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Executive Summary
The Expanded Learning Time Funding Challenge
It’s 2:10 pm on a Tuesday at Pine Middle School. The final bell rings and students stream out the
front door, but Principal Mary Jones knows they do not have constructive activities awaiting them.
In this lower-income neighborhood, she believes that expanding the school day would be hugely
beneficial for her students. But how to pay for it? Principal Jones has heard about some grants that
might support Expanded Learning Time (ELT), but she isn’t sure how to get one and fears it will
only last for a few years. She wonders whether she could rearrange her current resources to make
ELT work. But even if she were willing to squeeze her already tight staffing, there are rules against
replacing a staff person and using that money for something else. She reaches out to fellow middle
school Principal Steve Hill, who tells her, “Mary, it’s possible but complicated . . . the way ELT is
funded is different in every school and varies from year to year. It’s an ongoing challenge . . . ”
To many principals around the country, this is a common scenario. They want to change the odds
for at-risk students by adopting a strategy called Expanded Learning Time (ELT), but they aren’t sure
how to do it. ELT lengthens the school day to provide more hours of instruction for a defined group
of students (for example, all 6th graders or all students in the school). But it’s not your typical voluntary “after-school” programming. A large body of research points to the benefits of ELT when used
strategically and well.1 Based on our work at Education Resource Strategies (ERS) in urban districts
nationwide, we know that ELT is valuable when it is integrated with the rest of the school day, is
delivered by effective staff, and balances core instruction with enrichment opportunities. Many highperforming schools that adopt it are open at least eight hours per day.
Many districts and schools with at-risk students struggle to find the resources to expand learning
time, often cobbling together funding from philanthropic organizations or federal, state, and municipal grants.2 These resource streams are critical, but they often have limited availability, can only be
used under certain conditions, or last a finite amount of time. Furthermore, principals report that
securing funding takes as much of their time and effort as developing a high-quality ELT program.
One potential way to fund ELT sustainably is to repurpose existing revenue—in other words, identify current spending that could be eliminated or reduced and redirect those resources to ELT. Yet,
in more than a decade of work with large urban districts, we’ve seen that very few of them tap into
existing school- or district-level resources to fund this powerful improvement strategy. We wanted to
see if and how such repurposing could be possible.
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Our Findings
Education Resource Strategies (erstrategies.org) and Citizen Schools (citizenschools.org) have partnered to study whether and how districts and schools with high-need students can sustainably fund
ELT. We focused our research on a few important questions:
• Can districts and schools use existing resources to fund ELT for at-risk students?
• If so, how much funding could be freed up, and what trade-offs would be required?
• If not, what barriers prevent the repurposing of sufficient resources—for example, policies,
practices, or overall funding levels?

E X E C U T I V E
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To answer these questions, we analyzed spending in diverse districts and schools to assess and quantify
the potential for resource reallocation to support ELT. Our study showed that most schools could
not sustainably fund ELT unless:
• Schools have flexibility and support to repurpose existing resources. If this were the case,
most schools could make reasonable trade-offs with school-level dollars to fund a meaningful
portion of ELT. This flexibility does not exist in most districts today.
• Districts reallocate some portion of central funds to supplement school-level reallocations,
and concentrate those funds in a subset of the highest-need schools. The resources most
directly related to ELT could include federal, state, and district dollars designated for at-risk
students and struggling schools. Though these resources generate a small impact when spread
across all students, they can make a significant contribution if concentrated.
• Districts receive additional funding to support a transition to new structures as they free
up resources and plan how to best use expanded time.
Our research also showed that some schools and districts can generate more dollars for ELT than
others based on a few key conditions, including higher starting funding levels, lower starting
class sizes, and larger school sizes. Larger school sizes allow greater ability to combine resources in
different ways.
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Our Approach
To reach these conclusions, we interviewed experts and practitioners, reviewed research on ELT, and
conducted a quantitative analysis of six “case study” schools and four urban districts.i First, we estimated the cost per student of providing ELT in a typical school. Based on a review of the research and
current state policies, as well as our own high-level analysis of what it would cost to expand the day to
eight and a half hours at the case study schools, we placed that number at $1,200 per student.ii

Of course, in most districts, schools have little resource flexibility in the short term. For example,
they cannot vary class sizes to reflect strategic priorities or convert a staff position to dollars. So we
compared what schools could do if they had full flexibility over the resources in their schools with
what schools could do given current policy constraints.

i.

We consulted school principals, district leaders, state education administrators, federal funding law experts, reform organization leaders,
and other ELT providers.
ii. Our ELT cost estimates included the Citizen Schools model, the amount used by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for its ELT
competitive grant, and existing research studies, such as “Taking Stock of the Fiscal Costs of Expanded Learning Time,” by Marguerite
Roza and Karen Hawley Miles; published by Center for American Progress. http://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues
/2008/07/pdf/elt2.pdf.
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Finally, we studied the revenue streams and expenditures of four urban districts ranging in size,
funding level, and percentage of at-risk students, to identify district-level opportunities to reallocate
resources. These include funds for central office activities (e.g., research and accountability, finance) or
activities at schools that are budgeted centrally but not identified with a particular school. Using ERS’
rigorous budget-coding scheme, we were able to identify district-level funds that could be considered
for ELT in a consistent way across the districts.

E X E C U T I V E

Then we examined six schools from three different districts—which ranged in funding levels, school
sizes, and policy constraints—and identified potential opportunities to reallocate school-level funds.
These included changes that were not related to instruction in core-subject classes such as English,
math, and science (changes we’ve termed “less disruptive”). For example, we quantified the savings
if schools could trade out non-instructional staff or use outside partners to staff special subject
classes. It also included bigger changes that would affect instruction in core-subject classes (which we
term “more disruptive”), such as changes to student group size or adjusting the mix of core-subject
teachers—for example, choosing not to hire an additional English teacher if the situation warranted it.

Repurposing School-Level Funding

E X E C U T I V E
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Through these analyses, we quantified how much schools could reallocate to fund ELT. We found
that schools willing to make meaningful changes can get close to funding ELT, but that you can’t
underestimate the extent of trade-offs necessary. Many of these trade-offs involve flexibilities that
might not be possible given a school’s circumstances. In the best-case scenario, where a school is
well-funded, has relatively few constraints on resources, and is willing to make significant changes
in staffing and student grouping, our analysis shows schools could reallocate over $1,000 per
student—almost the full amount required. In a more typical school, we found $50–$250 available for reallocation to ELT. These summary ranges demonstrate how widely the opportunities
vary based on district and school conditions and choices, and are explored in detail in the body of
the paper.
To be clear, we are not suggesting that any of the reallocations we studied are necessarily the right
choice for any given school, but they are the types of changes available to schools. The most feasible
and strategic choices vary significantly with context and must ultimately be made by school leadership teams together with district-level leaders. Any reallocation choice requires important trade-offs.
For example, at the school level, reducing non-instructional staff may mean sacrificing administrative
support such as clerks and secretaries, or distributing various leadership tasks more broadly across
existing staff. At the district level, using federal funds to support ELT would mean not funding some
other initiative. That’s why it’s important to give districts more flexibility over their resources and, in
turn, empower high-performing principals with flexibility at the school level. With each school leader
working with the guidance of the central office leaders, together they can make the best choices for
each school’s particular vision, culture, staff, and community.
Granting resource flexibility, however, is never easy. There are good reasons for the policies and collective bargaining rules that exist within school districts. In many cases they have been set up to protect
students and teachers from potentially harmful learning and working conditions or unfair practices.
Or, they are designed to ensure that the system as a whole can manage its resources predictably and
responsibly from year to year. However, they can also have unintended and detrimental consequences
for schools trying to organize their resources in unique and innovative ways to best support student
achievement. Figuring out how to change policies while honoring those original purposes is complicated and goes well beyond this study. Our purpose is simply to quantify the impact of existing
constraints on the goal of funding ELT.
Our research shows that freeing up significant resources will require districts and states to provide
more flexibility in the following four areas:
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• Allow position reductions, when necessary, that enable restructuring of a school’s service
delivery model so that school leaders can best align staffing to student needs. Given the need
to honor job protections, this may require districts and states to find transition funding as they
undertake staffing changes.
• Remove across-the-board class size maximums so that school leaders can be strategic about
providing students with periods of individual attention balanced with periods of larger group
sizes, enabling them to maximize the impact of the most effective teachers.
• Enable more flexibility in instructor of record policies so school leaders can leverage untraditional providers such as paraprofessionals and resident teachers, thus freeing up resources while
maximizing the impact of the most effective teachers.

Repurposing District-Level Funding

Districts also have resources beyond federal dollars that could potentially be repurposed for ELT that
fall into three general categories:
• Non-federal funds aimed at at-risk students: This includes state grants or a portion of the
general fund that districts set aside to support struggling schools and students. Some districts
explicitly allocate additional resources to schools that serve higher concentrations of needy
students either through adding special programs and staff or allocating dollars based on student
need.v Since this funding varies dramatically from district to district and from year to year
within districts, we could not reliably quantify the size of the opportunity.

iii. We used student eligibility for Free and Reduced Price Lunch as a proxy for at-risk students.
iv. We estimate districts could contribute $190–$330 per student if they concentrate this funding at schools with the lowest-performing
25% of students in the district.
v. For more, see “Transforming School Funding: A Guide to Implementing Student-Based Budgeting,” Education Resource Strategies,
January 2014. http://www.erstrategies.org/cms/files/2054-student-based-budgeting-guide.pdf.
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Our study reveals a surprising finding. While a common perception among ELT experts is that
central offices control a significant amount of resources for at-risk students that could be reallocated
to sustain ELT, we estimate that the total amount that might be reallocated from federal funds (not
currently used for ELT) is merely $50–$130 per student when applied to all at-risk students in the
district.iii However, if funds were more concentrated (e.g., to a smaller portion of at-risk students in
very high-need schools), districts can contribute more significantly to the cost of ELT.iv

E X E C U T I V E

• Enable partnerships with community service providers so that school leaders can take
advantage of the wealth of talent in the community to provide a cost-effective and high-quality
staffing solution for special subject classes or other purposes.

