Leadership
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Systemic Improvements

Long-Term View — Five-Year Plan

# Alignment of Priorities

Community and Family Partnerships

Levy Approval
" FEL Approval
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Issues?
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Scope of Work

Must serve all students.
Must meet Special Education needs.
Must meet bilingual needs.

Required to offer programs for other specialized
needs.

“Culturalized” to provide programs and services
that parents and community expect.

" “Culturalized” to think that all student needs should
always be met.

7/28/05 6



Customers We Serve

One size does not fit all: diverse learning needs of
students.

" SPS serves 45,000 of about 60,000 eligible
students.

SPS students twice as likely to come from poverty
households as the general population.

97 languages.

All students expected to achieve academic
standards.
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Employees

Dedicated to serving students.

Varied levels of professional expertise, little to no
professional development for any employees except
teachers.

Ongoing worries about more cuts to programs and
Services.

Morale very low two years ago; improving.

# Current perception of top management high
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Management

" Commitment to open and honest
communication.

" Commitment to fiscal integrity.

" Changing the culture: developing processes
and procedures, standards, expectations for
performance and accountability.
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Unions

" 13 Bargaining units represent 95% of
workforce
# Total compensation:
$ One unit above industry average (Para Pros)

$ Two units at average (Principals, Food Service)

$ Ten units below average (Teachers, Custodians,
Grounds, Trades, Teamsters, others)
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Unions

" Support of Mission

# Teachers’ five-year contract focuses on student
achievement, not on class size and
compensation.

# All union leadership willing to sacrifice
financially to support student and program needs.
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(Governance

" Seven-member board controls policies,
programs, and budget.
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Challenges: Money?
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Seattle Public Schools Student Enroliment: 1884-2004

Student enrollment has fluctuated considerably in the past, but has remained
relatively stable during the last two decades.
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Market Share of Seattle Public and Private Schools : 1987 -2003

The proportion of students attending school in Seattle who are in public school has
remained fairly constant, although it has increased slightly in the last two years.
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Future Demographics

Seattle total population is growing, but school-age
percentage 1s decreasing.

Long-range look:

# Continued loss of minority families will contribute to the overall
flat to decreasing change in enrollment.

# Account for changing patterns in housing stock in different areas
of the city.
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2003D2005 Biennium

State General Fund Budget

Public Schools
Human Services
Higher Ed
Special Approps
GovOOperations
All Other

Total
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Seattle Public Schools 2003-04
General Fund Revenues

ﬁOther
Millions [
Federal

~ State $241.7 12%

Local Levy 101.3

Federal 50.6 |

Other 28.0 ol vy

Total $421.6 24%

Source: Seattle Public Schools F-196
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Seattle Public Schools 2003-04
State Revenues

Millions ASt.d Transp  giper
—_— chleveﬁ\ 5% 1%
Apportionment $187.7 e
) Biling
SpecialEd 21.6 AP 2%
LAP 3.1 1
Spec Ed
Bilingual Ed 4.1 9%
Student Achieve 9.9
Transportation 13.2
Other 2.1
Total $241.7

Apport
78%

Source: Seattle Public Schools F-196
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Grants: Sources and Strings 2003-04

Corp./Foundation/
Other
11% ' State and Federal
# Statutory and
Regulatory Guidance

# City Ordinance and
Contractual
Agreements

Federal " City

o0% Corporate, Foundation
and Other

# Contractual
Agreements

City

8%\

State
21%

Source: Seattle Public Schools Budget System (FAST)
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How We Spend Our Money



FTE Counts by Representation
FY2005-06 Adopted Budget

Schools

Principals/VPs 145

Cert Rep 2,685

Class Rep 648
Total Schools 3,478

Central

Non-Rep 280

Class Rep 875

Cert Rep 355

TotalCentral 1,510
District Total 4.988
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Expenditures by State Object

Employee Benefits Supplies, Instruct.

