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Slide 1—Introduction
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Presented By:


Regional Coordination and Support Office (RCSO)
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October 2010
Narrative

Welcome to the narrated PowerPoint on the procedures that the California Department of Education (CDE) has put in place for meeting Title I, Part A Comparability requirements. The speakers for this presentation are Bob Storelli and Sandi Ridge, Education Programs Consultants in the Regional Coordination and Support Office.

At the beginning of each school year, local educational agencies (LEAs) are required to calculate and submit to the CDE, their Title I, Part A Comparability reports. The CDE notifies LEAs of this requirement and provides instructions and forms to conduct calculations. 

Slide 2—Presentation Focus
· Requirements for Comparability
· Meeting Comparability

· Procedure Highlights

· Comparability Calculations

Narrative

The focus of this presentation is to review the requirements of comparability; highlight procedures, timelines, measures, flexibility, exemptions, and the possible consequences for failing to meet the requirements; and lastly provide examples of comparability calculations. 

When the presentation is finished, you should have an understanding of the procedures the CDE has put in place for meeting the comparability requirement.

Slide 3—Definition of Comparability
A local educational agency (LEA) may receive Title I, Part A funds only if it uses state and local funds to provide services in Title I schools that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to services provided in schools that are not receiving Title I funds. This definition and the requirements for comparability can be found under the [Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I, Section 1120A(c)]
Narrative

Comparability is defined by the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) which states that an LEA may receive Title I, Part A funds only if it uses state and local funds to provide services in Title I schools that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to services provided in schools that are not receiving Title I funds. 

Slide 4—Requirements for Comparability
A written assurance stating that an LEA has established and implemented a:

· LEA-wide salary schedule

· Policy to ensure equivalence among schools in teachers, administrators, and other staff

· Policy to ensure equivalence among schools in the provision of curriculum materials and instructional supplies

Narrative

An LEA must provide a written assurance demonstrating comparability of services among district schools. Through the Local Boards of Education, the following items must be adopted and implemented: (1) LEA salary schedule; (2) a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in teachers, administrators, and other staff; and (3) a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in the provision of curriculum materials and instructional supplies. 

Slide 5—ESEA Consolidated Application General Assurances
1. Except as otherwise provided, the LEA will ensure that Title I schools are provided with state and local services that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to that in schools that are not receiving Title I, Part A funds. If the LEA is providing Title I, Part A services to all of its schools, the LEA ensures that state and local funds provided to all of its schools, taken as a whole, are at least comparable in each school.

Narrative

As part of the requirement for ensuring Comparability for Title I, Part A, LEAs submit their written assurance through the State Consolidated Application (ConApp). Currently items 1 and 2 are the assurances for meeting Title I, Part A Comparability in the General Assurances section in the ConApp, Part I. 
General Assurance 1 of the ConApp states “Except as otherwise provided, the LEA will ensure that Title I schools are provided with state and local services that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to that in schools that are not receiving Title I, Part A funds. If the LEA is providing Title I, Part A services to all of its schools, the LEA ensures that state and local funds provided to all of its schools, taken as a whole, are at least comparable in each school.”

Slide 6—ESEA Consolidated Application General Assurances (Cont.)
2. The LEA has established and implemented specific policies to ensure the LEA has used state and local funds to provide comparable services in all its schools including, but not limited to, an LEA-wide salary schedule, a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in teachers, administrators, and other staff, and a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in the provision of curriculum materials and instructional supplies. The LEA shall not include staff salary differentials for years of employment when determining per pupil expenditures or instructional salaries per pupil of state and local funds. The LEA has developed procedures for compliance with comparability, annually performs comparability calculations to make adjustments, as necessary to make Title I schools comparable, and maintains updated records documenting the compliance. 

Narrative

General Assurance 2 of the ConApp states “The LEA has established and implemented specific policies to ensure the LEA has used state and local funds to provide comparability services in all its schools including, but not limited to, a district-wide salary schedule, a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in teachers, administrators, and other staff, and a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in the provision of curriculum materials and instructional supplies. The LEA shall not include staff salary differentials for years of employment when determining per pupil expenditures or instructional salaries per pupil of state and local funds. The LEA has developed procedures for compliance with comparability, annually performs comparability calculations to make adjustments, as necessary to make Title I schools comparable, and maintains updated records documenting the compliance.” 

Slide 7—Meeting Comparability

· LEAs must conduct calculations every year to demonstrate compliance 

· LEAs must maintain records of comparability documentation

· LEAs will submit comparability reports every other year
Narrative

In addition to the written assurance submitted in the General Assurances under the ConApp, LEAs must conduct actual calculations every year to demonstrate compliance, maintain such records for possible audits, and submit comparability reports every other year.
Slide 8—Basis for Comparability

LEA-Wide Basis:

· All Title I Schools (all grade spans) ( All Non-Title I Schools (all grade spans)

Grade-Span Basis:

· Title I School kindergarten through grade six(K–6) ( Non-Title I Schools (Grades K–6)

School Enrollment Size Basis:

· Small Title I Schools (K–6) ( Small Non-Title I Schools (K–6)