• General-purpose centrally controlled funds: This includes freeing up dollars from the general
fund by improving operating efficiencies or addressing structural issues such as small schools that
may be underutilized. ERS has studied these types of opportunities for 10 years across more than
25 districts.vi All districts we’ve studied have opportunities to use resources more effectively and
to repurpose them to specific priorities, but the size of these reallocation pots varies hugely across
districts, and the dollars freed up could be redirected to a host of initiatives. For these reasons, we
did not attempt to estimate additional percentages that could be freed specifically for ELT.
• Changes to teacher career path and compensation: One of the biggest opportunities for
structural change lies in teacher compensation and career path. Shifting from a traditional
“steps and lanes” compensation system toward one that pays teachers for extra time and responsibilities could go a long way toward making ELT a reality.vii

E X E C U T I V E
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Summary of Reallocation Opportunities
How much money (per pupil) could school leaders reallocate from other
activities to fund ELT?
Actual Policy Constraints
Full
Flexibility

Fewer
Constraints

Many
Constraints

School-Based:“Less Disruptive”/
Not Related to Core Instruction

$330–$740

$100–$600

$30–$60

School-Based: “More Disruptive”/
Related to Core Instruction

$100–$600

$130–$590

$20–$210

$490–$1,270

$270–$1,130

$50–$250

Total School-Based
District-Based: Federal Funds for At-Risk
Students (repurposed across students
in poverty)*
Total
% of Estimated Per-Pupil Cost of $1,200

$50–$130
$540–$1,400

$320–$1,260

$100–$380

45–116%

27–105%

8–32%

The ranges in the top half of the table represent multiple schools. The low end of each range is the lowest opportunity identified
at a particular school; the high end of each range is the highest opportunity identified, which may or may not be the same school.
As a result, the ranges are not directly additive, so the overall “Total School-based” does not match the sum of the ranges (i.e., it
is not possible to simply “add down” the columns). We then add the district-level opportunity, which is based on an analysis of a
different set of districts— we do this because we believe these ranges are reasonably representative and wanted to provide the
magnitude of the opportunity.

* Defined as students eligible for Free and Reduced Price Lunch.

vi. For more, see “One Vision, Seven Strategies,” Education Resource Strategies, December 2012. http://www.erstrategies.org/cms/files
/1466-one-vision-seven-strategies-pdf.pdf.
vii. For more, see “Do More, Add More, Earn More: Teacher Salary Redesign Lessons from 10 First-Mover Districts,” Education Resource
Strategies and Center for American Progress, February 2015. http://www.erstrategies.org/cms/files/2450-do-more-add-more-earn-more.pdf.
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The Role of the Federal Government
While districts and states can support ELT by providing schools with more flexibility, the federal
government has a role to play as well. This includes:
• Preserve dedicated ELT funding: As Congress works to reauthorize the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), it should carefully examine the role that federal sources such
as the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program have played and
could play in both transitioning to and sustainably funding high-quality ELT.viii Even if schools
try to fund ELT through repurposing existing revenue, they are likely still going to need dedicated funding streams to close the gap. Keeping 21st CCLC as a stand-alone program would
help ensure adequate funding for “extra time” programs, and the program should be made
flexible enough to allow local communities to choose expanded-time schools, after-school and
summer programs, or a mix as they see fit.

viii. As this publication went to print, the U.S. Senate Health, Education, Labor, and Pension (HELP) Committee was scheduled to mark up
a bipartisan bill to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which could make some of the current law or provisions of the U.S. Department of Education’s waivers permanent through legislation, or no longer applicable.
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• Add funding to support transition: Though districts can and should make the most of the
resources they have today, as this research shows, freeing them for structural reforms will take
time and support to implement.

E X E C U T I V E

• Increase flexibility of Title I: Title I funds can be used for expanded time—but only under
certain conditions.3 The rules around using Title I in conjunction with state grants, and the
fact that many districts allocate the bulk of their Title I funds to elementary schools, all add to
the confusion in how these funds can be used. Furthermore, School Improvement Grant (SIG)
funds, can be used for “increased learning time,” as identified under Title I, but only under
certain conditions. It is tricky to figure out the rules, and districts are reluctant to risk noncompliance. The federal government should clarify existing policies and encourage more flexible use, such as following policies similar to federal ESEA waivers.4 Under this approach, states
design their own plans to improve academic achievement and increase the quality of instruction in exchange for federal waivers in how funds are used. Continuing to employ this type of
approach would enable districts and schools to choose ELT when appropriate for the students
who need it the most in exchange for outcome accountability phased in over time.

Conclusion
These findings persuade us that while some higher-funded, larger schools can use existing resources to
fund ELT, most schools will be challenged to do so within the world of existing policy constraints and
without significant reallocation of school and district resources. If we truly want to make expanded
learning time an option for all schools with high-need students, we recommend the following threepronged approach:

E X E C U T I V E
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• Increasing flexibility: Districts and schools need more flexibility in how they can use current
funding streams. As our analysis shows, many schools can repurpose a significant portion of the
funds required for ELT, but only if they have flexibility to use these funds for purposes such as
expanded learning time.
• Increasing funding for schools with high concentrations of need: While many districts/
schools can get close to funding ELT under flexible conditions, funds are often still tight and
uncertain year to year. Increased funds from state and federal government concentrated where
student need is greatest would give schools and districts the ability to make ELT a sustainable
reality. Under this scenario, schools must be held accountable to prove the quality and value of
their ELT program to advance student achievement and enrichment opportunities.
• Reducing the cost of expanded time strategies: We have seen that many schools are able to
add time at an hourly cost that is lower than the traditional school day and bring the added
cost of ELT down lower than the estimated $1,200 per student estimated here. Cost-reduction
strategies, while not the subject of this paper, would also clearly help make ELT a reality.
We hope our research sheds light on the kinds of reallocation strategies districts and schools can
consider, and just as importantly, ignites enthusiasm for implementing the necessary conditions and
support from the district, state, and federal level to free up resources for new, high-impact uses, such
as expanded learning time.
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“As a teacher, I absolutely love [expanded learning
time]…We each only have 90 minutes per day to teach,
which sounds like a lot, but it most definitely is not! The
students are able to get the extra attention that they
need after school in a smaller class setting and expand
their knowledge with extension activities.”
E X E C U T I V E

— A teacher in Charlotte, North Carolina, speaking about her
experience with Citizen Schools

S U M M A R Y
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OUR APPROACH

Detailed Report
In this study, ERS and Citizen Schools address a fundamental question of how schools with
high-need students can sustainably fund ELT. Not surprisingly, the results are nuanced. What leaders
can do varies significantly based on circumstances with regard to level of funding, school size, and
available flexibilities. Below, our analysis explores the impact from the typical trade-offs schools make
and reveals details behind how widely it can vary. These details are fundamental to determine what
leaders need to sustainably fund ELT.

Our Approach
Sample Sets and Research Process
Our analytic approach sought to identify and quantify major potential opportunities to reallocate
existing school and district funding. We separated our analysis into two distinct categories:
1. School-level Funds: This includes funding for school staff, supplies, curriculum materials, and
other expenses supporting day-to-day services to students in specific schools. In district budgets
these funds are identified with a particular school.
2. District-level Funds: This refers to funds controlled centrally and earmarked for district-wide
expenses, including transportation, facilities, special programs, and central office staff, as well as
expenses or activities at schools that are budgeted centrally. In district budgets these funds are not
identified with a particular school.
Using a case study approach, we then examined each category separately to quantify savings within
individual schools and central budgets. For the school-level funds analysis, we examined six schools
from three different districts—which ranged in funding levels, school sizes, starting class sizes, and
policy constraints since these factors affect how many dollars could be reallocated to ELT. Appendices
A and B summarize key characteristics of these case study schools. For the district-level funds analysis, we
studied the revenue streams and expenditures of four urban districts ranging in size, funding level, and
percentage of at-risk students. Appendix C summarizes key characteristics of these case study districts.
Note that district and school names have been disguised to protect the confidentiality of their data.
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Our analysis drew from the following:

• ERS design frameworks, developed throughout ERS’ 10-plus years of working with urban
districts and schools nationwide. These frameworks helped us identify the funding trade-offs at
the school and district levels with the greatest potential for helping free up funding for ELT.
• Extensive interviews and focus groups with principals and district leaders from the districts
and schools included in the study, as well as others working to fund ELT sustainably. Through
these we aimed to comprehensively examine a set of trade-offs and to understand the feasibility
and impact of each. See Appendix E for details.

ELT Cost Estimate
To assess the degree to which schools and districts could sustainably fund ELT, we had to assume a
specific cost for ELT programming, and a specific student population that would receive programming. First we looked at the Citizen Schools model, which partners with schools (or schools and
districts) to provide ELT programming for middle school students at an average cost of $1,200 per
pupili. However, we felt that the Citizen Schools model would be applicable in other grade spans
as well, since our research on school spending across more than 20 urban districts has shown that
middle school students usually receive consistently similar levels of funding as students in the elementary and high school grades.
Similarly, past research, state policy, and our own analysis seemed to point to $1,200 per pupil as a
good working assumption for most ELT models.ii Studies indicate that annual school spending on
ELT ranges from $700–$2,500 per pupil, though most spend in the range of $1,000–$1,500 per
pupil.5 For example, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts offers a competitive grant for schools for
ELT, which funds up to $1,300 per pupil.6

i.

In the Citizen Schools model, schools and districts use core budget funding and/or additional sources from local municipalities,
state education and health agencies, and the federal government to support direct costs. On average, a school and district’s contribution amounts to about 60–80% of the direct cost, while Citizen Schools leverages additional public and private funds to support the
remaining direct and indirect costs.
ii. In cities with high cost of living such as New York City, Citizen Schools estimates direct cost per student is ~$2,500–$3,000.
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• Detailed school and district budgets carefully coded and cleaned by ERS to allow crossschool and cross-district comparison. ERS uses a budget-coding scheme that allows us to
compare real spending levels and reallocation opportunities across districts—not just differences in the way districts report spending. We include PreK-12 operating expenses only,
including categorical funding (e.g., Title I), but excluding non-operating expenses such as
capital and debt service, and we adjust spending for cost of living differences across regions
and years.

