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Innovative Staffing, Strategic Resource Shifts,

and the Road to Financial Sustainability

Evidence from two leading-edge districts

Abstract

We examined recent innovations in two large school districts to better understand how districts are taking critical steps in
the context of a larger vision and how they're beginning to make tradeoffs to create the enabling conditions for long-term
financial sustainability.

Based on our analysis, we found that:

e ltis possible to make meaningful moves that ensure more students have access to effective teaching and to make the
teaching job more collaborative and sustainable with minimal additional ongoing cost.

e Both districts invested in outside technical assistance and significant leadership time to support the design and piloting

of these moves.

e These moves require critical school-level tradeoffs such as targeted shifts in class size, staff mix, and teacher
assignment, while strategic shifts at the district level help minimize incremental costs.

e Enabling conditions stemming from state policy, labor contracts, and school portfolios have a significant impact on

leaders’ ability to introduce and ultimately scale these innovations.

e Neither district has significantly changed its overall salary structure yet, with leadership role stipends instead added on

top of existing salaries. This is an important opportunity for future scaling and sustainability.

e When considered as part of an overall vision for the teaching job, the right innovations can be a catalytic starting point

building toward long-term success.

Context

Across the country, teacher turnover and persistent shortages threaten to undermine critical efforts to improve instruction,
student experiences, and learning outcomes. As a result, many school district teams are forced to play defense, stepping
up recruiting efforts and cutting costs to fund small raises for all teachers. Unfortunately, these strategies don't address
the root causes of turnover and shortages: a teaching job that, by its very design, is isolated, rigid, and too often
unsustainable—especially for early career teachers and educators in high-poverty schools. Most importantly, this deprives
students of crucial access to the consistently excellent instruction and personalized support they need to realize their full,

individually unique potential.

In a small but growing number of communities, forward-thinking district leaders are betting big on innovative strategies that

reimagine the teaching role. Two models that have earned significant attention in the field are Opportunity Culture (OC),

an initiative of Public Impact, and the Next Education Workforce (NEW), developed by leaders at Arizona State University's

Mary Lou Fulton College for Teaching and Learning Innovation. Both models are designed to foster more collaboration
among educators, vary teaching roles in ways that create new career paths and leadership opportunities, and enable more

rigorous and personalized instruction for all students.



https://www.erstrategies.org/tap/teaching-job-enabling-conditions/
https://www.erstrategies.org/tap/invest-better-teacher-experience/#catalytic-entry-points
https://www.opportunityculture.org/
https://workforce.education.asu.edu/

Studies of each model's impact on students and educators

are promising. But as with any innovation in K-12 education,
the question of long-term financial sustainability looms large,
especially with the end of federal ESSER funding, enrollment
declines in many communities, and uncertainty about how state
governments will adapt to a still-evolving federal regulatory

and funding environment.

As part of the Coalition to Reimagine the Teaching Role, our team
studied two school districts that have widely implemented one of
these innovative staffing models: Ector County, Texas (OC), and

Mesa, AZ (NEW). In each case, we sought to understand:

e What staffing changes did each district make and in which
schools/classrooms?

e What did it cost to implement each of these innovative
models when compared to traditional methods of organizing

the teaching role?

e What resource tradeoffs did leaders make to minimize any
potential incremental costs?

e What did it take to stand up and support the new model
at the district level?

e What do these findings mean for system leaders who are
considering introducing and scaling up innovative
staffing models?

Opportunity Culture
in Ector County, TX

In August 2019, Ector County Independent School District (ECISD)
was experiencing a severe crisis of teacher vacancies, with 350
positions—18% of all teaching roles—unfilled. Throughout the school
year, this vacancy rate persisted, increasing the district’s reliance on

long-term substitutes or online courses instead of certified teachers.

In response, ECISD partnered with Public Impact to implement
Opportunity Culture (OC). (See sidebar, “What Is Opportunity
Culture?”) From 2019 to 2024, ECISD introduced OC to half of its
school campuses. District leaders prioritized elementary schools
with higher proportions of economically disadvantaged students

as well as comprehensive middle and high schools'.

