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Adviser: Larry Dlugosh

Schools in Nebraska shared a superintendent torieomre efficient and to reduce expenses. The parpbthe
study was to determine the financial impact of sigaa superintendent. Fifteen schools, that shaadberintender
in 1998-1999 and were still sharing in a superidém in 2001-2002, were studied. Each of the 18ickis was
paired with a district of similar size, resourcasd cost grouping that did not share a superintgné@mancial data
was obtained from the Annual Financial Report andhfthe Nebraska State Aid Supplement. Data wdsegad for
the year before sharing a superintendent, theaféarsharing, and for the 2001-2002 school year.

The first year after sharing, shared districts ddbe following: savings in superintendent andltota
administration expenses, budget percent decreadbd areas of superintendent and total administrancreased
principal and general fund expenses, decreasech&dmtive per pupil cost, and decreased per pasl. For the
2001-2002 school year shared districts experietieedbllowing: savings in superintendent and bussngervices
expenses, budget percent decreased in the arsaparfntendent and total administration, incregsettipal and
general fun expenses, increased state aid, and fmvgupil costs and lower administrative coststhon-shared
districts. In addition, shared districts maintairme@rage daily membership. Shared districts, alsared staff both

certified and non-certified, equipment, and workagether on curriculum and assessments.
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Chapter One

I ntroduction

The Topic of the Study

The topic of the study was the financial impacswperintendent sharing in Nebraska. The study exeani
whether (a) financial savings occurred the firsryafter the sharing arrangement began, and (bjveas still
savings four or more years later in 2001-2002. i8hax superintendent was one-way two or more satlistriicts
attempted to reduce costs without diminishing qua&ducation. A superintendent was the executieal lud the
school district given the legal title of superirdent of schools, while a shared superintendentonasvho served

two or more school districts as the chief executitfeeer for the board of education. Also, the gthsuperintendent
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served two or more boards of education while a sttared superintendent served as the chief executive
officer for only one school district and one schiboard.

Superintendents were arguably the most influepeasons in a school district. Effective schooleaesh by
Edmonds (1979), Goodlad (1984), Boyer (1995), Uit (1983), and Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, ancéton
(2979) identified consistent elements of educatieraellence. Among these were strong, positivddeship; high
expectations of student and teacher achievemeamec#ul relationships among students, teacheds, an
administrators; fair and frequent feedback to ®tllents and teachers on their performance (engihggositive
reinforcement of success and progress); a friefuliyybusinesslike, classroom and school climaté;aatolerance
for individual initiatives and for trying new ap@ches to learning (Sher, 1988). Tanner and Tail®95] identifie(
several ways in which the superintendent influermediculum improvement. They were valuing teaakgrertise;
providing time, human resources, and material nes®) and creating a professional learning enviemmrhus
research on the sharing of superintendents wasvitaproving schools and student learning.

The Context of the Problem

According to the Nebraska Department of Educatiaplipation, “Statistics and Facts About Nebraska
Schools 2001-2002,” school districts across Nelaraghre experiencing and were projected to expegideclining
enrollments through the year 2006-2007. Ruralidistwere particularly susceptible because the rurabfull-time
farms (where operators list their principal occigrats farming) has dropped by 12,000 in Nebraskarding to
the Loup Basin RC & D Regional Economic Developnteliain (2002). This report did not take into accdhetfact
that many of those operators were retirement agaddlition, the U. S. Census Bureau (U.S. CenspsiiRe2001)
reported that between 1990 and 2000 only 53 of &ars 93 Counties experienced population growtrec&nt
study by the Bureau of Business Research indigatad34 of the smallest counties (populations fleaa 5,000) in
Nebrask were predicted to have a population decrease .8fdércent between 2000 and 2020 (Loup Basin RC
Economic Development Steering Committee, 2002) ofding to Goudy (2002), rural counties not adjaterd
metropolitan center were less likely to gain peoplthe working age group (18-64). The working ggeup is most
likely to have school age children living at hor@mudy (2002) stated the working age group impoffianthe
growth of school districts. Kliewer (2001) report2@o of Nebraska’s school districts experiencedraollment
decline of 10% or more from 1993 and 1997.

Because school state aid was in part based oruthber of students in a district, school districtthw
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declining enrollments experienced decreases ia aidt In addition, the State of Nebraska had reduc
revenues, which resulted in a potential budgetdefince state aid to K-12 education was ondeflargest
recipients of state funds, the state in the spoir@002 decreased aid to public schools. Schools aiso under lids
to their budget and levy. In 1998, the legislaassed LB1114 and LB 806 (Winchester, 1999). LBAlduit lids
on budgeted income and expenditures. Under theligwghool districts in Nebraska were allowed &y lto only
levy $1.10 per $100 of assessed property valuataring July 1, 2000. The levy lid decreased t®@@bn July
2001. On the expenditure side the budget limit siaat 2.5%. The board could by a three-fourthe eiceed the
budget lid by 1% to a maximum of 3.5%. An additibalfowance was provided for student growth. LB &liéwed
for free holding transfers of land, cost groupibgsed on sparsity, and budget changes for Clagsoblsdistricts.
Schools were also given the ability to exceed ¢wg by a majority vote of the patrons in the dettrThis provision
had to be used with caution by districts with fetvexn 60 students in grades 9-12. In free holdfregdistrict with
under 60 students had a levy that exceeded $hé0 Jandowners within the district could freehdidit land into
an adjoining district that was at or lower than $#1€00. The result was to reduce the property Vanaf the
smaller district and thus lower tax revenues evereniMolnar & Scherer, 1998).

In order to keep a school in the community, schoalrds had to investigate ways to decrease codts an
increase efficiency. Sharing a superintendent vis@spmssible cost cutting measure that districte liaed. The first
superintendent sharing arrangement in Nebraskadet@geen the school districts of Palisade and StrgBurton,
Haddix, & Jochum, 1998). In 1998-1999, there wésestared superintendent arrangements: Ansley/Sargen
Arcadia/Loup County, Axtell/Wilcox, Bruning/DavengpCallaway/Stapleton, Cedar Bluffs/Prague,
Clarks/Fullerton, Dawson-Verdon/Humbolt, Exeterddin, Geneva/Fairmont, Greeley/North Loup-ScdBaide
Rock/Red Cloud, Howells/Dodge, Litchfield/Ravenaad Stratton/Trenton. In 2001-2002, there were
9 shared superintendents: Arcadia/Loup County, W/Sargent, Elba/Wolbach, Greeley/North Loup-Scotia
Howells/Dodge, Litchfield/Ravenna, Cedar Bluffs/ua, Axtell/Wilcox, and Exeter/Milligan (Nebraska
Department of Education, 2002).

In a field study by Winchester (1999) on sharecesumpendents, the most prevalent reason for sharing
superintendent was reported as budget savingsr €@tasons were possible school district mergertia@ahability
to find a suitable replacement for the departingesuntendent. A potential shortage of school leadame at a time

when there was pressure from media reports to weptiee quality of education. Improving the quabfyeducation

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Caroline WincheMg Documents\Disertation HTML files\Che... 11/29/201i



Chapter Page9 of 74

required strong leadership and considerable ressufithe impact of the demands to meet state s@sdar
new federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislatiovas being expressed by all sizes of schools, i,
suburban, and urban. Loven (1991) stated that ensthool districts were affected more than laogess, by state
mandated improvement initiatives because of siapulation sparseness, and isolation. The sharirg of
superintendent was one way school districts coolldizorate.

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to deteerthe financial impact of shared superintendewés a four-year
period from 1998-1999 to 200B02. Specifically, did shared superintendent edjteres lead to reduced expens
In addition, did sharing a superintendent leadth@iocooperative ventures between the school cis®iThe results
of this study could be used to make recommendatmiibraska school districts considering the ifficy of
superintendent sharing.

The Research Question

The research question focuses the finances fd3histricts in the study. A major question askedwWha
were the financial changes as measured by dolhat$wp percent of budget allocated for districts 8teared a
superintendent in the areas of: Board of Educataperintendent, Principal, Total AdministrationsiBiess
Services, Total Administration, Administrative FRpil Cost based on Average Daily Membership (ADState
Aid, General Fund Expenditures, and Annual CostHrgail Based on ADM?
Other sub questions that were addressee!
» Did either or both districts experience cosirsgs after the shared superintendent arrangement?
» Did school districts that share a superintehtdlame greater decreases in financial expense atthan
districts that did not share a superintendent?
» Did the percent of the budget devoted to adstraiive costs change with the shared superinténden
arrangement?
* What changes in ADM occurred after the shatgasntendent arrangement?
* Did changes in numbers of net option studeatsioafter the shared superintendent arrangement?
» Did changes in state aid occur after the shewpeérintendent arrangement?
» Did changes in the levy occur after the shatgzkrintendent arrangement?

* What changes in fiscal efficiency as measungaer pupil costs based on ADM took place after the
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shared superintendent arrangement?

» Did the district enter into other sharing agaments with neighboring districts?

* What unexpected costs were there in the steradgement?

» Did the district conduct a levy override? Diggdass? How much was the levy override?
* What changes in state/federal laws permittsttidis to share administrative staff?

Data Coallection

The 15 school districts in the state of Nebraska shared superintendents in 1998-1999 and wdre sti
sharing a superintendent in 20PQ02 were studied. Shared superintendent distkiete matched with a district tr
did not share a superintendent but was of simita, sesources, and cost grouping. A control gnwap employed
to ascertain whether the changes were due to ghamsaperintendent. Districts were matched for nexstbp,
resources, and cost grouping. These factors wargechbecause they were variables in the Nebras&ade
formula. Financial data the year before and the g#ar the superintendent sharing was enacte@@tl-2002
financial data were obtained from Annual FinanBaports (NDE 03-036) at the Nebraska Department of
Education. Financial data was also obtained frarardrol group of
15 districts of similar size, resources and costiging that did not share a superintendent. Thigs§ts and Facts
About Nebraska Schools 2001-2002 (Nebraska Depattafdeducation, 2002002) served as the resource for ¢
System resources and cost grouping was obtainaedtfre
2001-2002 State Aid Components found at the Nebr&s&partment of Education Website
(http://ess.nde.state.ne.us/SchoolFinance/Stat®aaath/). Net Option Students and General Fund erg
obtained from the State Aid Supplement (NDE 03-GbB}he years involved. The superintendents oflthehared
districts were interviewed by phone.

Descriptive data was tabled and analyzed in tHevfiahg manner. Data from AFR reports was colledtad
the following categories: Board of Education ExpesSuperintendent Expenses, Principal Expensemdias
Services Expenses, Total General Fund ExpenditAresjal Cost Per Pupil ADM, and ADM. Data was colézl
from the State Aid Supplement in the following arddet Option Students and General Fund Levy. Total
Administration Cost was calculated by adding Bazfréducation, Superintendent, Principal, and Bussrtgervices
Expenses. Administrative per pupil cost was catealdy dividing the calculated total administratogst by ADM.

Each category was recorded for the year beforergharsuperintendent, the year after sharing arsupadent, and
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the 20012002 year. The difference the year after sharing eedculated by subtracting the first year from
year before in each of the financial categorie® difference for the 2001-2002 year was calculatedubtracting
the
2001-2002 year from the year before sharing a sueedent. Dividing the financial category by tloéal general
fund expenditures and multiplying by 100 calculgbedcent of budget. Difference in percent of budetfirst year
was calculated by subtracting the percent of butlgetirst year from the percent of budget the yesHore sharing
superintendent. The difference in percent of buflyethe 2001-2002 year was calculated by subtigdthie percent
of budget for the 2001-2002 year from the percéhiuoget before sharing a superintendent. Thereifiee the first
year in each financial category was recorded foheghool district and averaged. Taking the sutherfinancial
category and dividing it by the number of districtdculated the average. The average differencdabéddirst year
and the 2001-2002 year was recorded in a tabledoh financial category and for shared and noneshdistricts.

Data analysis of the interviews was done using thoa®logy described by Miles and Huberman (1984g
interviews were recorded and transcribed. Firsideca single word or term, was created. Codesatbed similar
were clustered together.
Oneword codes were put in the left margin, and conga@nd analytical comments were listed on thet mgérgin
Next, meaning or patterns were derived from tha.dafter coding the interviews, the codes weretsbn ¢
spreadsheet (Appendix E). At the top of the columas the question. The codes were listed in thenwold'he
column was formatted in alphabetical order. Reauegrcodes that occurred in all of the interviewergvnoted.

A List and Definition of Technical Terminoloqgy

A study of sharing superintendents required a comsad of terms.

* Shared Superintendent—The shared superintem@eEndne who served two or more school districts as
the chief executive officer for the board of edumat Contract arrangements varied. The individual
school district may both contract with the persothe contract could be held by one district with t
other district purchasing services. The contraatdtbe 50-50 where the superintendent spends 50% of
their time in each district and each districts sdagqually in the superintendent expenses. A yaoiet
time-sharing arrangements might be found.