· Large Title I Schools (K–6) ( Large Non-Title I Schools (K–6)

[ESEA, Title I, Section 1120A(c)(1)(C)]

Narrative

Calculating comparability can be done two ways either by: (1) LEA-wide which is comparing all Title I schools (all grade spans) to all non-Title I schools (all grade spans) or (2) Using grade span to compare Title I schools kindergarten through grade six (K–6) to non-Title I schools (K–6).
Based on previous years, the majority of LEAs conduct calculation comparisons using the grade span. If using the grade span proves to be a challenge, LEAs are allowed to further divide the schools in the same grade span into subgroups based on their school enrollment size. Thus, small Title I schools are compared with small non-Title I schools and large Title I schools are compared with large non-Title I schools in the same grade span. These calculation comparisons can be found under the ESEA, Title I, Section 1120A(c)(1)(C).
Slide 9—Basis for Comparability (Cont.)

If all schools in a grade span are receiving Title I services, the LEA must demonstrate comparability among the Title I schools in that grade span.

[ESEA, Title I, Section 1120A(c)(1)(B)]
Narrative

Further, if an LEA is providing Title I funds to all the schools in the district or all the schools in the same grade span, the LEA is required to demonstrate comparability among all the Title I schools as stated under the ESEA, Title I, Section 1120A(c)(1)(B).
Slide 10—Skipped Eligible School(s)

When an LEA skips a Title I eligible school for funding in order to fund a lower-ranked school, the LEA must include the skipped school(s) as a Title I school when making comparability calculations.

Narrative

An LEA is allowed to skip a Title I eligible school for funding in order to fund a lower-ranked school.

When conducting comparability calculations, eligible skipped schools must be treated as Title I schools. Specifically, the funds and services provided to these schools must also be comparable to those provided to non-Title I schools. Each of these Title I eligible, but skipped schools, is to be compared with non-Title I schools. It is required that these schools are listed under the Title I school category (Column 3 and Column 6 on Form B–School Data), to indicate that they are skipped, but otherwise eligible schools. 
Slide 11—What If a School Is Not Comparable

LEAs must take immediate steps to adjust school resources. Adjustments may include: 

· Moving Title I funds out of a school

· Replacing them with state or local funds

· Making staffing changes in a school

Narrative

When a school is not comparable using one of the options as stated on slide 10, LEAs must take immediate steps to adjust school resources. These steps may include moving Title I funds out of a school, replacing school resources with state or local funds, or making staffing changes in a school.
Slide 12—Exemptions

The comparability requirement does not apply to:

·  Schools with 100 or fewer students

·  An LEA with only one school for each grade span

·  A school with no comparison school in the same grade span grouping by enrollment size

Narrative

There are limited situations when an LEA is exempt from the comparability requirements. An LEA is exempt from the comparability requirement if it has: (1) schools with 100 or fewer students; (2) only one school for each grade span; or (3) a school where there is not a comparison school in the same grade span grouping by enrollment size. 
Slide 13—What Must Be Excluded

An LEA must exclude any resources paid for with federal or private funds.

Narrative

The basic rule when an LEA is conducting the comparability calculation is to exclude any resources paid for with federal or private funds. Only state and local funds need to be included.

Slide 14—American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 

· Provides $10 billion in new funding for programs under Title I, Part A of ESEA

· Schools receiving these funds have to meet the comparability requirement

Narrative
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) provides $10 billion in new funding for programs under Title I, Part A of ESEA. Schools receiving these ARRA funds must meet the comparability requirement of ESEA, and therefore are excluded.

Slide 15—State Fiscal Stabilization Funds (SFSF)
SFSF may or may not be included when determining comparability, depending on how the funds are uses. 

Narrative

To meet the Title I, Part A comparability requirements, an LEA must use state and local funds in each Title I school to provide services that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to the services provided in non-Title I schools. 

If school personnel are paid with SFSF who would ordinarily be supported with state or local funds, then the school personnel should be considered to be paid with state or local funds and should be included in comparability determinations.

If school personnel are paid with SFSF for activities that are authorized by a federal program such as Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, then the individual paid with SFSF funds should be considered to be federally funded and should not be included in comparability determinations.

Slide 16—What May Be Excluded

An LEA may exclude state and local funds expended for:

· Bilingual education for students with limited English proficiency

· Excess costs of providing services to students with disabilities as determined by the LEA 

· Supplemental state or local funds for programs that meet the intent and purpose of Title I such as Economic Impact Aid (EIA) and Quality Education Investment Act (QEIA)

Narrative

In addition to what must be excluded, some state and local funds may also be excluded, such as funds to support the bilingual education for students with limited English proficiency; excess funds used to provide additional services to students with disabilities as determined by the LEA, and funds for programs that meet the intent and purpose of the Title I, Part A, such as Economic Impact Aid and Quality Education Investment Act.
Slide 17—Unpredictable Changes

An LEA does not need to include unpredictable changes in student enrollment or personnel assignments after the beginning of the year.

Narrative

Keep in mind that demonstration of comparability is done at a point in time, usually during the early months of the school year. An LEA does not need to include any additional calculations for any unpredictable changes in student enrollment or staff assignments after the beginning of the year per ESEA, Title I, Section 1120A(c)(2)(B) and Section 1120 A(c)(2)(C).