0
16.7% Resources
4.3%
Classified Salaries Contractual
19.5% Services
13.6%
03-04 Travel
STATE OBJECT EXPEND 0.2%
(N millions)
Certificated Salaries $186.4 Capital outlay
Classified Salaries 79.9 0.2
Employee Benefits 68.5 e70
Supplies, Instruct. 17.5
Resources
Contractual Services 55.8 s
Travol o8 Certlflcgted
Capital Outlay 0.8 Salaries
TOTAL $409.7 45 5%
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Expenditures by State Activity

Building
Other Support ~ Administration
18.3% 6.8%

/ Central

. Administration
Teaching Support

7.0%
9.4%
02-03
STATE ACTIVITY EXPENDED
(in millions)
Teaching Activities $241.1
Teaching Support 38.8
Other Support 75.6
Building Administration 28.2
Central Administration 28.8 Teachin
TOTAL $412.5 L g
Activities
Source: Seattle Public Schools F-196 58.5%
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District Comparisons by Activity
2003-2004

Spending by Activity Group
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District Comparisons by Activity
2003-2004 — Excluding Instructional

Spending by Activity Group
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2003-2004

State Special Education Program

Spending per Pupil in Excess of Program Funding
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2003-2004
Bilingual Programs

Spending per Pupil in Excess of Program Funding
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2003-2004
Pupil Transportation Program

Spending per Pupil in Excess of Program Funding

Selected Regional Districts
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Expenditure Comparison

Seattle Public Schools and Washington State
Percentage of Expenditures

Our spending patterns reflect our diverse student
population.

Open enrollment drives above average
transportation costs.

High number of buildings require operational
support.

Central administrative costs align with diverse
program offerings.

Our student mix requires higher than average
categorical program spending.
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FY06-07 Early Forecasted
Budget GAP

FY06-07 Early Forecasted GAP
$13M
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Contributors to the Gap

Expenses

Gap Revenues
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" Utilities

Special Education
Fuel

Employee Benefits
Salary Costs

Academic Requirements
" Other
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What Is Our Problem?



What 1s our problem?

State and Federal mandates drive resource
utilization.

Gross Flexibility of spending 1s about one fourth of
total, General Fund, non-grant budget.

Current actual flexibility 1s found in transportation,
number of facilities and program offerings.

Given current spending choices and limited
flexibility of funds, living within our means
virtually eliminates ability to invest in staff, create
R and D, and trial innovative programes.
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Where Does Flexibility Remain?
Some Remains in Central, Some Remains in Schools

Central
Budgets~
88%

Approximately 14.5% of Seattle’s total projected budget contains
some degree of flexibility. Of this amount ($64.8 million), 88% is
budgeted centrally and 12% is budgeted in schools.

@ Central Budgetsm School Budgets

School Budgets

12%
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Budget flexibility - central

Central departmental budgets provide the
District’s operational and administrative support,
as well as direct services 1n and to our schools

Many mandated and contractual requirements

Some expenditures tied to revenue or restricted
by grant fund source

Limited flexibility remains
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Why do public schools have
a financial problem?

#+ The State does not meet its
constitutional mandate to fully fund
K-12 education.

# State and Federal requirements
consume more resources than received
from the State and Federal
government
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Why does SPS have a
financial problem?

# Inadequate state and federal funding, plus:
$ The Seattle School District contributed to the problem
by the choices made on how to spend its money.
Over decades, did not manage costs.

Created “boutique” schools and non aligned, non
prioritized programs and expenses.

Created scope creep through non prioritized budgets.

Created inefficient and sometimes ineffective use of
resources based upon unaligned and decentralized decision
making.

Cultural unwillingness to make difficult budget decisions.
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How big of a financial
problem?

# School districts have long-term non-
sustainable budgets unless an infusion of
state and federal resources takes place.

$ Costs increasing above revenue:

' Requirements to serve Special Educational and
bilingual students

' Increased performance expectations by higher
academic standards.

' Community expectations that exceed funding ability.
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Washington Current Expenditures Per Pupil in Average Daily Attendance
As a Percent of National Average (1959-2004)
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What Can We Do?
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What can we do?

Any long-term fiscal solution must include both
revenue increases and expense reductions.

Revenue options are limited and require lead
time.

Significant budget cuts are necessary and will

involve program elimination and impact student
SErvices.

School allocation model (WSF) needs thorough
review and modification.
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Revenue Strategies

" Lobby the Legislature

Maximize Grants; Increase Federal Funding to Meet
Mandates

Increase Donor Funding
Implement Marketing Plan
Impose User Fees

Use Capital Resources

" Sue the State
7/28/05
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Budget Reduction Strategies

Efficiencies identified.

Proposed structural change cuts made based upon

flexibility view of central organizations.
Cuts made based upon activity-based budget view.

" Cuts considered but not taken for FY05-06 will
reconsidered for FY 06 07.
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Continued Cuts

" Cut additional programs centrally

# Culturally popular to cut central services and
support over school budgets

# Previous cuts too deep in several areas

" Cut programs 1n schools
» Little support
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Necessities

Improved Academics

Improved revenues: State, Federal

Contributions: Gifts and Grants

Communications Strategies
Public Engagement
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Discussion




