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The Office of the Auditor

The missions of the Office of the Auditor are assigned by the Hawaii State Constitution
{Article VI, Section 10). The primary mission is to conduct post audits of the transactions,
accounts, programs, and performance of public agencies. A supplemental mission is to
conduct such ather investigations and prepare such additional reports as rmay be directed
by the Legislature.

Under its assigned missions, the office conducts the following types of examinations:

1. Financial audits attest to the fairness of the financial statements of agencies. They
examine the adequacy of the financial records and accounting and internal controls,
and they determine the legality and propriety of expenditures.

2. Management audits, which are also referred to as performance audits, examine the
effectiveness of programs or the efficiency of agencies or both. These audits are also
called program audits, when they focus on whether programs are attaining the
objectives and results expected of them, and operations audits, when they examine
how well agencies are organized and managed and how efficiently they acquire and
utilize resources.

3. Sunset evaluations evaluate new professional and occupational licensing programs to
determine whether the programs should be terminated, continued, or modified.
These evaluations are conducted in accordance with criteria established by statute,

4.  Sunrise analyses are similar to sunset evaluations, but they apply to broposed rather
than existing regulatory programs. Before a new professional and occupational
licensing program can be enacted, the statutes require that the measure be analyzed
by the Office of the Auditor as to its probable effects.

B.  Health insurance analyses examine bills that propose to mandate certain health
insurance benefits. Such bills cannot be enacted unless they are referred to the
Office of the Auditor for an assessment of the social and financial impact of the
proposed measure.

6. Analyses of proposed speciaf funds and existing trust and revolving funds determine
if proposals to establish these funds and existing funds meet legislative criteria.

7. Procurement compliance audits and other procurement-related monitoring assist the
Legislature in overseeing government procurement practices.

8.  Fiscal accountability reports analyze expenditures by the state Depanment of
Education in various areas.

9.  Special studies respond to requests from both houses of the Legislature, The studies
usually address specific problems for which the Legislature is seeking solutions.

Hawaii's laws provide the Auditor with broad powers to examine all books, records, files,
papers, and documents and all financial affairs of every agency. The Auditor also has the
authority to summen persons to produce records and to question persons under oath.
However, the Office of the Auditor exercises no control function, and its authority is limited to
reviewing, evaluating, and reporting on its findings and recommendations to the Legislature
and the Governor.
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Summary

Senate Concurrent ResolutionNo. 270,5.D.1, H.D.1, C.D.1, ofthe 1997 legislative .
session requested the Office of the Auditor to conduct an audit of the decentralization

 efforts of the Department of Education.

We found that the Department of Education has not provided the level of support
schools need to assume their new responsibilities. The department could provide
either more training or redesign training content. Leaming support centers
established by Section 302A-1104, HRS, are not functioning as intended. School
principals contend that the department’s 1996 reorganization has resulted in less
support than when services were provided by district level personnel.

* Wealso found that the Department of Education has decentralized decision making

but has not given schools sufficient autonomy and flexibility. SCBM and non-
SCBM schools alike are freer to use the funds allocated to them, but the actual
proportion. of funds over which they have complete control still is relatively
insignificant. We reviewed the FY1995-96 expenditures of 21 schools and found
that just four percent of the expenditures had no departmental or other agency
limitations, Wealsonoted that SCBM decision-making guidelines need clarification.
In addition, school-based budgeting has not been adequately reviewed.

Finally, we found that Section 302A-1123, HRS, which authorizes the establishment
of student-centered schools, is flawed. The statute fails to define the extent to which
the department and the Board of Education remain legally responsible for student-
centered schools and the funding method is difficult to implement fairly. The law
also fails to specify the department’s role in providing the support and information
needed by student-centered schools. ‘

*
Recommendations
and Response

‘Werecommend thatthe department, when giving new responsibilities to the schools,

identify the ability of the schools to undertake those responsibilities, and provide the

necessary training, information, and support staff. In addition, the department

should formally establish the learning support centers, staff the centers with the
personnel needed to support school improvement efforts, clarify the responsibilities

of the centers, establish procedures for the complexes to govern the centers, and

provide the parameters within which the complexes will determine the sexvices to

be provided. ' '
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Werecommend that the Board of Education clarify the definition of “consensns” in
SCBM to prevent individuals from derailing school reform efforts. The board also
should cease the establishment of categorical funding programs. The board and the
department should also periodically conduct formal reviews and evaluations of the
school-based budget process.

Wealsorecommend that the Legislature ceasethe practice of establishing categorical

programs. The Legislature should also require 1:]1e department to provide general

~funds to schools in one lumpsum.

Finally, the Legislature should consider amending Section 302A-1123 to help shape
a charter school system consistent with the requirements of the Public Charter
Schools Program as enumerated in federal law. In particular, amendments should:
(a) clarify legal responsibilities of the department and the student-centered school
boards, (b) improve the funding provision, and (¢) clarify the duty of the department
to provide assistance to student centered schools.

The department asserts the State’s budgetary constraints prevent the department
from expanding support staff. The department agrees that it has not fully
established leaming support centers but contends that the State’s economic situation
prevents it from operating the centers as originally intended by the Legislature.
However, the department has established Teacher Learning Centers.

The board notes that its Committee on Student Services will continue to meet to
discuss SCBM governance issues. Discussions with the Hawaii State Teachers
Association and the Hawaii Government Employees Association are also planned.

~ Regarding our recommendation to cease the establishment of categorical programs,

the Board of Education notes that it estabhshed two programs but has no plans to
establish additional ones.

The board states that it will be conducting an evaluation of school-based budgeting.
The department plans to periodically evaluate the school-based budget process.

The department agrees that except for a few types of funds which the department
identifies, funds should be provided to schools in one lumpsam,

The department agrees with our recommendation that the Legislature consider
amending Section 302A-1123, HRS. Italso asserts that Section 302A-1123 should
beamended to provide the full range of civil rights protections foundin Section 378-2,
HRS.

" Marion M. Higa Office of the Auditor
State Auditor ' 465 South King Street, Room 500

State of Hawaii Honolulu, Hawaii- 96813
o (808) 587-0800
FAX (808) 587-0830
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Foreword

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 270, Senate Draft 1, House Draft 1,
Conference Draft 1, of the 1997 legislative session requested the Office of
the Auditor to conduct an audit of the decentralization efforts of the
Department of Education. We were asked to address such issues as
whether schools are organized and supported in an environment of
collaboration and whether exemptions from heretofore established
procedures and rules are working.

‘We wish to express our appreciation for the cooperation and assistance
extended to us by the officials and staff of the Department of Education
during the course of this audit.

Marion M. Higa
State Anditor
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Backgrou nd Senate Concurrent Resolution No, 270, $.D.1, F1.D.1, C.D.1 ofthe 1997
legislative session requested the Office of the Auditor to conduct an audit
of the decentralization ¢fforts of the Department of Education. The
resolution also requested an examination of the extent to which
decentralization efforts have resulted in improved accountability for
student learming and a study of the effectiveness of a lumpsum budget
approach in schools under school/community-based management
(SCBM). Italso asked the Auditor to make recorimendations on how to
further SCBM.

Specific issues or concerns cited in the resolution included: (1) possible
confusion at the school level about how school communities should
organize themselves; (2) school principals and other administrators may
not have sufficient support to work in a new collaborative environment,
(3) a possibly ineffective waiver process to exempt schools from
departmental procedures and the collective bargaining agreement; and (4)
actions taken by the department may fall short of empowering schools to
make decisions.

Site-based ' Site-based management is another term for decentralizing decision-making

management is a powers to the schools. It attempts to transform schools by involving

nationwide reform parents and community members in school decisions. Other states such as

effort Kentucky, Maryland, and Texas now require schools to form site-based or
school-based decision-making councils. Large school systems such as
those in Denver, Chicago, and Cincinnati also have shifted more
responsibilities to schools and their councils,

Most site-based management plans across the country claim that student
achievement is a goal of this initiative. However, the evidence linking
school-based decision making to improvements in student outcomes is
scant.

Other reasons for implementing site-based management are given. Some
plans simply shift the balance of authority between the schools and the
district or state. These plans give schools more autonomy but require
them to be more accountable for their decisions, Other plans broaden the
decision-making base by including parents, community members, and
school staff. Finally, some plans try to make management more efficient
by decentralizing and deregulating it.
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“

Legisifative directives to
reform education

The Legislature has directed the Department of Education to decentralize
authority to the school level and to downsize its state and district offices.

_ Directives to decentralize date back almost a decade. SCBM and school-

based budgeting were viewed as potentially promising strategies.

Act 366, Session Laws of Hawaii (SLH) 1989, established the broad
framework for SCBM and empowered the Board of Education and other
state agencies to facilitate implementation of this concept in the public
schools. Under this initiative, a public school participating in SCBM can
obtain waivers from state agency rules, policies, and procedures that may
[imit 1ts ability to achieve educational excellence. The Legislature hoped
to enhance student achievement by giving schools more autonomy and
flexibility, allowing for more parental and community involvement in
school decisions, and empowering the school commmunity to participate in
shared decision making.

Three years later, Act 294, SLH 1992, directed the department to develop
a modified budgeting plan for direct student/school allocations. In 1993,
the Legislature required the department to develop and implement a new
budget preparation and allocation process known as school-based
budgeting. The basic purpose of school-based budgeting was to give
schools greater flexibility in the expenditure of their funds.

Concerns about the slow pace of school empowerment prompted the
Legislature to direct the department to restructure itself. Act 272,

SLH 1994, provided for the downsizing of state and district offices and
for curriculum decision-making at the school level. Such restructuring
was infended to give schools necessary authority, resources, and flexibility
to focus on instructional issues. The Legislature also believed that as
decentralization took hold the department would change from its
managerial role to one that supports, facilitates, and monitors school level
activities.

The Legislature also felt that public schools needed the flexibility to

implement innovative programs and administrative frameworks that best

met the needs of their students. Thus, Act 272 also allowed for the
establishment of up to 25 “student-centered” schools. These schools are
freed from most state rules, laws, and regulations in exchange for being
held accountable for student performance. The law also granted student-
centered schools substantial fiscal independence by requiring that they be
allocated a sum of general funds based on student enrollment. Since the
enactment of Act 272, only two student-centered schools—Waialae
Elementary and Lanikai Elementary—have been established.

During this period of reform, the Legisiature has almost doubled the
general fund appropriations to the department. For FY1987-88, the
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department was appropriated $390 million for 11,559 positions. During
the 1997 session the Legislature appropriated $710 million and an
authorized position count of 16,610 positions for FY1997-98.

In the 1993 session, the Legislature consolidated 17 programs into 5
programs to embrace school-based budgeting. The Legislature intended
this change to facilitate school-level decision making and maximize the
amount of general funds that go directly to schools.

Our prior audits of the department identified a consistent theme—despite
department intentions and statements, schools continue to have limited
authority and scope to make decisions. Our 1992 study, 4 Study of
Curriculum, Budgeting, and Repair and Maintenance of Hawaii’s Public
Schools, Report No. 92-31, found that the department’s proposal for a
major restructuring of its program into school-based budgeting was well-
intentioned but gave only slightly more decision-making authority to the
schools. We agreed with the philosophy of the move toward school-based
budgeting but noted that decision making would remain at the state level
and schools would have only slightly more flexibility because personnel
costs and other categorical requirements would leave schools with little
discretionary money. We recommended that the department clarify how it
would develop personnel flexibility, identify what additional flexibility
would be given to the schools under the proposed school-based budget,
and identify what budgeting products it envisioned would result at the
school level.

In our 1993 report, An Update on the Department of Education's
Financial Management System and School Information System, Report
No. 93-3, we reiterated this concern, noting that the major cost item for
schools was personnel (90 percent of their costs) which remained in the
department’s central salary account. We maintained that school-based
budgeting would not change that fact, and we argued that without the
authority to make decisions on personnel costs, schools would have
limited ability to manage their programs.

Our report, Financial Audit of the Public School System, Report

No. 96-8, found that a comprehensive system that integrates the budgeting
and accounting functions at the school level would foster fiscal
accountability. Without this system, it is impossible to determine the
operating costs of individual schools and to measure actual costs against
budgeted costs. We noted that the lack of sufficient expenditure
mnformation at the school level hindess the progress of school/community
based management.
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“

Department of
Education attempts to
restructure and
decentralize

Smce 1989, the Department of Education has undertaken several
mitiatives to restructure and provide schools with greater decision-making
powers. These initiatives include implementing school/community-based
management, developing and implementing school-based budgeting,
downsizing the department, and restructuring the provision of services to
schools. In addition, the department has been faced with the task of
supporting the development of student-centered schools.