Slide 18–Charter Schools and Alternative Education Schools

· Comparability determination in charter schools:

· Include a locally-funded charter school

· Exclude a direct-funded charter school

· Schools such as alternative schools must be included in their respective grade spans: 

· For these schools, a different computation method may be more suitable, such as per student expenditure in state and local funds

Narrative

Locally-funded charters and alternative schools must be included in the calculation with the schools of the same grade span but direct-funded charter schools are excluded. However, a different measure can be used to calculate comparability for alternative schools, even when the regular schools in the same grade are using another measure. A different computation method such as per student expenditure in state and local funds may be more suitable.
Slide 19—Title I Schoolwide Program Schools

If the school is a schoolwide program school and consolidates funds:

· Calculate the percentage of budget from federal funds, and delete that percentage of staff from the calculation 






or

· Use a different measure (per-pupil expenditure of state and local funds in purchasing instructional staff and materials)

Narrative

If the school is a schoolwide program school and is consolidating funds, it may be difficult to differentiate staff paid with federal or private funds. In this case, the LEA could calculate the percentage of budget from federal and/or private funds and delete the percentage of staff from the calculation. Or, the LEA could use a different measure such as per pupil expenditure of state and local funds in purchasing instructional staff and materials or pupil resource allocation.

Slide 20—Calculation Options

· Student to Instructional Staff Ratios (e.g., 20/1)

· Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratios (e.g., $5,000 per pupil)

· Expenditures per Student

· A resource allocation plan based on student characteristics, such as poverty, limited English proficiency, or students with disabilities, etc.

See the CDE 2010-11 Comparability Documents Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/compar.asp.
Narrative

There are four options to calculate comparability. The first two options; (Option 1) Student to Instructional Staff Ratio and (Option 2) Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio, are most commonly used. The calculation forms and instructions for Options 1 and 2 are available on the Comparability Documents Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/compar.asp.

If an LEA decides to use (Options 3) expenditures per student or (Option 4) a resource allocation plan based on student characteristics, such as poverty, limited English proficiency, or students with disabilities, forms will need to be developed by the LEA. 

Slide 21—Who Is Included In “Instructional Staff”

An LEA decides the definition of instructional staff, however it must be consistent between Title I schools and non-Title I schools.

Definitions can include:

· Certificated classroom teachers, including art, music, and PE

· Guidance counselor, speech therapist, librarian, social worker, and psychologist

· Paraprofessionals should not be included

Narrative

When using Option 1 or Option 2, “instructional staff” will need to be defined. The LEA can either include all certificated staff or only classroom teachers, although the CDE encourages the LEA to include only classroom teachers. The important issue here is consistency. The definition of instructional staff must be consistent between Title I schools and non-Title I schools. The LEA must apply the same definition of instructional staff throughout the calculation. Instructional staff definitions can include: certificated classroom teachers, including art, music, and PE; guidance counselor, speech therapist, librarian, social worker, and psychologist; and should not include paraprofessionals.
Slide 22—Calculation Option 1: Student to Instructional Staff Ratio

· Compare the average number of students per instructional staff in each Title I school with the average number of students per instructional staff in all non-Title I schools.
· The student/instructional staff ratio of a Title I school must be
 
≤ 110%

of the average student/instructional staff ratio of all the non-Title I schools.
Narrative

This is the most frequently used option to determine comparability. It allows for comparison of student to instructional staff ratio in a Title I school to the average ratio of student to instructional staff in all the non-Title I schools. 
To calculate the student to instructional staff ratio, the LEA will compare the average number of students per instructional staff in each Title I school with the average number of students per instructional staff in all non-Title I schools. The student to instructional staff ratio of a Title I school must be equal to or less than 110 percent of the average student to instructional staff ratio of all the non-Title I schools.
If the ratio in a Title I school is equal to or less than 110 percent of the average ratio of the non-Title I schools, it is considered to have met the requirement. There is a ten percent variance allowed with Option 1.
Slide 23—Example Calculation Option 1: Student to Instructional Staff Ratio

	Non-Title I Schools

(Column 1)
	Grade Span

(Column 2)
	Enrollment

(Column 3)
	Total Inst. Staff FTE

(Column 4)
	Student/Instructional Staff Ratio (Column 3/4)

(Column 5)

	Twin Oak
	K–6
	500
	25
	20.0

	Rivercats
	K–6
	600
	27
	22.2

	Greenfield
	K–6
	650
	28
	23.2

	Century
	K–6
	480
	19
	25.3

	Bank Street
	K–6
	679
	31
	21.9

	Total & Average
	
	2,909
	130
	22.4

	Average FTE Ratio x 1.1
	24.6

	Title I Schools
	Grade Span
	Enrollment
	Total Instructional Staff FTE
	Student/Staff Ratio 
(Column 3/4)
	Is the School Comparable?