Our analysis focuses on 15 ECISD schools that have at least three
OC-specific positions in their 2024-25 budgets, indicating

a significant rollout of Opportunity Culture.

1 For more context on ECISD's talent strategy and how Opportunity Culture

implementation fits within it, see Strategy Braiding: Strategic Compensation
Through a Unified Vision in Ector County Independent School District.

OPPORTUNITY
CULTURE®:s

What is Opportunity Culture?

Students and educators are organized

into teaching teams led by a highly effective
teacher in a role called Multi-Classroom
Leader, or MCL.

MCLs are accountable for the results of

all students on the team and earn salary
supplements for taking on this responsibility.
Each MCL provides guidance and frequent
on-the-job coaching for other team members
while continuing to teach, often by leading

small-group instruction.

In addition, some members of the teaching
team serve as Team Reach Teachers (TRTs)
or Master Team Reach Teachers (MTRTs) and
Reach Associates (RAs). (M)TRTs are effective
teachers who earn higher pay for taking on
larger student loads, enabling them to extend
their reach and impact. RAs are typically
pre-service or in-service rookie educators
who provide integrated instructional

support as members of the teaching team.

School leaders redesign schedules to
extend the reach of the most effective
teachers, including MCLs, and provide
additional school-day time for teacher

planning, coaching, and collaboration.

Adapted from
https://www.opportunityculture.org/the-strategy/



https://tiatexas.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Ector-County-ISD-Case-Study.pdf
https://tiatexas.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Ector-County-ISD-Case-Study.pdf
https://www.opportunityculture.org/the-strategy/

In elementary schools: More instructional staff for similar costs

For the 2024-25 school year, 13 ECISD elementary schools will have at least three OC-specific positions: a single Multi-
Classroom Leader and two Reach Associates or multiple/larger teams consisting of some combination of teacher leaders
(MCL/TRT) and more junior instructors (RAs). On each of these 13 campuses, there are more instructors to meet student

needs and more students benefit from experienced teachers—without a meaningful increase in per-pupil spending on staff.

As seen in Figure 1, OC elementary schools had, on average, 32.2 instructors per 500 students, compared to 30.1 instructors
per 500 students in non-OC schools. This improvement in the student-to-instructor ratio comes with just a 0.3% increase in

per-pupil budget for staffing.

Figure 1. Staffing and spending levels in ECISD elementary schools, 2024-25
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To fund teacher leader stipends and the hiring of additional instructors, district leaders made some key strategic shifts:
1) intentional, strategic reductions in non-instructional staff roles; 2) reducing the number of dedicated instructional coaches
by shifting those responsibilities to MCLs and (M)TRTs; and 3) increasing the number of pre-service or in-service rookie RAs,

while decreasing the number of traditional teachers. (See Figure 2.)

That third strategy of differentiating instructional roles is a keystone of Opportunity Culture. MCLs and (M)TRTs serve as
teacher leaders, overseeing more junior educators while being accountable for—and having more impact on—a greater

number of students.

Though each of these three strategic shifts resulted in eliminating certain roles, in most schools, this played out through a
combination of not backfilling vacant positions and moving the most effective educators from their traditional teaching role
to an OC MCL or (M)TRT role.




Figure 2. ECISD per-pupil spending in OC elementary schools (compared to non-OC elementary schools)
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Source: ERS analysis of ECISD 2024-25 budget and personnel files, interviews with ECISD school and district leaders.

It's worth noting that our analysis considers the actual cost of all teachers and shows that—even excluding stipends for
OC-specific roles—educator salaries in ECISD’s OC schools are, on average, higher than those of educators in non-OC
schools. Whether this is a result of those schools having more experienced educators or other factors, what we know is
that the higher salaries are not a result of OC.

If we did not include this additional spend, OC schools would actually be spending less on a per pupil basis (Figure 2).

In high schools: Strategically larger class sizes and incremental spending for stipends

ECISD has two comprehensive high schools serving approximately 4,000 students each and three “choice” high schools
with an average enrollment of 436 students per school. District and school leaders chose to maximize the impact of OC by

implementing the model in the two comprehensive high schools only: Odessa and Permian.