Site-based management in Hawaii’s public schools takes the form of
SCBM and school-based budgeting. Thus, while departmental efforts to
decentralize decision making and provide support to student-centered
schools have been prompted by the Legislature, these efforts also mirror
those found in other states and school systems across the country.

School/community-based management (SCBM)

Following the passage of Act 366, SLH 1989, the Board of Education
adopted an SCBM policy and Waialae Elementary School became the
first SCBM school in 1990. By the end of the 1989-90 school year, a
total of 28 schools had decided to pursue SCBM status.

Schools face two major milestones in the process of becoming an SCBM
school. First, they must submit a Letter of Intent to develop an SCBM
implementation plan. A total of 86 percent of Hawaii’s public schools
have chosen to become SCBM schools. Next, the school submits a
Proposal to Implement SCBM to the Board of Education. Almost three-
fourths (72 percent) of the schools have Board of Education approved
proposals,

Although the Legislature intended that all schools eventually become part
of the SCBM movement, school participation in SCBM is voluntary.
However, the Department of Education expects all schools to eventually
participate in SCBM.

Through the waiver process, SCBM schools are given greater flexibility
and responsibility for developing educational programs and school
improvement initiatives that meet-the needs of students. For example,
schools can establish a year-round educational calendar, modify the
teacher work week, and revise school attendance policies.

Currently, 45 schools operate on single-track, year-round schedules.
These schools spread the regular 177 student days throughout the
calendar year. They also have more frequent short breaks and a shorter
summer vacation than do schools without year-round schedules,
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Lumpsum budgeting

The Department of Education defines lumpsum budgeting as “a system of
budgeting in which the funds are allocated to schools in one large amount
and the schools are anthorized to make the allocation decisions to specific
programs.” The department also cites the following organizational
principles for lumpsum budgeting:

1. The authority for decisions shall be delegated as close as possible to
the individuals who have responsibility for implementing them and
who have the greatest stake in their outcome; and

2. Individuals authorized to make decisions shall be held accountable for
the results of their decisions.

Departmental reorganization

The state’s economic crisis and legisiative interest in moving resources
closer to the schools compelled the department to downsize and
restructure its state and district offices. The restructuring included
moving curriculum services closer to schools by creating new school
renewal specialist positions to work directly with schools on curriculum
and instruction issues. The department also claimed to have developed
leaming support centers in each complex under the control of principals in
that complex. A complex is a high school and its feeder intermediate and
elementary schools.

District offices were downsized and district superintendents were directed
to work more closely with school principals on school renewal efforts.
District business and personnel service staff were eliminated and their

_functions were moved to the state level offices of Business Services and
Personnel Services. The department believed that business, facilities
management, and budget functions were best centralized m order to serve
schools more directly.

The department reported the following staffing pattern in state and district
offices as shown in Exhibit 1.1,

Exhibit 1.1
Staffing in State and District Offices
Personnel Type 1994-95  1995.96  1996-97
Educational Officers _ 332 280 203
Resource Teachers 235 83 53
Classified Workers 553 428 421

Total Positions 1,120 791 677
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“

Objectives of the
Audit '

Scope and
Methodology

1.. Describe and assess the Department of Education’s efforts to
decentralize decision making in the public school system.

2. Determine the degree of autonomy and flexibility that schools are
currently empowered to employ.

3. Assess the effectiveness of the lumpsum budget approach in
promoting school-based decision making.

4. Make recommendations as appropriate.

The audit examined the steps undertaken by the Department of Education
to restructure and to decentralize decision making in the public school
system. These steps included, but were not limited to, the development of
school/community-based management, the transfer of positions between
state and district offices, and the development of the school-based budget
process. The aundit also determined how much discretion schools have
over the funds allotted to them and the types of decision-making powers
that schools currently exercise. In addition, the audit reviewed the
student-centered schools initiative.

We interviewed state-level departiment administrators who are responsible
for developing and implementing restructuring efforts, Board of Education
members, representatives of the Hawaii State Teachers Association
(HSTA), district-level administrators, school renewal specialists, and
regional personnel specialists. We also interviewed a statewide sample of
principals at SCBM and non-SCBM schools and conducted site visits to
the two student-centered schools in the state.

We surveyed all school principals regarding school autonomy and
budgeting issues. A copy of the survey instrument is included as
Appendix A. We received responses from 151 principals, a 62 percent
response rate. Detailed survey results are included in Appendix B to this
report.

Relevant documents, including legislative testimony, budget documents,
memoranda, planning documents, organizational charts, status reports,
evaluations, Board of Education meeting minutes, and SCBM minutes,
were reviewed. We also reviewed department plans and directives relative
to restructuring, providing support to schools, and establishing avtonomy
at the school level.
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The criteria for the audit included legislative requirements and literature
on school-based decision making. Specific criteria include Chapter 302A,
and Chapter 37, Hawaii Revised Statures, legislative enactments in the
past decade directing the Department of Education to restructure and
move positions to the schools and to develop school-based budgeting, and
research on effective site-based management.

We reviewed the department’s compliance with state statutes that relate to
school/community-based management, school-based budgeting,
restructuring, and student-centered schools.

Our work was performed from July 1997 to October 1997 in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards.






Chapter 2

Schools Need More Support, Greater Autonomy,
and Increased Flexibility

State governments and school systems across the country are embracing
site-based management and school-based budgeting reforms to involve
educators and community members in school decisions and improve
student learning. The Department of Education’s efforts to decentralize
decision-making appear to be aligned with the principles and ideals of
these reforms. However, additional steps are needed. Schools lack
sufficient support, authority, and flexibility to effectively assume their
new responsibilities. In addition, responsibilities of the department and
student-centered school boards need clarification and the funding
provision to student-centered schools needs to be corrected.

Site-based management gives schools new responsibilities. However,
some school personnel may lack the requisite training, information, and
other support services to effectively handle those responsibilities. Such
training and support must flow to the schools as easily as the expectations
that have been thrust upon them.

Hawaii’s public school principals report having more authority and
mncreased flexibility to make their own decisions. While schools cannot be
fully autonomous, some restrictions can be loosened.

The department is ultimately responsible for monitoring school
performance and holding schools accountable to performance standards.
The Board of Education 1s required to establish statewide performance
standards (or educational goals) applicable to all public schools. The
department’s responsibility is to ensure that schools develop programs
addressing those standards, and to take corrective action when schools fail
to meet board standards. ‘

Summary of
'Findings

1. The Department of Education has not provided the level of support
the schools need to assume their new responsibilities.

2. The Department of Education has decentralized decision making,
however schools lack sufficient autonomy and flexibility:

3. Section 302A-1123, Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), which
authorizes the establishment of student-centered schools, is flawed.
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The Department of
Education Has Not
Provided Sufficient
Resources to
Schools

Schools have more
responsibilities

The department
provides some support

In response to legislative directives, the Department of Education has
mplemented school/community-based management and school-based
budgeting to provide more decision-making authority to schools. These
steps mirror educational reform efforts nationwide to grant schools greater
control over their resources, Hawaii’s schools appear to have more
flexibility and autonomy than they had in the past. However, providing
schools with new responsibilities and more powers can be
counterproductive if those schools do not have sufficient and reliable
access to information, training, and other support systems.

Schools have traditionally been faced with the basic responsibility of
providing instiuction to enable schools to meet statewide achievement
standards. Schools now face additional responsibilitics such as
budgeting, facilities maintenance, and personnel development. In
addition, SCBM schools must also involve the school community in their
decisions.

The devolution of authority to the schools has given school principals a
wide range of new responsibilities. Such responsibilities include paying
the school’s electricity bills, fixing the air conditioning, repairing fences,
ensuring that buildings meet fire safety standards, coordinating custodial
shift work, coordinating storeroom orders, and sending out bids for
contractors. These new responsibilities force the principal to become a
facilities manager and a budget analyst as well as an instructional leader.

However, there is no clear picture of the extent of those responsibilities.
There is no decument that provides a clear description of the overall scope
of responsibility facing schools in Hawaii. '

The Department of Education has provided some support that schools
need to assume their new responsibilities and decision-making powers.
District offices now provide support services to the schools rather than
manage them. District staff assist schools in their improvement efforts
rather than dictate the direction or scope of those efforts.

Also, while downsizing district offices, the department created new _
positions, school renewal specialists to assist schools. Finally, principals
report that they have received training with regard to implementing
SCBM and exercising flexibility in budgeting.

The district role has changed

District offices have fewer managerial functions than they did before.
Their focus is to facilitate “school renewal” or “school improvement.”
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However, district administrators continue to supervise principals and
assure that schools comply with applicable state and federal guidelines.

As the districts’ role has changed, their organizational structure and size
have also changed. District offices were downsized and restructured to
enable the district superintendents to focus on school supervision. Since
the 1994-95 school year, the seven district offices have lost all of their
personnel specialist and business specialist positions, over 40 district
educational specialist positions, almost 120 resource teacher positions,
and over 50 clerical positions.

A new aspect of the districts’ changing role has been the establishment of
35 school renewal specialist positions assigned to work within specific
school complexes. These specialists are typically housed at schools and
provide support to schools and complexes according to the expressed
needs of the schools.

Although approximately 90 percent of these positions were filled by
district or state educational specialists, the school renewal specialist
position is different from the district educational specialist position.
School renewal specialists are “generalists” who do not have authority
over programs, schools, or individuals. Although they are formally
evaluated by the district superintendents, the school renewal specialists
are accountable to the schools to whom they provide services.

Some specialists handle district-wide responsibilities or monitor federal
programs. Such responsibilities include overseeing science fairs and math
leagues as well as arranging district-wide spelling bees. The demands of
district-wide responsibilities may detract school renewal specialists from
their primary responsibility of responding to school needs.

The department provides some training

Principals responding to our survey indicated that the department is
generally providing training to those schools that need it and that the
training is useful. Exhibit 2.1 summarizes the nine types of training or
information assessed by the principals in the survey, the proportion of
schools needing training, the proportion that needed the training or
information and actually received it, and the proportion of schools
receiving the training or information who found it to be useful.

As positive as these responses are, they also point to areas in which the
department could either provide more training or redesign content to more
effectively meet school needs. Almost all principals indicated that they
needed training or other information on student performance guidelines.
However, of the 88 percent who reported receiving the necessary training
or information, just 63 percent found it to be useful. A similar proportion

11
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Exhibit 2.1
Training or Information Provided to Hawaii’s Public Schools

% of schouols % needing the % finding the
reporting a need training or training or
Type of training for training or information and information
or information needed information « receiving it useful
student performance guidelines 25 88 63
SCBM formation 93 28 86
measures to hold schools accountable 90 63 64
budget and accounting information 92 ' 94 88
school-based budgeting 87 93 90
personnel management 87 87 92
training for teachers on school 83 53 76
governance ’
training for parents on school 82 44 71
governance
information on [essons achieved in 74 60 84
other schools

of the respondents felt that the training/information on school
accountability was useful. Since schools are given more decision-making
powers and must be more accountable for those decisions, they should
also have the training and other support that will enable them to succeed.

Relatively few principals reported obtaining training or information for
teachers and parents on school gévernance. Given the importance of
SCBM, providing resources to help schools address this issue could be
given greater consideration. Such training would appear to be crucial for
effective collaboration between school staff and parent or community
members.

Also, the department has not provided other services to meet the needs of
schools. The Legislature required the department to establish learning
support centers at the complex level, but the department has not
completed this requirement. In addition, some administrative services
previously provided by district personnel are now provided centrally by
state personnel. Schools report adverse effects from this change.
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Learning suppert centers are still a concept

Section 302A-1104, HRS, requires school-level support for curriculum
and instruction to be provided through learning support centers governed
by schools within each complex. The statute stipulates that the centers
assist school personnel in the delivery of instructional services by
providing support through curriculum development, student assessment,
staff development, and resource allocation.,

But these centers are not functioning as intended by statute. District and
school-level employees are generally unaware that the learning support
centers exist. Only 26 percent of the principals responding to our survey
(38 out of 144 principals answering the question) affirmed that their
school complex had a leaming support center associated with it. Just
three-fourths of those 38 principals verified that the centers were governed
by schools in the complex. ‘

District administrators” descriptions of the staffing patterns of the learning
support centers were inconsistent. Some district administrators said that
special education diagnostic personnel staffed the centers along with the
school renewal specialists. Others described learning support centers as
synonymous with the school renewal specialist positions.