	John Jay
	K–6
	600
	28
	21.4
	YES

	Lincoln
	K–6
	590
	27
	21.9
	YES

	Riverside
	K–6
	350
	17
	20.6
	YES

	Rainbow
	K–6
	780
	32
	24.4
	YES

	Union Street
	K–6
	565
	29
	19.5
	YES



Narrative

This slide provides an example of how to complete the calculation form for Option 1. 

In this example there are five non-Title I schools and five Title I schools in the (K–6) grade span. Enter the total student enrollment of the non-Title I schools and the total instructional staff of the non-Title I schools. Here you can see that the total number of students in the five non-Title I schools is 2,909 and the total number of instructional staff is 130. If you divide these two by taking the total number of students and dividing by the total number of instructional staff (2,909/130=22.4) which is the average student to instructional staff ratio. The average ratio of student to instructional staff for the five non‑Title I schools, which is 22.4. Add a ten percent variance to the ratio by computing 110 percent of average student/instructional staff ratio of non-Title I schools (22.4 x 1.1=24.6). This ratio of 24.6 is the number to be compared with the ratio of the five Title I schools. 

Next compare each Title I school to the ratio of 24.6. 
John Jay has an enrollment of 600 and a staff of 28. The ratio of student to staff is 21.4, less than 24.6, and therefore, it is comparable. 

Lincoln has an enrollment of 590 and a staff of 27. The ratio of student to staff is 21.9, less than 24.6, and therefore, it is comparable. 

Riverside has an enrollment of 350 and a staff of 17. The ratio of student to staff is 20.6, less than 24.6, and therefore, it is comparable. 

Rainbow has an enrollment of 780 and a staff of 32. The ratio of student to staff is 24.4, less than 24.6, and therefore, it is comparable. 
Union Street has an enrollment of 565 and a staff of 29. The ratio of student to staff is 19.5, less than 24.6, and therefore, it is comparable. 
All these ratios are less than the comparison criteria, 24.6, and therefore, these Title I schools are all comparable. 

Slide 24—Calculation Option 1: Student to Instructional Staff Ratio, All Title I Schools

If an LEA has only Title I schools, the LEA must demonstrate comparability among its Title I schools. It establishes a comparison group from among the Title I schools by one of the following methods:

· Use the student to instructional staff ratio of the school(s) ranked lowest in poverty percentage.






or 

· Determine the average student to instructional staff ratio for all of the Title I schools within the grade span and compare the ratio for each Title I school to the average for all the Title I schools.
What if an LEA has only Title I schools? Do they need to meet comparability requirements? Yes, an LEA that only has Title I schools must still meet comparability requirements. The LEA needs to establish a comparison group from among the Title I schools by using one of the following methods: (1) calculating for the ratio student to instructional staff of the schools ranked lowest in poverty percentage and compare that ratio with the student to instructional staff ratio of the Title I schools in the same grade span; (2) use the average student to instructional staff ratio of all the Title I schools against the ratio at each of the Title I schools.
Slide 25—Example Calculation Option 1: Student to Instructional Staff Ratio
All Title I Schools

	Title I Schools

(Column 1)
	Poverty Percentage


	Grade 
Span

(Column 2)
	Enrollment
(Column 3)
	Number of Staff

(Column 4)
	Student to Staff Ratio
(Column 3/4)

(Column 5)
	Is the School Comparable?

(Column 6)

	Forest Hill
	35%
	7–8
	389
	20
	19.5
	YES

	110 Percent of Student to Staff Ratio
	21.5
	

	Thunder Valley
	50%
	7–8
	560
	25
	22.4
	NO

	Canyon Crest
	85%
	7–8
	490
	23
	21.3
	YES


Narrative

This slide provides an example of how to determine comparability when all schools are funded with Title I funds. This example calculation shows the ratio of student to instructional staff for the schools ranked lowest in poverty percentage in each grade span and comparing that ratio with the student to instructional staff ratios of the Title I schools in the same grade span mentioned on slide 24. 
There are three Title I schools in the 7–8 grade span. Forest Hill has the lowest poverty percentage, 35 percent. Divide the total enrollment of Forest Hill Middle, 389, by the number of staff, 20, to get the ratio of 19.5. Using a 10 percent variance, the comparable ratio is 21.5 (19.5 x 1.1=21.5)

Thunder Valley Middle has a total enrollment of 560 and 25 total staff. The ratio of student to staff is 22.4, which is higher than 21.5. Thunder Valley therefore is NOT comparable. While Canyon Crest has a total enrollment of 490 with a total of 23 staff, the ratio is 21.3, less than 21.5, and therefore is comparable.
Slide 26—Example Calculation Option 1: Student to Instructional Staff Ratio All Title I Schools (Cont.)
	Title I Schools

(Column 1)
	Poverty Percentage


	Grade 
Span

(Column 2)
	Enrollment
(Column 3)
	Number of Staff

(Column 4)
	Student to Staff Ratio
(Column 3/4)

(Column 5)
	Is the School Comparable?