At Odessa HS and Permian HS, school leaders have prioritized OC implementation to subjects where passing the State of
Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) is required for graduation: Algebra |, Biology, English |, English Il, and U.S.
History?. In response to positive response among educators participating in Opportunity Culture, Permian HS leaders further
extended OC implementation to Algebra Il and Chemistry.

As shown in Figure 3, a typical high school course operating with the OC model includes one MCL across a team of seven
classroom teachers. A second highly effective teacher may be assigned an expanded role as a TRT. MCLs and TRTs earn
additional annual stipends of $16,000 and $9,000, respectively.

With the goal of extending the reach of the most effective teachers, MCLs and (M)TRTs—the two categories of teacher leaders
in the OC model—take on larger classes at ECISD high schools. MCL schedules include a mix of teaching and coaching
periods, enabling them to frequently observe and provide feedback to other teachers on the team. Students who would have
been assigned to MCL-led teaching sections that have been reallocated for coaching are assigned to class sections led by the
(M)TRT or other sections led by the MCL, leading to some strategically larger class sizes. This translates to larger classes for

25-30% of students taking each tested course each year, taught by the most effective educators on the team.

2 https://tea.texas.gov/end-of-course.pdf



https://tea.texas.gov/end-of-course.pdf

Figure 3. Educator responsibilities in traditional vs. Opportunity Culture core instructional teams in ECISD high schools

Core Instructional Teams, Tested Subjects

TRADITIONAL OPPORTUNITY CULTURE
Staff Positions 7 Teachers 5 Teachers RealhTizglher 1 MulE:(;l:::room
Daily teaching periods 5 5 5 3
Daily coaching periods - - - 2
Average class size 28 28 35 35
Average teaching load 140 140 175 105
Annual stipend for OC - - $9,000 $16,000

Source: ERS analysis of ECISD 2024-25 budget, personnel, and master schedule files, interviews with ECISD school and district leaders.

Leaders at both Odessa HS and Permian HS incur annual costs of roughly $150,000 to provide stipends for all MCLs and TRTs.
This represents 0.6% of each school's total budget, or the cost of about two FTEs. To fund stipends, school leaders have made

strategic reductions in other staff positions, such as instructional specialists and clerks, often in response to vacancies®.

District-level redesign support: Technical assistance and limited staff reallocation

ECISD partnered with Public Impact to design and launch Opportunity Culture starting in 2020-21. This technical assistance
costs between $73,000 and $108,000 per year. For the first three years, this cost was covered by a philanthropic grant made
directly to Public Impact; in 2023-24 and 2024-25, ECISD paid the $75,000 annual cost out of operations.

The greater cost to support Opportunity Culture comes in the form of district-level staff. Beginning in 2021, ECISD reallocated
just over half of the time for an existing Talent Director position to oversee OC implementation and created three district-level
"Talent Development Coach” positions to provide direct training and support for OC MClLs. Facing budget pressures in 2024-
25, district leaders elected to scale back to one Talent Development Coach for its 87 MCLs.*

3 In addition to the investments and tradeoffs that are directly related to Opportunity Culture implementation, ECISD has made a significant commitment to
collaborative planning time in all high schools. Along with daily independent prep and lunch periods, all core-subject high school teachers participate in a daily,
course-specific PLC—a time investment that's three to five times higher than in most other U.S. school districts (see Igniting the Learning Engine (ERS, 2017), Figure 4).
Non-core teachers in ECISD high schools do not participate in daily PLCs and teach 6 out of 8 periods daily.

4 Public Impact advises district partners that ideally, school leaders would be the main source of support for MCLs. Given the nature of the principal role, some districts,
including ECISD, elect to provide MCL support from the district level.



https://www.erstrategies.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Igniting-the-Learning-Engine.pdf

Figure 4. ECISD district-level investment in Opportunity Culture (§Y20-21 through SY24-25)
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School-level tradeoffs reduce ECISD’s net investment in Opportunity Culture

By making strategic and deliberate resource shifts in OC schools, ECISD leaders have effectively offset all school-level costs
associated with the model. These types of tradeoffs (e.g., reducing a clerk position or staffing half a Latin teacher due to
decrease in student demand) are a design feature of OC that Public Impact supports its partners to evaluate in service of

sustaining the model and the impact educators can have as members of OC teams.