* Non-shared Superintendent—A non-shared sueadeint was a person who serves as chief executive

officer of only one district.
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» Efficiency—The definition of efficiency was tlefinition currently used by the Nebraska State
Department of Education which was per pupil cobe{S1988).

* Per Pupil Cost—Per pupil costs based on ADM thaggeneral fund expenditures on the annual fiahnc
report (AFR) divided by the ADM of the district ftine reported year.

* Total Administrative Cost—Total Administrati¥&sts was the sum of Board, Superintendent, Pahcip
and Business Services cost.

* Administrative Per Pupil Cost—Administrativergripil cost based on ADM was calculated by dividin
Total Administrative Costs by the ADM.

» Percent of Budget—Dividing the individual categby the total general fund expenditures and
multiplying by 100 calculated percent of Budget.

» Code—A single word term used to analyze inteatvdata. (Miles & Huberman, 1984)

De-limitations, limitations

De-imitations were defined as the restrictions immblg the study design that prevent the findingsfanc
true for all times and places. This study was detdid in its transferability because it was a staflguperintendent
sharing in only Nebraska from 192801. Data was averaged so individual school dtstrhay experience differe
financial savings or efficiencies than found bystkiudy. Limitations were built-in limits about thieosen method.
This study was limited because it dealt with orlyNebraska districts that shared a superintendehoaly for the
time frame from 1998-2001. Note that this studyusced when levy and expenditure lids were in place
Nebrask’s school finance system.

Significance

LB 1114 and LB 806 imposed a tax-levy lid of $1dkOdistricts for the years 1999-2001 (Winchest&09)
In the school year 2002002, the lid dropped to $1.00. Due to the legigaimposed levy lids most districts neec
to reduce budgets and do so in a manner that esgegkreal savings and efficiency. This study wadentify the
financial impact of sharing a superintendent amdetficiency of sharing a superintendent.

Decker and Talbot (1991) did extensive researdbwa on the attitudinal aspects of sharing a
superintendent. They examined why districts shapeisntendents, the redefined role of the superddat, attitude
in shared districts, and concluded with advicedistricts considering superintendent sharing. Deekel Talbot

(1991) in lowa and Charles Sederberg (1988) in smta found the major reason for sharing a supedi@nt was

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Caroline WincheMg Documents\Disertation HTML files\Che... 11/29/201i



Chapter Pagel3d of 74

financial. Neither of these studies reviewed theadistrict operating costs before and after emgeinto a
shared-superintendent agreement or the short agdéom financial impact. Moreover, a literaturarsé did not
reveal any studies in Nebraska or other statesatielyzed actual district expenses either shddray term (four
years). The results of this study could be usaddke recommendations to Nebraskaool districts considering tl

efficiency of sharing a superintendent.
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Chapter Two
Review of Literature
In an effort to meet the demands of efficiency,oathboards looked for ways to reduce costs. One way
school districts attempted to reduce expenseshvaagh cooperative programs such as purchasindiss@nd
equipment; sharing teachers, administrators, atititi@s; and cooperative programs in art, musig] driver
education. Jones and Hendrickson (1988) surveyaddd school districts with enrollments less tBa students.
They found that the most practiced program inv@wooperative action in Idaho was the purchasingupplies.
Another form of cooperation in Idaho was for schaistricts to combine programs such as art, masid,driver
education. In lowa, Decker and Talbot (1991) regmbrhcreased state funding for schools that shadesdes,
teachers and administrators. The incentives wessguobby the lowa legislature in 1986. By 1991-1992 school
districts were sharing a superintendent (Bolte®320Furtwengler, Furtwengler, Turk and Hurst (108ndied
collaboration between two school districts in Kanskhe two districts in Kansas shared resourcesder to
increase efficiencies while maintaining quality ealtion for their children. Bass (1987) surveyedes&alucation
personnel for the 50 states. Bass (1987) foundgtiestter efficiency could be obtained in small kschool districts
by inter-district cooperation in sharing studetgschers, administrators, and facilities. In MirotasSederberg
(1988) reported that, through cooperation, schooldd work together to increase efficiency and adiooal
program opportunity. Sederberg’s model involvecefated districts. A 1986 Midcontinent Regional Eatianal
Laboratory publication titled “Redesigning RuralUedtion: Ideas For Action” discussed about imtistrict sharing
It was noted in this article that the informatiareaequires independent thinkers who can work tegeT he article
reported that rural schools should take advantagfeecstrengths of rural communities and form @usof schools.
It was suggested that these schools should bee@dime size and be within driving distance. A comiagenda or
problem would be the driving force to establishisalusters. Cowles (1995) reported that schoofidistin
California have cost advantages in sharing fagditvith other public schools or public agenciehsagtowns or
cities. In addition, the school districts stateattimcreased public relations and expanded oppitigsiior youth
programs were benefits of sharing facilities. Si@facilities with another public agency enhandesischool’'s
public image as efficient users of tax dollars. BEand May (1989) examined school districts indomho had
entered into an interdistrict sharing arrangemiantheir study districts were sharing administraf@éeachers,

facilities, activities, and technology. Decker dvidy (1989) reported that inter-district sharing lcolelp deal with
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the problem of declining enrollment while strivitgmaintain or improve educational climate.

Sharing a superintendent is one cooperative progfmatschool districts chose to address declinmantcial
resources. Bratlie (1990), Decker and McCumseyZ),IPecker and Talbot (1989), Hull (1988), and $bdry
(1988) did much of the research on shared supedetds. These studies revealed that the sharisgpafrintenden
was quite common nationally. The East and Westtsaaported the earliest activity of shared supendents and,
later the popularity, spread to the Midwest. In éowowa Code 280.15 (Bratlie, 1990) allowed forasuidistricts
that shared a superintendent to add additionaéstadhus increasing their state aid. Bratlie (3980nd that most
districts participating in the program had K-12a@iments of less than 600 students and were less1b miles
apart.

Several studies cited finances as the reason &ingha superintendent. Sederberg (1988) citedB& &fudy
of 63 shared superintendents in 21 states. Irstbddy finances was the reason schools shared stgregdents. Sixty
percent of these sharsdperintendent districts were low enrollment diséri Most of the school boards in the scl
districts perceived that a multiple-district admsinative team could improve administrative effigdgm@and
effectiveness. Studies done by Decker and Tall@81land Decker and McCumsey (1992) in lowa alsodicthat
a major reason for sharing superintendents wasdiah In lowa there were generous monetary indwgsfor
districts that engaged in sharing practices. Ristiihat shared superintendents could claim as ms2p additional
students for funding purposes which resulted ingased state aid or revenue. Another reason foinghaas the
desire on the part of school boards to investigassible whole-grade sharing in the future. In whgdlade sharing,
one district sends students to another distriat.e%ample, one district may house grades 7-9 whédeother district
contains grades 10-12. Decker and McCumsey (199®)rted, also, that school board presidents fattgharing
superintendents was a way to bring the distrigietteer for an eventual merger. Some districts tiseddditional
dollars for programs such as curriculum coordirgtmcreased support staff, more faculty, and audit
administrators.

Other studies found financial issues as the remosharing a superintendent. Bratlie (1990) stddiehool
districts in Minnesota and lowa that were sharimgesintendents. Financial savings was the primeagon school
districts decided to share a superintendent. Therityaof the superintendents and school boardigesds felt that
sharing a superintendent assisted in accomplishtegded school board goals. Loven (1991) did ditqtise case

study of three shared superintendent districtomheast lowa. He found financial efficiency as ithigal
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motivating factor for sharing superintendents. ldeatuded that superintendent sharing was desirgtiie
long-range goals were to enter into collaboratieres such as whole-grade sharing, or merger sifidis.
Schiefelbein (2000) cited the major reasons forisa superintendent were financial, geographpcakimity of
the school districts, and declining student enrefimWinchester (1999) found that 88% of the redpan
superintendents in Nebraska listed finances assti@on for sharing a superintendent. Other redsosfiaring a
superintendent were possible merger of districé4)7and inability to find a suitable superintendesmdidate
(50%). In Winchester’s (1999) study, significantisgs occurred after the shared superintendenhgeraent in
superintendent salary, total superintendent c@32(), and percent of administrative costs. Fiftycent of the
superintendents responded that the district wauwddesa superintendent even if it did not represest savings.
Thirty-eight percent said they would not and 12%ewsot sure.

Superintendent sharing had their drawbacks. Ha&8() described Vermont that as having many shared
superintendent districts called supervisory uni@tridts. Superintendents in rural areas oftenestas many as a
dozen school districts. Each of these districtsdnddard of education. This meant a superinteriahtl2 board
meetings and would be spending a numerous houttsearmad between districts. Vermont experienced hig
superintendent turnover rates in shared distrifatsm his studies Heath (1980) stated that schamidsocould
expect high turnover in a shared superintendeanhgament. Bluhm (1998) and Decker and McCumsey2(199
found similar results. The majority of the supegimdents in shared districts reported the arrangeaselneing more
stressful. Role ambiguity and role overload ocalisden there were competing community expectatous
multiple district problems. Decker and McCumsey9@pfound the greatest weakness in sharing a supedent
was that it was time consuming. Heath (1980) dbsdrthe concern as “being overtaken by events3%p.

Winchester (1999) found that 88% of the superindaits] 72% of the principals and 55% of the clerstaff
perceived they had more responsibility after theratt superintendent arrangement. A significant gaam time
spent on the job per week occurred for superintetsg@rincipals, and clerical staff. Superintendesported they
spent five more hours on the job per week, prinsipalicated they spent an increase of six hound,cerical staff
felt the increase in time per week was two hoursddition, a significant decrease in the numbestwdlents was
noted in districts that shared a superintendersto Aber pupil costs significantly increased $504hared
superintendent districts.

Bratlie (1990) found a number of disadvantagesh#oiag superintendents. Burnout and availabilityenthe
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most frequent disadvantages cited by schools b@adsuperintendents. Superintendents of two-shared
districts did two of many things: two board meesimgr month and two of the many the state repasticioughou
the year. In addition, activities are doubled and impossible to be in two places. If a perceieadis arises the
superintendent may be at the other district. Treg why Schiefelbein (2000) cited availability ansibility of the
superintendent in both districts as a drawbackiadad a lesser problem was increased workload emtimcipals
and secretaries.

Districts that entered into sharing arrangementk stperintendents had legal interlocal agreemdamts.
interlocal cooperative agreement involved the sigpof resources between a school district and andolcal
governmental unit. Interlocals could be establistoec number of different reasons and could takaraber of
different forms. These legal arrangements stipdltie conditions of the sharing arrangement. Inril&{a school
districts were authorized to enter into cooperatigreements under the Interlocal Cooperation Attrakka
Statutes 13-801 to 13-827. Decker and McCumsey2)1fé@ind contracts ranged from 50-50 toZ5%percent splits
In most cases superintendents were allowed teelwéfé in their schedules and spend time in a matihey deeme
most appropriate.

Decker and McCumsey (1992) found the role of thé&lmg principal to be affected by the shared
superintendent arrangement. In very small disttleésbuilding principal took on added responsiigifit Overseeing
food service, transportation, and buildings andugds were some areas that now became the prirgjpal’ This
study found that principals were compensated bet#4¢000 and $8,000 for their added responsitslitie

A major purpose of sharing a superintendent wgsdmote efficiency. The school finance literature
contained extensive discussion about efficiencytaowl it should be defined. Simkins (1994) definéctciency as
“the achievement of given outcomes at least cqstl6). He also distinguished between numerousiefity

concepts.

Productionefficiency concerns the relation between resoumpets and outputs: It compriseschnical
efficiency-combining resources in ways which maxenoutput per unit of input aratice efficiency-
choosing that combination of resources which méless use of a budget given a particular pattenelafive
prices. (Simkins, 1994, p. 16)

Simkins (1994) found that when budget losses isg@and schools got smaller, efficiency strategm®
replaced by economy strategies. The main conceeacafiomy strategies was to save money whatevéorlgeterm

costs, while efficiency strategies were designeputcsue key priorities with fewer resources. Anragée of an
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economy strategy would be not replacing staff kbitthe school district regardless of the positiloay
occupied.

Hallak (1967) defined efficiency as ttapacity to produce maximum results with consgdiatrt or
minimum effort with constant result. Hallak statbdt to improve efficiency in education one musdrule the
nature and make up of the system. Hallak felt theiency of educational systems could be improbgddjusting
the targets, by making the best use of factorsweoes, or by improving the process. Hallak felt ghatductivity
was also a measure of efficiency. In order to meagroductivity, a type of weighing system needetlé found.
One such system considered the students’ actevénitiome. Thus schools with significant numberstoélents that
failed to graduate would be deemed less efficient.

The state of Oregon defined efficient schools aseldistricts that achieved greater economiesadé sxy
educating a larger number of students at loweisqd&rstegen, 1990). Bass (1987) defined the efiy of
operation as the ability to achieve greater edanatioutput per unit of resource input. As a regaige districts
could provide greater efficiency because of lagasses, which provided the ability to allocatefixosts over a
larger enroliment base. In the 1950’s, Harvard iBesd James Conant felt that for a school to bieiefft it had to
have at least 100 students in the graduating diéasy districts followed Conarg’industrial model still today (Sh
1988).