Envisioning a full range of curriculum and instructional support, the
Legislature called for the department to establish learning support centers.
Thus far, the department has created school renewal specialist positions.
Such positions provide some of the curriculum and instruction support
intended by the Legislature, but they do not provide the full range of
support that schools need.

The department has not established the learning support centers as
intended by the Legistature. Specific responsibilities need to be assigned
to the centers, and schools need to be informed about the centers’ levels of
operation.

Personnel and business services are more centralized

The Department of Education’s reorganization was intended to create “a
leaner, more productive organization that will provide essential services
efficiently and innovatively.” Some positions were eliminated. Others
were deployed from the district o the state level as services were
consolidated and centralized.

Centralized administrative offices and other units such as district offices
and complexes are governed by a standard of service provision that calls
for services to schools to be responsive, accessible, integrated, and direct.
District offices primazily support curriculum and instruction improvement
at the school level. Former district facilities management, business

13
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Accountablity needs to
be clarified

management, and personnel management services are now centralized at
the state level. School principals report that centralizing those services
has been counterproductive. They contend that the reorganization has
resulted in a level of support that is less responsive, less accessible, less
integrated, and less direct than when services were provided by district
level personnel,

Schools report lacking the support they need

Principals report that district downsizing has left school personnel with
fewer resources to call upon for assistance or guidance, particularly with
regard to non-instructional issues. Half of the principals reported that the
district offices now are unable to provide support or provide less support
than before. Over one-third noted that district offices have fewer services
or personnel than in the recent past. Eleven percent specifically
mentioned less business support from the district office or none at all.

‘We also asked the principals to comment on how this change has affected
their schools. They most frequently reported that school personnel now
have more work to accomplish. Others indicated that they cannot obtain
the information, services, or support that they need, and noted that it takes
more time to obtain information or resources.

The transfer of district positions to the state level has left many school
principals feeling ill-equipped to carry out their new responsibilities. Less
than 10 percent of the school principals reported any positive benefit from
the change in the districts’ structure and size. Finally, neighbor island
schools expressed concemn about additional costs in contacting the various
offices in Honolulu and obtaining needed training,

In August 1997, the department finalized the results of a Restructuring
Survey to obtain feedback from school principals and state and district
educational officers about the adequacy and effectiveness of the
department’s services. The results essentially mirror those from our audit
survey. For example, the department’s survey found that schools were
handling more tasks because of the district cutbacks and that the districts
did not have the staff to meet the needs of the schools in a timely manner.
If the department centralizes services from the district to the state level, it
should ensure that those services are responsive, accessible, integrated,
and direct.

Schools are expected to assume more responsibilities and are being given
greater decision-making powers. Our audit survey shows that school
personnel are overwhelmed by those responsibilities and feel that the
department’s support services are inefficient and inadequate. In addition,
several accountability questions need to be answered.
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The department notes that, “In exchange for greater decision-making
autonomy and flexibility, schools are expected to accept greater
accountability for the outcomes from the decisions that they make.™
However, the department has not clarified the following issues: what
schools are accountable for achieving, to whom schools are accountable,
the possible consequences schools face, and who at the school level is
accountable for the decisions made by SCBM councils.

Board of Education policies are equally unclear about these issues. The
board has adopted a brief SCBM policy that specifies what SCBM is
trying to achieve, identifies who is to be invelved in the decision-making
process at the school level, and requires the department to review and
approve requests to become SCBM schools.

The policy mdicates that schools are expected to accept greater
accountability for achieving the performance achievement standards
established by the Board of Education, but the policy does not stipulate
what it means by accountability, nor does it provide gnidance on how to
measure achievement of the standards. In addition, it does not identify
how SCBM schools are more or less accountable than non-SCBM
schools. We found no documents that clarified these accountability
issues.

The Department of Education has in recent years “promised” a variety of
outcomes from two decentralization initiattves—SCBM and school-based
budgeting. Although the schools have autonomy and flexibility in certain
areas, the expectations for increased autonomy and flexibility have been
only partially met.

The department expected SCBM to empower individuals in the school
community through collaboration and shared decision making. This
expectation has been met. In addition, the waiver/exception process
available to SCBM schools was expected to give those schools the
flexibility to unburden themselves of state agency and collective
bargaining constraints. School principals report success in this regard.

Finally, school-based budgeting was designed to give schools more
control and authority over their expenditures. The promise of school-
based budgeting has not been achieved. Schools do not have sufficient
control over their expenditures.

SCBM is designed to bring decision making closer to the school level.
Decision makers in the school community include students, teachers,
administrators, classified staff, parents, and community members. By
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The range of decision-
making powers is still
limited

broadening the decision-making arena, SCBM attempts to create a sense
of ownership among its participants. The principals who responded to
our survey believed that such ownership expectations have been achieved.

Two-thirds of the principals reported that SCBM has created a sense of
ownership and accountability among those members of the school
community directly affected by educational decisions. A similar
proportion of principals indicated that SCBM has enabled the school
community o play a significant role in making important decisions that
affect student learning. They also acknowledged that the waiver/
exception process provides schools with new flexibility to challenge rules
and regulations that may stifle initiative.

Despite these changes, the schools’ decision-making powers are still
limited. SCBM schools can obtain waivers and exceptions from
burdensome rules and regulations, but non-SCBM schools do not have
that ability. SCBM schools and non-SCBM schools alike are freer to use
the funds allocated to them, but the actual proportion of funds over which
they have complete control still is relatively insignificant. In addition,
although schools do not have a persomnel ceiling, they are not completely
free to hire those staff they believe are best suited for the job, or to fire
those deemed to be ineffective.

In 1992, the Department of Education noted that “the immediate purpose
of lTumpsum budgeting is to give each school more control and authority
over its own budget.” Other goals included increased ownership of
decisions, improved decisions, and increased accountability. However,
the department acknowledged at that time that lumpsum budgeting would
not give schools complete autonomy because most federal funds and some
state funds are categorical or earmarked for specific programs or

PuIposes.

School conirol over expenditures is relatively insignificant

The department fntended to provide schools with greater flexibility in the
use of their funds. In practice, the actual proportion of the expenditures
over which schools have control is relatively insignificant. However,
principals believe that the lumpsum budget process has provided schools
with greater budget autonomy and flexibility,. When asked to assess the
degree to which lumpsum budgeting has increased their flexibility and
autonomy over their school budget, one out of five principals reported
greater autonomy, while 70 percent reported some autonomy, and just 8
percent felt that they had little or no autonomy increase.

In 1992, when the department proposed to implement lumpsum budgeting,
we noted that personnel costs and other categorical requirements would
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leave schools with little discretionary money. Although $446 million is in
the Jumpsum portion of EDN100, most of that amount is for personnel
costs and is not under the direct control of the schools.

We reviewed the FY1995-96 expenditures of 21 schools and found that
just four percent of the schools’ expenditures had no departmental or
other agency limitations. Schools have the ability to use this four percent
in the manner that best suits their needs. They can move money between
programs. For example, a school may use its allotment for Basic Needs
(program ID 15110) to meet other school needs.

However, the remaining 96 percent of the expenditures are outside their
complete control. Eleven percent of the schools” expenditures are federal
funds, trust funds, and state special finds. Such funds have specific
purposes. State categorical funds account for 15 percent of the
expenditures. Other expenditures come from non-EDN100 moneys and
are expended on behalf of the schools on such items as food services,
custodial services, electricity, and workers® compensation (12 percent of
the total expenditures). Schools have limited control over the use of these
funds because of their designated nature. Finally, 58 percent of their
expenditures are the costs of salaried personnel and substitute teachers in
non-categorical EDN100 programs. Schools do not exercise control over
these expenditures.

Other restrictions are noted

School principals identified those personnel decisions that a school should
be able to make, but cannot at present. Most often mentioned was the
inability to hire the best candidates in their judgment. Others commented
that they could not release ineffective teachers, or could not set work
schedules or planning time for teachers. '

These responses also indicate that schools will have difficulty obtaining
full control over personnel issues. Schools are constrained by regulations
covering the number and types of positions available to them, In addition,
teacher salaries and class size ratios are governed by collective bargaining
agreements.

Some principals noted that some program and testing decisions cannot be
made at the school level. Nearly four out of ten principals reported that
they are restricted in the use of alternative tests, or that the Stanford
Achievement Test is mandatory. Other principals reported that they could
not decide whether to offer mandated programs such as Hawaiian studies.

The superintendent of education has also placed at least one option “off-
limiats” for schools to pursue as an exception to the collective bargaining
agreement. From recent negotiations with the Hawait State Teacher’s
Association (HST'A), an additional seven instructional days were added to
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Exhibit 2.2
Budget Control in a Sample of 21 Schools

Total Expenditures

Less: Trust Funds -0.3%
Federal Funds ~4.38%
»> State Special Funds -6.1%
Trust, federal, and state special funds have specific designated
purposes.

General Funds

Less: EDN 200, 300, 400, 500 ~11.7%
P Moneys which are not part of EDN 100 are spent by the DOE on
behalf of schools. (includes some centralized personnel costs)

v
EDN 100 ("Lumpsum")

Less: Categorical Programs -181%
Funds for categorical programs in the lumpsum budget have
fimitations on transferabliity. {includes some centralized
personnel costs),

y

Non-Categorical Programs

Less:Centralized Personnel Costs - 58.0%
Costs of safaried staff and substittites for staff on official leave are
paid centrally and are not seen at the schaol fevel.

A 4

Amount Over Which Schools
Have Total Control
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the 1998-99 school year. The superintendent informed the schools that
they could not apply for any waivers or exceptions to modify the use of
these seven days. HSTA believes that the superintendent has violated the
SCBM law by this action,

SCBM decision-making policies and guidelines need
clarification

The Board of Education’s waivers and exceptions policy states that these
requests must reflect a consensus of the school’s community, However,
the schools have no clear and uniformly accepted definition of consensus.
Consequently, reform efforts can be easily derailed by individuals in the
school community. Without clarity, waivers can be challenged by
minority members of a school council and school reform can be delayed.

Board of Education and Department of Education documents use such
terms as “shared decision making,” “collaborative decision making,” and
“consensus” to identify the spirit of the SCBM initiative. However, the
absence of clear definitions only weakens the waiver/exception process
and frustrates decision-makers. Decisions are delayed and small groups
of individuals can stop initiatives supported by the vast majority of the
school community.

The board’s Waivers and Exceptions policy does not define consensus.
The board’s other policy on SCBM is a one-page document requiring the
department to implement SCBM in all public schools. The department
must establish procedures for review and approval of requests to become
SCBM schools. The policy indicates that SCBM requires the
collaborative involvement of the principal, teachers, support staff,
parents, students and other community members. However, the policy
does not specify what is meant by collaborative involvement.

The department’s SCBM implementation guidelines are also unclear.
Guidelines stipulate that school participation is voluntary, but that
eveniually all schools are expected to participate in SCBM. The
guidelines state that requests for waivers and exceptions must reflect a
consensus of the school’s community. The guidelines define consensus as
“an accord or general agreement and exists when participants whose
support is needed to implement any decision agree and express a
commitment to support its implementation. Everyone should have an
opportunity to be heard and to have their points of view considered.”

However, the guidelines do not clarify what should happen when a
minority in the school community actively disagrees with a proposed
decision. For example, in some schools a small group of teachers who
oppose a decision can block an option agreed upon by everyone else. In
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School-based budgeting
needs to be routinely
assessed

May 1997 the Pearl City High School SCBM council voted to modify the
school schedule with longer mid-term breaks. Out of approximately 125
teachers, six objected to the new schedule and effectively killed the
proposal.

Two-tier negotiations provide a viable option

Schools may also modify specific provisions of the teachers’ collective
bargaining agreement by entering into what is called a “two-tier
negotiation.” A memorandum of understanding between the Board of
Education and the Hawati State Teachers Association allows up to 21
schools in the public school system to negotiate school specific
agreements that may modify the master collective bargaining agreement
between the board and the union. These schools are known as “two-tier”
schools. Under this memorandum of understanding, schools may modify
thetr agreement regarding teaching conditions and work hours, provided
that the modification is ratified by a two-thirds majonty vote of the
teachers in the schools.