These decisions leave ECISD with a district-level investment of $237,400 in 2024-25. Applied across the estimated 30% of
students assigned to educators on OC teams, this represents a per-pupil cost of $28. If ECISD were to reinstate the recently

reduced district-level staffing support for MCLs, the net cost to the district would increase.

Looking ahead, if the goal is to make Opportunity Culture the core staffing model in ECISD classrooms, the responsibilities
of special district staff would become the regular academic responsibilities of school supervisors and their teams. In other
words, the district would no longer need dedicated OC support staff at the district level.




The Next Education
Workforce in Mesa, AZ

Arizona is among the lowest-funded states for K-12
education in the country, leading to high student-teacher
ratios, low teacher salaries, and persistently high rates of
teacher turnover and vacancies®. Mesa Public Schools
(MPS), located in the greater Phoenix area, is the largest

district in the state—and is no exception.

In 2020, with leadership from then-Superintendent Andi
Fourlis, MPS established a partnership with the Mary Lou
Fulton College for Teaching and Learning Innovation at
Arizona State University (ASU) to implement the Next
Education Workforce (NEW) across its schools. (See sidebar,
"What Is Next Education Workforce?")

MPS leaders started implementation with a “coalition of
the willing,” bringing in school leaders and their teams
who expressed interest in the shifts envisioned by NEW
models. By 2024-25, 22 schools, which collectively educate
nearly half of Mesa students, rolled out versions of the
Next Education Workforce. With NEW models rolled out by
teaching team (e.g. grade level and/or subject), about half
of students in these schools were being served in a NEW
teaming model in 2024-25.

Our analysis examines resource use in all 22 NEW schools
in MPS and compares these schools to 40 traditional, non-
NEW schools in MPS.

5 Formore on funding and staffing conditions in Arizona, see https://www.
erstrategies.org/tap/arizona-teaching-toolkit/.

m ey Loy Fulton Next Education
Teachers College | |- ¢
Arizona State University i

What is Next
Education Workforce?

Educators typically work in groups of 2-6, sharing
responsibility for teaching a single, large roster

of students and sharing accountability for those
students’ learning outcomes. Each team creates
differentiated roles and responsibilities for each
educator, ideally assigning educators responsibility
for aspects of the work for which they are

most prepared. Extended team members and
community educators may complement the core

team and provide additional support for learners.

The core team and students share multiple
learning spaces within one room or multiple
rooms according to learning task and need,
moving across these spaces in varied group sizes
throughout the school day. The core team uses
multiple types of data to dynamically group and
regroup students based on student needs and
interests, integrating extended team members
based on team members’ individual expertise

and relationships with the learners.

The core team plans and adjusts schedules to better
support students’ needs, strengths, and interests.
This flexibility and ownership enable educators to
accommodate unplanned absences in ways that

cause little disruption to student learning.

School leaders provide coaching and support
for teams and for educators in specialized roles
(e.g., lead teachers, digital learning facilitators).
They ensure school schedules are designed so
that core teams share the same students at the
same time, with daily protected planning time for
each core team and weekly protected planning
time for the extended team.

Adapted from https://workforce.education.asu.edu



https://www.erstrategies.org/tap/arizona-teaching-toolkit/
https://www.erstrategies.org/tap/arizona-teaching-toolkit/
https://workforce.education.asu.edu

In elementary schools: Shifting existing resources to enable team-based instruction

Our analysis includes 12 elementary schools with at least one Next Education Workforce team in place during the 2024-25
school year®. We found that elementary schools in MPS that implement NEW models maintain similar levels of staffing and

spending as more traditionally organized schools (Figure 6).

These schools shift from a “teacher-of-record” to a “team-of-record” approach. General education teachers are assigned
to a grade-level team with a shared student roster and departmentalized roles, typically ELA/Social Studies and Math/

Science.

Figure 6. Staffing and spending levels in MPS elementary schools, 2024-25.