The traditional definition of efficiency was priper unit of production (Hickrod & Genge, 1994). In
education terms price per unit of production wasveoted to cost per pupil. The Nebraska DepartraEBtlucation
used per-pupil costs to make school comparisonsffmiency (Sher, 1988). Sher also stated thappeil costs was
not a valid indicator of efficiency and discrimiratagainst rural schools. Hickrod and Genge (1f24d that
districts could achieve economic efficiency if thaig not have children with special needs, didtrextsport
students over many miles, and if they did not nteqarovide highly specialized courses such as athvatacement
courses. Few districts were blessed with such wistances. Hickrod and Genge (1994) stated, “Inipeolucation
it does not appear that one can maximize the dgaadanomic efficiency and also maximize the gogbaffessional
effectiveness” (p. 221).

In lowa, Greimann (1992) reported that in 1981-19B8re were two school districts that shared one
superintendent; in 1985-1986, 10 districts sharegiduperintendents; in 1991-1992, 116 schoolidistreported

sharing 58 superintendents. A review of the 2000220wa Public School District Directory data fou2@ districts
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that were sharing 10 superintendents.

The literature review revealed school districtsduaenumber of cooperative programs such as: sharing
administrators, sharing teachers, sharing faglitsharing activities, and purchasing supplies.pécative programs
were one way school districts attempted to redupemditures while maintaining quality educationnfeostate suc
as lowa provided monetary incentives if districtsthool districts that shared superintendenteamtters or
engaged in whole grade sharing. Some school dstreeve shared facilities with other public agesdiie cities an
these cooperative agreements resulted in incrgaddat relations and expanded opportunities fortgqarograms.

The biggest reason for sharing superintendentsshatgiven by most studies was to reduce expemseta
increase administrative efficiency. Sederberg (1J9B8cker and Talbot (1991), Bratlie (1990), Lo\&891),
Winchester (1999), and Schiefelbein (2000) allccfieances as a major reason for sharing a supedet.
Winchester (1999) found significant savings ocatlirethe areas of superintendent salary, total rsugeedent
expenses, and percent of administrative budgeer@é&asons for sharing a superintendent includebingey
enrollment, possible merger of districts, and ifighio find a suitable superintendent candidateaviibacks to
sharing a superintendent included high turnovessiahcreased stress, time consuming, increaspdeibility for
principals, availability, and visibility.

Increasing administrative efficiency was a majanagrn of school districts that were faced with ot

enrollments and declining resources. The traditideéinition in education was per pupil cost.
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Chapter Three
M ethodology

In 1998, the legislature passed LB1114 and LB 8Uth¢hester, 1999). LB 1114 put lids on budgeted
income and expenditures. Under the levy lid schiigiticts in Nebraska were allowed by law to oryyl $1.10 per
$100 of assessed property valuation starting JUAPQO. The levy lid decreased to $1.00 on Julyl2@®addition,
the State of Nebraska had reduced revenues, wisciited in a potential budget deficit. Since ssadeto K-12
education was one of the largest recipients oédtatds, the state in the spring of 2002 decreagkth public
schools. With declining revenues, school districtslebraska were looking for ways to increase adstrative
efficiency and reduce administrative costs. Thiglgtwas undertaken to see what cost savings sdistatts could
expect if they decided to share a superintendethtaviother district.

The 15 school districts in the state of Nebraska shared superintendents in 1998-1999 and in 2002-
were studied. The 15 shared districts were: Sargent
Cedar Bluffs, Prague, Wilcox, Axtell, Greeley, Nottoup-Scotia, Milligan, Exeter, Dodge, Howells,cadia, Loup
County, Litchfield, and Ravenna. Sargent sharagparsntendent at first with the Ansley School Octtand later
with the Arnold School District during this timenped. Howells and Dodge started sharing a superddést in 1989-
1990. Sargent started sharing a superintender®td6-1997. Greeley and North Lo@zotia shared a superintenc
beginning the 1997-1998 school year. Ten distbetgan their sharing endeavor in 1998-1999. Shared
superintendent districts were matched with a disthniat did not share a superintendent but waswfas size,
resources, and cost grouping. These factors wereted because they were variables in the Nebifaskace
formula. A control group was employed to ascernt@iether the changes were due to sharing a supedenée
Districts were matched for size using the 2001-2862istics and Facts About Nebraska Schools (lsé&hra
Department of Education, 2002). Each of the 15eshdistricts was paired with a district of simigze that did not
share a superintendent. The 15 shared districtath@a¥erage of 206 students while the non-shastdats had an
average student enrollment of 212. The pairedidisttso had similar resources as reported by NbDte 2001-
2002 State Aid Components found on NDE’s Web Sitebfaska Department of Education, 2002). Sharedadss
averaged $1,111,808 in resources. Mbared districts averaged $1,286,113. The paitdalialso was in the sar
cost grouping as reported by State Aid Compondiits.Nebraska State Aid formula used cost groupimgs

determine the amount of state aid per pupil eastnicli received. The three cost groups were stahdaarse, and
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very sparse. For the 2001-2002 school year thelatdrper pupil payment was $4,814.02, sparse was
$5,633.78, and very sparse was $6,483.60 (InbodgcKe, Meyer, Bergquist, & Eret, 2003). A districtst
grouping was determined by the number of studesitsguare mile in the school district. Nine of shared and
nine of the non-shared districts were in the stethdast category whereas six of the shared andshared districts
were in the sparse category. Table 1 listed theegarrangements.
Financial data in the areas of board of educatupeeses (01-2-02310-000), superintendent expefie-02320-
000), principal expenses (01-2-02400-000), totakgal administration-business services (01-2-0251@), total

general fund expenses
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Table 1
Paired District:

School Number of Students* Resour cesin Dollars** Cost Group**

Arcadia 115 552,379 Sparse
Hay Spring 15¢ 817,06¢ Spars
Axtell 312 1,863,543 Standard
Scribne-Snyde 314 1,743,20. Standar
Cedar Bluffs 301 2,040,694 Standard
Shelby 29¢ 1,874,03: Standar
Dodge 164 1,277,482 Standard
Risinc City 167 1,194,11! Standar
Exetor 206 1,355,749 Standard
Dorcheste 211 1,240,701 Standar
Greeley 130 711,466 Sparse
Spaulding 13C 743,24 Spars
Howells 223 1,196,998 Standard
Clay Cente 227 1,075,41 Standar
Litchfield 121 867,755 Sparse
Lodgepol 124 961,52: Spars
Loup County 134 905,629 Sparse
Wheatlani 13¢ 1,052,02; Spars
Milligan 132 729,371 Standard
Hildreth 134 1,151,25 Standar
North Loup Scotia 217 1,046,666 Sparse
Cedar Rapic 20z 1,509,14 Spars
Prague 151 682,377 Standard
Beeme 151 719,78¢ Standar
Revenna 472 2,143,346 Standard
Plainview 45¢ 2,279,73 Standar
Sargent 228 1,168,939 Sparse
Callaway 244 1,471,19. Spars
Wilcox 207 1,384,738 Standard
St. Edward 221 1,459,24! Standar

*Statistics and Facts About Nebraska Schools 2@mR22

**2001/2002 NDE School Finance & Organization Seea State Aid Components
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(01-2-20400-000), state aid (01-1-03110-000), AON-0-99820-000) and per pupil costs based on ADBAGO
99860-000) were obtained from the AFR (NDE 03-03®)e numbers in parentheses represent the line ensmb
from the Nebraska AFR Form. The number of net opsitidents and general fund levy were found irNieleraska
State Aid Supplement (NDE 03-018). This data wdkegad for the year before sharing a superintenoesirred,
the first year of sharing a superintendent, an®0®L-2002 year of sharing a superintendent.

Total Administration Cost was calculated from thensof the board, superintendent, principal, andegan
administration-business services categories. Aditnative Cost Per Pupil based on ADM was calculatethking
the Total Administration Cost divided by ADM. Thifdrence the year after sharing was calculateduitracting
the first year from the year before sharing in eaictine financial categories. The difference far 28001-2002 year
was calculated by subtracting the 2001-2002 yean the year before sharing a superintendent. [@iffee the first
year of sharing and difference for the 2001-2002r yeas recorded in a table for each school in eatdgory. The
results from the 15 shared schools were averagezhfth category. Results for the non-shared schoeris
averaged as well.

The percent of the budget was calculated for beapgnses, superintendent expenses, principal expens
general administration-business services, and &oaiinistration for the years before sharing a sofndent, the
year after sharing started and the 2@0D2 school year. Taking the item expense and idiyid by the total gener:
fund expenditures and multiplying the quotient I8 Tound the percent of the budget. The differandbe percent
of the budget the first year was calculated by rauaiing the percent of the budget before shariogfthe first year.
The percent of budget the last year was found byracting the percent before from the 2001-2002 j@aeach of
the categories. The results from the 15 sharedd€heere averaged for each category. Results éontim-shared
schools were averaged as well.

The superintendents of the shared districts in 22 were interviewed by phone. Prior to the wiew the
superintendents were sent a cover letter (AppeAjland a list of the questions (Appendix B). Theemiews
covered the following questions:

* Why did your district start sharing a supentent?
* Are you still sharing a superintendent? If sloaring, what arrangements do you now have?
» If not sharing, why was the sharing arrangendéestontinued?

* What are/were the advantages of sharing a istpedent?
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* What are/were the disadvantages of sharingpersuendent?

* What other shared arrangements have you entareds a result of sharing a superintendent?

* Did sharing a superintendent assist with disgoals?

* Did you conduct a levy override? When and mwek the levy override?

* What changes in state/federal laws may haveecthyou to share a superintendent?

» Are there any special circumstances in thefiastyears that may have impacted your budget?

* Would you recommend districts enter into a stla@uperintendent arrangement?

* What else can you tell me about the sharedrsupedent arrangement?
The interviews were conducted between Septembe2(8XB and October 3, 2003. The superintendents aliere
male. All the interviews were semi-structured usangtandardized protocol designed by the authopéagix C).
The author limited participation to asking the diges in the protocol. Occasionally, the authoregavbrief
response to the questions such as, “That was athoadht.” The author took notes and recordedrterviews on
tape.

The author designed the interview prokoAt the top of the page the protocol listedtiie of the research
project. An information section that included treeme of the subject, date of the interview, locataond school
where the subject was superintendent followedntiriroduction followed the information section.éffk were two
paragraphs that were read to the participanthdditst paragraph, the participants were thankebthe reason for
the superintendent’s selection was explained. Hnagyaphs, also, outlined the interview procedline. protocol
was formatted so that there were no more than testipns per page. Margins were set so that there &inches
on the left hand margin. Space was left below testjon for notes. To the right of the questiothia right hand
margin, comments and other observations were made.

With the participant’s permission, am@atape player/recorder recorded the interview#ioing the
interviews, the tapes were replayed and transcrieeoiatim. A computer was used to record the writte
transcriptions. Margins were set at one and onferinaies on the left side and two and one half @scbn the right
side to facilitate the coding of the data. Themvitavs were then coded. Key words and phrases weaterlined.
The words and or phrases were written in the tgimd column. Observations and themes were writtehe left
column.

Data analysis of the interviews wasalasing a methodology described by Miles and Hubear(d984).
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First a code, a single word or term, was createdeS that were similar were clustered together-@wrel codes
were put in the left margin, and conceptual andydical comments were listed on the right margiexl meaning
or patterns were derived from the data. After cgdire interviews, the codes were listed on a sigieset (Appendi
E). At the top of the column was the question. Gbees were listed in the column. The column wasméited in
alphabetical order. Reoccurring codes that occurredl of the interviews were noted.

A copy of the transcribed interview vgast to each of the participants
(Appendix D). The superintendents reviewed thesttapts of the interviews and either approved sagproved th
interview and provided changes if needed. In aoldjtihe superintendents were given the emergingeékeand
made comments and observations. They were askieel themes that emerged were important to the ctudel if
the considerations made sense. For reliabilitgcasd person that was not familiar with the pgstiaits or the sites
coded the interviews and discussed his/her findimtisthe researcher. To protect the anonymityhefgarticipants,
pseudonyms were used. Tapes and notes were kaseicured file. The author was the only one wittess to the

material.