The effect of school-based budgeting has not been reviewed adequately by
the Board of Education or the Department of Education. The board is
responsible for establishing goals and priorities for the department’s
programs, approving the budget, and monitoring school success.
However, the Board of Education has not undertaken a formal review of
school-based budgeting,

In 1997 the board established a budget and fiscal accountability
committee to monitor the financial operations of the public schools.
Among its tasks, the committee is assigned the responsibility of
monitoring the costs of the public schools, ensuring that maximum
amounts reach the classroom, and reviewing policy implications of
school-based budgeting. Thus far, the committee has failed to formally
review school-based budgeting. Consequently, the Legislature, the Board
of Education, and the Department of Education do not have the
information necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of school-based
budgeting.

The Student-
Centered Schools
Statute is Flawed

Student-centered schools are Hawaii’s version of what is known more
widely as “charter schools.” Charter schools are funded with public
moneys but are allowed to operate independently, free from most state
rules and regulations. In exchange for wide-ranging freedom such as
power over their curricula and budget, charter schools are held
accountable for student performance and other goals specified in their
own educational plans or “charters.” Proponents of charter schools argue
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that providing schools with autonomy while holding them accountable for
results will encourage the innovations in management and mstruction
needed to yield educational excellence. '

Section 302A-1123, Hawaii Revised Statutes, authorizes the creation of
up to twenty-five student-centered schools exempt from all state laws
except those relating to collective bargaining, procurement,
discrimination, and health and safety. The law grants these schools fiscal
independence by providing them a lumpsum atlocation of general fimds
based upon enrollment instead of the itemized allocations for particular
items and programs in other schools. The law requires that the student-
centered school implementation plans comply with the Hawaii Content
and Performance Standards and that the schools be evaluated by the
department after four years of operation. Based on the department’s
findings, the state Board of Education may revoke the school student-
centered status if it finds State Content and Performance Standards are
not being met. Since the passage of the law in 1994, only two schools,
Waialae Elementary and Lanikai Elementary, have become student-
centered.

Weaknesses in Hawaii’s student-centered schools statute threaten to stifle
the initiative. The statute fails to define the extent to which the
department and the Board of Education remain legally responsible for
stndent-centered schools and the funding method is difficult to implement
fairly. The law also fails to specify the department’s role in providing the
support and information needed by student-centered schools. These
weaknesses have contributed to conflict and mistrust between the student-
centered schools and the department and hindered further development of
the initiative.

Amending the law to address these deficiencies will lay the groundwork
for a clearer and more productive relationship between student-centered
schools and the department. A provision clarifying issues of liability and
compliance is needed. A formal process of budget negotiation,
development of criteria to determine which funds and functions are to
remain with the Department of Education or other departments and which
are to be transferred to the schools, and a method for dealing with the
funding inequittes created by the current funding method are also needed.
The department’s responsibility to provide technical support to student-
centered schools also requires clarification.

‘While the law exempts student-centered schools from most state laws, it is
silent on the issue of whether the department, as custodian of the statewide
public school system, continues to be legally responsible for these schools.
Article X of the Constitution of the State of Hawaii requires the state to
“provide for the establishment, support and control of a statewide system
of public schools.” Section 302A-1128, HRS, holds the Department of
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The funding provision is
difficult to implernent

Education “responsible for the conduct of all affairs pertaining to public
mstruction.” In addition, Section 302A-1102, HRS, gives the department
responsibility for “overall administration of statewide educational policy,
inferpretation and development of standards of compliance with state and
federal laws and coordination and preparation of a statewide budget for
the public schools.” The student-centered schools statute,

Section 302A-1123, HRS, does not indicate whether these broad duties of
the departnient continue to apply in its relationship to student-centered

. schools. The scope of the department’s responsibility and liability is

therefore unclear.

The department has demanded that student-centered schools adhere to
rules and regulations that the department views as part of its legal duties.
These mclude various reporting and procedural requirements and
compliance requirements attached to federal funding.

Student-centered schools have argued that the department has no authority
to demand compliance with such rules and procedures. The department
argues that although student-centered schools have some degree of
independence, under the law the department is responsible and
accountable for administration. of the enttre school system. It also notes
that if student-centered schools do not comply with federal regulations,
federal funding for the entire school system may be jeopardized.

Given such disputes, the department has required student-centered schools
to execute a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that clearly defines
the legal responsibilities of the schools and the department. However, this
requirement has led to further conflict. Both schools initially resisted
executing a memorandum altogether, noting that such an agreement was
not required under the law. Even after the schools agreed, the process of
negotiating the specific provisions of these documents proved difficult.
The schools and the department have requested the assistance of the
attorney general in drafting the agreements. In the case of Lanikai
Elementary, the process has involved more than a year of negotiations,
still without an agreement. Neither party has the authority to require
participation or cooperation of the other in this process.

'The funding provision of the student-centered schools statute is difficult to
implement. Section 302A-1123, HRS, specifies that:

Student-centered schools shall receive an allocation of state general
funds on a per student basis that is equal to the statewide per pupil
expenditure for average daily aftendance... All federal and other
financial support for student-centered schools shall be equal to all .
other public schools; provided that if administrative services are
provided to the school by the department, the school shall reimburse
the department for the actnal costs of the administrative services in an
amount that does not exceed 6.5 per cent of the school’s ailocation,
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The department leaves some program funds out of the calculation of
statewide, per pupil expenditures. Expenditures for centrally administered
services provided to all schools—such as teacher improvement services,
multi-media services, and curriculum development—are counted as
“administrative services” by the department and are not counted as part of
the statewide, per pupil expenditure.

The department and the schools disagree over allocations

The student-centered schools and the department disagree over which
particular rtems are to be left out of the calculation of the average,
statewide, per pupil expenditure used to determine student-centered school
allocations. For example, since Waialae Elementary conducts its own
teacher trainmg and curniculum development, the school feels it should
receive a per pupil share of the funds appropriated to the department for
those purposes. The department views these items as part of a package of
“administrative services” for which the department should remain
responsible. It argues that funds for these central support services cannot
be separated out if it is to fulfill its duty to provide the services to all
schools.

Each student-centered school negotiates a separate agreement with the
department regarding the items to be included in the calculation of the
statewide, per pupil expenditure used to determine its allocation. These
budget negotiations are divisive and time consuming. Representatives of
Lanikai Elementary and department officials met ten times between
January and July 1996 to discuss budget issues. Lanikai enlisted the aid
of legislators and a former department official in this process. The parties
were unable to agree on an acceptable funding formula and Lanikai was
forced to accept an itemized allocation for the 1996-97 school year
instead of the lumpsum allocation given to student-centered schools.

Smaller schools are at a disadvantage

The funding provision of Section 302A-1123, HRS, also fails to account
for inequities that may result from differences in school enrollment. The
funding formmla described in statute bases allocations for student-centered
schools solely upon the school’s enrollment. However, not all school
costs are dependent upon the number of students in a school. Some are
“fixed costs” that are about the same for all schools regardless of
enrollment. For a smaller school with lower enrollment, fixed costs
represent a relatively larger portion of the school’s total allocation.
Allocating funds strictly on a per pupil basis may thus leave smaller
student-centered schools with inadequate funding.
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The law fails to address
the need for technical
assistance and
information

Flaws hinder further
expansion of the
initiative

Some funds are controlled by other departments

An additional deficiency of the funding provision is that it fails to consider
the fact that some educational expenditures are controlled by departments
other than the Department of Education. For example, funds for some
student health programs are controlled by the Department of Health, finds
for student transportation and school repair and maintenance are
controlled by the Department of Accounting and General Services and
fimds for school legal services are controlled by the attorney general. The
student-centered school statute does not specify whether these
departments, like the Department of Education, must allow student-
centered schools to assume responsibility for these services and the funds
attached.

Student-centered schools require special technical support. The
complicated nature of budget and allocation issues dictates that student-
centered schools have complete and accurate information on expenditures
and enrollment statewide. They may also need guidance in assuming
responsibility for programs and services that were previously provided by
state and district offices. Section 302A-1123, HRS, does not address this
issue.

In the absence of statutory guidance, the department provides fragmented
information and technical assistance to the student-centered schools.
Student-centered school staff report that they deal with officials scattered
throughout the department and call upon different individuals for the same
assistance. If the schools fail to receive budget assistance from the
department’s Budget Office, they may turn to someone in the Office of
Business Services, a former department official or legislators familiar
with the issue. Furthermore, no one in the department is assigned
exclusively to assist these schools. Those in the department who assist
student-centered schools do so in addition to their regularly assigned
responsibilities.

Department officials and school administrators confirm that assistance to
student-centered schools is fragmented and the method of delivery
mefficient. The schools believe that technical assistance is inadequate and
that the department is generally unsupportive of their efforts. They
acknowledge that there are “allies” in the department to whom they may
turn, but note the level of cooperation varies among individuals. Some
department personnel who assist student-centered schools acknowledge
that services and assistance are provided on a ad-hoc basis.

With the passage of Act 272, SLH 1994, authorizing the creation of
student-centered schools, the Legislature expected that a variety of
student-centered schools would emerge in Hawaii. Yet since the passage
of the act, only two student-centered schools have been established.
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Potential for expansion of the student-centered schools initiative exists.
Waialae and Lanikai Elementary in association with HSTA and the
Hawaii Business Roundtable organized a workshop for schools interested
in the initzative. The October 1997 workshop covered topics including the
student-centered school application process, benefits and drawbacks of
becoming a student-centered school, and key issues to be addressed once
student-centered status is obtained. A total of 41 schools expressed
terest in the workshop and 15 schools sent representatives to attend.

Federal funds for expansion may be jeopardized

Addttional funding for the student-centered schools initiative would
promote its expansion. Federal funds to support state charter school
efforts have been available through the U.S. Department of Education’s
Public Charter Schools Program since 1994. The program defines an
“eligible applicant” as “an authorized public chartering agency
participating in a partnership with a developer to establish a charter
school.™

Given the structure of the state’s charter school system, it is unclear
whether Hawaii’s student-centered schools represent a “‘chartering

agency...in partnership with a developer” as required by the Public

Charter Schools Program. The relationship between Hawaii’s student-
centered school boards (the “developers™) and the department (the
“authorized public chartering agency™) is not clear under

Section 302A-1123, HRS. Moreover the nature of the relationship
between the department and the schools has been contentious. Both
Lanikai and Waialae Elementary have received federal funding through
the program for the 1997-98 school year. However, whether these and
fiture student-centered schools will contmue to qualify for federal
assistance under the Public Charter Schools Program remains unclear.

Conclusion

The Department of Education, in response to community and legislative
imperatives, has taken a few significant steps to decentralize decision
making in the public school system. Parts of these initiatives are

" providing schools with somewhat more autonomy and flexibility than they

had in the past. However, improvements in several areas are needed.
Schools need greater authority and sufficient resources to exercise that
authority. They need more flexibility in use of their funds. They need a
larger “lumpsum” within which they can transfer funds as needed.
Finally, the student-centered schools initiative needs a clearer statute so
that schools choosing this route receive the support of the department.
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Recommendations

The Department of Education should, when giving new
responsibilities to the schools, identify the ability of the schools to
undertake those responsibilities, and provide the necessary training,
information, and support staff.

The department should formally establish the learning support
centers, staff the centers with the personnel needed to support school
improvement efforts, clarify the responsibilities of the centers,
establish procedures for the complexes to govern the centers, and
provide the parameters within which the complexes will determine the
services to be provided.

The Board of Education should clarify the defmition of consensus to
prevent individuals and/or parties from derailing school reform efforts
via SCBM.

The board also should cease the establishment of categorical funding
programs.

The board and the department should exercise their oversight
responsibilities by periodically conducting formal reviews and
evaluations of the school-based budget process.

The Legislature should cease the practice of establishing categorical
programs.

The Legislature should also require the department to provide general
funds to schools in one lumpsum.

The Legislature should consider amending Section 302A-1123, HRS,
to help shape a charter school system consistent with the requirements
of the Public Charter Schools Program as enumerated in Title X,

Part C of the Improving America’s School’s Act. In particular,
amendments should;

+  clarify the legal responsibility and liability of the department and
the student-centered school boards;

+  improve the funding provision by allowing for a formal process of
budget negotiation and review, specifying criteria to determine
which funds and fimctions are to remain with the department, and
identifying how funding inequities created by the per pupil
allocation are to be addressed; and

»  clarify the duty of the department to provide information and
technical assistance to student centered schools.