(Column 6)

	Forest Hill
	35%
	7–8
	389
	20
	19.5
	YES

	Thunder Valley
	50%
	7–8
	560
	25
	22.4
	YES

	Canyon Crest
	85%
	7–8
	490
	23
	21.3
	YES

	Total and Average
	1439
	68
	21.2
	

	Average Student to Staff Ratio x 1.1
	23.3
	


Narrative

This slide provides an example of Calculation Option 1: student to instructional staff ratio (all Title I schools) of how to use the second method, which is using the average student to instructional staff ratio of all the Title I schools against the ratio of each Title I school.

The first step is to calculate the average student to instructional staff ratio of the three Title I schools and add a 10 percent variance to the average ratio. You calculate the average by adding the total enrollment for each school (389, 560, 490) and add the total number of staff at each school (20, 25, 23), then divide the total enrollment by the total staff (1,439 divided by 68), which gives you the base ratio of 21.2. Then multiply 21.2 by 1.1 for the 10 percent variance, giving you 23.3 that will be used as the comparison criterion. 
The second step is to calculate the ratio for each of these three Title I schools. Divide the enrollment by the number of staff, and compare each ratio to 23.3. If the student to staff ratio is equal to or less than 23.3 the ratio of the school is comparable. In the example provided on this slide, all Title I schools are comparable, because all of the school ratios are below 23.3.
Slide 27—Calculation Option 2: Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio

· Compare student to instructional staff salary ratio of each Title I school to the average student to instructional staff salary ratio of all non-Title I schools of the same grade span.
· Student to instructional staff salary ratio of each Title I school should be

≥ 90%

  of average student to instructional staff salary ratio of all non Title I schools. 

Narrative

This slide introduces Calculation Option 2, which compares the student to instructional staff salary ratio of each Title I school to the average student to instructional staff salary ratio of all non-Title I schools of the same grade span. 
If the average ratio of a Title I school is equal to or greater than 90 percent of the average ratio of the non-Title I schools, the school is considered comparable. If the ratio of student to instructional staff salary in a Title I school is less than 90 percent of the average ratio of the non-Title I schools, the school is not comparable. 

Slide 28—Calculation Option 2: Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio (Cont.)

Instructional staff salary differentials for years of employment and salary increases for additional educational credits shall not be included in such determinations. Use only base salaries.

Narrative

When an LEA conducts comparability calculation by using Option 2, it is important to remember that salaries based on differences due to length of employment or salary increases for additional educational credits must not be included. Include only the base salaries when using this calculation.

Slide 29–Example Calculation Option 2: Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio
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Form C 

-

 Instructional Staff Data by Individual Schools

 

(LEA Internal use only. Please do not submit to CDE)
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XYZ School

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CDS Code

 

01234567890123

 

Fiscal 

Year

 

200

9

-

20
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Category

 

Classroom Teachers Only

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Column 1

 

Column 2

 

Column 3

 

Column 4

 

 

 

 

 

Instructional Staff

 

Type of Function

 

FTE

 

 (for Option 1 

-

 Student to Staff 

Ratio)

 

                 Base Salaries 

 

(for Option 2 

-

 Student to Staff 

Salary Rat

io

 

 

 

 

 

Sue Peterson

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

45,000

 

 

 

 

 

Claudia Lee

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

48,000

 

 

 

 

 

May Russo

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

56,000

 

 

 

 

 

Jerry Simpson

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

78,000

 

 

 

 

 

Rick Roy

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

86,000

 

 

 

 

 

Ray Thomas

 

Guid

ance Counselor

 

0.50

 

98,000

 

 

 

 

 

Ingrid Batch

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

35,000

 

 

 

 

 

Maria Carlton

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

53,000

 

 

 

 

 

Lydia Dickson

 

Math Coach

 

1.00

 

125,000

 

 

 

 

 

Tom Lopez

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

75,000

 

 

 

 

 

Chuck Harrison

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

6

5,000

 

 

 

 

 

Steve Hay

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

56,000

 

 

 

 

 

Lauren Green

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

85,000

 

 

 

 

 

Lynn Nava

 

ELA Coach

 

1.00

 

100,000

 

 

 

 

 

Sherry Dennis

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

58,000

 

 

 

 

 

Rachel Smith

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

78,000

 

 

 

 

 

Cheryl Taylor

 

Cla

ssroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

85,000

 

 

 

 

 

Jeff Graham

 

Classroom Teacher

 

1.00

 

65,000

 

 

 

 

 

Total

 

 

 

17.50

 

1,291,000

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


Narrative

This slide provides an example of how to calculate for comparability comparing the student to instructional staff salary ratio of each Title I school to the average student to instructional staff salary ratio of all non-Title I schools of the same grade span.
In this example there are two non-Title I high schools in the LEA and three Title I high schools. Bernard High has a total enrollment of 560 and staff base salary of $4,280,000. Divide the staff base salary by the total enrollment, which gives you a per pupil cost of $7,643. Green Union High has a total enrollment of 680 and staff base salary of $5,600,000. Again, divide the staff base salary by the total enrollment, which gives you a per pupil cost of $8,235. 
Next calculate the average per pupil cost by adding the total enrollment of both schools and dividing by the total staff base salary (1,240 divided by $9,880,000), which is a per pupil cost of $7,968. Calculate the comparison amount by multiplying $7,968 by 90 percent equaling $7,171, which is the average per pupil cost.
The next step is to determine the per pupil cost for each of the Title I high schools. This is done by dividing the enrollment by staff base salary. So for Linden High you take (580 divided by $4,500,000=$7,759), Rivera High (560 divided by $4,100,000=$7,321), and Martin High (450 divided by $3,060,000=$6,800). Then compare the ratio of each Title I school to comparison amount of $7,171. If each school ratio is equal to or greater than $7,171, the school is comparable. In the example provided, Martin High has a ratio of $6,800 and therefore is not comparable. The other two schools are comparable, since the school ratios are greater than $7,171.
Slide 30—Comparability Calculation Form A