SCHOOL LEVEL

Finally, we calculated the possible range of cost to expand learning time at our case study schools. We
estimate that for these schools, it would cost from $500 to $1,600 to expand the teacher day from its
current length to eight and a half hours using a standard teacher hourly rate, or $400–$1,300 using a
discounted rate.iii There are a few reasons why the costs vary so much. First, the length of their current
school day varies significantly, from six hours to seven hours and 10 minutes. The amount of time
added to the day also varies—this could be driven by the current length of day (e.g., our case study
schools needed to add between one hour and 20 minutes to two and a half hours to reach a total of
eight and a half hours) or programmatic differences (e.g., Citizen Schools typically adds over three
hours of staff time). Finally, the staffing model and resulting student-teacher ratio may also vary.
Taking into account all these sources of information, it seemed that $1,200 was close to the midpoint
of our estimates, and so we believe it is a good working cost assumption for most schools looking to
fund ELT.

Repurposing School-Level Funding
What Is a Resource Reallocation Opportunity?
Our school-level analysis examined three key questions to understand the potential for reallocating
existing funding to ELT:
• What specific choices could schools make to free up more resources for ELT, and how much
would each option generate?
• What factors enable schools to free up more resources from existing funding?
• Is it possible for schools to make these changes, given current policy constraints? If not, which
policy constraints most limit the amount of funding that can be freed up?
At ERS, we have worked for 10 years with over 25 large urban districts around the country, and
we have seen that schools can organize their resources—people, time, technology, and money—in
many different ways to meet student needs. No one school model is more correct than any other; the
particular mix of staffing, student schedules, culture, and more that will work best for students and
staff depends on the instructional design and school’s unique context. But through this experience

iii. See Appendix A (Table A3). Our cost estimate is based on extending the teacher day to eight and a half hours, but could also be
accomplished by allowing teachers to work flexible schedules (in early/leave early or in late/leave late). For more detail on ELT staffing
options, see “Taking Stock of the Fiscal Costs of Expanded Learning Time,” by Marguerite Roza, and Karen Hawley Miles; published
by Center for American Progress. http://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2008/07/pdf/elt2.pdf.
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we’ve identified a set of clear principles that high-performing schools follow, and we’ve learned about
the typical trade-offs that schools often make as they redirect resources to higher priority strategies.
Citizen Schools, too, has many years of experience working with schools to expand learning time
in a rich and productive way. Based on our collective experience, plus interviews and focus groups
with school and district leaders working to fund ELT, we created a list of six options, which we call
“resource reallocation opportunities,” that schools could theoretically choose from to make ELT
possible. Our analysis sought to quantify if any of these options, alone or in combination, was sufficient to fund ELT sustainably.

The following is a list of the six resource reallocation options we studied in the context of our case
study schools:

13

SCHOOL LEVEL

Of course, all schools have some constraints on how they can use their resources. We call the amount
of rules and liberties they enjoy “resource flexibility.” For our analysis, we first assumed that schools
were totally free to make any changes they wanted, within their current resources. We then looked
at the policy constraints that our case study schools actually faced. But we also wanted to label how
“disruptive” each resource reallocation opportunity would be to the core instructional model—in
other words, how much a particular reallocation would change how a school delivers core instruction.
We define core instruction as subjects such as English language arts, math, science, social studies, and
foreign language. We call electives such as art, music, PE, engineering, theater, etc., “special subjects.”
This distinction does not imply that “special subjects” are any less important than core subjects, or
that they should be targeted for downsizing. In fact, we think it’s essential that schools maintain
access to these important topics. However, we believe that schools may have more flexibility in how
they deliver this material, and that changes to the core subject classes often require more effort—
hence, they are called “more disruptive.”

SCHOOL LEVEL

School Resource Reallocations—Six Options
Reallocation
Opportunity

Description

Level of
Disruption

Reduce noninstructional staff such
as security guards,
custodians, nurses

For each school we adjusted its non-instructional full-time
equivalent (FTE) across various position categories to match
the average adult to student ratio in that category for the
comparison districts in the ERS database. Schools reduce staff,
not eliminate entirely. For any school that was already at or
below the average adult-student ratio for a given position type,
the savings in that area is zero.

Low

Staff special subject
classes (such as art,
music, PE) efficiently so
that all special subject
staff have a full
teaching schedule

Schools often maintain more special subject staff than they
need to ensure they provide a breadth of offerings. For this
option we reduced their special subject FTE to the level
required to teach the total number of special subject sections
at the school. In many, especially smaller schools, implementing this option without reducing the breadth of special subject
offerings requires hiring dual-certified and/or part-time staff.

Medium

Use partners, such as
local YMCA, artists,
community college,
and others to teach
special subject classes

We quantify savings by discounting the FTE cost of efficiently
staffed special subjects by 20 percent, conservatively assuming
that partners could provide instruction at the same hourly rate
as teachers, but would not require benefits. Of course, partners
must provide high-quality instruction.2

Medium

Increase special
subject class size to 30

This option yields savings where current class sizes are below
30. We assume that courses remain efficiently staffed, so that
this option is additive with the preceding options. However, it’s
important to note that raising class sizes while also more
efficiently staffing special subjects even further amplifies the
need to leverage dual-certified or part-time staff, partners,
and/or technology to maintain breadth of offerings.

Medium
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School Resource Reallocations—continued
Reallocation
Opportunity

Description

Level of
Disruption

Increase core subject
class size

We investigated four options in this category:

MediumHigh

• Increase core class sizes from current to 24, but do not allow
mixed-grade classes (i.e., if a school has two 3rd-grade classes
of 20, no savings would be possible because 3rd-grade class
size must either be 20 or 40).
• Increase core class sizes from current to 27, but do not allow
mixed-grade classes.
• Increase core class sizes from current to 30, but do not allow
mixed-grade classes.

Use a different staffing
mix that includes
lower-paid staff
and/or technology
for appropriate
portions of the
instructional cycle

We explored several structural options in this category:
• Implement an apprentice teacher model where new teachers
co-teach with more experienced staff. Student-instructor ratio
is 17.5:1 (this is a class size of 33 students). Savings come from
reduction in full-time experienced teachers.
• Implement a teacher resident model where resident teachers
work with students in their typical group sizes for a set
percentage of time throughout an academic day. Savings come
from reduction in full-time experienced teachers. Note that
this model preserves typical group size throughout the day.
• Use technology to reduce number of teachers, thus freeing
up resources for ELT. There are two ways to do this:
1. Increase student-teacher ratio while maintaining group
sizes. For example: School M can move from 20 students
across four teachers to 27 students across three teachers
and a technology with a paraprofessional supervisor.
Students would rotate among the three teachers and
technology supported by lower-paid staff; students are
still in groups of 20 throughout the day.
2. Alternatively, technology could be used to support learning
for a fixed proportion of the instructional day, which would
determine the resulting student-teacher ratio.
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• Increase core class sizes from current to 27 and allow mixedgrade classes. This option enables more savings from class size
increases in smaller schools. The best way to implement this
option may be to move to larger single-grade classes and
smaller mixed grade classes, keeping group size lower in the
class where differentiation is more difficult (for example, for a
group of 81 6th and 7th graders, could have a 6th-grade class of
30, a 7th-grade class of 30, and mixed-grade 6/7 class of 21).
High

SCHOOL LEVEL

What Are the Choices and Trade-offs in Reallocating Resources
for ELT?
It’s important to note that reallocating in any of these categories requires making important tradeoffs. Reducing non-instructional staff, for example, may mean sacrificing a level of administrative
support (e.g., clerks, secretaries), or distributing various leadership tasks more broadly across existing
staff. Furthermore, the way a school organizes to make any one of these reductions might be more or
less strategic. For example, a strategic school might deliberately leverage the adult-student relationships stemming from the addition of ELT staff to reduce the need for disciplinary and support staff
during the regular day. To be clear, we are not suggesting that any of the reallocations we studied
is the right choice for any given school. Which reallocations are the most feasible and strategic
will vary significantly with context; and these choices must ultimately be made by school leadership teams together with their district-level administrators.
There are many different ways that schools can organize at the same level of resources to achieve the
results they want. For example, some schools may hesitate to consider core-subject class sizes of 30.
However, ERS has found that high-performing schools often don’t rely on base class sizes to ensure
students receive individual attention. Rather, average class sizes might be higher, but students spend a
portion of their day in smaller groups getting individualized attention and other portions of their day
in larger groups for enrichment or community building activities.iv
Alternatively, schools can free dollars by having students stay in their current class sizes but spend
a portion of their day with a teacher resident in a technology lab or other lower cost option. These
models free resources by pairing the skills of higher-paid expert teachers with less-experienced or
less-skilled co-instructors. Like higher class sizes, this can work if implemented with an eye toward
protecting, or even increasing, the targeted attention that students receive from excellent teachers.
Schools that move to either of these models need to be creative in how they move students in and
out of groups to maximize time with the most effective teachers across the entire day, including the
expanded time.
Similarly, whatever changes schools make to fund ELT, they need to decide how to staff the additional
time. There are several staffing options. The obvious solution is to require teachers to work a longer
day—but that is not the only possibility. For example, some innovative schools such as Boston Arts
Academy allow teachers to work a staggered schedule, where some come in early and leave early, and
others come in late and leave late.7 Another option is to hire new staff to cover the expanded time.

iv. For examples of schools that have organized for individual attention despite having larger average class sizes, see Education Resource
Strategies’ “School Designs in Action,” http://www.erstrategies.org/action_strategies/school_design_in_action (note in particular
Rocketship K-3, Summit Public Schools).

16

Or, schools might bring in an outside partner, like Citizen Schools or a community group, to staff a
portion of the day.v
Again, we do not advocate for any particular resource reallocation—each district or school must
decide what makes sense for it depending on the specific context. By presenting several options and
quantifying the potential savings and trade-offs from each, we hope to paint a picture of the range of
what’s possible.