Appendix A
Decentralization of Schools Survey

STATE OF HAWAII

OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR
465 3. King Street, Room 500
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-2917

MARICN M. HIGA
State Auditor

(808) 587-0800
FAX: (808)587-0830

August 12, 1997

Dear Principal:

The 1997 Legislature has requested our office to conduct an audit of the decentralization efforts
of the Department of Education. As part of this audit, we are asking public school principals to
identify the kinds of decisions that schools can and should be able to make independently, to
assess the level of support they have received from the state and district levels, and to provide us
with information about SCBM.

Your response to the enclosed survey will be an important part of an accurate and objective
assessment by our office. Please complete and return the survey in the enclosed envelope by
AUGUST 29, 1997.

Please feel free to offer any additional comments that you deem necessary. All responses will be
kept confidential.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

Qév-« ‘(/M
Marion M. Higa #7~
State Auditor
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DECENTRALIZATION OF SCHOOLS SURVEY
CONDUCTED BY THE OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR

Please complete and return this survey in the enclosed envelope by August 29, 1997

A. BacKcroump

1. Your district: _
llj Honalutu :D Windward sD Maui ,El Kauai
. Central L1 Leeward L1 Hawsaii

2. Type of school:
O Elementary | High School Rl Intermediate/High School

L] Intermediate [ Elementaryfintermediate | Elem./Inter./High School

3. What was your position during the last {1998-1997) school year?
Al Principal at this schoal L] Vice Principal

L1 Principal at another school L] ather

A, Your school:  (Check one)

.1 SCBM schoal

.L.1 Not an SCBM schoo!

a. Do you have an SCBM letter of intent andfor implementation propesal pending? Lves e

b. If not, briefly explain why nat

* * Non-SCBM schools, please move to section C ("Decision Making & Support”)

Page 1 of 5
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'? Fos SCBM SchooLs ONLY ! ]

1. How long has your school been an SCBM school? years

2. What are the most dominant issues at your SCBM meetings?  (Chack all that apply)

3 council procedures/by-laws N Student assessmentltesﬁng

.D Mission statemant L] Staff development -

.. Councit trainingfteam huilding L Curriculum l.

.D Day-to-day schaol management 1 Hiring of persenne!

O Special events ..D Staff evaluation _

.D Parent programs .,D Deployment of personnel

L1 Student discipline /o] 8chool budget

L1 uniformsfdress code L1 Other

.1 Sehool schedule/calendar W] Other

3. Has SCBM created a sense of ownership and accountability among thase memheré of your school community wha are

directly affected by important educational decisions? '.D Yes L1 No .1 Unable to answer at this
time :

Please explain your answer.

4. Does SCBM enable your school cnmmumty te play a significant role in making the important decisions that affect student
learning? : [ Yes .0 o . Unable to answer at this time

Please explain your answer.

B, Is the waiver/exception process effective for chailenging rules, policies and procedures that adversely affect your schoof?
3 Yes . no [ unable to answer at this time

Please explain your answer.

6. Should the department and the schools continue ta devote time and resources to fully implement SCBM?
yes o ;D Unahle to answer at this time

Please explain your answer,

7. What steps (if any) need to be taken to imprave the implementation of SCBM in the schaols?

PageZ20of 5
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|c. DEciston MAKING & SupPORT

]_

1. What are the most important BUDGET decisions affecting programs, facilities, personnel, professional development, etc.
that can currently be made at your scheol? What are the most important budget decisions that your school sfouid be
able to make, but cannot make at present?

a. School DOES decide b. Scheol SHOULD but CANNOT decide

2. What are the most important PERSONNEL decisions affecting hiring procedure, staff discipline, staff rewards, work
schedules, etc. that can currently be made at your school? What are the most important personnel decisions that your
school should be able to make, but cannot make at present?

a. School DOES decide b. School SHOULD but CANNOT decide

3. What are the most important CURRICULUM decisions affecting testing, school schedule, class offerings, etc. that can
currently be made at your school? What .are the most important curriculum decisions that your school shou/d be able to
make, but cannot make at present?

a. Schoo! DOES decide b. School SHOULD but CANNOT decide

Page 3 of 5



|c. DECIsion MAKING & SuPPORT (CONT.)

4, a. To what degree has "lumpsum” budgeting {i.e. - the [umpsum allocation to your school under EDN 100) given your
school increased flexibility and autonomy to control your school's budget?

,[1 Great autonomy

b. How can “lumpsum” budgeting be improved?

L] Some autonomy

L] vittle ar no autonomy unable to answer at this time

5. For each area {questions a - i), answer the three separate questions fo assess DOE efforts to provide your school with

support andfor guidance:
Has your school Was it provided If provided,
needed it, gither > by the DOE? > was it useful?
nowv or in the past?
a. Training on “lumpsum” hudgeting 1 Yes .1 o L Yes [T o L ves [ No
b. Budget and accounting information O ves . o Oves Lno T ves o
¢. Training and information regarding T Yes . o T ves [ no Hves [ No
personnel management
d. Training on SCBM formation L ves O e L ves . o [ Yes [ Ne
e. Student performance guidelines L ves L we . Yés v L Yes L o
f. Meastres ta hold schools aceountable T ves zD Nc; ] Yes e T ves O
for student performance )
g. Training for teachers on school 7 Yes ,EI No O ves o L Yes [ no
governance
h. Training for parents on school |D Yes ;D No L ves [ o I Yes Lo
governance
i. Infarmation regarding the lessons and 1 Yes ZD No J ves . no e

achievements of other schools

sD Yes

Page 4 of 5

31



32

|D. RoE o DISTRICTS

1. Describe the role of the district office in the following respects.

a. What is the fundamental role of the district office now?

b. In what ways have you seen the role of the district office change in the last few years (or as far as you can tell)?

c. How has this change in role affected your school?

2. Does your school complex have a “learning support center” associated with it?

know

(If YES, answer 3 and 4 below)

3. Is the “learning support center” governed by the schools in your complex?

|D YES '.‘D No .‘ID DOII'T

L3 Yes -zD No

4. Please rate the kinds of support that the learning support center provides to your school?

Provided? If provided, rate the support
Poor Fair Good Excellent
a. Curriculum development vYes .o . M| L1 L1
b. Staff development T ves Llne 0 Al 0 N
¢. Student assessment TOves Lwe O O AR N
d. Resource allocation L Ves | L o Rl O L] Al

E. Please provide any other comments or information regarding decentralization which may be useful.
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Appendix B

Principal Responses to Audit Survey

BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENT: DISTRICT, SCHOOL, AND PREVIOUS POSITION

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDLIT SURVEY

TABLE 1

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
Schocl| SCBM
School
DISTRICT
Honolulu 24 24 24
Central i6 17 10
Windward 9 11 0
Leeward 17 1é 24
Maui 12 10 21
Hawaii 17 16 21
‘[Kauai 5 6 0
Number of Respondents 151 122 29
TYPE OF SCHOOL _
Elementary 66 70 48
Intermediate 12 11 14
High School 13 11 21
Elementary Intermediate 2 2 3
Intermediate High School 5 3 14
Elem/Inter/High School 2z 2 )
Number of Respondents 151 122 29
POSITION PREVIOUS YEAR :
Principal at this school 9¢ 97 93
Principal at another
scheol 1 1 g
Vice principal 3 2 7
Number of Respondents 151 122 29

Figures represent percent of respondents
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE

2

STATUS OF SCHOOL WITH REGARD TO SCBM

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
SCBM STATUS
SCBM School 81 100 0
Not an SCBM School 19 0 100
Number of Respondents 151 122 29
IS AN SBCM LETTER OF
INTENT OR PROPOSAL TO
IMPLEMENT PENDING?
Yes . 45 0 45
No 48 0 48
No answer 7 0 7
Number of Respondents 29 0 29

Figures represent percent of respondents

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School | SCBM
School
REASON FOR NOT PURSUING
SCBM
In the process of
developing intent/
proposal 38 0 38
Staff concerns 24 o 24
Did not answer 21 0 21
Parent/community concerns 10 0 10
SCBM is not necessary/
SCBM is a waste of time 7 0 7
Other 7 0 7
Number of Respondents 29 C 29

Figures represent percent of respondents

Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses




PRINCTIPAL. RESPCNSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 3
How long has your school been an SCBM school?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Intex.|High Mixed

School
Less than one year 2 3 0 0 0
One year 11 12 i4 8 11
Two years 21 20 36 23 11
Three years 14 17 0 8 11
Four years 18 15 29 23 22
Five or more years 33 33 21 38 44
Number of Respondents 122 86 i4 13 9

Figures represent percent of respondents
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PRINCIFPAL RESPCONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 3A
What are the most dominant issues at your SCBM meetings?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |[Inter.|High |Mixed
School
School schedule or
calendar 58 63 67 50 22
Curriculum 44 41 58 58 33
Council procedures or
by-laws 32 30 42 42 22
Staff development 28 28 42 33 11
Parent programs 28 28 33 17 44
School budget 27 28 25 25 33
|Student assessment or
testing 27 23 25 33 56
Council training or team
building 27 25 50 25 22
Special events 27 28 42 8 33
Uniforms or dress code 23 | 15 42 50 33
Mission statement 17 19 8 8 22
Day to day school
management 12 11 8 25 0
Student discipline 12 6 8 33 33
Deployment of personnel 8 6 8 17 11
Hiring of personnel K 3 8 25 22
Staff evaluation 5 3 0 17 22
Number of Respondents 122 86 14 13 9

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 4
Has SCBM created a sense of ownership and accountablity among those members of
your school community who are directly affected by important educational

decisions?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed

School
Yes 67 72 57 46 67
No 11 7 21 8 33

Unable to answer at this '

time 17 15 14 46 0
Yes and no 2 1 7 0 0]
Did not respond 3 5 0 0 0
Number of Respondents 122 86 i4 13 9

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAL RESPCNSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 4A
Has SCBM created a sense of ownership and accountablity among those members of
your schoeol community who are directly affected by important educational

decisions?
TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School
WHY SCBM CREATED SENSE OF
OWNERSHIFP AND
RESPONSIBILITY
All role groups are
involved or
participate 48 44 40 80 60
The school/community sees
positive outcome 20 22 0 20 20
Participants accept
responsibility 17 16 40 0 20
Only limited impact due
to staff/community
characteristics 15 18 20 0 0
Role groups want to
collaborate 7 9 0 0 0
Other 2 2 0 0 0
Number of Respondents 60 45 5 5 5

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 4B
Has SCBM created a sense of ownership and accountablity among those members of
your scheol community who are directly affected by important educational

decisions?
TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School
WHY SCBM DID NOT CREATE
SENSE OF OWNERSHIE/
RESPONSIBILITY
There is not enough
invelvement/owneérship
by community 41 40 0 100 67
Conflicts among role
groups 25 40 33 0 0]
Only limited impact due
to staff/community
characteristics 17 0 33 0 33
No change - worked well
before SCBM g8 20 0 0 o
Don't know yet/just
started the process B 0 33 0 0
Number of Respondents 1z 5 3 1 3

Figures represent percent of respondents
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

Does SCBM enable your school community to play a significant role in making the

TABLE 5

important decisions that affect student learning?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mized

School
Yes 69 70 71 69 56
No 16 14 14 23 33

Unable to answer at this

time 10 12 7 8 0
Did not respond 5 5 7 0 11
Number of Respondents 122 86 14 13 9

Figures represent percent of respondents




PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 5A
Does SCBM enable your school community teo play a significant role in making the
important decisions that affect student learning?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School
ENABLED COMMUNITY TO PLAY
SIGNIFICANT ROLE
Cited an inportant/
decision ox outcome 52 47 50 83 &7
Process empowers/involves
all role groups 24 26 33 17 0
Yes, but there are some
difficulties or
constraints 21 21 17 17 33
Council is informed and
gives input : . 9 12 0 0 0
Other 3 5 0 0 0
Nunmber of Respondents 58 43 6 6 3

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

Does SCBM enable your school community to play a significant role in making the

TABLE 5B

important decisions that affect student learning?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High [Mixed
School
WHY DID NOT ENABLE
COMMUNITY TO PLAY
SIGNIFICANT ROLE
No significant actions/
not tackling issues 35 42 o 0 67
Community role not
changed/change could
be made w/out 5CBM 20 25 0 0 33
Council members stop
progress/cannot reach
COonsensus 15 17 50 0 0
Too =oon to tell/no
evidence 10 0 50 33 0
Community is too diverse 10 8 0 33 0
BOE/DOE won't give school
enough autcnomy 5 0 0 33 0
Other 5 8 0 0 0
Number of Respondents 20 12 2 3 3

Figures represent percent of respondents




PRINCIPAIL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

Is the waiver/exception process effective for challenging rules, policies, and

TABLE 6

. procedures that adversely affect your school?