Chapter Four
Findings

Reporting of Findings

Fifteen school districts in the state of Nebrasia shared superintendents in 1998-1999, and ui#re s
sharing a superintendent in 202@02, were studied. Identical financial data watsioled from 15 school districts
similar size and resources but who did not shangparintendent. The first question addressed bygttigy was:
What were the financial changes as measured bgrd@hd percent of budget allocated for distrizéd shared a

superintendent in the areas of Board of Education
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(01-2-02310-000), Superintendent (01-2-02320-0B@hcipal (01-2-02400-000), Total General
Administration-Business Services (01-2-02510-000fal Administration, Administrative Per Pupil Ce®ased on
ADM, Total General Fund Expenditures
(01-2-20400-000), State Aid (01-1-03110-000) andvdal Cost per Pupil based on ADM (00-0-9988IM)? For th
purpose of this study total Administration was oédted to be the sum of Board, Superintendentchah and
Business Services costs. Administrative per Pugst based on ADM was calculated by dividing theal ot
Administrative Costs by the ADM. The data for thigestion was obtained by examining the AFR of thedhools
and their paired districts. The difference in tHieRAline items between the year before sharing arsutendent and
the first year of sharing a superintendent wasutaled for the 15 districts and their pairs. Tokl@d the long-term
effects, a similar calculation was made betweeryéae before the shared superintendency and tlombkgbar 2001-
2002 to look at the long-term effects. The reswkse averaged for the 15 schools and their pantsaare

illustrated in Table 2.

Table 2

Annual Financial Report Data for Shared and Not i@daSuperintendent Scho

Category Average Difference First Year Not Average Difference Last Year ($)
Shared ($) Shared ($) Shared Not Shared
Boarc -1,07: -4,04¢ 3,361 891
Superintendel -12,60" -42 -1,181 15,18(
Principa 3,82¢ -1,967 25,09¢ 10,60«
Business Servic 1,42¢ 2,702 3,98¢ 6,624
Total Administratiol -8,42¢ -3,35¢2 31,26: 33,29¢
ADM -3 -5 -7 -24
Administrative Cost -21 15 207 926
per Pupil on ADM
Total General Fund 19,304 10,698 307,168 260,495
Expenditure
State Aic -20,21: -14,72: 32,70: -19,65(
Annual Cost/Pupil 198 284 2,029 2,183

Based on ADN

The percent of budget was calculated when eachténewas divided by the General Fund Expenditiweshe
year before sharing a superintendent and multiglyive quotient by 100. Percent of budget was catled|for the

line items of Board, Superintendent, Principal, iBass Services, and Total Administration. This dase for the
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year before sharing a superintendent, the yeartakesharing stated and the 202 year. The difference w
then calculated by taking the percentage they@at from the percentage before sharing. The éifies for the
2001-2002 year was determined by subtracting therdsharing percentage from the 2001-2002 yearepdage.
This method was used to calculate percentages! fbb ahared superintendent districts and for thie-shared

paired districts. The results were presented iferab

Table 3

Percentage of Budget for Selected Line Items faréghand No-Shared Districts (%)

Category Average Difference First Year Not Average Difference Last Year
Shared Shared Shared Not Shared
Boarc -0.1C -0.4i 0.01 -0.14
Superintendel -1.01 -0.1C -1.2¢ -0.4¢
Principa 0.2z -0.1% 0.6C -0.5C
Business Servic 0.1z 0.1¢ -0.2¢ -0.14
Total Administratiol -0.7¢ -0.41 -0.9¢ -1.2¢
Total Budge 1.3¢€ 1.61 27.5¢ 19.9:

Seven shared superintendent districts showed aasein board expenses the first year. One shared
superintendent district showed no change and sgetnicts showed an increase in Board expensesaVéiage we
a decrease of $1,073 the first year of sharingparsutendent. For the districts that did not slaaseiperintendent in
the first year period, 12 showed a decrease aratlZih increase in Board expenses. The average deasease of
$4,045 the first year.

For the percent of budget for Board Expenses, baeed district showed no change, 8 shared distranisa
decrease in expenses and 6 shared districts srmwedrease. The average for the 15 shared sugedient district
was a decrease of .10%. For the non-shared dssttizthad a decrease in percent Board expenseslaadian
increase. The average for non-shared districtsanescrease of .47% the first year.

As in an earlier study by Winchesi{@©999), the area of the superintendent showedthst decrease the fii
year. In the first year, 11 of the shared distrsttewed a decrease in superintendent costs, amowed an increase.
The average was a decrease $12,607 in the sharedrdandent districts the first year of the shared

superintendency. For the districts that did notslaasuperintendent in the first year period, 5astba decrease in
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superintendent costs while 10 showed an incredseaVerage change for non-shared districts was a
decrease of $42 the first year.

In percent difference for shared superintende@shhred districts showed a decrease in percéntdyfet
while 3 showed an increase. The average was aaecne percent of budget of 1.01%. For the noneshdistricts,
8 districts showed a decrease in percent of butigdirst year. Seven districts showed an incraapercent of
superintendent budget expenses. The average faotiirgehared districts was a decrease of 0.10%r8te/éar.

In the area of Principal expenses the first yeahafring a superintendent,

3 shared superintendent districts showed a degreas&2 showed an increase. The average for gnedgldistricts
was an increase of $3,829 for the first year ofiagaFor the districts that did not share a sugendent, 5 showed
a decrease in principal costs. Ten districts shaavethcrease. The average for the non-sharedatsstvias a
decrease of $1,967 in the first year period.

In percent difference the first year in the are®oficipal expenses, five shared districts showddcaease i
percent of budget. However, ten showed an incrédseaverage was an increase of 0.22%. For theshared
districts, eight showed a decrease while seven sti@m increase in percent of budget for the ar&aintipal. The
average for the non-shared districts was a decddx&5%.

Eleven shared superintendent districts showed redee in General Administration Business Serviges t
first year of sharing a superintendent. Four shoarethcrease. The average for the first year aofisha
superintendent was an increase of $1,425. Sixatsthat did not share a superintendent the f&at, had a
decrease in Business Services, and nine had aase&rThe average increase for the stwared districts in Busine
Services was $2,702.

In the first year the percent difference for Geh@dministration Business Services for shared ohtsgr
showed 13 districts with a decrease in percerfi@budget. Two shared districts showed an incregsercent. The
average for the 15 shared districts was an increéa84.3%. For the non-shared districts, 7 showddaease while
8 had an increase. The average for the non-shasetttd in General Administration Business Sersiegas an
increase of 0.16%.

Total Administration was the sum of Board, Supematent, Principal, and Business Services costal Tot
Administrative costs in the first year of sharinguperintendent showed a decrease in eight ofistcts the first

year. On the other hand, seven districts had aease in total administrative costs. The averagéditst year for th:
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shared districts was a decrease of $8,425. Fardhshared districts in the first year period, thereensght
districts that showed a decrease in total admatigt costs. Seven districts had an increase. Téage for the firs
year period for the
non-shared districts was a decrease of $3,352.

The Percent Difference the first year for sharestridits for Total Administration revealed 11 distsi had a
decrease. Four shared districts had an increageavidrage percent difference for shared distriets avdecrease of
0.76%. In the non-shared category, 11 districtsehddcrease in percent Total Administration whitlistricts had
an increase. The average for non-shared distriassandecrease of 0.41%.

Taking the Total Administrative Cost and dividiridpy the ADM calculated Administrative Per Pupilsto
based on ADM. For the shared districts, nine distihad a decrease in per pupil costs the firgt y&ae district
showed no change, and five districts had an inergaAdministrative per Pupil Costs the first yeBne average for
the shared districts was a decrease of $21. Faradheshared districts, seven districts had a deereile eight
showed an increase. The average for the non-skadts in Administrative PePupil Cost based on ADM was
increase of $15.

Seven shared districts showed a decrease in GédnerdlExpenditures the first year. However, eidjatred
districts had an increase. The average for theedtdistricts was an increase of $19,304. In thestared district
category for General Fund Expenditures, five ditdrshowed a decrease, but ten districts incre¢hseadGeneral
Fund Expenditures the first year. The averageiteeyfear for non-shared districts the first yeasvan increase of
$10,698.

For the percent difference the first year for satestricts in General Fund Expenditures, sevetnidis had
a decrease, but eight districts exhibited an irsge@he average for the first year of sharing &sopendent was an
increase of 1.36% of the General Fund Expendituinethie non-shared district category, ten distria@d an increase
in percent of General Fund Expenditures, but fistridts displayed a decrease. The average wascaeaise of
1.61%.

In the area of state aid receipts, ten of the shdistricts lost state aid in the first year of ishag a
superintendent. Five districts gained state ai@ dVerage for shared districts the first year wass of $20,211.
The districts that were not sharing a superintentdad nine districts that lost state aid. Six & tlonshared distric

gained state aid in the first year period. The sbared districts also had an average loss in sichtef $14,722.
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Four shared districts showed a decrease in pel pogis based on ADM the first year a superintehders
shared. Eleven districts showed an increase, andwhrage was an increase of $198. For the noeghlistricts,
two districts had a decrease in per pupil costedbas ADM the first year period. Thirteen districisreased their
per pupil expenditures. The average for the nomeshdistricts during the first year period was $284

The financial data was examined for the year 2000220 check for the
long-term effects of sharing a superintendent. Bivihe shared superintendent districts for thel2P002 year
showed a decrease in board expenses. Ten disioiged an increase in Board expenses. The avergarw
increase of $3,361 for the 2001-2002 year of sigaaisuperintendent. For the districts that didshaire a
superintendent in the 2001-2002 year period, esgbtved a decrease, and seven had an increaseroh &qeenses.
The average was an increase of $891 for the 2002-26ar for non-shared districts.

For the percent of budget for Board Expenses, ieghdistricts had a decrease in expenses, and&sha
districts showed an increase. The average for3hghared superintendent districts was an increla@®b%. For th
non-shared districts, 10 had a decrease in peBmard expenses, and 5 had an increase. The average-sharec
districts was a decrease of 0.14% for the 2001-3@QaZ2.

In the 2001-2002 year, 8 of the shared districts\a&t a decrease in superintendent costs, and 7eshanv
increase. The average was a decrease $1,181shdhed superintendent districts for the 2001-2@G2 ¢f the
shared superintendency. For the districts thahdidshare a superintendent in the first year pe2isdowed a
decrease in superintendent costs while 13 show@ttegase. The average change for non-sharedctisivas an
increase of $15,180 for the 2001-2002 year.

In percent difference in Superintendent expenseshared superintendents,

13 shared districts showed a decrease in percdntdgfet while 2 showed an increase. The averagawlasrease
in percent of budget for Superintendent Expensds2d%. For the non-shared districts, 6 distribtsnged a
decrease in percent of budget for the 2001-2002 e districts showed an increase in percesugerintendent
budget expenses. The average for the non-shareittdisvas a decrease of 0.48% for the

2001-2002 year.

In the area of Principal expenses for the 2001-2@@a2 of sharing a superintendent, 1 shared supadant
district showed a decrease, but 14 showed an iperddne average for the shared districts was anase of

$25,095 for the
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2001-2002 year of sharing. For the districts thatrat share a superintendent, 4 showed a deciease
principal costs. Eleven districts showed and ineeed he average for the non-shared districts wascaease of
$10,604 in the area of Principal Expenses for 8@&.2002 year period.

In percent difference for the 2001-2002 year inghea of Principal expenses, six shared distriatsved a
decrease in percent of budget. However, nine sh@amnedcrease. The average was an increase of Ofe@%he
non-shared districts, nine showed a decrease wiilghowed an increase in percent of budget foatba of
Principal. The average for the non-shared distuets a decrease of 0.50% for the
2001-2002 year.

Five shared superintendent districts showed a deerm General Administration Business Serviceshier
2001-2002 year of sharing a superintendent. Tewsti@n increase. The average for the 2001-20020festraring
a superintendent was an increase of $3,988. Fictisthat did not share a superintendent for2b@1-2002 year,
six had a decrease in Business Services, and atharhincrease. The average for the non-sharecttish
Business Services was an increase of $6,624 fatGb#-2002 year.

In the 2001-2002 year the percent difference fanégea Administration Business Services for shared
districts showed 9 districts with a decrease ic@etr of the budget. Six shared districts showenhenease in
percent. The average for the 15 shared districssandecrease of 0.28%. For the non-shared districisowed a
decrease while 8 had an increase. The averagkdaran-shared districts in General AdministratiasiBess
Services was a decrease of 0.14% for the 2001-2682

Total Administration was the sum of Board, Supematent, Principal, and Business Services costal Tot
Administrative costs in the 20002 year of sharing a superintendent showed a&dserin 2 of the districts. On
other hand, 13 districts had an increase in tataliaistrative costs. The average for the 2001-2@6# for the
shared districts was an increase of $31,262. Fondim-shared districts in the 2001-2002 year pethate were 2
districts that showed a decrease in total admatisgt costs. Thirteen districts had an increase.aJerage for the
2001-2002 year period for the non-shared distriets an increase of $33,299.