How Much Can Schools Reallocate with Full Flexibility Over Resources?

As summarized in Figure A (page 19), our analysis showed that schools could fund $330–$740 per
pupil annually if they were to pursue all “less disruptive” reallocation opportunities—those that do
not impact the delivery of core instruction. By taking on more disruptive changes that impact core
instruction in some way—changing grouping structure, delivery model, or staffing—the schools we
studied could free an additional $100–$600 per pupil. Total dollars that could be freed by school
ranged from $490–$1,270.vi Assuming the cost of ELT is $1,200 per pupil, one of our six schools
would be able to fully fund ELT by pursuing all reallocations that are “less disruptive” (i.e., not
related to core-subject instruction) as well as one that is “more disruptive” (i.e., related to core-subject
instruction). Our calculated totals are likely to be the upper bound of what’s possible for schools
because we assume that they pursue a robust combination of possible reallocation opportunities,
whereas some schools may choose to make a more limited set of trade-offs.

v.

For more on ELT staffing options, see “Taking Stock of the Fiscal Costs of Expanded Learning Time,” by Marguerite Roza, and Karen
Hawley Miles; published by Center for American Progress. http://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2008/07/pdf/
elt2.pdf.
vi. This range represents multiple schools. The low end of the range is the lowest opportunity identified at a particular school; the high
end of the range is the highest opportunity identified, which may or may not be the same school. We do this so we can show summary
tables later in the paper.
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The first analysis we did assumed that each of the six schools we studied had complete flexibility
to make any change it wanted. Later, we explored how savings change when existing district policy
constraints are applied. We found that even under this complete flexibility assumption, most
schools could not fund the full price tag of ELT simply through reallocation. However, we did
find that schools could generate enough dollars to contribute meaningfully toward ELT costs by
pursuing a combination of reallocation opportunities.

Data Notes
Because we used case studies, the numbers in our calculations are not just theoretical estimates; rather, we considered the concrete structural changes that would be required to actually
implement these resource reallocations. For example:

SCHOOL LEVEL

• We assume schools might choose more than one “less disruptive” option, but only one
“more disruptive” option. We know that changes to class size, instructional delivery model,
and staffing are more difficult to implement, and thus we sum the “less disruptive” options,
but do not sum the “more disruptive” options. Instead we provide a range of estimates.
• We provide several options for class size changes, based on school size: To raise core
class sizes, small schools must often mix grade levels. This implies a whole different set
of trade-offs than raising class sizes by a few students in a larger school. Our analysis
considers such factors.
• We indicate where no savings are possible, due to the size of the school: This includes
small schools that cannot create bigger class sizes without mixing grades, or schools that
already have large class sizes. For example, School J already has an average core subject
class size of 27, and thus would not be able to free any resources for ELT by moving to an
average class size of 24. Similarly, a small school might not be able to increase class sizes if
they cannot mix grade levels. We have left such cells blank.
• We excluded “outliers” from the calculations: Some schools are able to reallocate far
more than others due to special starting characteristics, such as smaller starting class size
or larger grade levels. We included these outliers in Figure A for the sake of completeness, but did not include them in the calculation of total reallocation opportunity. For
example, School H can reallocate over $700 per pupil by staffing special subject teachers
100 percent efficiently due to an existing high number of special subject staff at that
school. Outliers are shown in a green font.
• We apply a “reasonableness test” to class size options: For example, School J has a
current average core class size of 27. It seemed more reasonable that it would consider
increasing core class size to 30, than for School M, which has an existing average core
class size of 20. Similarly, it is unlikely that a school will mix grades if it can get a comparable
benefit without doing that. As mentioned earlier, we are not recommending that class
sizes necessarily increase; this is simply one option we have seen some schools consider.
“Unlikely” options are included in Figure A for the sake of completeness but are not
included in the total calculations. Unlikely options are shown in a blue font.
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FIGURE A: Possible School-Level Resource Reallocation Opportunities,
Assuming Complete Flexibility (in dollars per pupil)
Higher-Funded
District A

Higher-Funded
District B

Lower-Funded
District C

School
H

School
S

School
I

School
M

School
J

School
Q

School enrollment

230

330

440

670

1,150

950

Current class size

24

23

25

20

27

25

School Characteristics

“Less Disruptive” / Not Related to Core Instruction
Note: Because schools can do one or all of these options, figures in this part of table can be summed.

$330

$130

$130

$120

$90

$80

Staff special subject teachers
100% efficiently

$760

$150

$130

$260

$90

$360

Use partners for special subject
classes

$170

$160

$190

$120

$110

$90

$130

$240

$40

$70

$580

$740

$330

$600

Increase special subject class size
to 30
TOTAL: “Less Disruptive” trade-offs

$500

$440

“More Disruptive” / Related to Core Instruction
Note: Because schools would likely do only one of these options, figures in this part of table are not additive.

Increase core class size – options:
To class size = 24
To class size = 27
To class size = 30
To class size = 27
and allow mixed-grade classes

$410
$400

Differentiated staffing:
1 teacher and 1 apprentice
teacher with 17.5 : 1 student
to instructor ratio

$220

Students spend 17% of time
with teacher resident
(1 of every 6 classes)

$210

Students spend 17% of time in technology lab* (1 of every 6 classes)

$230

$400
$600

$530
$930
$1,190

$160

$930

$190
$320
$190

$410

$910

$190

$300

$240

$140

$130

$210

$190

$290

$130

$100

$330

$290

Range: “More Disruptive” changes $210–$410 $240–$600 $130–$410 $100–$530 $160–$330 $190–$320
TOTAL**

$710–$910 $680–$1,040 $710–$990 $840–$1,270 $490–$660 $790–$920

* Time in technology lab would be supervised by a paraprofessional.
** Based on assuming schools pursue all “less disruptive” options and one “more disruptive” option.

19

SCHOOL LEVEL

Reduce non-instructional staff

What Factors Make it Easier to Reallocate Resources at the
School Level?
Figure A highlights the fact that the schools we studied were able to free widely varying levels of
resources for each reallocation opportunity. We identified several school and district characteristics
that influence this:

SCHOOL LEVEL

• Schools with higher overall funding levels have more resources to work with, leading to higher
opportunities to reallocate. This could be either due to overall district funding, or to additional
funding streams received on the basis of their student populations. The savings for schools in the two
higher-funded districts (Districts A and B) are greater than those for schools in the lower-funded
district (District C).
• Schools with lower starting class sizes (like School M in District B) can reap some of the biggest
savings while schools that start with larger class sizes (like those in District C) can save less. Due to
its unusually low current average class sizes of 20, School M can repurpose over $900 per pupil by
moving to a differentiated staffing model (experienced teacher and apprentice teacher) with student to
instructor ratio of 17.5:1. This is so high as to be an “outlier.”
• Bigger schools (or more specifically, those with larger populations in each grade level) have more
opportunity to generate savings because they are more likely to be able to increase average class sizes
without having to move to mixed-grade classes or navigate the challenges associated with part-time
staff, dual certification, etc.

How Much Can Schools Reallocate with Policy Restrictions
on Resources?
As practitioners trying to find funding for ELT are well aware, schools don’t exist in a world of
complete resource use flexibility. In fact, in no case could the schools in our study make the full set of
reallocations we considered once the real policy constraints and collective bargaining agreements in
their district were applied. To understand and quantify the impact of these constraints on funding for
ELT, in the second round of our school-level analysis, we applied existing constraints to examine how
the level of resources that could be freed for ELT would change.
As summarized in Figure B (page 21), our study showed that introducing real-world policy
constraints reduced the savings available to help fund ELT from the starting total range of
$450–$1,250 to less than $300 per pupil in highly constrained schools. Indeed, schools in District
C—a district with a number of policy constraints—have almost no opportunity to repurpose funds
for ELT (see Appendix B for more details on the specific policy constraints in each district).
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FIGURE B: Possible School-Level Resource Reallocation Opportunities Assuming
Policy Restrictions (in dollars per pupil)
Higher-Funded
District A

Higher-Funded
District B

Lower-Funded
District C

School
H

School
S

School
I

School
M

School
J

School
Q

School enrollment

230

330

440

670

1,150

950

Current class size

24

23

25

20

27

25

School Characteristics

“Less Disruptive” / Not Related to Core Instruction
Note: Because schools can do one or all of these options, figures in this part of table can be summed.

$100

$0

$60

$80

$10

$0

Staff special subject teachers
100% efficiently

$750

$120

$130

$260

$10

$50

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$140

$260

$10

$10

$330

$600

$30

$60

Use partners for special subject
classes
Increase special subject class size
to 30
TOTAL: “Less Disruptive” trade-offs

$100

$120

“More Disruptive” / Related to Core-Subject Instruction
Note: Because schools would likely do only one of these options, figures in this part of table are not additive.

Increase core class size – options:
To class size = 24
To class size = 27
To class size = 30
To class size = 27
and allow mixed-grade classes

$390
$370

Differentiated staffing:
1 teacher + 1 apprentice
teacher with 17.5:1 student
to instructor ratio

$170

Students spend 17% of time
with teacher resident
(1 of every 6 classes)

$210

$0

Students spend 17% of time in technology lab* (1 of every 6 classes)

$380
$590

$530
$930
$1,130
$930

$30
$40
$30

$0

$0

$30

$40

$240

$140

$130

$210

$190

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$20–$210

$30–$190

$270–$490 $360–$710 $470–$710 $730–$1,130 $50–$240

$90–$250

Range: “More Disruptive” changes $170–$390 $240–$590 $140–$380 $130–$530
TOTAL**

$20

* Time in technology lab would be supervised by a paraprofessional.
** Based on assuming schools pursue all “less disruptive” options and one “more disruptive” option.
This table uses the same conventions as Figure A. See Data Notes on page18.
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Reduce non-instructional staff

What Factors Make it Harder to Reallocate Resources at the
School Level?

