
 

 

 

 

 

 

November 13, 2013 

 

 

State Board of Education 

Julia Suliman 

Policy Analyst 

 

Dear Julia: 

 

I hope you are in receipt of the information you requested.  I am writing this 

correspondence in hope that it will give you and the State Board of Education a better 

understanding of what the 180-day waiver brings to a very small, rural school district.   

 

I would first like to discuss the financial piece.  Our bus drivers are our classroom aides.  

Last year, we saved $16, 247.31 in wages and benefits by utilizing the waiver.  We are 

non-union so that does not come into play.  The money saved may not seem like a large 

amount to most folks but, it is huge for our district.  This amount equates to three 

textbook adoptions for the district. 

 

Transportation costs are a little more of a wash over the last couple of years.  There are 

two main reasons for this; an added bus route so our students spend less time being 

transported (we are a 500 sq. mile district) and the fluctuation of fuel prices.  Together, 

these have kept our transportation “wear and tear” costs about the same over time but, 

helps with the extended day. 

 

We cannot calculate our soft costs such as heating and lighting as we are in our second 

year of a new school building that is three times the size of our old facilities.  However, it 

is much more efficient. 

 

Our teachers put in 1430 hours per year in the classroom and professional development 

with the waiver.  Prior to the waiver, they put in 1440 hours.  As you can see, these 

figures are almost the same.  The biggest difference is the professional development 

piece.  We are able to take 15 professional development days per year.  This has allowed 

all staff to spend quality time in deep discussions and thorough trainings in required areas 

such as TPEP, EVAL, STEM, Common Core, Smarter Balanced, Safe Schools and 

various PLC’s to name a few.  We would never be able to do this in the old system.  This, 

I believe, has a direct impact on student learning. The staff is able to actually get further 

in their curricular areas because of the un-interrupted four day week.  The staff has all of 

their students in the classroom during this time.  What we have found is there’s more 

student-teacher contact time in an un-interrupted four day week than an interrupted five  
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day schedule.  Because most of our students are involved in some sort of athletics or 

activities, they are not being pulled from classroom instruction in this system.  There is 

virtually no lost time in any core subject area.  Also, students are assigned work to be 

completed during the days they are not in school.  Another benefit of the flexible 

schedule is we can make up any lost instructional time due to inclement weather. 

 

Even with the flexible schedule, we are in compliance with the state requirement of 1,000 

hours of instructional time.  We will also be in compliance with next year’s added 80 

hours to 7-12 grades.   

 

I think the most important thing to remember is why we are here as a school district.  I 

believe it is to educate our students to be successful beyond secondary education and to 

create life-long learners.  We are doing just that.  We have a 100% graduation rate and a 

0% dropout rate.  Over 90% of our students go on to post-secondary education 

successfully.  As a small school, statistics are not always our friend.  It does not take 

much to skew numbers in small sized classrooms.  We look at our students as a whole 

(i.e. where they start and where they finished).  Because we are a very rural, agricultural 

area, the community, school board, staff, students and parents support the continuation of 

the 180 day waiver for the Bickleton School District.  We also realize this waiver does 

not work for the majority of larger districts and thus encourage the State Board of 

Education to find a way that small schools, such as ours, can continue in a system that 

works. 

 

If there is anything else you need, please feel free to call me at anytime.  509-896-5473.  I 

look forward to discussing this in greater detail.  Thanks for all your time and effort. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ric Palmer 

Ric Palmer 

Superintendent 

Bickleton Schools 







 
 

October 23, 2013 

 

Good Evening: 

 

I wanted to take a few minutes to respond to your questions regarding the impact to our instructional program 

as a result of the 4 day school week implemented for 2 years in the Lyle School District. 

 

Lyle is a small district with about 220 students and around 20 staff. 

 

To compile these comments I interviewed certificated and classified staff employed by the Lyle School  

District during the implementation of the 4 day school week. I visited with 5 certificated staff and 2 

paraprofessionals.     I also visited with three parents.   