The Percent Difference for the 2001-2002 year harad districts for Total Administration revealezl 1
districts had a decrease. Three shared districkehancrease. The average percent differencentoed districts
was a decrease of 0.95%. In the mhyared category, 9 districts had a decrease irpeiotal Administration whil

6 districts had an increase. The average for nanesihdistricts was a decrease of 1.26%.
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Total Administrative Cost and divided by ADM wa®tbalculated Administrative Per Pupil Cost based on
ADM. For the shared districts, one district hadearéase in per pupil costs for the 2@ID2 year. Fourteen distri
had an increase in Administrative per Pupil Cdsesfirst year. The average for the shared distwets an increase
of $207. None of the non-shared districts, hadaedese. All 15 districts showed an increase foR0@12002 year
The average for the non-shared districts in Adniaisre Per Pupil Cost based on ADM was an incred$269.

None of the shared districts showed a decreasemei@l Fund Expenditures for the 2001-2002 yedrl Al
of the shared districts had an increase. The agdmaghe shared districts was an increase of 88®9,In the non-
shared district category for General Fund Expeneltuagain none of the districts showed a decrédisb districts
increased their General Fund Expenditures for 6842002 year. The average for the 2001-2002 ywardn-
shared districts was an increase of $260,495.

For the percent difference for the 2001-2002 yeashared districts in General Fund Expenditureagrof
the districts had a decrease. All 15 districts litdd an increase. The average for the 2001-2082qgfesharing a
superintendent was an increase of 27.56% of thei@eRund Expenditures. In the non-shared distattgory,
again none of the districts had a decrease in peatéseneral Fund Expenditures. All 15 of the mliss displayed
an increase. The average for the non-shared déswas an increase of 19.92%.

In the area of state aid receipts, 7 of the shdigdcts lost state aid in the
2001-2002 year of the superintendent sharing. ESgated districts gained state aid. The averagefgashared
districts for the 2002002 year was $51,927. The districts that wereshating a superintendent had 11 districts
lost state aid. Four of the
non-shared districts gained state aid in the 20I2%ear period. The non-shared districts alsodmaaverage loss
in state aid of $19,650.

Based on ADM for the 2001-2002 year a superintenhd@s shared, none of the shared districts showed a
decrease in per pupil costs. All 15 of the shaisttidts showed an increase, and the average waxase of
$2029. The non-shared districts also had no distwith a decrease in per pupil costs based on A@\he first
year period. All 15 of the non-shared districtsr@ased their per pupil expenditures. The averagténon-shared
districts during the 2001-2002 year period wasmangase of $2,183.

The second question addressed by the study wasd3tdsavings occur after the shared superintendent

arrangement? Table 2 contains the averaged datledi5 school districts and their pairs. During fiinst year for

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Caroline WincheMg Documents\Disertation HTML files\Che... 11/29/201i



Chapter Page33 of 74

the shared superintendent districts, cost savingsroed in the areas of Board of Education, Supsmatent,
Total Administration, and Administrative Per Pupibsts based on ADM. As indicated in a study by \Wester
(1999), the largest savings was in the area of thitpadent. The average savings in the area ofrsupedent for
the 15 shared districts was a decrease of $12,6@n wompared to the year before sharing a supedeta. The
Board of Education showed a decrease of $1,073] Ralministration a decrease of $8,425, and Adniaive Per
Pupil Costs based on ADM a decrease of $21.

For the year 2001-2002, the only area still shovardecrease in dollars compared to the year befaeng
a superintendent occurred was the area of Supedate. Superintendent costs showed an averageadeané
$1,181. For most districts this was a period o&drg. However, 2 districts had been sharing a supadent for 13
years. It is interesting to note that during tt@me time period the area of Principal showed arease of $25,095
and Total General Administration an increase of, #32. In an earlier study by Winchester (1999) wslearing a
superintendent occurred, the principal had mornearsibility and time on the job.

Another question studied was: Did school distribtg share a superintendent have greater decreases
finances than districts that do not share a sugssritent?
Table 2 contains the averaged data for the 15 $clstacts and their pairs. The
15 shared districts in the first year of sharirgpperintendent showed a decrease in the areasaofl BbEducation,
Superintendent, Total Administration, and Admirasitre Cost Per Pupil based on ADM. For the same period
the non-shared districts showed a decrease in Bd&ducation, Superintendent, Principal, and Total
Administration. However, shared districts showeelger savings than non-shared districts in thesayea
Superintendent and Total Administration. Superidem shared districts had a decrease in costs)6@$1
compared to a decrease of $42 for non-sharedalssttn the area of Total Administration, sharestriits had a
decrease of $8,425 compared to a decrease of $fBBAN-shared districts. Shared districts showeécreased
Administrative Per Pupil Costs Based on ADM of $@&iile non-shared districts showed an increased
Administrative Per Pupil Costs Based on ADM of $D%. the other hand, non-shared superintendentatéstne
first year showed a larger average decrease iAr@ of Board of Education of $4,045 compared t®3%3 for the
shared districts. Non-shared districts also shoavddcrease of $1,967 for the area of Principalendtilared districts
showed an increase of $3,829 for the area of P@heixpenses. The areas of Total General Admitistr-8usines:

Services, Total General Fund Expenditures and @asPupil ADM both the shared and nsimared districts show:

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Caroline WincheMg Documents\Disertation HTML files\Che... 11/29/201i



Chapter Page34 of 74

an increase expenses for these categories. Hovikeeshared districts showed lower increases casdpar
the non-shared districts in two areas. Sharedicsincreased Total General Administrative-Businessts by
$1,425 compared to $2,702 for the shared distrgtaual Cost PePupil based on ADM for the shared districts
an increase of $198 while the non-shared distincieased $86 more or $284. In the area of GeRenad
Expenditures for the shared districts increased3while the non-shared districts increased £8),6

For the year 2001-2002 only the shalistticts had a decrease in any of the areas studrel that was for
superintendent. The superintendent costs decr&is&81 for shared districts and increased $15,&B88dn-shared
districts. While both shared and non-shared distsbhowed in an increase in costs for the othersashared
districts showed lower increases for Total Gen@dihinistration-Business Services, Total Administat Annual
Cost Per Pupil based on ADM, and AdministrativetQxas Pupil based on ADM. Total General Administnat
Business Services for shared districts showed@ease of $3,988 while non-shared districts hacheease of
$6,624. The expenses for Total Administration foared districts were $31,262, and for non-sharstliclis it was
$33,299. In the area of Annual Cost per Pupil BasedDM, shared districts had an increase of $2)0B®e non-
shared districts had an increase of $2,183. ForiAidtrative Costs per Pupil Based on ADM, sharexdritits had a
increase of $207, and non-shared districts had@ease of $269. In the area of Principal, the stwared districts
had a lower increase of $10,604 while shared distmcreased $25,095. General Fund Expenditurasofo-shared
districts increased $260,495 while shared distiiateeased $339,306.

A fourth question investigated by the study wagl e percent of the budget devoted to adminisgatosts
change in the shared superintendent arrangemeht@ Jaontains the averaged data for the 15 sahswicts and
their pairs. Board of Education, Superintendend, &otal Administration showed decreases in pero€htidget the
first year of sharing a superintendent with theaaeSuperintendent showing the greatest decr8ased of
Education expenses decreased 0.10%, Superintethelenetased 1.01%, and Total Administration decre@séafo.
Increases in percentages the first year occurrétkeiareas of Principal at 0.22%, and Total Gerfdahinistration-
Business Services at 0.13% for the shared distilztang this same time period, the General Funddegti for
shared districts increased 1.36%.

In the 2001-2202 school year, Superintendent coatrto show the greatest decrease in percent gebad a
decrease of 1.28%. This was 0.27% more than thieyiar. Total General Administration-Business e/

decreased 0.28%. In the first year of the sharpdrguendent Total General Administration-BusinBesvices
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increased 0.13%. Total Administration also decre®s85% for the 2001-2002 year. This was 0.19%tgrea
decrease than the first year. The Total Generadl Butget increased 27.56% from the year beforarsiar
superintendent.

The fifth question studied was: Did changes oco&kDM after the shared superintendent arrangement?
ADM was used to measure student enrollment. Talpée@rds the averaged data for the 15 school astaind their
pairs. ADM was obtained from each school's AFR eF#¢hools that shared a superintendent showedease in
ADM the first year after sharing a superintend@iein shared schools had a decrease in ADM. The ge¢hne first
year for the 15 shared districts was a decrea8estifdents. For the paired schools that did natesha
superintendent, three districts showed an incree8®M. Two non-shared districts showed no changADM the
first year. But 9 non-shared districts had a los&DM. Four non-shared districts increased ADM. Berage for
the 15 non-shared school districts was a decrea&BM of 5 students.

For the 2001-2002 school ye&rshared districts had an increase in ADM. Thimtehared districts lost AD
in 2001-2002. The average for the 15 shared distinc2001-2002 was a loss of 7 students. For dire@ non-
shared districts, 3 districts gained ADM. On thieeothand, 12 of the noshared districts lost ADM. The average
the districts that did not share a superintendarnhd the 2001-2002 school year was a decreasé sfi@lents.

Another question investigated by this study wast €hanges in numbers of net option students odtentae
shared superintendent. Table 4 reports the averagfenption data for the 15 school districts arartpairs. Data
was obtained from the Fall State Aid SupplementdReive shared districts had an increase in pgbo students
the first year. Three shared districts had no cka8gven shared districts showed a loss in netregstudents the
first year after sharing a superintendent. In trst year of sharing, the 15 districts that shdrad an average loss of
1 option student. The
non-shared districts had 6 districts that gaingdpgon students. Two districts reported
Table 4

DataFrom Fall State Aid Supplement Report

Average Difference First Year Average Difference Last Year
Category Shared Not Shared Shared Not Shared
Net Option Studen -1 0 -4 0
General Fund Le\ -$0.088. -$0.121: -$0.154! -$0.236¢
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no change in net option students, while 7 non-shdigricts lost net option students. The 15 noarsth districts
reported an average of no change in numbers afroptudents for the 2001-2002.

A seventh question that was looked at by the stualy. Did changes in state aid occur after the share
superintendent arrangement? Table 2 contains #raged data for the 15 school districts and thenspData was
obtained from the AFR. Both shared and non-shaisgtdals averaged decreases in state aid theyast of sharing
a superintendent. Five of the shared districts glao&n increase in state aid the first year of agaiien districts
reported decreases in state aid. Shared distrieta@ed a loss of $20,211 in state aid the firat wéter sharing a
superintendent. Six noshared districts reported an increase in statéhaidirst year. Nine districts had a decreas
state aid. Non-shared districts experienced aragedoss of $14,722.

In the 2001-2002 school yeatistricts that shared a superintendent gaindd atd while districts that did n
share a superintendent lost state aid. Eight signgerintendent school districts gained stateeeten shared
districts lost state aid. For the 2001-2002 sclyeal, districts that shared a superintendent reg@th average
increase in state aid of $51,927. Four of the rfarexd districts gained state aid in the 2001-2@02al year.
However, 11 non-shared districts lost state aidtriats that did not share a superintendent refateaverage loss
of state aid. The average decrease in state attiddt5 non-shared districts was $19,650.

Another question investigated by the study was:dhdnges in the levy occur after the shared sueadient
arrangement. Table 4 contains the averaged dathdd5 school districts and their pairs. Data al@sined from
the Fall State Aid Supplement. For the first ydasharing a superintendent, 5 shared districtessed their levy
request. On the other hand, 10 shared districtarteg decreases in levy. The average levy requeshé 15
districts that shared a superintendent was a deeiafab.0882 the first year of sharing a superué@n The non-
shared districts also showed an average decreéseyithe first year. Only three non-shared distritad a levy
increase. Twelve non-shared districts reportedcae@se in levy requests the first year. The avei@gie 15 non-
shared districts the first year was a decreas®.dli 1.

In the 2001-2002 school year, 3 shared superinterdistricts had an increase in levy requests. Hewel2
of the shared districts reduced their levy requé3is average for the 15 districts that sharedoarsatendent was a
decrease in the 2001-2002 school year of $0.154f€Tof the non-shared districts increased theyr tequests.
Twelve of the non-shared districts reported de@@dsvy. The average for the

15 non-shared districts in the 2001-2002 school yees a decrease of $0.2369.
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Currently the Nebraska State Departroéfiducation defines efficiency as per pupil d&ter, 1988). The
ninth question asked by the study was: What chaimgiscal efficiency, as measured in per pupiltdmssed on
ADM, take place after the shared superintendeangement? Table 2 contains the averaged data frerh5 schoc
districts and their pairs. Data was obtained fraomAFR for each district. The first year after sham
superintendent, 4 shared districts showed a dexiegser pupil costs based on ADM. Eleven sharsttidis
reported an increase in per pupil costs based okl Ale average for the 15 districts that sharedpggntendent
was an increase of $198 for per pupil costs basefiM. The non-shared districts had an increageeinpupil
costs but at a higher rate. Thirteen non-sharddassincreased per pupil costs. Only 2 non-shalistticts reported
per pupil costs the first year as decreasing. Teeage increase for the 15 non-shared districtsB8ésnore than
the shared districts or $284.

In the 2001-2002 school year, all shared supernigendistricts increased per pupil cost. The awefagthe
15 districts was an increase in per pupil cost thaseADM of $2,029. Likewise all of the n@hared superintende
districts had an increase in per pupil costs. Mezage for the 15 non-shared districts was $2,18364 higher
than the shared districts.