Staff positions per 500 students Budget per-pupil spending
41.4

9 $3,872 $3,909

17.0 17.3 $1,261 $1,303

Other staff*

. Teachers
$2,611 $2,606
24.0 241
*Budget data includes
non-personnel spending
Source: ERS analysis of
MPS 2024-25 budget and

personnel files.

Non-NEW Schools NEW Schools Non-NEW Schools NEW Schools

Educators on each grade-level team work together to vary group sizes and student-teacher assignments over the course
of each day, considering both student needs and teacher expertise. In this way, students who require more individualized
attention benefit from smaller group instruction periods while educators with less experience benefit from partnering with

their more experienced and effective teammates.

In addition, educator teams and school leaders strategically assign instructional assistants and counselors with specific
instructional responsibilities. For example, at Hermosa Vista Elementary School, counselors lead designated enrichment

periods for small groups of students in parallel with other instructional activities led by teachers on the grade-level team.

All MPS elementary school teachers have 30 minutes of daily planning and approximately two hours of weekly collaborative
planning time. Collaborative time takes place on Wednesday afternoons following early dismissal of students. With the
teaming model so deeply embedded in their daily practice, some NEW teams create more collaborative planning time by

coming in early.

And so, in terms of financial sustainability, because the number and experience level of educators stays the same, the only
additional school-level cost to implement NEW in MPS is for stipends for teacher-leaders, which schools pay for with modest

reductions in other non-personnel or personnel spending.

6 Red Mountain Ranch ES is excluded from the analysis due to partial data availability. This school enrolled 471 students in 2024-25, of whom 328 were served by
one of five NEW teams. The school is included in the summary data table at the end of this case.




Figure 7. How student and teacher assignments shift with a Next Education Workforce model.
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In secondary schools: NEW does not result in larger investments

Our analysis includes five junior high schools and four high schools in Mesa with at least one Next Education Workforce
team in place for the 2024-25 school year. While we found that both junior high and high schools implementing NEW
models in MPS are assigned more resources on a per-pupil basis than non-NEW schools, we were able to verify that these
allocations are driven by factors unrelated to the NEW model. (And, therefore, unlikely to affect how NEW is implemented

in other schools.)

Specifically:

e Every NEW junior high school in MPS serves a student population where the majority qualify for federal free or reduced
lunch benefits, compared to only half of MPS’ traditionally organized junior high schools that serve similar student
populations. This explains a significant portion of the eight percent higher per-pupil spending in NEW junior high
schools, including staffing costs for student supports and interventions.

e One of MPS' NEW high schools (Skyline), has a higher proportion of experienced teachers, resulting in an average
teacher salary that's nearly 11% higher than average salaries in other MPS high schools. This outlier causes per-pupil
costs for NEW high schools to appear to be higher. Controlling for higher salaries at Skyline, the per-pupil costs to
operate a NEW high school are similar to the per-pupil costs to operate a non-NEW high school at MPS.

In secondary schools: Cohorting students and teachers advances teaming strategies

While teaming models can be more difficult to implement in secondary schools, Mesa school leaders have made strategic

decisions about staffing and scheduling to enable NEW implementation.

In ninth and tenth grades, students and core teachers are organized into cohorts, where all students take the same courses
from the same educators. This approach helps ensure that every student is known by the full team of educators with
whom they engage. Teachers are responsible for multiple sections of a single course, rather than many different courses,

simplifying their preparation and grading workloads.

Ablock schedule with a dedicated lunch period for all

members of the school community enables teacher teams to 4
engage in 90-minute daily collaborative planning blocks.

(A solution that may not be possible in districts where longer,
staggered lunch periods are a necessity.) Teachers who are
responsible for the same course content (e.g., Algebra I)

meet for an additional 90 minutes on one day a week that

also includes a shortened student schedule.

School leaders must make several tradeoffs in service
of this strategy. Electives, which are typically offered

in shorter blocks, are “stacked” back-to-back opposite
collaborative planning for the shared-student team of
teachers. Many of these courses feature larger class
sizes to make the schedule work. In addition, rather than
enabling the most effective or experienced educators
to diversify their courseload by leading elective courses,
these educators have opportunities to take on leadership

roles on shared-student and shared-content teams.