Type of School

TOTAL
Elem. jInter.|High Mixed
School

Yes 69 69 71 77 56
No 8 9 7 8 0

Unable to answer at this
time 18 19 21 8 33
Yes and no 2 1 0 8 il
Did not respond 2 2 0 0 0
Number of Respondents 122 86 14 13 S

Figures represent percent of respondents
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 64
Is the waiver/exception process effective for challenging rules, peolicies, and
procedures that adversely affect your school?

TCOTAL Type ©of School

Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School

WHY WAIVER/EXCEPTION
PROCESS IS EFFECTIVE
Cited own success with
waivers/exceptions 57 50 44 80 100
Process gives schools
flexibility, empowers
schools 28 31 33 20 0
Process helps build
censensus and

ownership 7 11 0 0 0
Other 7 6 11 10 0
Works but can be improved 5 6 0 10 0
Board approves but unions

block decisions 3 0 1l 10 0
Works at our school 2 3 0 0 0

Number of Respondents 538 |. 36 S 10 3

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TC AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 6B
Is the waiver/exception process efiective for challenging rules, policies, and
procedures that adversely affect vour school?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High
Schoel
WHY WAIVER/EXCEPTION
PROCESS IS NOT
EFFECTIVE
Dcoces not give control to
the schools 38 33 0 100
Requests have been denied 25 33 0 0
Other 25 17 100 0
Process takes too long 13 17 0 0
Gives certain role groups
too much power/
micromanagement 13 17 0 0
Unions bleock scheool
decisions 13 17 0 0
Number of Respondents 8 & 1 1

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

Should the department and the schools continue to devote time and resources to

TABLE 7

fully implement SCBM?

TOTAL - Type of School
Elem. {Inter.|High Mixed

School
Yes 51 53 71 23 33
No 30 30 21 46 22

Unable to answer at this

time 12 10 0 23 33
Yes and no 2 1 7 o 0
Did not respond 5 5 0 8 11
Number of Respondents 122 86 14 13 9

Figures represent percent of respondents




PRINCIPAT, RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE TA
Should the department and the schools continue to devote time and resources to
fully implement SCBM?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School
WHY DEPARTMENT SHOULD
CONTINUE
Schools continue to need
support for effort 36 40 0 igo 67
Fosters collaboration/
focuses involvement 20 23 22 0 0
It works 20 10 44 50 33
Empowers segments of
school/community 18 20 22 0 )
Other 7 6 1l 0 0
Number of Respondents 44 30 9 2 3

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TC AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 7B
Should the department and the schools continue to devote time and rescurces to
. fully implement SCBM?

TOTAL Type of School

Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School

WHY DEPARTMENT SHOULD NOT
CONTINUE

SCBM should not be
mandated/other ways ‘
are effective 411 50 0] 20 100

SCBM does not work/does
not give control to

schools ) 21 25 0 20 0
Too cumbersome and time
consuming 21 15 67 20 0

Schools have enough
resources to make it

work 10 5 33 20 0
Other 10 15 0 0 0
Not sure it if works 3 0 0 20 0

Number of Respondents 29 20 3 5 1

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 8
What steps i1f any need to be taken to improve the implementation of SCBM
in the schools?

TOTAL Type of School
Elem. |Inter.|High Mixed
School

Help/training for

administrators/staff/

teachers 21 18 18 10 67
Modify/abolish consensus

requirement/principals

need autonomy 15 15 18 20 0
More money/staff 14 18 9 0 0
More community and parent

support/commitment 10 8 9 30 0
Improve/streamline the

walver/exception

process 9 8 27 0 0
Provide clear guidelines 9 7 0 30 17
Other 5 8 18 0 17
Share information from

other schools 8 10 9 0 0
S5tate/BOE stay out of

school's business/more

school autonomy 7 8 0 0 17
Don't mandate SCBM/let

schools decide 7 7 0 10 17

Continue on present
course/give it more .
time 6 7 9 Q 0

Get unions to cooperate ] 3 Y 10 17
More moral support, SCBM
needs to be wvalued by
State/BOE 3 3 0 0 17
Evaluate SCBM 3 3 0 0 17
Abolish SCBM 2 0 5 10 0
Clear direction from the
state 1 0 9 ‘0 0
Number of Respondents 87 60 11 10 6

Figures represent percent of respondents
Celumns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 9
What are the most important budget decisions affecting, programs, facilities,
professional development, etc. that can currently be made at your school?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
S5CBM |[Not an
School| SCBM
School
Staff development 25 26 18
Determining priorities
for expenditures 21 19 27
Lumpsum budgeting 18 16 27
Curriculum, programs 16 17 9
Buying and selling
positions/additional
positions ' 15 16 9
Supplies/equipment/
textbooks 13 i4 5
Almost all issues 11 13 5
Repair and maintenance 10 9 14
Priority funds/IRA
positions 10 8 18
Carryover of funds B 7 14
Personnel _ & 7 5
Other a 6 5
EDN 100 5 5 5
Basic needs/regular
education money 5 5 5
Almost ne positions, all
have constraints 4 4 5
Transferring funds 3 4 0
Part-time/support
personnel 3 2 9
Fundraising 2 1 5
Allocation of positions
within the school 1 i 0
Administration expenses 1 1 0
Grant writing 1 0 5
Number of Respondents 126 104 22

Figures represent percent oif respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due te multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 10
What are the most important budget decisions that your school should be able to
: make, but cannot make at present?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM [(Not an
School | SCBM
School
Use of categorical funds/
content area funds 32 31 37
Use of/number of/types of
positions 23 23 21
CIP/major RHM work/
facilities 22 23 16
Bid list restrictions/
cheice of vendors 10 12 5
School should make all
decisions .9 9 11
Nothing scheoecl should but
cannot decide 6 6 5
Use of/which funds that
can be carried over 5 4 11
Amount of funds for
programs 4 4 5
Other 4 4 5
Criteria for allocations 3 3 5
Telecommunications 3 4 0
Utilities 2 1 5
School should make more
decisions but has few
resources 2 1 5
Accumulation of funds for
large purchases 1 1 0
Use of federal/special
funds ) 1 1 0
Budget for athletics 1 1 0
Owvertime pay for
clericals 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 96 77 19

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due toc multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 11
What are the most important personnel decisions affecting hiring procedure, staff
discipline, staff rewards, work schedules, etc. that can currently be made at
your school? -

TOTAL SCBM STATUS

3CBM |Not an
School| SCEM

School
Hiring/who to hire 39 39 39
Master schedule/work
schedule 21 20 22
Hiring from the list
provided 16 14 22
All/almost all positions g 11 4
Teacher assignments 7 6 13

General flexibility
within state/DOE _
guidelines- 7 7 4

Decisions are dictated by

contracts/requlations 7 6 9
Some part-time personnel <) 5 9
Staff rewards/incentives 6 6 4
Discipline — verbal,

written reprimands 5 4 9
Staff development 4 4 4
Classified personnel 4 5 0
Other 4 4 4
IRA/School priority fund

positions 3 1 )
Almost no decisions 3 4 0
Certificated personnel 2 1 4
RBasic positions 1 1 0
Buying and selling

positions 1 0 4
Seniority/tenure 1 1 0
Staff evaluations 1 1 0

Number of Respondents 107 84 23

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 12
What are the most important personnel decisions that your school should be able
to make, but cannot make at present?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
Hire best candidate 26 23 38
Releasing ineffective
teachers 16 le 17
Work schedules/planning
time 12z 9 21
Return of prebationary
teachers before
tenured teachers 11 13 4
Personnel needs/teacher-
student ratios 10 6 25
Most things are decided
by union contract 9 9 8
Employee discipline 8 8 g
Classified personnel 8 9 4
How to use staff based cn
school needs 7 6 13
Staff rewards/salaries 7 8 4
Hiring procedures 7 7 8
Minimum teacher
qualifications 5 6 0
Personnel assigned to
school 4 3 -4
Nothing school should but
cannot decide 4 5 0
Teacher evaluation 3 3 0
School-based staff
development 3 1 B8
Filling openings with
somecne other than
displaced teacher 3 3 1 0
Which positions should be
reduced 2 2 o)
Access to entire pool 2 2 0
Overtime pay for clerical
staff 2 1 4
Substitute teacher 2 2 0
Other 2 1l 4
Hire private contractors 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 110 86 24

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columng may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 13
What are the most important curriculum decisions affecting testing, school
schedule, class offerings, etc. that can currently be made at your school?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Net an
School| SCBM
School
Course offerings,
programs, activities 40 40 40
Instructional
schedule/calendar 33 33 35
Assessment/student
evaluation/student
expectations 19 20 15
Curriculum 19 18 20
All/almost all curriculum
decisions 18 19 10
Strategies, methods of
instruction 14 16 5
Materials/textbooks/
equipment/resources 11 10 15
Use of -alternative/
multiple assessments S 10 5
School focus/School
Improvement Plan 6 7 5
Staff development 5 3 10
All decisions within
budgetary constraints 3 1 10
Other 2 0 10
Which courses are
required 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 108 88 20

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TC AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 14
What are the most important curriculum decisions that your school shcoculd be able
to make, but cannot make at present?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
Scheool | SCEM
School
Type of tests/SAT is :
mandatory 39 37 46
Whether to offer mandated
programs 13 14 8
Instructional minutes,
time allocations 10 8 15
Testing dates 10 8 15
School schedule/calendar 10 6 23 2
Nothing schoel should but
cannot decide 10 8 15
Other 8 8 8
Promotion guidelines 6 4 15
Objectives/standards
currently dictated by
state 6 8 ¢
Whether to teach Hawailian
Studies 5 6 0
How to address Hawaii
Content Performance
Standards : 5 6 0
Staff development/travel
expenses 5 <] ¢
Work schedule/teacher
assignments 3 4 ¢
S8chool should make all
decisions 3 2 8
Graduation, diploma
requirements 2 2 0
Improving curriculum with
additional/different
personnel 2 2 0
Attendance policies 2 0 8
Number of Respondents 62 45 13

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL: RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABRLE 15
To what degree has lumpsum budgeting {i.e. - the lumpsum alilocation to your
school under EDN 100} given your school increased flexibility and autonomy
to control your school's bhudget?

TOTATL, SCBM STATUS
SCEM [Not an
School | SCBM
School
Great autonomy 20 21 15
Some autonomy 70 69 78
Little or no autonomy 8 8 7
Unable to answer at this
time 1 2 0
Did not answer 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 145 118 27

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRTINCIFAT, RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 16
How can lumpsum. budgeting be improved?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
Reduce categories or
restrictions 23 24 19
Place more funds under
lumpsum 18 17 25
More timely allocation to
schoels 13 13 13
All monies should be in a
lumpsum 13 14 6
Drop restricticns on
personnel use 10 8 19
More money to schools 8 9 0
Other 8 9 0
Eliminate program
designations, include
all school funds 7 7 6
Improve carryocver
provisions/longer
carrycver pericd 6 <] 6
Move funds more freely,
greater flexibility 5 5 6
Better response/support
from DOE/improve
computer system 5 5 6
Keep utilities at state
level : 3 3 0
Let school justify :
spending based on SIP 2 2 0
Provide more training to
school staff 2 2 0
Have Federal money in a
lumpsum 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 104 88 16

Figures represent percent of respondents

Columns may add to more than 100 percent due teo multiple responses
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 17
Has your school needed training on lumpsum budgeting, either now or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School | SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED TRAINING ON
LUMFSUM BUDGETING
Yes 87 86 93
No 12 13 7
Did not respond 1 2 0
Number of Respondents 147 120 27
DOE PROVIDED TRAINING
Yes 83 92 96
No 6 7 4
Did not respond 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 128 103 25
TRAINING WAS USEFUL
Yes 90 91 88
No 1 7 5 13
Yes and No 1 1 0
Did not respond 3 3 0
Number of Respondents 119 95 24