Data for questions 10 through 13 was gathered teyviewing the superintendents of the 15 distrsttglied.
An audiotape player/recorder recorded the intersiexth the participants’ permission. The tapedriitavs were
transcribed verbatim. Data analysis of the intevgi@vas done using a methodology described by Miteks
Huberman (1984). One theme that emerged no maltat thhe question was finances. Twenty-five peroétite
codes from the transcripts were finance related.

The tenth questioned studied was: Did the disémtér into other sharing arrangements with neighigor
districts? Four of the superintendents interviewnelicated the two districts that shared a supeneat also shared
staff. Most responded the sharing involved teach@nge shared superintendent group also sharedikkéeger. The
two districts no longer share a superintendenthmibookkeeping arrangement was still in placedin322004. Two
superintendents mentioned sharing equipment. QGtieed arrangements involved curriculum development
workshops, inservices, and assessment work. Shiarihg areas of academics allowed expanded coffiesengs.
Two superintendents reported board goals of wortoggther with neighboring districts to increascefncy. One
shared superintendent arrangement was formedy‘tanl form some cooperative arrangement with thghbering

districts.” This cooperation led to the consolidatof the two districts that shared a superintendgauperintendent
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Fred Jones stated, “We were able to provide shaegtamming between the two districts that | was
superintendent and it started the ball rolling ufage cooperatives which eventually led to comtion.” Other
districts were sharing a superintendent and worlaitlg neighboring districts in order to maintairetlocal school
district. Bill Smith remarked, “And you know itsl @dhe problems we had back then trying to make emelst and
different ways to maintain the small school. Tlusgring a superintendent) was just one way to try.”

Question 11: What unexpected costs Were in the shared arrangements? Principal eepemsre an area
that did not show lower costs. In the first yeasloéring, Principal expenses for shared distriatssiased $3,829.
The non-shared had a decrease in principal expeh§ds967. For the 2001-2002 year, shared disthiad an
average difference of $25,095. Non-shared distdiffsrence increased $10,604 for the 2001-2002aicyear.
Three of the superintendents interviewed statatcjals took on added responsibilities. In the abseof a
superintendent two shared superintendents stai¢dnibney was spent for supervision at ball gamdsoémer

activities. Superintendent A stated,

The other thing we did was an increase in costan’t much but in small schools superintendentsign
supervising lots of evening activities and the sHbagituation you have to pull in additional persarfrom
the staff. You can’t be in two places at once.

Thus, one unexpected cost was paying staff to sigaeactivities.

Question 12: Did the district condud¢ay override? Did it pass? How much was the levgrride? Six of
the fifteen districts studied conducted levy ow@arelections. The voters of the district approwad bf the levy
overrides. Two of the levy elections failed. Twatlo¢ levy overrides were for $1.25. The levy owdas were used
to keep the schools open. Superintendent B commetdme school is in the third year of a three yleay override
and so we will be doing a levy override to contitl@ school.”

Question 13: What changes in stateriddaws have caused districts to share? Changée ifinance
formula causing reductions in state aid and thediad expenditures and levy were mentioned by ahef
superintendents during the interview. All of thetdcts experienced declining enrollments durirg pleriod of the
study. An integral a part of the state aid formalbased on student enroliment. When enrollmenitraescdistricts
tend to lose state aid. Superintendent C noteaptild say the declining enrollment and the waydfage aid
formula distributes money would have had an impactunds.” Two districts had been sharing for aglperiod of
time and their superintendents did not recall datedaws that would have caused the districthémesa

superintendent. Two districts also mentioned tleemefederal legislation, No Child Left Behind.
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An advantage of the shared superinteinag@angement was the ability to form an inted@aeement for
the superintendent services. Some superintendpendikures may be shifted from the general funa ¢cooperative
fund. Superintendent D stated,Hose are the laws (levy lids) that basically cdudistricts to share plus the fact t
the expenditure side is part of an interlocal agyeet that is exempt from the expenditure lid.”

Some of the superintendents felt dtates that effected finances were one reason dsttarted sharing
superintendents. Superintendent E remarked, “Tlpetos to share was caused by the change in tieeastiat
formula that reduced our state aid significant stiizt E and so that made people try and lookcahemic
advantages of sharing a superintendent.”

In summary, the first year after shgaransuperintendent the 15 shared districts repartketrease in
expenses in the areas of Board, Superintendentl aiatl Administration. The first year shared dissihad budget
percentage decreases in the line items of Supedate and Total Administration. Districts that sftha
superintendent reported smaller increases in BssiServices than did districts that did not shaeperintendent
the first year of sharing. Shared districts repbriereased spending in the area of Principal winle-shared
districts had a decrease in spending for the tema of Principal the first year. For the 2001-2Q@2ar decreases in
dollars were noted in only the line item of Suptesndent for shared districts. Non-shared disthetd no line items
where expenses decreased. Percent of budget desieae reported for Superintendent, Business &eryvand
Total Administration for the 2001-2002 year fortdigs that shared a superintendent. Districts shated a
superintendent indicated smaller increases in Bgsiiservices and Total Administration for the 20002 year
than did districts that did not share a superint@ndShared districts reported an increase in atdtdollars while
non-shared districts noted a decrease in stat®aite
2001-2002 year.

Changes were reported in the numbessualents attending the district. Shared disttagsfewer students
than districts that did not share a superintendérg.first year after sharing shared districts ®8tDM while non-
shared districts lost 5 ADM. For the 2001-2002 stlyear, districts that shared a superintendentioly 7 ADM
but non-shared districts reported a decrease &3M.

Using per pupil cost and administraipee pupil cost as measures of efficiency sharstlicis were noted to
be more efficient than non-shared districts. Detdrthat shared a superintendent showed decredsedistrative

per pupil costs the first year after sharing a sapendent. Shared districts had lower per pupstgdhan norsharec
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districts for the first year of sharing. For theD262002 year, shared districts had both lower peil @xpenses and
administrative per pupil expenses than did noneshdrstricts. From interviews of shared superingemsl, the
respondents perceived a shared superintendengamamt to be efficient.

Sharing a superintendent also led to other sharadgements. Some examples reported were the gladrin
certified and non-certified staff and the sharih@guipment between districts. Other shared arnaegés involved

curriculum development and programs, workshop®rinses, and assessment work.

Chapter 5
Conclusion and Recommendations

Discussion of Findings

This study examined the impact of sigaa superintendent in district expenditures inrdska. Fifteen
districts in the state of Nebraska that sharedoarsntendent in 1998-1999 and are still sharing@esantendent in
2001-2002 were studied. Financial data was obtdmed AFR reports and the Fall State Aid Supplenteeport.

The superintendents of the fifteen districts theired were interviewed. The questions studied were:
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* What were the financial changes as measurebtbligrs and by percent of budget allocated forridist
that shared a superintendent in the areas of: Bfdtducation, Superintendent, Principal, Total
Administration-Business Services, Total Adminigtrat Administrative Per Pupil Cost based on ADM,
State Aid, Total General Fund Expenditures, anduahCost Per Pupil Based on ADM?

» Did cost savings occur after the shared sufgrident arrangement?

» Did school districts that share a superintendewe ligieater decreases in finances than districtslthaor
share a superintendent?

» Did the percent of the budget devoted to adstraiive costs change with the shared superinténden
arrangement?

* Did changes in ADM occur after the shared smpemdent arrangement?

* Did changes in numbers of net option studeatsioafter the shared superintendent arrangement?

» Did changes in state aid occur after the shewpeérintendent arrangement?

» Did changes in the levy occur after the shargzkrintendent arrangement?

* What changes in fiscal efficiency as measungaer pupil costs based on ADM took place after the
shared superintendent arrangement?

» Did the district enter into other sharing agaments with neighboring districts?

* What unexpected costs were there in the steradgement?

» Did the district conduct a levy override? Diggdss? How much was the levy override?

* What changes in state/federal laws have cadistitts to share?

* Why was the number of shared superintendetricdssdecreasing?

Regarding the question of what financial changesiwed after sharing a superintendent the findmgise
similar to Winchestes (1999) study. Figure 1 illustrated the changeditlst year. The greatest savings the first
after sharing occurred was Superintendent expariskk?,607 (Graph I). This was a $12,565 greateinga than
the control group of fifteen similar districts thditl not share a superintendent.

Figure 2 illustrated financial changes in dollassthe 2001-2002 school year. Four years lategtbatest
savings were still Superintendent expenses of $1cb&pared to the year before the sharing occuNed-shared
districts showed an

Figure 1. Financial changes in dollars first year.
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increasdn Superintendent expenses of $15,180. Thus, dltsericts had a $16,361 difference. Percent wiffee, «

decrease of 1.01%, was also greatest for supedete®xpenses. Four years later, the decreasederpavas

1.28%. Non-shared districts had a decrease of Odri¥4or the 2001-2002 year, of .48%. Again shalistticts

showed a greater savings of 0.91% the first yedr0aB0% four years later. Thus, sharing a supert@st resulted

in savings in superintendent expenses both shdrtcary term and in actual expenses as well as peofdudget.
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The next greatest savings the first year occumélbtal Administration for shared districts at $4Non-
shared districts also had a decrease but not asa@jr83,352. Shared districts had a savings @&785greater than
non-shared districts the first year. Shared distiatso showed a greater decrease in percent gehushared
districts percent decreased 0.76% while non-shaistdcts decreased 0.41%. Thus, the savings faeshdistricts
was 0.35% greater than non-shared districts. Fearsylater both the shared and stiared districts show increas
total administration costs. Shared districts hatightly smaller increase at $31,262 for total aaistration while
non-shared districts had a higher increase of $83{@ the 2001-2002 school year. Thus, four y&stes shared
districts had an advantage over non-shared dswic$2,037 in total administration. In percenbafiget, non-
shared districts show a greater percent decreak@@¥o for total administration four years latenagd districts
decreased 0.95%. The difference was 0.31% fousyater.

Board of Education expenses also decreased forshatled and non-shared districts the first yeaaredh
districts showed a decrease of $1,073 while stwared districts had a decrease of $4,045. Therelifte was $2,97
greater decrease for non-shared districts. In péafebudget, non-shared districts showed a gresgerease. Non-
shared districts decreased 0.47% while sharedatisstrad a 0.10% decrease. The difference was O3 7&wor of
the non-shared districts. For the 2001-2002 scheat, non-shared districts had a decrease of 0.hd#shared
districts had a percent increase of 0.01%. Thewffce between the two was 0.13% for Board of Bdrca
Expenses.

For shared districts, the other expenses all shamadases. In the area of Principal expensesedhar
districts showed an increase $3,829 the first gétar sharing. On the other hand, non-shared dlistifiad a savings
of $1,967 for a difference of $5,796. In percefftedence the first year, shared districts increads@@% while
non-shared districts decreased 0.10%. The differenpercent of budget was a 0.32% advantage foishared
districts. In the 2001-2002, Principal expenses fos both shared and non-shared districts. Shdistdcts increase
was $25,095 while non-shared districts had a smialbeease of $10,604. The difference was $14,49pfincipal
expenses for the 2001-2002 school year. The peofdnidget difference increased 0.60% for sharstiidis.
Meanwhile, non-shared districts had a decreadaeipércent of budget of 0.50%. The difference wa8%.

Both shared and non-shared districts showed inesgée first year in the area of total General
Administration-Business Services. Shared distriutseased the first year $1,425 while non-sharsttidis

increased at a higher rate of $2,702. The diffexramas $1,277. For percent difference the first yslaared districts
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increased 0.13% while
non-shared districts were slightly higher at 0.1f6%a difference of 0.03%. Non-shared district®dlad a greater
increase in General Administration-Business Sesvioe the 2001-2002 school year. Shared distnatseased
$3,988 and non-shared districts increased a higdé24. The difference was $2,636.

While large savings were occurring in superinten@ea total administration, school general fundesges
were increasing for both shared and shiared districts. The first year after sharing @esimtendent, shared distrir
increased their general fund expenses by $28,0d/-dHared districts increased $10,698 the first. year the
2001-2002 school year, shared district general faxpknses rose $339,306 while
non-shared districts increased $260,495. Genendl hudgets for shared districts increased 28% duhia four-
year period. Non-shared districts showed a 20%eas® for the same time period.

The Nebraska Department of Education uses per pagilas a measure of efficiency (Sher, 1988).dJsin
this indicator, shared districts appear to be nefiieient in both the first year and also four yeater. The first yet
after sharing a superintendent, shared distriddsameaverage per pupil cost based on ADM increb$&%8. Non-
shared districts for the same time period had gppil cost increase of $284. For the 2@IB2 school year, shar
superintendent districts were again more efficieah non-shared districts. Shared districts haer goppil cost
based on ADM increase of $2,029 which was less tihei$2,183 increase for non-shared districts.