[image: image1]
Narrative

Beginning with this slide are copies of the forms developed by CDE for your use. These forms are available on the Comparability Documents Web page. It will be easier to follow along with the next eight slides if you have printed out a copy of the forms to refer to as this presentation continues. Also posted on the CDE Comparability Documents Web site are example forms and instructions to refer to as you are filling out the forms.
Form A–Local Educational Agency Profile.
What does the form report? Form A, or the LEA profile page, provides contact information so that the CDE staff can contact the person who is responsible or who actually has completed the form if there are questions regarding the documentation submitted to CDE.
Which LEAs complete the form? The Form A must be completed by all LEAs. Only selected LEAs, as listed on the CDE Comparability Documents Web page, are required to submit Form A to the CDE. The CDE will review the forms submitted by LEAs and maintain a tracking log of submitted and missing reports.
Slide 31—Comparability Calculation Form B


[image: image2]
Narrative

What is required on this form? An LEA uses Form B to provide the number and types of schools in their district. Form B is designed to help LEAs sort which schools need to meet comparability and identify those that are exempt from the requirement.

Which LEAs complete the form? Form B must be completed by all LEAs. Only the selected LEAs, as listed on the Comparability Web page are required to submit Form B to the CDE.

Slide 32—Comparability Calculation Form C
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Narrative
What does this form calculate? Form C is used to identify and calculate the full-time equivalency (FTE) of the instructional staff in each school. This form is optional. LEAs may use an existing method to calculate the FTE of instructional staff, which are paid with local and state funds. 
Form C, or other LEA documentation used to calculate the FTE of instructional staff paid, is not required to be submitted to the CDE. However, documentation should be retained by the LEA for review and audit purposes.
Slide 33—Comparability Calculation Form D


[image: image4]
Narrative

What does this form calculate? Form D is used to calculate Student to Instructional Staff Ratio. 
Which LEAs complete this form? Form D is used by the LEA when comparing student to instructional staff ratio. Most LEAs will use this option to test comparability. If using this option, the LEA must submit the completed Form D, along with Forms A and B, to CDE by October 15, 2010.
 Slide 34—Comparability Calculation Form E
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Narrative

What does the form calculate? Form E is used to calculate Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio (Option 2).
Which LEAs complete this Form? LEAs need to use only one of the two options (student to instructional staff ratio or student to instructional staff salary ratio) when calculating to determine comparability. As previously mentioned earlier in the presentation, there are two other options an LEA may use to calculate comparability. An LEA can use either Option 3 (expenditures per student) or Option 4 (a resource allocation plan based on student characteristics, such as poverty, limited English proficiency, or students with disabilities, etc.) if the first two options do not work for them. 

Which LEAs complete this form? Form E is used when comparing student to instructional staff salary option. Charter schools or schools with smaller class sizes might consider using this form. If using this option, an LEA must submit the completed Form E along with Forms A and B to the CDE by October 15, 2010.

Slide 35— Comparability Calculation Form F
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Narrative

What does this form calculate? Form F is used when an LEA has only Title I schools and decides to use Option 1 (student to instructional staff ratio) to conduct comparability calculations.
Which LEAs complete this form? Form F is used when comparing student to instructional staff salary, Option 1, where all schools are Title I. If using this option, the LEA must submit the completed Form F along with Forms A and B to the CDE by October 15, 2010.

Slide 36—Comparability Calculation Form G
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Narrative

What does this form calculate? Form G is used when an LEA has only Title I schools and decides to use Student to instructional staff salary ratio–Option 2.

Which LEAs complete this form? Form G is used when comparing student to instructional staff salary, Option 2, where all schools within the LEA are Title I schools. If using this option, the LEA must submit the completed Form G along with Forms A and B to the CDE by October 15, 2010.
Slide 37—Comparability Form Selection Chart
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Narrative

This chart is a matrix that displays which forms must be completed and submitted to the CDE based on the calculation option chosen by the LEA, and the types of schools that are in the district.

For instance, if the LEA is using Option 1–Student to Instructional Staff Ratio and has both Title I and non-Title I schools, then Form D is used, in addition Form A and B must be completed.

If the LEA has only Title I schools and decides to use Option 1, then Form A, B, and F must be completed.


As stated on previous slides, Form A and B along with the form used to calculate comparability are the only forms required to be submitted to the CDE. Any other forms used to calculate comparability should be retained by the LEA in case verification documentation is requested by the
Slide 38—Procedure Highlights 

CDE will implement the same procedures previously developed to ensure that LEAs meet comparability.