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIFAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 18
Has your school needed budget and accounting information, either now or in the
past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL S5CBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School | SCBM
Schoel
SCHOQL NEEDED BUDGET AND
ACCOUNTING INFORMATION
Yes s2 92 93
No 6 7 4
Somewhat 1 0 4
Did not respond i 1 0
Number of Respondents 145 118 27
DOE PROVIDED INFORMATION
Yes 94 94 92
No 5 6 4
Did not respond 1 0 4
Numbker of Respondents 134 108 25
INFORMATION WAS USEFUL
Yes 88 88 87
No 6 5 9
.|Yes and no 2 1 4
Did neot respond 5 R < 0
Number of Respondents 126 103 23

Figures represent percent of respondents
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 19

Has your school needed training and information regarding personnel

management, either now or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL SCBEM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED TRAINING/
INFO ON PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT
Yes 87 87 85
No 12 13 11
Did neot respond 1 0 4
Number of Respondents 145 - 118 27
DOE PROVIDED TRAINING/
INFORMATION
Yes 87 88 78
Neo 13 12 17
Did not respond 1 0 4
Number of Respondents 128 103 23
TRAINING/INFORMATION WAS
USEFUL .
Yes 92 93 83
No 5 2 17
Yes and no 1 1 0
Did not respond 3 3 0
Number of Respondents 109 91 18

Figures represent percent of respondents




PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 20
Has your school needed training on SCBM formation, either now or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED TRAINING ON
SCBEM FORMATION
Yes 83 94 B9
No 5 3 11
Did not respond 2 3 0
Number of Respondents 146 118 28
DOE PRCVIDED TRATINING _
Yes . 98 99 9z
No 1 1 0
Did not respond 1 0 8
Number of Respondents . 136 111 25
TRAINING WAS USEEUL
Yes 86 89 74
No 9 6 22
Did not respond 5 5 4
Number of Respondents 133 110 23

Figures represent percent of respondents



62

PRINCIPATL, RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 21

or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

Has your school needed student performance guidelines, sither now

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCEM |Not an
Scheool | SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED STUDENT
PERFORMANCE GUIDELINES
Yes : 95 . 96 93
No 5 4 7
Number of Respondents 145 118 27
DOE PROVIDED GUIDELINES
Yes 88 89 84
No 9 8 12
Did not respond 3 3 4
Number of Respondents 138 113 25
GUIDELINES WERE USEFUL
Yes 63 62 67
No 29 30 24
Yes and no 2 2 5
Did not respond 6 6 5
122 101 21

Number of Respondents

Figures represent percent of respondents




PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 22

Has your school needed measures to hold schools accountable for student

performance, either now or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
SCHOOLS NEEDED MEASURES
TCO HOLD SCHOOLS
ACCOUNTABLE
Yes 90 90 92
No 10 10 8
Number of Respondents 143 117 26
DOE PROVIDED MEASURES .
Yes 63 64 58
No 33 31 38
Yes and ne 1 1 0
Did not respond 4 4 4
Number of Respondents 129 105 24
MEASURES WERE USEFUL
Yes 64 61 79
No 28 30 21
Yes and no 1 1 0
Did neot respond 6 7 0
Number of Respondents 81 67 14

Figures represent percent of respondents
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PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 23
Has your school needed training for teachers on school governance,
either now or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBEM |Net an
Scheol| SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED TEACHER
TRAINING ON SCHOOL
GOVERNANCE
Yes 83 82 89
No 15 ie 11
bid not respond 1 2 0
Number of Respondents 144 117 27
DOE PROVIDED TRAINING
Yes 53 54 46
No 44 | 43 50
Did not respond 3 3 4
Number of Respondents 1z0 96 24
TRAINING WAS USEFUL
Yes 76 71 100
No 13 15 0
Did not respond i1 13 0
Number of Respondents 63 52 11

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAY, RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 24

either now or in the past?
Was it provided by the DOE?
If provided, was it useful?

Has your schoecl needed training for parents on school governance,

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM [Net an
School | SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED PARENT
TRAINING ON SCHOOL
GOVERNANCE
Yes 82 83 81
No 16 17 15
Did not respond 1 1 4
Number of Respondents 142 115 27
|DOE PROVIDED TRAINING
Yes 44 47 32
No 53 43 68
Did not respond 3 3 0]
Number of Respondents 117 85 22
TRAINING WAS USEFUL
Yes 71 73 57
No ig 16 43
Did not respond 10 11 0
Number of Respondents 52 45 7

Figures represent percent of respondents
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FPRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 25 :
Has your school needed information regarding the lessons and achievements
of other schools, either now or in the past?

Was it provided by the DOE?

If provided, was it useful?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBEM |[Not an
' School| SCBM
School
SCHOOL NEEDED INFO ON
LESSONS/ACHIEVEMENTS
OF OTHER SCHOOLS
Yes 74 75 70
No _ 25 24 30
Did not respond 1 1 g
Number of Respondents 141 114 27
DOE PROVIDED INFORMATION
Yes 60 60 58
No 38 37 42
Did not respond 2 2 0
Number of Respondents 105 86 19
INFORMATION WAS USEFUL
Yes 84 83 91
No 8 8 -
Did not respond 8 10 0
Number of Respondents 63 55 11

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAI RESPCNSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

, TABLE 26
What is the fundamental role of the district office now?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS

SCBM [Neot an
School| SCBM

School

Provide general support 48 48 48
Liaison between schools

and DOE/provide

information 1% 21 11
Provide guldance,

leadership, direction 18 22 4
Administrative,

personnel, and legal

support 18 17 22
Supervision of schools/

monitor schools 14 13 22

Manage district
initiatives, :
coordinate schools 10 10 11

Provide support in
curriculum/spec. educ.

/federal programs 10 11 7
Public relations/field

complaints 10 8 15
Don't know/unclear 6 6 7
Ensure achievement of DOE

goals and mission 3 3 4

Provide moral support/

personal support 3 3 ¢
Other 3 3 g
Does not have a role 2 2 4
Number of Respondents 146 119 27

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 27
In what ways have you seen the role of the district cffice change
in the last few years?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
Has provided less support
limited support/
unable to support 50 51 46
Fewer services and/or
personnel 36 38 29
District provides less or
no business support 11 9 18
Functions have moved to
state level 10 12 4
Cther 7 S 0
District has less
authority/is less
directive 6 6 ki
Services provided are
less personalized 5 7 0
Has become more
supportive : 5 <] 0
No longer effective 5 3 11
Role has not changed 4 4 4
District provides
different services 3 4 0
District now has no role 3 4 o
Implementation of school
renewal specialist
positions : 2 2 4
Now coordinates rather
than provides direct
support 1 1 4
Number of Respondents 148 120 28

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 28
How has this change in role affected your school?

TOTAT SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
More work.foxr school
personnel 37 42 11
Cannot get information
services/support
needed 28 31 15
Takes more time to obtain
information/resources 17 17 19
School has to fend for '
itself le 16 15
Rely on state office for
everything/isclated/
depersonalized 12 10 19
School is empowered/has _ ,
more autonomy 7 6 11
Had to make internal
changes to cope 6 7 4
Other 6 5 7
More paperwork 5 4 7
Confusion/more mistakes/
errors 4 5 0]
More stress/frustration 4 5 0]
Minimal or no impact 2 2 4
Generally negative impact 2 3 G
Costs more to get
information/services 1 1 4
Less mail/less paperwork 1 2 0
Greater attention or
emphasis on the
complex 1 1 0
Number of Respondents 145 118 217

Figures represent percent of respondents
Columns may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses



PRINCTIPAL RESPCNSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 29
Does your school complex have a learning support center associated with it?
Is the learning support center governed by the schools in your complex?

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Not an
School| SCBM
School
ASSOCTATED WITH SCHOOL
Yes 26 28 18
No 61 59 68
Don't know 13 12 14
Number of Respondents 144 116 28
GOVERNED BY SCHOOLS
Yes 76 73 100
No 24 27 0
Number of Respondents 38 33 5

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 2%A
(IF SCHOOL COMPLEX HAS A LEARNING SUPPORT CENTER) Please rate the kinds of
support that the learning support center provides to your schoel.

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |Neot an
School | SCEBM
School
PROVIDED CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT
Yes 71 67 100
No 21 24 0
Did not answer 8 _ 9 0
Number of Respondents 38 33 5
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
RATED
Fair 33 41 0
Good 44 41 a0
Bxcellent 15 9 10
Did not answer 7 9 0
Number of Respondents 27 22 5

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 29B
(IF SCHOOL COMPLEX HAS A LEARNING SUPPORT CENTER) Please rate the kinds of
support that the learning support center provides to your school.

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM [Not an
School| SCBM
School
PROVIDED STAFF
DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT
Yes . 74 70 130
No 21 24 0
Did not answer 5 6 0
Number of Respondents 38 33 5
STAFF DEVELOPMENT RATED
Fair 18 22 0
Good 64 65 60
Excellent 14 9 40
Did not answer 4 4 0
Number of Respondents 28 23 5

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO AUDIT SURVEY

. TABLE 29C
(IF SCHOOL COMPLEX HAS A LEARNING SUPPORT CENTER) Please rate the kinds of
support that the learning support center provides to your school.

TOTAL S3CBM STATUS
SCBM |[Not an
School| SCBM
School
PROVIDED STUDENT
ASSESSMENT SUPFPORT
Yes 45 36 100
No 3% 45 0
Did not answer 16 18 0
Number of Respondents 38 33 5
STUDENT ASSESSMENT
SUPPORT RATED
Fair 33 23 60
Good 38 46 20
Excellent 17 15 20
Did not answer . 11 15 0
Number of Respondents 17 13 4

Figures represent percent of respondents



PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TOQO AUDIT SURVEY

TABLE 28D
(IF SCHOOL COMPLEX HAS A LEARNING SUPPORT CENTER} Please rate the kinds of
support that the learning support center provides to your school.

TOTAL SCBM STATUS
SCBM |[Not an
Scheoocl | SCEM
Schocl
PROVIDED RESOURCE
AT.TL.OCATION SUPPORT,
Yes 44 42 60
No 47 48 40
Did not answer 8 10 0
Number of Respondents 36 31 | 5
RESQURCE ALLOCATION
SUPPORT RATED
Poox -6 8 0
Fair ‘ 38 | 31 - 67
Good 38 46 0
Excellent 19 15 33
Number of Respondents 16 13 3

Figures represent percent of respondents
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Chapter 2
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Hawaii, Departmenf of Education, Lumpsum Budgeting, Honolulu,
October 1992, p. 1. ' .

Testimony on School/Community-Based Management (SCBM)
submitted to the Joint House and Senate Education Committees
Informational Briefing, October 2, 1995.
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Guideline 5 4.

Letter to Marion M. Higa, State Auditor, from Charles T. Toguchi
Superintendent, Department of Education, December 21, 1992.
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Title X, Part C, Improving America’s School’s Act, Federal
Register: May 14, 1997 (Volume 62, Number 93).
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Comments on
Agency
Responses

Responses of the Affected Agencies

‘We transmitted drafts of this report to the Board of Education and
Department of Education on January 16, 1998. A copy of the transmittal
letter to the Department of Education is included as Attachment 1. The
Board of Education’s response was incorporated into the department’s
response which is included as Attachment 2.

The department asserts the State’s budgetary constraints prevent the

~ department from expanding the level of support staff needed to assist

schools to assume new responsibilities. The department agrees that it has
not fully established learning support centers in each complex but
contends that the State’s economic situation prevents the department from
staffing and operating the complex learning support centers as originally
intended by the Legislature. ’

With regard to our recommendation that the Board of Education clarify
the definition of consensus, the board notes that its Committee on Student
Services has met and will continue to meet to discuss SCBM governance
issues. Discussions with the Hawaii State Teachers Association and the
Hawaii Government Employees Association are also planned. Regarding
our recommendation to cease the establishment of categorical programs,
the Board of Education notes that it established two categorical programs
but has no plans to establish additional ones.

Regarding our recommendation to periodically conduct formal reviews
and evaluations of the school-based budget process, the board states that
its Select Committee on Budget and Fiscal Accountability will be
conducting an evaluation of the effectiveness of school-based budgeting.
However, it feels that given current collective bargaining agreements,
granting schools more autoromy over their own budgets may be
problematic. The department plans to periodically conduct formal
reviews and evaluations of the school-based budget process.

The department agrees that except for a few types of funds which the
department identifies, funds should be provided to schools in one
lumpsum.