 

There was general consensus on the following points: 

 

From the perspective of staff: 

 

 The plan was promoted to the staff and community as a “cost savings” plan, but little savings were 

actually realized.  This is because transportation reimbursement from the state was reduced. There were 

no salary reductions for either certificated or classified staff – none were negotiated. Staff did not lose 

salary money and no positions were cut or reduced.   Staff were also in the buildings on Fridays 

(classified were cleaning and teachers were often present) so there was no savings on energy costs. 

 The school day was not increased.  As a result of less instructional time, staff restructured their 

curriculum and eliminated 20% of their program. This resulted in less learning for students. 

 Fridays were intended to be a day for students to receive extra help, but students rarely attended.  There 

was greater attendance at the elementary.   

 On those occasions when teachers were able to meet with students who were struggling, it was wonderful.  

If a student had missed a day of school or needed extra help, this was a great opportunity to do so. 

 Some staff offered fun “elective” type things on Fridays (cooking, etc).  That was fun—but most staff did 

not do this and there was no requirement that they do so. 

 Any field trips that were scheduled were required to take place on Friday.  That was a good thing but 

only impacted one or two teachers/classrooms. 

 There was greater attendance at the elementary on Fridays, but during the first year certificated staff 

members were not required to be at school  every Friday.  As a result, if students came in for help, the 

only staff available to assist might be a parapro who was not aware of the area where specific help was 

needed.  This created a lot of confusion.  The second year it worked better because all certificated staff 

were required to be present. When students needed help the teacher was there to provide the assistance. 

On those occasions, it was of great benefit.   

  Transportation was not available and most Lyle students do not drive (Lyle is approximately 80% free 

and reduced) so few students could take advantage – or wanted to take advantage—of the extra 

help/support. If transportation had been provided, it might have been more successful. 

 At the most, there might have been one or two students at the secondary school on a Friday getting help.  

(For those students, however, it was a positive experience according to teaching staff). At the elementary 

it might have been up to 5 students on any given occasion. 



 On Friday bus drivers were still paid – they did grounds and other work.    

 There was no formal professional development planned or provided to staff on Fridays. 

 The plan needed better structure.  Mr. Huffman may have had good vision but it was not realized.   

There was no requirement that students attend and no formal structure for student interventions.    With 

a better plan in place and transportation provided,  it might have been successful 

 

 

From the perspective of parents: 

 

 Day care was a major problem…parents who worked had to make arrangements and pay additional 

fees for day care for their children on Friday.  Parents did not support the program.   

 Students who were struggling did not receive targeted assistance.  They missed out on important 

structured school time which was needed for learning.  There was no formal intervention schedule so 

parents could not “count” on students getting extra assistance.    

 Three days off from school on a regular basis was too long.  Students lost learning – especially some of 

the struggling students.  When they returned to school after 3 days weekends they had to “start over” 

in their learning.   

 

 

 

If you need more information please let me know.  This is not a comprehensive report but just random 

comments that I “pulled together” from interviewing staff and parents.  In general, there seems to be consensus 

around this topic.  It was not a popular program in Lyle.  As I was interviewing staff and parents, I had to be 

certain that they knew that I was not planning to reintroduce it! 

 

I know you are speaking directly with Superintendent Huffman and I am sure he can give you a better 

perspective on the plan and its implementation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Glenys Hill 

 

 

 

 
 
 



























State Assessment Comparisons: Aggregate School/District Level 
 

Bickleton Comparisons      

 Total Enrollment Hispanic White FRPL ELL 

Bickleton School District 101 27.70% 69.30% 0.0% 0.0% 

Trout Lake School 117 14.50% 77.80% 0.0% 0.0% 

Orchard Prairie Elementary 84 4.80% 94.00% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

 



State Assessment Comparisons: Aggregate School/District Level 

Paterson Comparisons 
     

 
Total Enrollment Hispanic White FRPL ELL 

Paterson School District 111 50.50% 49.50% 97.30% 32.70% 

Prescott Elementary School 95 80.00% 20.00% 90.90% 34.10% 

Manson Middle School 142 69.70% 28.90% 83.80% 25.40% 
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