In September, the CDE will:

· Identify LEAs that are required to demonstrate comparability.
· Notify LEAs of their responsibility to determine compliance.
· Provide LEAs with electronic worksheets and instructions.
Narrative

The next few slides highlight procedures that the CDE will be implementing to meet Title I, Part A Comparability requirements. In September, the CDE identifies and notifies LEAs that are required to submit documentation to demonstrate comparability. Electronic worksheets and instructions are available at the Comparability Documents Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/compar.asp.
Slide 39—Procedure Highlights (Cont.)

October 15, 2010, LEAs will:

· Submit their comparability reports to CDE.


December 17, 2010, LEAs will:

· Submit revised report to CDE after having resolved non-comparability issues with schools that failed the initial comparability test.
Narrative

LEAs selected to submit comparability data to the CDE, must submit their report to the CDE by October 15, 2010. LEAs that have non-comparable schools after running their data must make adjustments to demonstrate compliance. The CDE provides additional time if needed for these adjustments. The revised report must be submitted to CDE by December 17, 2010. 
Slide 40—Procedure Highlights (Cont.)

· LEAs will submit their comparability reports electronically to the CDE on a two-year cycle.

· One-half of the LEAs will submit their reports one year and the other half the second year, although all LEAs must conduct annual calculations.

· For a complete listing of LEAs required or not required to submit comparability reports electronically to the CDE go to CDE Comparability Web page. 

Narrative

LEAs must submit their comparability reports electronically on a two-year cycle. The CDE will determine and notify which LEAs are required to submit their comparability reports to the CDE as well as the other half of LEAs that will need to complete the comparability reports, but maintain their documents at their site. Please refer to the list of LEAs required to submit Forms A and B to CDE by October 15, 2010.
Slide 41—Procedure Highlights (Cont.)

· Each year the CDE will conduct random verification reviews of 2.5 percent of the LEAs to verify and validate submitted comparability data.

Narrative

Each year the CDE will conduct random verification reviews of 2.5 percent of the LEAs to verify and validate submitted comparability data. The verification reviews may include an analysis of the following documentation:

· Written LEA policy and procedures, including the timeline for how the LEA will meet comparability requirements

· Verification of data used in the calculation for staff and students

· Data supporting allowable exclusions of funds and/or staff from the calculation

· Evidence that schools skipped for Title I funding and locally-funded charter schools have been included in the calculation

· Evidence that data for staff and students were collected on the same date

Slide 42—Procedure Highlights (Cont.)

· For those LEAs that fail to submit reports by October 15, 2010, the CDE will withhold their first apportionment of Title I funds.

· For those that have not achieved comparability by December 17, 2010, the second apportionment of Title I funds will be withheld.

Narrative

What are the consequences for an LEA that does not submit their report on time? For those LEAs that do not submit their reports by October 15, 2010, the CDE will withhold their first apportionment of Title I, Part A funds in the fall and for those that do not submit their revised reports by December 17, 2010, the CDE will withhold the second apportionment in spring or until reports demonstrating comparability are submitted.

Slide 43—Questions

Regional Support and Coordination Office

916-319-0833

compar@cde.ca.gov
Bob Storelli

bstorelli@cde.ca.gov

Sandi Ridge

sridge@cde.ca.gov
Narrative

This concludes the presentation on Title I, Part A Comparability. If you have any questions, please send an e-mail to the Compar mailbox at compar@cde.ca.gov. You may also e-mail Bob Storelli, Education Programs Consultant, at bstorelli@cde.ca.gov or Sandi Ridge, Education Programs Consultant, at sridge@cde.ca.gov.
Slide 44—Thank You

Comparability Forms A through G can be retrieved on the CDE 2009–10 Comparability Documents Web page at: 

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/compar.asp
Narrative

We hope that the information provided has clarified the requirements of comparability. Another document that you might find helpful is the Meeting Title I Part A, Comparability Requirements document, which is also located at the Comparability Web page. Thank you for taking the time to go through this PowerPoint presentation.
What does the form report?


The Local Educational Agency Profile





Which LEAs complete the form?


All LEAs required to complete; only selected LEAs required to submit form to CDE





What is required on this form?


Type and number of schools in an LEA





Which LEAs complete the form?


All LEAs required to complete; only selected LEAs required to submit form to CDE





What does the form calculate?


Total full-time equivalency and total base salary of instructional staff





Do not submit to CDE.








What does the form calculate?


Student to instructional staff ratio





Which LEAs complete the form?


Most LEAs will use this option to test comparability








What does the form calculate?


Student to instructional staff salary ratio





Which LEAs complete the form?


Charter schools or schools with smaller class sizes might consider using this form





What does the form calculate?


Student to instructional staff ratio when all are Title I schools





Which LEAs complete the form?


LEAs where all schools are Title I when using option 1 to report





What does the form calculate?


Student to instructional staff salary ratio when all are Title I schools





Which LEAs complete the form?


LEAs where all schools are Title I when using option 2 to report









Page 1 of 23

[image: image10.png]Th Form Selection Chart. doc - Microsoft Word

Form Selection Chart

This chart is provided to LEAS to help in the selection of the pertinent forms.