SCHOOL LEVEL

Despite the considerable impact of existing policy constraints, we can group them into just four
categories that limit schools’ flexibility to reallocate resources:
• Restrictions on position reductions: Some districts (like District C) only allow school leaders
to eliminate vacant positions—requiring schools to keep positions even if they are not serving
the school’s goals. Other districts (like District A) lock certain positions so that only central
office can make a change. These policies eliminate a school’s ability to align staffing to student
needs (i.e., reduce a position) in favor of paying for expanded time. Of course, commitments to
teachers and staff around job security are important for maintaining a high-quality workforce.
However, districts might consider solutions such as changing timelines for the planning and
budgeting process so that available staff can be matched with positions more efficiently. Or
the district might set aside a small reserve to cover temporary situations where strong potential
contributors can play a role while waiting for the right spot.
• Across-the-board class size maximums: Many districts set a limit on the number of students
in a class that applies across most subjects and lessons. District B, for example, imposes a significant penalty for classes above 28 and strictly prohibits classes over 30 students. These policies are well intentioned, aimed at protecting students and teachers from widely ranging class
sizes from year to year while maintaining predictability in funding. However, while increasing
class sizes might seem unappealing, strategic schools are creative in arranging for periods of
individualized attention/reduced group sizes even though students may spend other times in
larger groups. Providing this flexibility allows school leaders to get the most from their limited
resources, freeing up funds for ELT and/or other strategic priorities.vii
• Instructor of record requirements: Schools could consider having students spend a portion
of their day with untraditional providers such as a technology paraprofessional or an adjunct
teacher drawn from the community but with extensive experience in the subject. These
practices could free up teachers’ time and provide potential savings for ELT. However,
many districts—including all three we studied here—require a fully certified teacher as the
“instructor of record” for all classes. District C even clarifies that paraprofessionals may not
supervise time in the tech lab, and for Districts A and B, class size maximums also make this
paraprofessional-tech lab arrangement difficult.

vii. Some states have class size mandates as well. See the “Setting Class Size Limits” infographic by Education Week, February 2015, http://
www.edweek.org/ew/section/infographics/13class_size_map.html; and “Promote Staffing and Programmatic Flexibility,” Students First,
http://reportcard.studentsfirst.org/policy/spend_wisely_govern_well/spend_taxpayer_resources_wisely_to_improve_outcomes_for
_students/promote_staffing_and_programmatic_flexibility/state_by_state.
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• Restrictions on partnerships with community service providers: Bringing in outside
partners such as the local YMCA, artists, community college, and others can be a highly
cost-effective staffing solution for special subject classes or other purposes. This is often difficult because of the instructor of record requirement, but even beyond that, many districts—
including District A—prohibit the use of non-union employees where existing staff can
perform a certain function. There are opportunities for flexibility, however. District A’s policy,
for example, allows such arrangements where the union and district can agree on it.

It is important to note that there are good reasons for the policies and collective bargaining rules that
exist within school districts. They have been set up in many cases in the interest of protecting students
and teachers from potentially harmful learning and working conditions or unfair practices. Or, they
are designed to ensure that the system as a whole can manage its resources predictably and responsibly
from year to year. However, we’ve also seen that they can have unintended and detrimental consequences for schools trying to organize their resources in unique and innovative ways to best support
student achievement. Figuring out how to change policies while honoring those original purposes
that still make sense will be complicated and goes well beyond this study. Rather, our purpose is
simply to quantify the impact of existing constraints on the goal of funding ELT. Individual districts
and schools must decide for themselves if that goal is outweighed by the reason for a particular policy.
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While we found that all three districts we studied have some policy/flexibility constraints that do
limit their ability to reallocate resources, District C is the most restrictive due to the inability of
schools to eliminate any positions other than vacant ones combined with its low funding level, which
leaves very little non-staff resources left over for strategic repurposing. See Appendix B for more
details on policy/flexibility constraints in each district.

Summary: How Much Can Schools Reallocate from Other Areas
to Fund ELT?
In our study of six schools across three districts with varied funding levels, school sizes, and policy
constraints, we found varied opportunities to repurpose school-based funds for ELT. These opportunities were greatest in schools with more flexibility and fewer policy constraints, as summarized in
Figure C.
FIGURE C: Summary of School-Level Resource Reallocation Opportunities to Fund ELT
(in dollars per pupil)
Full
Flexibility

Fewer
constraints/
Higher funded
(Districts A&B)

Many constraints/
Lower funded
(District C)

“Less Disruptive”
(Not Related to Core-Subject Instruction)

$330–$740

$100–$600

$30–$60

“More Disruptive”
(Related to Core-Subject Instruction)

$100–$600

$130–$590

$20–$210

$450–$1,270

$290–$1,130

$50–$250

TOTAL
DISTRICT LEVEL

Actual Policy Constraints

The ranges in Figure C represent multiple schools. The low end of each range is the lowest opportunity identified at a
particular school; the high end of each range is the highest opportunity identified, which may or may not be the same
school. As a result, the ranges are not directly additive, so the overall total does not match the sum of the ranges (i.e., it is
not possible to simply “add down” the columns).

Repurposing District-Level Funding
For this part of our analysis, we tried to determine how much could be reallocated from funds held
at the district level. These include funds for central office activities (e.g., research and accountability,
finance) or activities at schools that are budgeted centrally, but not identified with a particular school.
Within this pool of resources, we limited our analysis to dollars already dedicated to at-risk students.
These funds are so often discussed by districts, schools, and ELT experts as a highly promising pool of
resources to support ELT; yet, we’ve historically had little data on exactly how much could potentially
be repurposed.
To be clear, we only studied at-risk funding that was held centrally in this portion of the analysis.
At-risk funding held on school budgets (e.g., Title I funds budgeted at a particular school and used
to pay portions of teacher salaries) would have been considered in the school-level portion of our
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analysis, and so including them here would have been double-counting.8 While it would be cleaner to
include all funds related to school-based activities in the school-level portion of this paper, this is not
possible since most districts manage some funds from a central account, even if the funds are actually used at schools. For example, most Title I dollars are spent at the school level, but due to budget
reporting methods there are cases where some of those dollars are reported centrally.
We considered four categories of centrally held funds:
• Federal funds aimed at at-risk students: This includes federal grants that could be used for
ELT, the largest of which is Title I.
• Non-federal funds aimed at at-risk students: This includes state grants or a portion of the
general fund that districts set aside to support struggling schools and students. Since this varies
dramatically from district to district, we could not reliably quantify the size of the opportunity.
• General purpose centrally held funds: This includes freeing dollars from the general fund
by improving operating efficiencies or addressing structural issues that tie up dollars in nonoptimal ways. ERS has studied these types of opportunities for 10 years across more than
25 districts. Since these opportunities are long term in nature and vary dramatically across
districts, we could not quantify their impact on sustainably funding ELT.

While all of these are viable options for freeing resources to fund ELT, we only quantified the first
since the latter three vary too dramatically for us to predict with any level of certainty.

How Much Can Districts Reallocate from Federal Funds Aimed
at At-Risk Students?
Our study revealed a surprising finding. While a common perception among ELT experts is that
central offices control a significant amount of resources for at-risk students that could be reallocated
to sustain ELT, we estimated that the total amount that might be reallocated from federal funds
is just $50–$130 per student if reallocations were applied to at-risk students in the districtviii.
If funds were more concentrated than that (e.g., concentrated to a smaller portion of at-risk
students in very high-need schools), districts might contribute as much as $110–$330 per
student to the cost of ELT at a given school.

viii. We used student eligibility for Free and Reduced Price Lunch as a proxy for at-risk students.
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• Changes to teacher career path and compensation: One of the biggest opportunities for
structural change lies in teacher compensation and career path. Shifting from a traditional
“steps and lanes” compensation system toward one that pays teacher for extra time and responsibilities could go a long way toward making ELT a reality.

For many districts the most consistent source of funding for at-risk students is federal formula grants,
including the largest grants, Title I and Title II. Of course, some portions of these federal grant
dollars are eligible for use for ELT and some aren’t; further, some funds are already used for ELT. So
we ruled out federal grants clearly designated for purposes besides ELT (see Appendix D, table D1).
We then excluded funds that were already used for expanded time by leveraging our extensive coding
of the district dataix (see Appendix D, table D2).
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But, how much of this total could actually be reallocated to ELT? We estimate about 20 percent. Our
rationale is as follows: Based on our coding framework, we know that 50–90 percent of the funds we
studied are currently used for instruction (primarily instructional materials, instructional aides) and
instructional support (professional development, special population program management). These are
certainly worthy purposes, suggesting that it’s not reasonable to assume a large proportion of resources
could be repurposed. Yet, some proportions of funds are likely being used inefficiently or on priorities with lower return on investment (ROI) than high-quality ELT. Absent a much more detailed
analysis within each district that considers service delivery efficiency and ROI, it’s impossible for us
to precisely quantify the portion that could be reallocated. However, based on our understanding of
typical opportunities within districts, we think it’s reasonable to assume that about 20 percent of this
funding pool could be reallocated.
If we assume this pool of funds is dedicated to students in poverty districts could provide $50–$130
per pupil for ELT for those students. But since this does not get us too far down the road toward the
goal of funding ELT, we then considered targeting these dollars. If the district chose to target ELT to
just the lowest-performing 25 percent of students, it would generate $110–$330 in potential ELT
funding for this population (see Figure D, page 27).
Figure D shows the savings generated assuming these funds could be used to benefit all students in
poverty or the lowest-performing 25 percent of students. In reality, using federal funds is complicated due to complex policies like Title I’s “supplement not supplant” rule, school-wide vs. targeted
assistance policies, and other barriers to how funds are used.x If districts can use these funds more
flexibly than current rules allow and concentrate them, it could go a long way toward funding ELT.
If districts could combine these funds with local funds, that would be a step in the right direction. In
our work with urban districts across the country, we have seen some examples where districts set aside
a portion of federal funds supplemented with local funds for specific purposes such as lower class size
or tutoring over multiple years as part of a specific delivery model for at-risk learners. ELT could be
one of those purposes.
ix. We excluded competitive grants or sub-grants such as 21st Century Schools (part of Title IV Part B) or SIG (part of Title I) because
they are already significant sources of ELT funding. In this paper we are quantifying incremental revenue we could reallocate toward
ELT in the future.
x. “Supplement not supplant” refers to federal policy that requires that states, school districts, and schools use federal funds to provide
eligible students with extra services, staff, programs, or materials they would not normally receive. The Massachusetts Department of
Education provides a good description: http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/titlei/parta/program-design/?section=SNS.
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FIGURE D: Total Federal Funds Eligible for ELT, Not Already Used for ELT,
Assuming Relaxed Policy Constraints (in millions)
District Y