Figure 10. lllustrative high school schedule to support Next Education Workforce implementation.

Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday

DayA DayB Min Tgacherﬁ Teacher B Teacher C Teacher D
nglish History Science Math
1 2 90 Planning Planning Planning Planning
3 4 90 English 9 History 9 Science 9 Math 9
40 Lunch Lunch Lunch Lunch
5 6 90 English 9 History 9 Science 9 Math 9
7 8 90 English 9 History 9 Science 9 Math 9

Block scheduling and cohorting in secondary enables collaboration and reduced teacher workloads

Wednesday
Doya Deys min  THehA  Tehers TeacherC  Tewherd

1 2 65 Planning Planning Planning Planning
3 4 65 English 9 History 9 Science 9 Math 9
5 6 65 English 9 History 9 Science 9 Math 9
7 8 65 English 9 History 9 Science 9 Math 9

30 Lunch Lunch Lunch Lunch

100 English 9 Collaborative ' History 9 Collaborative Science 9 Collaborative Math 9 Collaborative

Planning Planning Planning Planning

District-level support: Technical assistance and limited staff allocations

MPS leaders worked closely with the Next Education Workforce Initiative team at Arizona State University to design,
implement and scale NEW models in Mesa schools. ASU provided technical assistance in the form of summer training
institutes for teacher-leaders and principals, as well as differentiated support for school teams as they progressed from their
“launch” year to “support” years. From 2021-2024, this support was funded by a federal Teacher and School Leader (TSL)

Incentive Program grant to ASU.

In year four (2023-24), MPS began taking on leadership of NEW 4\\ s
. Lo o . -~
implementation internally. The principal of once of MPS’ first NEW 4 \ E
elementary schools was promoted to a new district-level “Leadership o
h” rol idi hool | ith th o
Coach” role, providing support to NEW school leaders, with the TSL grant b —

covering 50% of this person’s pay and MPS covering the other half. By
year five (2024-25), MPS had taken full responsibility for school support,
while continuing to enroll key staff members in ASU's training institutes.
(As in the case of ECISD and Opportunity Culture, if MPS were to move
to a full NEW model, this district-level support could become the
regular academic responsibilities of school supervisors and their teams.)

Throughout this process, both organizations benefited from
their geographic proximity, and several MPS schools have
become demonstration sites for the Next Education Workforce.




Figure 11. District-level investment in the Next Education Workforce in Mesa Public Schools, 2020-21 to 2024-25.

Starting in SY23-24, school supports

. Trgining Ingftte previously provided by ASU transitioned to

a district-embedded Leadership Coaching

School Support role. Half of the cost of this role has been
from ASU* covered by ASU.
Leadership Coach $279,000
$267,000
Paid by TSL** $235,000
$206,000
$120k
$160,000 $209k $120k
$146k $32k
$120k
SY20-21 SY21-22 SY22-23 SY23-24 Projected District
Costs for Mesa to
Sustain Support
Total Schools 8 13 20 22 22
A
verage Cost $20,000 $16,214 $12,130 $12,136 $10,682

per School

*School Support from ASU excludes intensive support provided to “Spotlight Schools” that hose site visits on behalf of ASU.
Per-school support costs are assumed to be the same as for non-spotlight schools.

**ASU provided TSL grant spending on NEW program support from SY20-21 through SY23-24. Remaining costs are paid by MPS.

MPS’s Next Education Workforce model shifts roles with minimal cost

Like their peers in Ector County, Mesa Public Schools leaders have made strategic and deliberate resource shifts to

implement team-based models in Next Education Workforce schools.

The sole incremental cost at the school-level in Mesa is the cost of team leader stipends, at an average of $4,000 per
team leader. The 22 schools we studied staffed a total of 100 team leaders, for a total incremental cost of $400,000. With
the district-level investment of $235,000, Mesa Public Schools spends $52 per pupil to implement the Next Education
Workforce in 2024-25.