In summary for the first question, savings for gldadistricts were mixed. The largest savings oecum the
area of superintendent expenses for both shorloagdterm. For shared districts, principal expenseseased muc
more rapidly than
non-shared districts. While shared districts hagh#lly lower total administrative costs, both thesed and non-
shared districts were nearly the same. Sharedatisstwhile saving large amounts on superintend&penses, rais
principal expenses. This may be due to the fa¢tthacipals in shared districts had increasedaoasibilities over
principals in non-shared districts (Winchester, 499 otal general fund expenses increased mordlyajhian
administrative expenses. General fund budgetsunyears increased an average of 28% for shar&tittisvhile
the total administration percent of the budget eased 1% in shared superintendent districts. Oawbrage, share
districts have more state aid and are more effi@srevidenced by lower per pupil costs based oMAIRd lower
administrative per pupil costs. In addition, shasagerintendent districts have lost fewer studdtas.pupil costs

appear to be sensitive to changes in student nembespite the fact that general fund budgetsHaresd districts
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increased by $78,811, per pupil costs were lessriba-shared districts. Non-shared districts losawerage
17 more students than shared districts. In addiadarge decrease in students may be a greateaiadof a
district’s financial woes than loss in state aid.

Figure 3 illustrated the cost savings for the fyesar and 2001-2002 school year. The second queasiced:
Did cost savings occur after the shared superit@arangement? The first year of the sharingparsutendent,
savings occurred in the areas of Board of EducaBoperintendent, Total Administration, and Admir@isve Per
Pupil Costs based on ADM. This is similar to a gthg Winchester (1999) that found significant sg&m the
areas of Superintendent Expenses and Total Admatist.

Figure . Cost savings for shared superintendent districts.
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The area of Superintendent Expenses was the laagastavings of $12,607. Non-shared districts shiywed a
savings of $42 in the same area. Thus, sharedistgratent districts had a grater savings of $12,58bir years
later, the area of Superintendent Expenses corsgtitaughow a savings. While the savings is noti@e]at is
important to note that there still is savings iis #rea as salaries generally increase from yegan

Another area that appeared to have a large sathedgst year was Administrative Cost Per Pupsdxzhon
ADM. The savings for shared districts was $21. Idbared districts had an increase of $15 in Admitise Cost

Per Pupil based on ADM. The difference betweeneshand non-shared districts was that shared dssimwed a
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savings difference of $36. During the 2001-2002stlear Administrative Cost per Pupil based on ADM
increased. However, shared districts increasedei2than non-shared districts.

Percent changes in budget also indicated thataiags in the areas of Superintendent Expense3 atiadl
Administration were important. The first year opsuintendent sharing, the percent of budget fore8ofendent
Expenses decreased 1.01%, and Total Administrdggereased 0.76%. It is important to note thatdkizease in
percent of budget continued into the 2001-2002 alcywar. The percent of budget decrease in the-2001 years
was even greater than in the first year. Supert@ehExpenses for shared districts decreased &r2émt, and Tot:
Administration decreased 0.95 percent.

It appears that sharing a superintendent may hiseachoice for districts that are interested inrelasing
Superintendent Expenses. At the same time, dssthett choose sharing a superintendent also emgogases in
efficiency as measured by Administrative Per PQist based on ADM. In times of budget cuts, boardsften
looking for ways to decrease costs and increasgesfty especially in areas that are perceivecetadt directly
effecting student instruction. As general fund betdgncreased in shared districts by 28%, the péafebudget
devoted to Superintendent Expenses and Total Adiraion decreased. Thus, it appears boards azd@bbke
precious dollars in areas other than administration

The third question examined was: Do school disttilcat share a superintendent have greater desrgase
finances than districts that do not share a sugggrtlent? In the first year, districts that sharederintendent and
those that did not both showed a decrease in fodgédt areas. The four areas in which shared diseiperienced
decreases were Board of Education, Superinten@letst| Administration, and Administrative Per Pupibst based
on ADM. The four areas in which non-shared distrioticated financial savings were Board of Edwrati
Superintendent, Principal, and Total AdministratiShared districts, the first year, had greatemggvthan the non-
shared districts in the areas of SuperintendenfTatal Administration or a greater savings of $32,0Non-shared
districts had greater savings the first year infBdaxpenses or a difference of $2,972. Non-shaigdals saved
$1,967 the first year in principal expenses. T total savings was greater for shared supedstardistricts or a
greater savings of $16,093. Financial efficiencywbo greater the first year for shared distiicthe area of
Administrative Per Pupil Cost based on ADM. Shaeperintendent districts had average decreasdssthgear of
$21. Non-shared districts showed an increase ofr$Asiministrative Cost Per Pupil based on ADM.

During the 2001-2002 school year, only shared sofgrdent districts showed a decrease in financése
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area of Superintendent Expenses. Shared distrietaged a savings of $1,181. Non-shared distrantisam
increase of $15,180 in the same area during th&-2002 school year. This again supported earlgtifigs by
Winchester (1999) that the savings in superintehegpenses are significant.

Figures 4 and 5 illustrated the fourth questiorestigated: Did the percent of the budget devoted to
administrative costs change with the shared suigerdent arrangement? During the first year of sigaai
superintendent, decreases in percent of budgetreccun the areas of board of Education, 0.10%, and
Superintendent, 1.01%

Figure <. Percent of budget changes the first year.
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Figure £. Percent of budget changes for the 2001-2002 $gleao.
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that resulted in a decrease in Total Administrapercent of budget decrease of 0.76%. Increasesiwdhne areas
of Principal, 0.22%, and Total General AdminiswatBusiness Services, 0.13%. For the pairedsiared districts
decreases in percent of budget occurred in the afedoard of Education, Superintendent and Pradciphis
resulted in a Total Administration Percent of Budgdecrease of 0.41% the first year. Total Genedahiistration-
Business Services increased 0.16%. Thus, sharedistgmdent districts show a greater decrease peotdudget
in Total Administration. The difference in Total Adhistration between shared and non-shared dstrres 0.35%.

Figure 5 illustrated the changes in percent of letifigy the 2001-2002 school year. During the y€#r12
2002, shared districts had decreases in percdnidafet in the areas of Superintendent, Total Génera
Administration-Business Services, and Total Adntraison. The 15 non-shared districts also had ggvin the
same areas, as well as Board of Education, andipainNon-shared districts had a greater savinggrcent of
budget at 0.31%.

While results are mixed, similar trends can be s8baared superintendent districts appear to haaetgr
savings in the areas of Superintendent Expensasthrashared districts. Again, Principal expensessiased,
though not at the same rate as the savings in Btgedent expenses. Shared districts experien@ategrdecreases
in percent of budget for Total Administration thest year. On the other hand, non-shared disthatsthe greatest
decrease in percent of budget for the 2001-200@dgtear. While Principal percent of budget expensere

increasing for shared districts,
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non-shared districts decreased in the percentdadddufor Principal expenses during the 2001-200®aic
year.

Figure 6 illustrated another investigated questiaid: changes in ADM occur after the shared supenidént
arrangement? Both shared and non-shared disgtt®ADM the first year. Shared districts lost aer@ge of 3
ADM, and non-shared districts lost 5 ADM. DuringetB001-2002 year, both shared and non-sharedctkstri
experienced loses in ADM. However, shared disttats 7 ADM but non-shared districts lost 24 ADMoiNshared
districts lost an average of 17 more students sinianed districts. In small districts, 17 studends & significant los
In the 15 non-shared districts, 24 students reptedean 11% loss. In Nebraska’s system, this hagdtential of

even further loss in state aid.

Figure €. Changes in average daily membership.
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Non-shared districts, experienced gddoss in ADM. In addition, non-shared distriaistlstate aid while
shared districts that did not lose as a signifieanbunt gained in state aid. It appeared that a Abay be a better
predictor of district financial stress than lossiate aid.

Figure 7 illustrated the sixth question studiedd Bihanges in numbers of net option students odterthe
shared superintendent arrangement? The questioaskad to see if sharing a superintendent migtdecadurther

loss in student enrollment due to the option progra Nebraskastudents may option into another school distifi
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parents felt the option district could provide ealimnal advantages. In the first year of sharing a
superintendent, the 15 shared districts averaged lss of one option student. Non-shared distatto had a net
loss of one option student. During the 2001-200fetyear, shared districts lost an average of fafiroption
students, which represented a two percent lossidests. Non-shared districts lost no studentstatiee option
program. While during the first year there was iftecknce between shared and non-shared distiictses appear
shared districts may experience a small loss iestts due to the option enrollment program.

Figure 8 illustrated another question studied: €henges in state aid occur after the shared supedent
arrangement? During the first year, both sharednamdshared districts lost state aid. Shared distloss averaged
$20,211, and non-shared districts averaged $14Tt#2difference was a $5,489 greater loss for share
superintendent districts. On the other hand, ferab01-2002 school year, shared superintendemictisgained

$51,927 in state aid. Non-shared districts lost8@, Shared

Figure 7. Changes in net option students.
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Figure €. Changes in state aid.
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superintendent districts averaged a gain of $71ijb8¥ate aid. In small districts, a gain of $7%,5vas very
significant or six percent of the average resoufeethe shared districts.

Figure 9 illustrated an eighth question examined: dhanges in the levy occur after the shared
superintendent arrangement? For the first year thifteshared superintendent arrangement, bothdhacdenon-
shared districts averaged a loss in general fund [Ehe 15-shared districts averaged a loss of82@@hile non-
shared districts averaged a larger loss of 0.128%e 2001-2002 year, the losses in levy were émeger. Shared
districts lost 0.1545, and non-shared districtsagdtban even larger decrease of 0.2370. Durindithes period,
Nebrask initiated a levy lid law. For the 1999-2000 schgeér, school districts in Nebraska could haverg e
higher than $1.10. This levy law was in effect dgrthe study and may be the reason decreasesés lgere noted
for both shared and non-shared districts. Tenidistbegan the sharing arrangement during the 1998-school
year. Some districts prepared for the levy lossrga the law going into effect by reducing expenaed lowering
levy requests. This was one explanation for theedeses in levies the first year.

Another question studied was: What changes inlfeft@iency, as measured in per pupil costs, tplakce
after the shared superintendent arrangement? Flguitkistrated the changes in fiscal efficienciieNebraska
Department uses per pupil cost as a measure ofegftly. During the first year of sharing a supenmuent, both

shared and non-shared districts had increases jpupd costs based on ADM. Shared per pupil

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Caroline WincheMg Documents\Disertation HTML files\Che... 11/29/201i



Chapter Page52 of 74

Figure €. Changes in levy.
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Figure 1(. Changes in fiscal efficiency.
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costs increased $198 for shared districts; noneshdistricts increased $284. Non-shared distriatsdn $86

increase greater than shared districts. Using tf@@éka Education Department’'s measure of effigiemon-shared

districts would appear to be less efficient thaaret districts.
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For the 2001-2002 year, again both districts irgedadn per pupil cost based on ADM. Shared district
averaged an increase of $2,029; non-shared déstnietraged an increase of $2,183. Again sharetctishcreased
less than non-shared districts. The difference$t&gl. Thus, based on the efficiency measure oppeit cost
shared districts appear to be more efficient in20@1-2002 school year. Total General Fund inceeasge less for
the non-shared districts by $78,811, but lossé€0M for
non-shared districts were greater by 17 studetis.I@wer efficiency for non-shared districts maysbengly
influenced by the student losses since the 15 hared districts had lower increases in expenditures

This study also used Administrative Per Pupil Gasted on ADM as a measure of administrative effoye
The first year shared districts had an averagedb$21 in Administrative Per Pupil Cost, but stthdéstricts had an
increase of $15. This may indicate that in thd fiesar shared districts have increased adminigé&tificiency. For
the 2001-2002 school year, both shared and noredliistricts increased administrative per pupiteddowever,
shared districts increased less than non-shareittisShared districts had administrative costqeil of $207
while non-shared districts had administrative pgipbcost of $269. Thus, shared districts appetoduk more
efficient based on administrative per pupil cosiai, the loss inefficiency may be a reflectiorthad greater
influence of the number of students. Non-sharettidis had greater Total Administrative Costs of0&Z, but lost
17 more students. Thus, when the denominator desdda a formula, the quotient or, in this case,qugpil cost
rose, which indicated efficiency decreased.

Superintendents that were interviewed felt theeshauperintendent arrangements were more effidianty
Jackson said, “In Smithville we had a goal of ddiniggs with neighboring schools to become moriieffit.”
Another said, “So we got a lot more efficient bug turned around and offered more to the kids.” BEedter when
asked if he would recommend districts enter inshi@ed superintendent commented, “I think thaam work and |
think it can be very efficient.”