District C

District A

District X

Title I, Part A

$6.1

$1.5

$7.2

$9.5

Title I, Not Specified

$0.0

$18.0

$0.0

$0.0

Title II, Part A

$2.6

$2.8

$0.7

$4.7

Perkins

$1.0

$2.4

$1.9

$2.5

Title I, Part D

$0.1

$7.0

$0.0

$0.0

Title III, Part B

$0.2

$2.0

$0.0

$0.0

Title III, Part A

$0.7

$0.2

$0.6

$0.4

Other*

$1.5

$0.6

$0.0

$1.0

Total Dollars

$12.2

$34.5

$10.4

$18.1

Amount Eligible to be Repurposed
(20% of Total Dollars)

$2.4

$6.9

$2.1

$3.6

Dollars Per Pupil, if 20% of Funds are Repurposed Across:
Students in Poverty Only **

$60

$130

$50

$100

25% of All Students

$110

$190

$210

$330

How Much Can Districts Reallocate from Non-Federal Funds
Aimed at At-Risk Students?
Many districts have begun to set aside a part of their general funds specifically to support their lowestperforming schools and students, to supplement revenues from federal grants for this purpose. The
source and amount of this type of funding, however, varies significantly by district. For example, DC
Public Schools, a relatively higher-funded district, earmarked $4.8 million—approximately $350
per pupil—to support their 40 lowest-performing schools through its Office of School Turnaround.9
However, other districts spend as little as a few thousand dollars per school, or in fact set aside no
dollars at all beyond federal grants. Still, others direct additional dollars to highest-need students
through student-based budgeting formulas that tie overall school spending to students based on
varying levels of need.
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* Includes Title IV (Part A), Title IV (Part B), TANF, Title V (Part C), Title II (Part B)
** Defined as students eligible for Free and Reduced Price Lunch

Given this range of policies and strategies, we have not included this funding source in our summary
estimates of total common opportunity. However, we do think that it’s critical that districts organize
their funding systems to spend more on their highest-need students in a long-term and sustainable
way (e.g., through student-based budgeting systems), in addition to investing in shorter-term turnaround strategies at their lowest-performing schools. And, we believe that particularly funding generated through the former is an excellent source of potential revenue for ELT.

What Can Districts Reallocate from General-Purpose Centrally
Held Funds?
Could a district’s general fund yield savings to help fund ELT? In ERS’ 10 years of working with large
urban districts, looking deeply at how they spend their resources, we have found that most districts can
free up resources by improving efficiency of operations in some areas. But in most cases the largest opportunities for freeing up resources for greater student impact come from tackling structural issues that tie up
dollars and often don’t align with Information Age ways of organizing talent, time, and technology. These
include:
• Central services that focus more on compliance than school support
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• Traditional school schedules that don’t match in-school time to priority subjects or vary it to
meet individual student needs
• Small schools that spend significantly more due to under-utilization or staffing rules that don’t
enable cost-effective designs are small due to circumstance, not design
• Teacher compensation structures that don’t recognize contribution or results
• Overly restrictive and compliance-oriented services for struggling students that limit redirection
of resources to early intervention in general education settings
Tackling these structures could free up resources for a host of priorities including expanded learning
time. However, we did not estimate savings from these as part of this study as they aren’t realistic
options for individual schools in traditional districts and need to be tackled over time.xi

xi. For more, see “Seven Strategies for District Transformation,” Education Resource Strategies, September 2010, http://www.erstrategies
.org/cms/files/90-ers-seven-strategies.pdf; or “One Vision, Seven Strategies,” Education Resource Strategies, December 2012,
http://www.erstrategies.org/cms/files/1466-one-vision-seven-strategies-pdf.pdf.
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What Can Districts Reallocate by Restructuring Teacher
Compensation?
As noted above, teacher career path and compensation represents an important area for restructuring that
could be especially related to ELT. Personnel expenses are the largest portion of a school’s and district’s
budget, and hence the cornerstone of any discussion on school financing and educational resources.
Most districts pay teachers a base salary, which typically accounts for about 45–50 percent of their
pay. Raises are awarded based on years of experience (20 percent of pay) and education level “lanes”
(five percent of pay), which research shows has little impact on student performance. Only a small
percentage (less than two percent in most cases) is awarded for leadership roles and results—things
that do impact student performance. Benefits comprise the remaining 25 percent of compensation.10

While not an easy or quick fix, restructuring teacher compensation is an example of the innovative
approaches forward-looking districts may explore to lay the foundation for sustainable ELT funding
and conditions that will lead to high-quality expanded learning practices.xii

xii. For more, see “Do More, Add More, Earn More: Teacher Salary Redesign Lessons from 10 First-Mover Districts,” Education Resource
Strategies and Center for American Progress, February 2015. http://www.erstrategies.org/cms/files/2450-do-more-add-more-earn-more.pdf.

29

DISTRICT LEVEL

Instead of this typical compensation scheme, if districts paid teachers for extending to an eight-anda-half-hour day for 20 percent of students, we find that would cost two to four percent of their pay
based on their average hourly rate — or even less if teachers are paid a discounted rate for expanded
time, which research shows is often the case.11 One way to achieve this would be to eliminate or reduce
compensation for salary “lanes,” or increased years of service past a certain point, and instead use this
money to compensate teachers for expanded time. Of course, such a significant change would take time
to achieve and would have to be part of the contract negotiation process. However, some districts have
started to incorporate an expanded day into teacher contracts, often in a phased approach. For example,
the teachers’ contract in Fresno, California, now includes 10 schools that will extend the class day by 30
minutes next year, with an additional 20 schools the following year. Ten more will lengthen the class day
in 2016–17.12 In Lawrence, Massachusetts, during its second year in receivership, ELT was rolled out to
all K-8 schools, in concert with a new teacher contract.13 Boston recently announced an agreement had
been reached between the city, the school district, and the Boston Teachers Union to extend the school
day by 40 minutes at 20 elementary and middle schools in fall 2015, and an additional 20 more in each
of the following two years. Teachers will receive a $4,464 stipend for the extra time.14

Two Other Funding Levers
We have focused our study on how reallocating existing school and district resources
might contribute to the ELT funding pie. But it’s important to note that there are two other
important ways to help fund ELT. Indeed, most districts and schools will need to pursue
some combination of reallocation along with these other two levers to achieve full and
sustainable funding.
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1. Reduce the cost of ELT while maintaining quality.
Clearly adding time to the school day has a cost, in the form of staff time and/or
fees to outside partners, and possibly transportation to accommodate an alternative
schedule. The challenge is identifying ways to reduce cost without sacrificing quality
or key program characteristics. Research shows that schools can expand learning time
for students at a disproportionately lower cost than the core school day.15 This can be
accomplished in a number of ways, including paying a reduced hourly rate to existing
staff or by bringing in outside partners, such as Citizen Schools, who leverage an array
of resources to employ a team of instructors and recruit volunteer professionals from
the greater community to provide expanded learning opportunities to students.
2. Increase total funding available.
Obviously, increasing available funds—federal, state, grants, private—would make
funding ELT easier.xiii This can be done either by increasing funds specifically designated for ELT, such as the Massachusetts Extended Learning Time Grant to fund
longer school days and years at targeted schools with at-risk students and the
Extended Learning Time Grant Program in New York State to support public school
districts operating independently, or in collaboration with a non-profit to offer
school-wide expanded learning opportunities.16 The existence and size of these
grants vary significantly from state to state and district to district. Nevertheless, by
offering high-quality expanded learning time to students and families, traditional
school districts may be in a better position to attract students and their families
who might be drawn to charter schools. If more students stay within the traditional
public school system, districts will be able to maintain per-pupil funding and other
formula funds that they would otherwise forgo.

xiii. The National Center on Time & Learning is currently conducting a study to identify funding sources for ELT
across a variety of schools/districts.
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Summary and Practical Implications
Our two-part study suggests that most districts and schools cannot sustainably fund ELT unless:
schools have flexibility and support to repurpose existing resources, districts reallocate some portion
of central funds to supplement school-level reallocations, and districts receive additional funding to
support transition to new structures. Figure E summarizes the opportunities for reallocation.
FIGURE E: How Much Money (Per Pupil) Could School Leaders Reallocate from Other
Activities to Fund ELT?
Actual Policy Constraints
Full
Flexibility

Few
Constraints

Many
Constraints

School-Based: “Less Disruptive”/
Not Related to Core Instruction

$330–$740

$100–$600

$30–60

School-Based: “More Disruptive”/
Related to Core Instruction

$100–$600

$130–$590

$20–$210

$490–$1,270

$270–$1,130

$50–$250

Total School-Based
District-Based: Federal Funds for At-Risk
Students (repurposed across students in
poverty)*
TOTAL
% of Estimated Per-Pupil Cost of $1,200

$50–$130
$540–$1,400

$320–$1,260

$100–$380

45–116%

27–105%

8–32%

The ranges in the top half of Figure E represent multiple schools. The low end of each range is the lowest opportunity
identified at a particular school; the high end of each range is the highest opportunity identified, which may or may not
be the same school. As a result, the ranges are not directly additive, so the “Total School-Based” does not match the
sum of the ranges (i.e., it is not possible to simply “add down” the columns). We then add the district-level opportunity,
which is based on an analysis of a different set of districts—we do this because we believe these ranges are reasonably
representative and wanted to provide the magnitude of the opportunity.
* Defined as students eligible for Free and Reduced Price Lunch.