In 2024-25, teacher leader stipends were paid for out of a district-level budget and therefore did not show up on school
budgets. Looking ahead, school and district leaders expect this cost to shift to school budgets and, in interviews, school
leaders currently implementing Next Education Workforce models indicated they would work to make strategic tradeoffs
to sustain the model in their schools. If this occurs and MPS maintains both the current scale of implementation and its

current district-level support, the net systemwide investment would total just under $20 per pupil.




Implications for introducing
and scaling models that
reimagine the teaching role

Leaders in both districts we studied have minimized incremental
costs for implementing their model of choice by making strategic
and deliberate tradeoffs at the school and district levels. Critical
school-level tradeoffs include targeted shifts in class size, staff
mix, and teacher assignment. Where district and school teams
have elected to sustain certain costs (e.g., for role stipends in
Ector County high schools or for district-level support in Mesa)
these have been specific, deliberate, and—in the context of

current and future scale—could be folded into regular operating

structures if the innovation model becomes the standard model.

Importantly, both districts currently fund these teacher leadership roles with stipends and have not yet restructured
compensation more broadly across the system. Designing a compensation model that allows the most effective teachers

to earn significantly more for challenging, impactful roles will be critical to ongoing scale and sustainability.

But this is just the beginning. If the end goal is to extend these benefits to all ECISD and MPS students, district leaders will

need to plan to expand both their investments and their trade-offs.

State and local conditions—both favorable and unfavorable—have had a significant impact on design and implementation in
both Ector County and Mesa. For example, compared to many other school systems, Mesa and Ector County each feature:

¢ Relatively low resource levels. Compared to the national average, both Mesa and Ector County serve relatively
high-need student populations with relatively low levels of funding and staffing. Therefore, leaders in many lower-
need, better-resourced contexts may find it easier to adopt models like the Next Education Workforce (NEW) or
Opportunity Culture (OC).

¢ Policy conditions that favor innovative models. However, the state policy and labor relations context in both
Ector County and Mesa empower district and school leaders to make crucial-if often difficult—shifts in class size,
role definition, teacher assignment, and compensation that make these models financially viable in the short- and
long-term. In many other communities, rigid state policies and/or labor contracts may create significant barriers

to reimagining the teaching role, severely limiting the benefits available for both educators and students.

e Scaled schools. Most schools in Mesa and Ector County operate with sufficient levels of enrollment and staffing to
enable strategic shifts that are typically more difficult in small schools. While it is possible to implement OC or NEW
models in schools with lower enrollment, these efforts will require more creativity and additional resource shifts

compared to what we observe in Ector County and Mesa.

In communities with similar contexts to Ector County and Mesa, leaders should face few barriers to implementing
innovations like Opportunity Culture and the Next Education Workforce at scale. However, in communities where public
policy, labor contracts, or school size complicates this work, leaders should look for opportunities to loosen these
constraints and create incentives for innovations that make it possible to truly reimagine the teaching role while ensuring

accountability for student outcomes.




Appendix

District overviews

District Ector County, TX Mesa, AZ

Model Opportunity Culture Next Education Workforce
Estimated student enrollment, 2024-25 33,500 51,400

Total number of schools 41 75

Number of schools:

® |n"innovation” group* 15 22

e In “traditional” (comparison) group 9 (ES Only) 40

e Excluded from analysis 17 13
Percent of students served in innovation model in 2024-25 25% 25%
Year of initial rollout 2020-21 2020-21

*In Ector County, schools with at least three Opportunity Culture positions per 500 students. In Mesa, any school that was implementing at least one
Next Education Workforce team in 2024-25.

Methodology notes

e All staffing and budgeting data is drawn from documentation provided by each district in fall 2024 for the 2024-25
school year.

e “School-level” resource use indicates investments included on school budgets; “district-level” includes all other
investments.
e School-level analysis in each district excludes:
e Staff assigned specifically to serving students with disabilities.
e Pre-K positions and students.

e Schools where the district was unable to provide sufficient student demographic, staff or budget data.

e All personnel costs exclude the cost of benefits.