The department agrees with our recommendation that the Legislature
consider amending Section 302A-1123, HRS. It also asserts that Section
302A-1123 should be amended to provide the full range of civil rights
protections found in Section 378-2, HRS. Since the latter point was not a
part of our audit work, we did not change our recommendation.
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ATTACHMENT 1

STATE OF HAWAII

OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR
465 8. King Street, Room 500
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-2917

MARION M. HIGA
State Auditor

{808) 587-0800
FAX: (808) 587-0830

January 16, 1998
cCorPY

The Honorable Herman M. Aizawa
Superintendent of Education
Department of Education

Queen Liliuokalani Building

1390 Miller Street

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Dr. Aizawa:

Enclosed for your information are three copies, numbered 6 to 8 of our draft report, Audit of the
Decentralization Efforts of the Department of Education. We ask that you telephone us by
Wednesday, January 21, 1998, on whether or not you intend to comment on our
recommendations. If you w1sh your comments to be included in the report, please submit them no
later than Monday, January 26, 1998.

The Board of Education, Governor, and presiding officers of the two houses of the Leg1slature
have also been provided copies of this draft report.

Since this report is not in final form and changes may be made to it, access to the report should be
restricted to those assisting you in preparing your response. Public release of the report will be
made solely by our office and only after the report is published in its final form.

Sincerely,

Marion M. Higa
State Auditor

Enclosures
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ATTACHMENT 2

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
GOVERNOR

HERMAN M. AiZAWA, Ph.D.
SUPERINTENDENT

STATE OF HAWALH
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

P.0. BOX 2360
: HONOLULU, HAWAIl 96804
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT ’ RE C E { v E D
DATE: January 28, 1998 Jﬂ 28 3 20 PH "9

MEMO TO:  Ms. Marion M. Higa, State Auditor OFC. OF THE AUDITOR
‘ STATE OF HAWAN

Herman M. Aizawa, Ph.

FROM: Superintendent

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO AUDITOR’S REPORT :
Audit of the Decentralization Efforts of the Department of Education

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The Board of Education and the Department of Education
have both reviewed the Auditor’s findings and recommendations.. This response to the Auditor’s report
includes comments from both the Superintendent of the Department of Education and the Chairperson
of the Board of Education.

We are pleased that the Auditor’s report recognizes the major actions taken by the Department and the
Board towards meeting the requirements of laws enacted by the Legislature, focused on decentralizing
decision-making; empowering schools; and implementing school-based budgets. These actions have
been achieved despite a 40% reduction in the Department’s state and district office staff over a two-
year period (page 5). The 677 remaining employees in state and district offices represent only 4% of
the total staff in the Department. This is well under the 6.5% cap/limit placed on the Department by
the Legislature in Act 272, SLH 1994. In contrast, 16.624 Department employees are now directly
serving schools. The Auditor’s report also states:

The Department of Education’s efforts to decentralize decision-making appear to be aligned with
the principles and ideals of [site-based management and school-based budgeting] reforms. (p. 9)

In response to Legislative directives, the Department of Education has implemented
school/community-based management and school-based budgeting to provide more
decision-making authority to schools. (page 10}

The Department fully agrees with the Auditor’s recommendation that the Legislature should consider
amending Section 302A-1123, HRS regarding “student-centered” schools, to clarify legal
responsibilities; liability issues; support services responsibilities; and funding provisions. The
Department’s staff has taken the initiative to work closely with legislators on improving legisiation on
this subject, dating back prior to and including the 1997 Legislative session; during the summer
months; and now in the current 1998 session. In addition, the two existing “student-centered” schools
have been active with legislators to express their needs and concerns. We would appreciate the
Legislature’s assistance to resolve these issues.
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As in any management process, the decisions made by the Board and the Department may encounter
criticism and may require improvements. The Auditor’s recommendations indicate areas for such
improvements. Our comments on those recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation:
1. The Department of Education should, when giving new responsibilities to the schools, identify the
ability of the schools to undertake those responsibilities, and provide the necessary training,

information and support staff.

Department Response:
In Act 272, SLH 1994, the Legislature required that the Department decrease its state and district office

staffing. The number of personnel available to carry out required functions and operations was
drastically reduced. Given this situation, with the reduced staffing levels, the Department did the best
job it could to provide necessary training and information. Despite a 40% reduction in state and

district staffing, the Department recognized the need for training and support services. and took steps to

ensure that those would be made available. The Department’s staff should be commended for their
efforts in “doing more with less.” As noted in the Auditor’s report:

The Department of Education has provided some support that schools need to assume their

new responsibilities and decision-making powers. District offices now provide support services
to the schools rather than manage them. District staff assist schools in their improvement efforts
rather than dictate the direction or scope of those efforts...Also, while downsizing district offices,
the deparfment created...school renewal specialists to assist schools. Finally, principals report
that they have received training with regard to implementing SCBM and exercising flexibility in

budgeting. (page 10)
As to the quality of training services provided, the Auditor states:

Principals responding to our survey indicated that the department is generally providing training
to those schools that need it and that the training is useful. (page 11)

Despite these comments, the Auditor is of the opinion that our training efforts were “not sufficient,”
and focuses on only the two lowest percentages out of nine training categories surveyed. In our view,

the statistics validate that our efforts were in fact favorably received and beneficial (page 12):

% finding the training

Type of training or information needed or information useful
SCBM information 86 %
budget and accounting information ' 88 %
school-based budgeting 90 %
personnel management 92 %

Regarding the level of support staff, the Department had developed plans to establish and fully staff
complex learning support centers. However, those plans were interrupted when the State’s budgetary
crisis emerged, and the Legislature required that Department personnel be shifted from state and
district offices to the school level. The Department then organized a restructuring plan, in which
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school renewal specialists were established, who at the district level, are responsible for providing
support for schools. In shifting personnel to the school level, and considering the State’s continued
budgetary constraints, we will not able to expand the level of support staff to the degree necessary to
fully comply with the Auditor’s recommendation. Please also refer to our comments on
Recommendation #2 below.

Recommendation:

2. The department should formally establish the learning support centers, staff the centers with
personnel needed to support school improvement efforts, clarify the responsibilities of the centers, and
provide the parameters within which the complexes will determine the services to be provided.

Department Response:
While we agree that school-level support for curriculum and instruction should be provided through

complex learning support centers, due to the budgetary constraints and the re-assignment of state and
district personnel to the classrooms and schools (such as the district resource teacher and district
educational specialist positions), the Department has been unable to fully implement this concept.
Learning support centers (as formal locations in each complex) have not been fully established in each
complex. The only personnel available at this time are the school renewal specialists, behavioral
management resource teachers, and diagnostic evaluation teams. It is our belief that, until such time
that other funding of support personnel is provided, this concept cannot be implemented as intended.

However, the services of the complex learning support centers have been augmented by technical
assistance and expertise from state level specialists; university staff; other local and national
consultants; and most importantly, by school/complex level colieagues. The most meaningful
learning/teaching support has been proven to be in collegial sharing, experience, analysis, and
development of collaborative curriculum and instructional strategies. These discussions do take place
in schools and complexes, and we encourage those efforts which, in effect, would bring results similar
to that if there were formal elaborate complex learning support centers established in all complexes. In
our view, with the current economic condition of the State, we cannot staff and operate the complex
learning support centers as originally anticipated by the Legislature in 1994.

In an attempt to provide focused school-level support, and consistent with the Department’s focus on
literacy, six (6) Teacher Learning Centers (TLC) were established in 1996-97. The Centers, which are
located in schools implementing Success Compact on a school-wide basis, serve in essence as training
and learning support sites. The Centers provide training to school staffs from various schools,
including visitations and observations of classroom practices in regular classes on-site. TLC’s are
located as follows:

Honolulu District Kapalama Elementary
Central District Iliahi Elementary
Leeward District Lehua Elementary
Windward District ~ Kapunahala Elementary

Maui District Wailuku Elementary
Kauai District Kaumualii Elementary
Hawaii District Hawaii District opted to give priority to the development of a Teacher

Support Network to encourage networking other practitioners as
schools/complexes strive to become individual Teacher Learning Centers.
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Recommendation:
3. The Board of Education should clarify the definition of consensus to prevent individuals and/or
parties from derailing school reform efforts via SCBM.

Board response:
In the belief that decisions are best made by those persons who will be most directly affected, the

Board has attempted to provide schools with the greatest autonomy and flexibility possible with regard
to School/Community-Based Management (SCBM). The Board’s Committee on Student Services,
however, did meet twice last year to discuss SCBM governance issues and will continue to do so on a
regular basis. Discussions with the Hawaii State Teachers Association and the Hawaii Govemment
Employees’ Association are also planned.

Recommendation:
4. The Board should cease the establishment of categorical funding programs.

Board response:

Since the implementation of lumpsum budgeting by the Department in 1994, the Board has found it
necessary to establish only two categorical funding programs to assure the attainment of specific state
objectives: (1) Hawaiian Studies; and (2) Gifted and Talented. Total funding for both programs
amount to less than 1.25% of the general funds allocated to EDN 100. Currently the Board has no
plans to establish any additional categorical programs.

Recommendation:
5. The board and the department should exercise their oversight responsibilities by periodically
conducting formal reviews and evaluations of the school-based budget process.

Board response:

The Board’s Select Committee on Budget and Fiscal Accountability will be conducting an evaluation
of the effectiveness of school-based budgeting. However, given the collective bargaining agreements -
currently in effect, granting the schools further autonomy over their own budgets may be problematic.

Department response:

The Department’s school-based budgeting process has been reviewed and scrutinized by the
Legislature and the Department of Budget and Finance since its inception. Funds to secure external
evaluations have been severely limited due to the State’s economic condition. In addition, state and
district staffing has been reduced by 40% over the past two years. Despite these circumstances, the
Department will attempt to periodically conduct formal reviews and evaluations of the school-based
budgeting process.




Recommendation:
6. The Legislature should cease the practice of establishing categorical programs.

Department comment:
The Department agrees with the position that the Legislature should cease the practice of establishing

categorical programs. In this way, the schools would have the flexibility to use funds according to the
needs addressed in their school improvement plans.

Recommendation:
7. The Legislature should also require the department to provide general funds to schools in one

lumpsum.

Department response:

The Department agrees that funds should be provided to schools in one lumpsum, except for items

such as: :

® Funds established to meet specific Federal requirements, State laws, specialized programs

e Special education funds due to the Felix Consent Decree and the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) compliance requirements [In Education Week, Feb. 19, 1997, an
article entitled “Special Education Rules Pose Problems for Charter Schools” raises
concerns about schools having difficulty coping with the multitude of state and federal
special education laws and regulations.]

e English for Second Language Learners program (ESLL), which was the former Students of
Limited English Proficiency program (SLEP), because of federal civil rights requirements

e Vocational education, which has federal compliance requirements as well as
being a Grade 9-12 program

e Specialized sites such as Keakealani, Kokee Discovery Center, and Challenger Center
that are not part of any school

¢ Alternative learning centers and Olomana which service at-risk students

Recommendation:

8. The Legislature should consider amending Section 302A-1123, HRS, to help shape a charter school
system consistent with the requirements of the Public Charter Schools Program as enumerated in

Title X, Part C of the Improving America’s School’s Act. In particular, amendments should:

o clarify the legal responsibility and liability of the department and the student-centered
school boards; ' :

e improve the funding provision by allowing for a formal process of budget negotiation and
review, specifying criteria to determine which funds and functions are to remain with
the department, and identifying how funding inequities created by the per pupil
allocation are to be addressed; and

o clarify the duty of the department to provide information and technical assistance to student-
centered schools.
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Department response: . ‘
The Department fully agrees with the Auditor’s recommendation that the Legislature should consider

amending Section 302A-1123, HRS regarding “student-centered” schools, to clarify legal
responsibilities; liability issues; support services responsibilities; and funding provisions. The
Department’s staff has taken the initiative to work closely with legislators on improving legislation on
this subject, dating back prior to and including the 1997 Legislative session; during the summer
months; and now in the current 1998 session. In addition, the two existing “student-centered” schools
have been active with legislators to express their needs and concerns. We would appreciate the
Legislature’s assistance to resolve these issues.

In addition to the Auditor’s recommendation, a current civil rights loophole should be closed. In the
civil rights field, the current law exempts student-centered schools from all applicable State laws
except those regarding religious, racial, or sexual bias. HRS 378-2 provides protection against
discrimination beyond religion, race and sex; namely, age, color, ancestry, disability, marital status,
arrest and court record, and sexual orientation. Section 302A-1123 should be amended to provide the
full range of these protections found in HRS 378-2.
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