• With full flexibility, schools in both higher-funded and lower-funded districts can reap important savings from “less disruptive” changes (those not related to core instruction).
• With full flexibility, schools can also reap further savings if they are willing to change the way
they deliver core instruction.
• Higher-funded districts, schools with lower starting class sizes, and larger schools are in a better
position to reap larger savings with less disruption.
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Key findings include:

• Lower-funded and smaller schools, as well as schools with higher starting class sizes, will have
to move to more disruptive changes—base class sizes of 27–30, changes to staffing mix,
integration of technology—to generate meaningful savings.
• Policy constraints around class size, position reduction, sourcing, and certification are big
impediments to repurposing school-level resources.
• Tackling underlying structures that drive spending levels and structures in traditional districts,
particularly teacher compensation, would change the game by widening the opportunities for
reallocation to a host of critical priorities.
• Districts can use non-school-based, centrally held dollars differently to contribute to ELT, but
for these dollars to make a difference they must be highly targeted to specific schools or student
populations, and there must be more flexibility in how these funds can be used.
Depending on the degree to which districts can pull other levers—including reducing the cost of ELT
and increasing funds for ELT—districts and schools will need to be more or less aggressive in the
amount of change they undertake to repurpose existing resources.

Policy and Practice Implications
Many studies show that expanding time for student learning has an impact on student achievement—
particularly for at-risk students who do not have access to after-school enrichment programs like peers
in more affluent districts.17 So why do districts/schools have to jump through so many hoops to fund
expanded learning time in our lowest-performing schools? Districts, states, and the federal government can ease the path toward implementing ELT for at-risk students by creating the conditions that
make funding these programs possible and sustainable.
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Districts can play their role in creating the right conditions by:
• Changing policies that restrict resource use. As shown in our study, certain policies can
inhibit schools’ ability to repurpose funds for ELT. While some of these policy constraints
serve the greater good, increasing flexibility in just four areas would make a significant
difference. Of course, many of these changes would require adjustments to teacher collective
bargaining agreements.
o Allow position reductions or changes to the staffing mix: Some districts only allow
vacant positions to be eliminated—requiring schools to keep positions even if they are not
serving the school’s goals. Other districts lock certain positions so that only central office
can make a change. These policies limit a school’s ability to align staffing to student needs
(i.e., reduce a position) in favor of paying for expanded time. Of course, commitments
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to teachers and staff around job security are important for maintaining a high-quality
workforce. However, districts might consider solutions such as changing timelines for the
planning and budgeting process so that available staff can be matched with positions more
efficiently. Or the district might set aside a small reserve to cover temporary situations
where strong potential contributors can play a role while waiting for the right spot.
o Lift across-the-board class size maximums: Many districts set a limit on the number of
students in a class. These policies are aimed at protecting students and teachers from widely
ranging class sizes from year to year while maintaining predictability in funding. However,
while increasing class sizes might seem unappealing, strategic schools are creative in arranging
for periods of individualized attention/reduced group sizes even though students may spend
other times in larger groups. Providing this flexibility allows school leaders to get the most
from their limited resources, freeing up funds for ELT and/or other strategic priorities.
o Enable more flexibility in instructor of record requirements: Schools could consider having
students spend a portion of their day with untraditional providers such as a technology paraprofessional or an adjunct teacher drawn from the community but with extensive experience
in the subject. These practices could free up teachers’ time and provide potential savings for
ELT. However many districts—including all three we studied here—require a fully certified
teacher as the “instructor of record” for all classes. District C even clarifies that paraprofessionals may not supervise time in the tech lab, and for Districts A and B, class size maximums
also make this paraprofessional-tech lab arrangement difficult.
o Enable partnerships with community service providers: Bringing in outside partners such as the local YMCA, artists, community college, and others can be a highly
cost-effective staffing solution for special subject classes or other purposes. This is often
difficult because of the instructor of record requirement, but even beyond that, many
districts— including District A—prohibit the use of non-union employees where existing
staff can perform a certain function. There are opportunities for flexibility, however. District
A’s policy, for example, allows such arrangements where the union and district can agree on it.
• Providing support and systems for schools to make resource changes that enable ELT, such as:

o Create and support examples or templates that enable larger average group sizes while still
ensure students have the individual and expert attention they need in targeted areas. ERS
has studied schools that have arranged to do this. Using personalized learning plans, using
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o Provide effective models of ELT, which could include suggestions on how time is used and
resources are organized and/or bringing in outside partners such as Citizen Schools or other
organizations.18 As noted earlier in this paper, research shows effective ELT is integrated
with the rest of the school day, is delivered by high-quality staff, and balances academic
instruction with enrichment opportunities.

technology, and having uncertified staff supervise students during independent reading or
non-academic activities (i.e., recess/lunch, etc.) are all strategies to support this approach.xiv
o Fund technology infrastructure so schools have tech labs. Like any investment, this will
require districts to balance the benefit of having a tech lab, which could produce returns for
many years to come, with the one-time setup costs.
o Enable differentiated instructional roles. Schools that have the flexibility to use lower-paid
staff such as apprentice teachers or teacher residents or technology for appropriate portions of
the instructional cycle can more precisely leverage their resources for maximum return.
• Repurposing district-level funds, including federal and non-federal funds targeted for highrisk students as well as general purpose funds that can be freed up by improving operating
efficiencies or addressing structural issues that tie up dollars. Restructuring teacher career path
and compensation is a primary example of the latter. See the section on freeing up resources for
ELT at the district level earlier in the paper for more details.

States can help create the right conditions for ELT by:
• Changing policies that restrict resource use. Like districts, states often place mandates on
how resources are used. While these mandates may be based on admirable intentions, they
constrain the options school leaders can consider. For example, states could:
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o Remove class size maximums. Above we suggested districts remove class size maximums,
but states often impose class size mandates too. As noted above, class size is a lever that can
be strategically used to free up resources for ELT and, when carefully planned, can still allow
for targeted individual attention to students.xv If states are reluctant to remove all class size
mandates, they could consider having more generous caps for special subject classes, like
Georgia, which caps foreign language for grades 6–8 at 33, PE classes at 40, and chorus at 80.19
o Enable more flexibility in instructor of record. Similar to our recommendation for
districts, states should also consider relaxing rules around teacher certification so that
districts and schools can strategically employ nontraditional providers for portions of the
instructional cycle, relying on higher-paid certified teachers for critical subjects.

xiv. For examples of schools that have organized for individual attention despite having larger average class sizes see Education Resource
Strategies, “School Designs in Action” (note in particular Rocketship K-3, Summit Public Schools). http://www.erstrategies.org/action
_strategies/school_design_in_action.
xv. For more, see the “Setting Class Size Limits” infographic by Education Week, February 2015, http://www.edweek.org/ew/section
/infographics/13class_size_map.html; and “Promote Staffing and Programmatic Flexibility,” Students First, http://reportcard
.studentsfirst.org/policy/spend_wisely_govern_well/spend_taxpayer_resources_wisely_to_improve_outcomes_for_students/promote
_staffing_and_programmatic_flexibility/state_by_state.
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• Championing change. States can support districts in contract negotiations and provide incentives for change. Notable examples include:
o Georgia, which gives eligible districts the option to become a Charter System, giving them
greater flexibility in exchange for accountability and annual reporting. Charter Systems are
analogous to charter schools, but at the district level. Charter Systems have significantly more
flexibility to extend time in any or all of its schools than traditional public school districts.
o Indiana, where state law requires an increase in teacher salary to be based in part on teacher evaluation results, varied roles, and student performance. No more than 33 percent of salary increases can
be based on years of experience and attainment of educational credits or degrees.
• Maximizing use of federal funds. Federal 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st
CCLC) formula funds are provided to states (and, subsequently to districts and schools) to
support the creation of community learning centers that provide academic enrichment opportunities during non-school hours for children, particularly students who attend high-poverty
and low-performing schools.20 These funds essentially provide local communities a menu of
options for partnering with proven community-based organizations, including those that align
with schools to deliver high-quality ELT.21 Beginning in February 2012 the U.S. Department
of Education awarded waivers to states that provide them with the option to use a portion of
these funds to extend the school day. We recommend states continue to leverage their 21st
CCLC waivers to provide communities flexibility in how they use and budget their 21st CCLC
grants so that students have increased access to engaging academics and enrichment opportunities in the format that makes most sense for their community.xvi

xvi. As this publication went to print, the U.S. Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pension (HELP) was scheduled to mark
up a bipartisan bill to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which could make some of the current law or
provisions of the U.S. Department of Education’s waivers permanent through legislation, or no longer applicable.
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• Increasing funding when needed. Even with increased flexibility, support, and the right
conditions to promote ELT, some districts really are so poorly funded that this is required, as
well. For example, in 2013 California adopted a new funding formula, known as Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) that includes a significant reinvestment in public education after
years of budget cuts. Prior to LCFF, California ranked 49th in the nation in spending on public
education, and there became a realization that increased funding was critical. But LCFF is not
just about more funding; it is also about how funds are distributed. The new funding formula
is “designed to send additional funds to districts where the need and challenge is greatest” by
providing supplemental and concentration funds, which are above base funding amounts, to
districts with large populations of English learners, low income, and foster youth.22 LCFF
revolutionizes the way California funds its public schools by reinvesting, shifting decision
making to school districts and communities, and directing funds to the neediest students.