Schools in Ector County ISD

School Type Opportunity Culture Schools Comparison Schools
Elementary Blackshear ES Noel ES Blanton ES

Burnet ES Pease ES Buice ES

Cavazos ES Ross ES Cameron ES

Dowling ES Sam Houston ES Gale Pond ES

Fly ES San Jacinto ES Hays ES

Goliad ES West ES Ireland ES

Johnson ES Jordan ES

Milam ES

Reagan Magnet School

Middle

High Odessa HS
Permian HS

Other

Excluded from Analysis

Alamo ES

Austin Montessori ES
E.K. Downing ES
Gonzalez ES

Zavala ES

Bonham MS

Bowie MS

Crockett MS

Ector College Prep MS
Nimitz MS

Wilson & Young MS

New Tech Odessa
OCTECHS
Odessa Collegiate Academy

Alternative Ed Center
Career & Technical Ed Center
STEM Academy




Summary of ECISD investments and tradeoffs to implement Opportunity Culture, 2024-25

2024-25 Gross 2024-25 Net
Investment Investment

Category

OC roles and stipends in

elementary schools $6,550,000 -
OC roles in secondary schools n/a -

ti i hool
OC stipends in secondary schools 798,000 B
Total, school-level $7,348,000 -
Talent Director and Talent
Development Coach 162,400 162,400
Technical assistance 75,000 75,000
Total, district-level $237,400 $237,400
Total, school- and district-level $7.,585,400 $237,400

Estimated reach of Opportunity Culture teams
Net investment to implement Opportunity Culture

*After tradeoffs shown at right.
Source: ERS analysis of ECISD 2024-25 staffing and budget files, district interviews.

Tradeoffs

Strategic reductions in other staff
positions, including traditional

teachers and instructional coaches

Targeted class size increases

Strategic reductions in other

staff positions

8,375 students

$28 per pupil




Mesa Public Schools

School Type  Next Education Workforce

Elementary Entz ES
Hermosa Vista ES
Jefferson ES
Lehi ES
Lowell ES
O’'Connor ES
Porter ES
Redbird ES
Sousa ES
Stevenson ES
Summit Academy
Whitman ES
Zaharis ES

Poston JHS
Smith JHS
Rhodes JHS
Fremont JHS

Junior High

High Dobson HS
Mountain View HS
Red Mountain HS
Skyline HS
Westwood HS

Other

Comparison Schools

Adams ES
Brinton ES
Bush ES
Crismon ES
Edison ES
Emerson ES
Falcon Hill ES
Field ES
Guerrero ES
Hale ES
Highland Arts ES
Holmes ES
Irving ES
Ishikawa ES
Johnson ES
Keller ES

Carson JHS
Franklin JHS
Kino JHS

Mesa HS

Las Sendas ES
Lincoln ES
Lindbergh ES
Longfellow ES
MacArthur ES
Madison ES
Mendoza ES
Patterson ES
Pomeroy ES
Robson ES
Roosevelt ES
Salk ES

Taft ES

Washington ES

Webster ES
Whittier ES
Wilson ES

Shepherd JHS
Stapley JHS
Taylor JHS

Excluded from Analysis

Hughes ES
Red Mountain Ranch ES

Riverview HS

Superstition HS

New Tech Odessa
OCTECHS

Odessa Collegiate
Academy

Brimhall Campus
Eagleridge

East Valley Academy
Franklin AccelAcad Brimha
Franklin AccelAcad DwnTwn
Franklin AccelAcad East
Franklin AccelAcad Jordan

Mesa Academy for
Advanced Studies

Sirrine Montessori Center




Summary of MPS investments and tradeoffs to implement the Next Education Workforce, 2024-25

2024-25 Gross 2024-25 Net

L] Investment Investment Tradeofts

Teacher leader stipends $400,000 $400,000 Currently paid out of the district-level budget
Total, school-level $400,000 $400,000

Leadership Coach $120,000 $120,000

Training Institutes $115,000 $115,000

Total, district-level $235,000 $235,000

Total, school- and district-level $635,000 $635,000

Estimated reach of Next Education Workforce teams | 12,300 students
Net investment to implement Next Education Workforce | $52 per pupil

*After tradeoffs shown at right.
Source: ERS analysis of MPS 2024-25 staffing and budget files, district interviews.