Another question studied was: Did districts entéo bther sharing arrangements with neighboringidis?
Shared superintendent districts reported ententtgather cooperative arrangements. Districts shstaff both
certified and non-certified. Two of the districtade joint equipment purchases. In one instancestthgng of the
superintendent ceased but as of 2003-2004 théctBsstill shared equipment. Several of the dittrngorked
together on state assessments. In one instandepdings met once a year. At this joint meetingibards discussed

how the interlocal agreement was working. Joe Erazmmmented,
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And then also the two boards take the opportunityrice a year to meet and discuss how the sh
situation is going and to also share common idadglangs they have in common. It just gives them a
opportunity to interact a little bit and | thinkathis a good opportunity and experience for botrts.

Superintendents were asked: What unexpected ceststhere in the shared superintendent arrangement?
Principal expenses seemed to be the one area tieeeawas a significant difference between theeshand non-
shared districts. The first year the differencedMeein shared and non-shared districts in averatgretice of
principal expenses was $5,796. The difference batvgbared and non-shared districts was even gréat699,
for the 2001-2002 year. Since shared superinteadesrte half-time employees, they were not ableetattall of the
school activities. Thus, one reason for the in@dalfference was additional costs to pay for otliaff members to
do supervision. Almost all of the superintendentsrviewed felt principals in shared superintendgsiricts had
added responsibility. This also supported findibgdVinchester (1999) that 72% of the principals/eyed
indicated a perceived increase in responsibilitythe same study by Winchester (1999), principelistiey worked
an average of 5.6 more hours per week. Because@ased time and job responsibilities, higherqgipal expenses
could be expected. Sam Thompson indicated, “And thkink you probably want to talk to your othestdct
leaders because it is going to have an impactem.tihere will be delegation of some responsibditihat you
can't take care of yourself.” When asked if theywdorecommend districts enter into a shared sugarident, Tim

Hardesty said,

| think this depends on the two schools and thdkiof staff they have and who they have for sugemi
These people will all have extra duties, more suipiem, and more responsibilities especially in dfsence
of the superintendent whether it is half a dayvarg other day or whatever. Somebody is going teeha be
more responsible in his (superintendent) absences.

Superintendents were also asked if their distdoteducted a levy override election. Six districiaducted a
levy override and four were successful. In additisro other districts had successful bond leviese Gond was for
supplies and equipment and the other was for faditiprovements. The bond issue in one district wasuccessful
because patrons felt the district had not madegmnouts and 25 cents for five years was too lomg T
superintendent felt the second levy override fadledause the district at just passed an 18-cemt issne for
facilities. Four districts that merged into two sotidated districts after 2001-2002 had succes$siyl overrides
after their consolidations. In both cases, patioresw if the districts consolidated there would Hewy override to
run the newly formed districts. Fred Jones wherdsibout a levy override stated, “Since we haveaiatated,

yes. We consolidated May and had the levy oveindiily. People knew. We told them up front. Wegoang to
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consolidate and ask for more money to make it Wadfklistricts asked for more money after consalidg,
studies need to be made to determine if consadidatiesulted in increased expenses.

The final question posed to superintendents wasat\Wimanges in state laws have caused districtsatie s
As stated earlier, a quarter of the codes for tipegntendent interviews dealt with finances. Altlee
superintendents indicated that finances were thsoredistricts enter into shared superintendeahgaments. Thu
it was not surprising to find all the superintentdementioned the state imposed levy and expenditseand
changes in the state aid formula as being maj@oreafor districts to share a superintendent. Was&ed if he
would recommend districts share a superintenddh&Biith said, “I would recommend that if the cimstances are
such and let me tell you right now financially cingsstances are such that people are looking that' way

Significance of Findings

With declining state aid, school dissiwill continue to look for ways to
save costs but maintain quality education for stigleThe Des Moines Register on September 14, g€fifted
more lowa districts were expected to share superd@nts due to falling enrollments and stagnangéeisd
Superintendent Joe Frazier felt districts that eepeed declining budgets should consider a sheupdrintendent

arrangement. He said,

| think it is a viable thing for smaller schoolsthre state in this day of the financial constrathtg we are
under to consider. And | certainly think it is wonthile, at least in this particular situation, irtkit is
working and | think the boards at both my schostraits would agree with that.

The significant reduction in superintendent expsreseen after four years and the lower per pupiiscasd
administrative per pupil costs compared to the sloared districts indicated this was a strategy Issoshbol districts
need to consider when looking at ways to reductamus become more efficient.

Many individuals feel that administration is anaawehere schools could look for greater efficierddany
people feel it is important to not disturb areas tire closer to student learning. Joe Frazier cemed, “When you
have executive administration salary, usually tighést salary within a district, when you splittthahalf it
amounts to a pretty significant savings to bothrigis and that is probably the number one readonpeople
decide to do it.” Thus, if districts are lookingitwrease efficiency in a
non-instructional area, sharing a superintendepears to be a possible solution.

Shared districts appear to be more efficient agdesded by lower per pupil expenditures and lower

administrative per pupil costs. In addition, shgrinsuperintendent allowed the superintendentdoiajize and
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spend more time in superintendent areas. Joe Fiok “Sharing has allowed me to do things | g@od |
think are strengths that superintendents in lagiggricts do such as budget, finance, school boeedions, the
legislature, some PR and personnel. Those aresthiegjoy working with and that's what a good priny time is
concentrated on in each one of my two districthdr®@d superintendents appeared to be a way dstocid best
utilize their personnel.

From the data it appears that districts that saha@perintendent experience savings in superinteosts.
Shared districts appear to be more efficient wothdr per pupil costs and per pupil administratigsts. The shared
districts in this study very nearly maintained th®DM over the five year period of the study. Sthdistricts
enjoyed more resources as evidenced by more sthéma greater levies. Since total budgets incik@886 in
shared districts but total administration percexdrdased nearly 1%, it appears shared districtsldeeto spend the
increased funds in areas other than administrafibas, from the data gathered in this study, shyaain
superintendent was one way districts may decredsénsstrative costs and increase efficiency whikmtaining a
guality school in their neighborhood.

Recommendations for Practice or Future Research

1. Schools that enter into shared superintendesmg@ements need to enter into this arrangementérgdo
accomplish something more than just financial sgairsuperintendent expenses can be expected &adedout
principal expenses may increase.

2. Beginning a dialogue for a possible mergerpst@ntial benefit of sharing a superintendent. When
interviewed Steve Walker stated, “But | think ih&ing a superintendent) also provides, lookingmtve road, a
more natural connection to a neighboring distndierms of potential reorganization.” Sharing teash
bookkeepers, staff development, and standards arerkther areas that districts may explore to becmore
efficient.

3. Districts that are looking for ways to mainttheir local school may want to investigate shaang
superintendent achieve greater administrativeieffiy while shifting costs to areas closer to stidisarning.

4. Allowing administrative personnel to specialmdocus on areas of strength is another important
consideration for sharing a superintendent thahgthens the school districts involved.

5. Another measure of efficiency besides per pugsk needs to be explored. Per pupil cost dep@ads t

heavily on the number of students in a districin&al fund expenses went up less for non-sharédotisbut per
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pupil costs increased more while ADM decreaseddreater extent. Student numbers are often beyond
district control. Hickrod and Genge (1994) havepmsed using ACT scores and graduation rates ard oth
acadcemic factors as part of the efficiency formula

6. Five of the non-shared districts during the gukof study moved from separate superintendent and
separate principal to a single superintendent/rad@dministrative arrangement. A study needsetddne
comparing the cost savings experienced by supedetd/principal arrangement and shared superintembigricts.

7. A study needs to be made on why non-shared istgeaent districts experienced significant los&DIM
compared to shared superintendent districts. Aleitlg this it needs to be investigated whether ins&DM may be
a predictor of financial difficulty for a schoolddrict.

8. Another area of study is why do shared supearddést districts experience increases in state@mpared
to non-shared superintendent districts.

In a state that had a small population that wasagpout over a large geographic area, it was irapbthat
limited education funds were spent wisely. Whilekimg for the most cost effect way to disperseestands it was
important that decision makers did not over loak llaman side of education. The importance of baipgrt of a
community and feeling a sense of worth was impaotiassuccessfully educate students. Survival ofilssghools
was very important for the community and the stisierhom they served as the following anecdotetihisd.
Summit Point is a small rural D2 K-12 district metMidwest. Teddy was an option student from ah@ging
larger class
C1 district. He was not successful in the neighigpdistrict and was considered an
at+isk student. But Teddy was just one of many sttglesith difficulties in the large district. When bansferred h
was probably not missed. At Summit Point Teddy bexzavolved in the one act play through a requsgeeech
class. Teddy had a major role in the play that district and performed at state that year. Afteereing a state
best acting award an ecstatic Teddy told his taathkave never won anything before in my life!éddy went on
to graduate and enroll in tech school. What wipen to students like Teddy who need a place wnigaf we are
left with only large school districts. In small tfists, there are no “redundant” students (PesH82). It is
important for the Teddy’s of this state that cagting measures that improve efficiency withoutleng student
learning be found.
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Date

Dr. I. M. Smart, Superintendent
Inviting School District
Welcome, NE 6XXXX

| am conducting a study entitled “A Multi-Site C&Study of the Shared Superintendency in Nebraskai$ study
is being done in partial fulfilment of the requinents for the degree of Doctor of Education atdhaversity of
Nebrask. in Lincoln. The purpose of the study is to det@erthe impact of sharing a superintendent in Ned@&a

You are invited to participate in this study thrbuwan interview. Your participation is voluntarydatie responses
are strictly confidential. No individual distridata will be identified in the written report. Amformed Consent
Form is enclosed.

If you have any questions, please contact me &8t236-5544 or 1-308-863-2228ince there are only nine sha
superintendents in the state, the success of neanels depends on your responses to the enclossticumire.
Please return the survey in the enclosed, selfesddd, stamped envelope on or before September 30.

Many thanks for your time and assistance in tregaech project.

Sincerely,

Caroline B. Winchester
Box 205
Wolbach, NE 68882
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Appendix B

Interview Questions
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A MULTI-SITE CASE STUDY OF THE SHARED SUPERINTENDENCY NEBRASKA

Interview Questions

Why did your district start sharing a superinteri@en

Are you still sharing a superintendent? If notrsigy what arrangements do you know have?
If not sharing, why was the sharing arrangemerdaisnued?

What are/were the advantages to sharing a supediené?

What are/were the disadvantages to sharing a su@edent?

What other shared arrangements have you entei@dsra result of sharing a superintendent?
Did sharing a superintendent assist with distrozlg?

Did you conduct a levy override? When and much tivadevy override?

© © N o g &> w dh P

What changes in state laws may have caused ydate a superintendent?
10. Are there any special circumstances in the lastyears that may have impacted your budget?
11. Would you recommend districts enter into a shatgeesntendent arrangement?

12. What else can you tell me about the shared supeadent arrangement?
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Appendix C

Interview Protocol
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A MULTI-SITE CASE STUDY OF THE SHARED SUPERINTENDENCY IN NEBRASKA
| nter view Protocol

Name Date

School L ocation

Introduction

| want to thank you for taking the time to talkte today. | am conducting qualitative researcmfgrdissertation
on shared superintendencies in Nebraska. You seteeted because the study examines 15 distriti& ithat
shared a superintendent in 1998-1999 and weresktling a superintendent in 2001-2002. | wiltdeording and
transcribing what we say today because it is vaartant that the transcription be verbatim so ket not
paraphrase something you've said with an incoirgetpretation.

What | am interested in finding out in this studythe impact of the shared superintendency in N&haraYou have
had a chance to review the questions | am goirgkoyou today and give them some thought, | reedigt to know
your perspective so please feel free to discusewiews. | may ask you some additional questitvas you have
not reviewed as we go along in order to clarifyrfoe what you mean. Are you ready to start?

1. Why did your district decide to share
a superintendent?

2. Are you still sharing a
superintendent? If not sharing,
what arrangement do you now have?
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3. Why was the sharing
arrangement discontinued?

4. What are/were the advantages of
sharing a superintendent?
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5. What are/were the disadvantages of
sharing a superintendent?

6. What other shared arrangements have you
entered into as a result of sharing a
superintendent?

7. Did sharing a superintendent as
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othel district goals

8. Did you conduct a levy override?
When and how much is the levy?

9. What changes in state/federal laws may
have caused you to share a
superintendent?
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10. Are there any special circumstances
in the last five years that may have
impacted your budget?

11. Would you recommend districts
enter into a shared superintendent
arrangement?
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12. What else can you tell me about
the shared superintendent arrangement?
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Appendix D

Interview Review L etter
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Date

Dr. I. M. Smart, Superintendent
Inviting School District
Welcome, NE 6XXXX

Dear Mr. Sandberg:

Enclosed is a copy of your transcribed intervidease review the interview for accuracy and cdntérthere is
any information you believe should not be sharetdile know and it will be discarded. Some of timelging
themes from the interviews are finances, time,igupfincipals and staff, delegation of tasks, relpectations, and
cooperation with neighboring district8Vhen the data are reported you will not be linkethe data by name, site
any other identifying feature. When | quote anyofir comments in a written document, a pseudonylihbe/ used.
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Caroline B. Winchester
Principal Investigator
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Appendix E

Codes
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