The federal government can help create the right conditions for ELT by:
• Preserving dedicated ELT funding: As the U.S. Congress works to reauthorize the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, it should carefully examine the role that federal sources such
as the SIG program and the 21st CCLC program have played and could play in both transitioning to and sustainably funding high-quality ELT. This paper focuses on identifying how
schools and districts can reallocate funds currently used for other purposes; however, we do
acknowledge the importance of these dedicated funding streams. Keeping 21st CCLC as a
stand-alone program would help ensure adequate funding for “extra time” programs, and the
program should be made flexible enough to allow local communities to choose expanded-time
schools, after-school and summer programs, or a mix as they see fit.
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• Increasing flexibility of Title I: Too often, districts and schools are constrained by how they
use particular funds based on historical usage patterns. Although many federal grants have far
more flexibility in how they can be used than is generally perceived, districts hesitate to test the
boundaries of compliance. This is particularly true of Title I, which is one of the largest federal
grants and can be used for expanded time but only under certain conditions. The requirement
that programming “supplement not supplant,” the rules around using Title I in conjunction
with state grants, and the fact that many districts allocate the bulk of their Title I funds to
elementary schools (based on now-abolished law and difficulty in obtaining poverty status for
middle and high school students) all add to the confusion in how Title I funds can be used.xvii
It is tricky to figure out the rules, and districts are reluctant to risk non-compliance.
The federal government could help by clarifying existing policies and encouraging more flexible
use, such as following policies similar to federal ESEA waivers.23 Under this type of approach,
states have designed their own plans to improve academic achievement and increase the quality
of instruction for students under the guidelines of a set of “turnaround” principles, in exchange
for a set of federal waivers to transfer and use federal funds, such as Title I, Title II, and SIG
funds, more flexibly to support target reforms and innovations than was originally intended
under the law. One of the turnaround principles includes “redesigning the school day, week, or
year to include additional time for student learning and teacher collaboration.” Waivers were
granted to states by the U.S. Department of Education so long as each state could demonstrate
sufficient standards for accountability, and how it would target funding at its lowest-performing
schools. Continuing to employ this type of approach in how federal funds are used would enable
districts and schools to choose expanded learning time when appropriate, in exchange for
outcome accountability phased in over time.

xvii. For more about Title I funding rules, see The Federal Education Group. http://www.fededgroup.com/Publications.html.
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• Adding funding to support transition: Though districts can and should make the most of
the resources they have today, as this research shows, freeing them for structural reforms will
take time and support to implement. A good example of transition funding is the School
Improvement Grant, which falls under Title I. This program has provided the most concentrated funding to implement improvement plans and proven interventions at the lowestperforming schools. Schools in the program have the option to choose improvement models
that include “increased learning time,” which can be implemented with school-wide redesigns
to add more learning time for all students and through targeted academic, enrichment, and
mentoring programs within an expanded day model.xviii This kind of quick infusion of concentrated resources in schools is critical to enable new supports such as time since our study shows
how difficult it is for schools to free up resources quickly, given limited flexibilities and staffing
realities. Our analysis clearly shows that if spread across many schools, these extra resources
often don’t provide enough to enable the highest-need school to implement realistic solutions.
Thus, states must retain the flexibility to allocate funding to the highest-need schools.

Conclusion
School leaders, teachers, and researchers know that expanded learning time (ELT) can make a
tremendous impact on the academic success of high-need students. They also know how challenging
it can be to find sustainable funding to make it a reality. Because additional funding is challenging in
many states and nationally in the current economic climate, exploring the potential for repurposing
existing funds makes sense.
Based on the findings of our study in multiple urban districts and schools of various sizes, with
differing funding levels and policy flexibility, we found that reallocation presents a meaningful,
untapped opportunity for sustainably funding ELT only if the right conditions exist—which include
schools having sufficient flexibility over resource use. While many districts/schools can get close
to funding ELT under flexible conditions, funds are often still tight and uncertain year to year—
increased funds from state and federal government concentrated for student need is another critical
piece. Finally, districts and schools should continue to explore ways to provide high-quality ELT at
reduced cost. These three strategies in combination would go a long way toward funding ELT on a
more sustainable basis.
CONCLUSION

xviii. Please see earlier footnote on ESEA reauthorization.
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APPENDIX A: School-level Funds Analysis, Funding Level, Size, and
Demographic Characteristics
For this portion of the analysis we studied six schools across three districts, spanning varying
funding levels, school sizes, starting class sizes, and policy/flexibility constraints.

TABLE A1: Summary Description of Districts Selected for School-Level Funds Analysis

District

School
Level

School Size

Funding
Level

Class Size

Policy/Flexibility

District A

K–8

Small (200–300)

High*

Small–Med (23–24)

Few constraints

District B

MS

Med (400–600)

High

Small–Med (20–25)

Few constraints

District C

MS

Large (900–1,100)

Low

Med–Large (25–27)

Many constraints

* Funding level in this district is high, but purchasing power is lower due to high teacher compensation
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TABLE A2: Detailed Description of Schools Analyzed
District A

District B

District C

S

H

I

M

J

Q

K–8

K–8

MS

MS

MS

MS

% Free and Reduced Price Lunch

100%

100%

83%

92%

77%

69%

% Special Education

19%

24%

29%

25%

11%

10%

% English Language Learner

43%

0%

17%

32%

5%

4%

Total K–12 Enrollment 13–14

33,025

2,340

4,403

67,065

11,502

9,503

Total Budget

$3.5M

$3.1M

$4.4M

$6.0M

$7.2M

$5.3M

$/Pupil Budget

$9,465

$11,169

$9,876

$9,034

$6,210

$5,583

Average Class Size

23

24

25

20

27

25

Total School-Reported Teacher
FTE

16

10

20.5

28.5

53

38.5

District-wide Average Teacher
Compensation

$97k

$97k

$88k

$88k

$61k

$61k

Instructional Hours Per
Academic Year

1,079

1,079

960

929

1,084

1,084

Hourly Teacher Salary

$62

$62

$63

$65

$39

$39

District-wide Average Paraprofessional Compensation

$45k

$45k

$27k

$27k

$25k

$25k

School Name
Detailed School Level

To develop the table above, we had to make a few assumptions. These included:
• Spending per pupil is based on districts’ PreK–12 operating budget. This excludes nonoperating costs such as debt service, property rental/lease, claims and settlements, other nonoperating. This also excludes funds for adult education, non-district schools (private/parochial,
charter), special education outplacement tuition
• Savings calculations based on “school-reported” dollars—these are staff, services, and
materials allocated directly to schools on the district budget. We analyze “non-school”
dollars separately
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TABLE A3: Estimated Per-Pupil Cost of ELT
District A

District B

District C

S

H

I

M

J

Q

7 hrs,
10 min

7 hrs,
10 min

6 hrs,
12 min

6 hrs

7 hrs

7 hrs

Hourly Teacher Compensation

$77

$77

$79

$81

$48

$48

Discounted Hourly Teacher
Compensation*

$62

$62

$63

$65

$39

$39

Estimated Per-Pupil Cost of ELT
(based on standard hourly rate)

$888

$771

$1,511

$1,571

$601

$528

Estimated Per-Pupil Cost of ELT
(discounted hourly rate)

$711

$617

$1,209

$1,257

$481

$422

School
Total Hours in Day

* Discount is 20%. Research shows extended time can often be added at a reduced hourly rate. For more information,
see “Taking Stock of the Fiscal Costs of Expanded Learning Time,” by Marguerite Roza and Karen Hawley Miles,
published by Center for American Progress, July 2008. http://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/
issues/2008/07/pdf/elt2.pdf.

APPENDIX B: School-level Funds Analysis, Policy/Flexibility Constraints
School Resource Trade-off
Reduce non-teaching staff

Current Policy and Constraints
• District A: Some positions are “locked”
• District B: Positions only allocated as multiple of 0.2 FTE
• District C: Only vacant positions can be eliminated**

Outside partners teach
special subject

• All districts: Must have certified teacher for all classes

Increase special subject
class sizes

• District A: Penalty of $1 per student per day for each student above
class size max of 25 for K–3 and 28 for 4–8

Increase core class sizes

• District B: Class size max=28 with penalty above but no class can be
above 30; positions can only be staffed in increments of 0.2

Use technology lab

• District C: Paraprofessionals cannot independently supervise students

• District A: Cannot subcontract any work to non-member of bargaining
unit if a current district employee can fill the role

** Savings based on district five-year average teacher turnover rate of 13.9%.
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APPENDIX C:
District-level Funds Analysis, Districts Included
For this portion of the analysis we studied four districts ranging in size and overall funding level:

Enrollment

Per-Pupil
Funding
Level

% English
Language
Learner

% Special
Education

% Poverty

% Title I
Population

District A

40K

$14K

7%

20%

80%

100%

District C

147K

$8K

6%

9%

54%

36%

District X

44K

$17K

8%

14%

56%

81%

District Y

87K

$9K

27%

10%

64%

50%

District

APPENDIX D: Federal Funds Analysis
TABLE D1:
We excluded the following federal funds in our analysis because ELT is not an eligible use.
Note: To be conservative, we included the unidentifiable/”other” funds here.
Spending Per Pupil (across all students in district)
District W

District X

District Y

District Z

IDEA, Part B

$104

$23

$241

$138

School Breakfast and Lunch Program

$69

$0

$0

$601

Unidentified/Other

$1

$1

$22

$553

Medicaid

$4

$80

$0

$71

IDEA, Part C

$0

$32

$0

$0

Summer Food Service Program

$4

$0

$0

$23

After-School Snack Program

$0

$0

$0

$11

Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF)

$4

$0

$0

$0

ROTC

$0

$0

$0

$4

Title X, Part C

$0

$1

$0

$0

Title VII, Part A

$1

$0

$0

$0

$187

$138

$263

$1,401

Grand Total
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TABLE D2:
We excluded the following federal funds in our analysis because they are already used for ELT.

Spending per Pupil (across all students in district)
District Y

District C

District A

District X

Title I, Part A

$68

$0

$199

$74

Title I, Part D

$0

$17

$0

$0

Title IV, Part B

$0

$0

$0

$3

$68

$17

$199

$78

Grand Total

APPENDIX E: Supplemental Material
In addition to the case study analysis described in the paper, supplementary information was
gathered from:
Principal Focus Group of 12 school leaders from seven middle schools spanning four different
states conducted in July 2014. We discussed current and past funding sources for ELT as well
as how districts and states can support schools in their effort to expand time. We also asked
school leaders to consider a series of school-based resource trade-offs and discussed which
they would consider.
Expert Interviews including school principals, district leaders, state education administrators,
experts in the field of federal funding law, reform organization leaders, and other ELT providers.
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