All LEAS must complete and submit Form A and B.

Form C s for LEA internal use only.
LEAS with BOTH Title | and non-Title | schools in the same grade span have two form options:

« Form D - Calculation Option 1 — Student to Instructional Staff Ratio
« Form E - Calculation Option 2 - Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio

LEAS with ONLY Title | schools in the same grade span also have two form options:

« Form F - Calculation Option 1 — Student to Instructional Staff Ratio
« Form G - Calculation Option 2 — Student to Instructional Staff Salary Ratio

Form D Form E
Form A Form C Option 1 Option 2
LEA Profile StaffData | Student/Staff | Student/Staff
Ratio Salary Ratio

Form G
AllTitle 1 Schools
- Option 2

Title UNon-Title | Status

Title 1 & non-Tile | Schools X X X

Title 1 & non-Tile | Schools

Title | schools only

Title | schools only
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Sample Form and Instructions

Form E - Option 2 - Student to Instructional Staff Salary R:

LEA 1234 Unified School District Fiscal Year 2008-2009

CD Code 0123456 Staff Category Class’ooor:Jeachers

School

School Classification High Groupings Small

Non-Title | Schools
Column 1 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5
Non-Tite | Schools Enrollment Amount of Staff Base Salaries e 5
Bemard High 560 54,280,000 7643

Green Union High 680 5,600,000 $8.235
#DIVI0L

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
$9.880.000 $7.968
$7A71

Total & Average
Average x 0.9

Title | Schools
Column 4 Column 5 Column 6

Is the School Comparable?

Staff Base Per Pupil Cost * (Please do not submitto CDE

ik ¥ (Bt S B Salaries (Column 4/3) if"No” shows up in this
column)

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3

Linden High 512 580 $4.500,000 $7.759 VES
512 560 $4.100,000 §7.321 YES

52 450 §3.060,000 6,800
#DIVIOT #DIVIO!

#DIVI0L #DIVIO!
#DIVI0L #DIVIO!
e T'schools, the schools are

Rivera High
Martin High

“If the ratios of schools in Column 5 are equal to or more than 90 percent of the average ratio of the non-
comparable. If not, the schools are not comparable.

“wo it

RS- Z- A
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Sample Form and Instructions

Form F - All Title | Schools - Opf

ion 1

School Di

1234 Unified School District Fiscal Year

2008-2009

€D Code

0123436 Staff Category.

Classroom Teachers Only

School
Classification

Middle School Groupings

Not Grouped by Size

All Title | Schools

Column 1

Column 3 Column 4

Column 5

Column 6

Title | Schools

Enroliment Total FTE

‘Student/Staff Ratio *
(Column 3/4)

Is the School Comparable?
(Please do not submitto
CDE if "No” shows up in

this column )

Forest Hill

389 20

195

Thunder Valley

560 25

24

Canyon Crest

490 23

213

Total and Average

1439 68

212

Average Ratio x 1.1

2328

“If the ratios of schools in Column 5 are equal to or less than 110 percent of the average ratio of all the Title | schools in the grade span,
the schools are comparable. If not, the schools are not comparable.
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- Sample Form and Instructions
|
Form G - All Title | Schools - Option 2
LEA 1234 Unified School District Fiscal Year 2008-2009
€D Code 0123456 Staff Category Classroom Teachers Only
School Classification Middle School Grouping Not Grouped by Size -
All Title | Schools
Column 1 Column2 | Column3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6
.| s the School Comparable?
Tle | Schools Gade | Envollment | Staf Base Salaries | StUdentto Staff Salary Ratio® | - piease do not submitto CDE if
pan (Column 473) 2
"No shows up in this column.)
Forest Hill 78 389 52,500,000 6,427 YES
Thunder Valley 78 560 53,500,000 $6.250 YES
Canyon Crest 78 430 52,500,000 §5.102 w1 |
#DIV/OL
#DIV/0L
#DIVIOL
#DIV/0L
#DIV/0L
#DIVIOL
#DIV/0L
#DIV/0L
#DIVIOL
#DIV/0L
#DIV/0L
Total and Average 439 58,500,000 55,907
Average Salary Ratio x 0.9 55,316 ]
“If the ratios of the schools in Column 5 are equal to or more than 90 percent of the average ratio of all the Title | schools, the schools o
are comparable. If not, the schools are not comparable. ;
]

RS- Z- A
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‘Amount of Staff Base Per Pupil Cost
Non-Title | Schools| Grade Span| Enralment Salaries (Column 4/3)
(Column 1) | (Column 2} | (Column 3) (Colurn 4) (Colurn §)
Bernard High 512 560 4,280,000 7,643
Green Union High | 812 680 $5,600,000 8,235
Total & Average 1240 8,880,000 7,988
Average x0.9 §7.471
Title | Schools
StaffBase | PerPupiCost | Isthe School
Tite | Schoots | Grade Span | Envoliment | 5221 225 i ]
Linden High 512 580 | 94,500,000 7,150 YES
Rivera High 512 560 | 94,100,000 7,821 YES
Martin High 912 450 $3,060,000 $6,800 [ o |




