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Executive Summary  
 
Legislative Mandate 
 
This examination is in response to the requirement of RCW 28A.305.141 that the State Board of 
Education (SBE) examine the basic education waivers for purposes of economy and efficiency 
that have been granted under this section and make a recommendation to the Legislature. 
 

(4) The state board of education shall examine the waivers granted under this 
section and make a recommendation to the education committees of the 
legislature by December 15, 2013, regarding whether the waiver program should 
be continued, modified, or allowed to terminate. This recommendation should 
focus on whether the program resulted in improved student learning as 
demonstrated by empirical evidence. Such evidence includes, but is not limited 
to: Improved scores on the Washington assessment of student learning, results 
of the dynamic indicators of basic early literacy skills, student grades, and 
attendance. 

 
Board Recommendation 
 
On November 15, 2013, the State Board approved the following recommendation to the 
Legislature: 
 

 Recognizing that the data is inconclusive as to the question asked by the 
Legislature, Did the alternative program lead to measurable growth in 
student achievement?, but that the data does show no measurable decline 
in student achievement and that other benefits were identified by the 
waiver district communities, the State Board recommends that Option 2 
Waivers be allowed to continue for an interim period.  

 
Background 
 
RCW 28A.305.141 was enacted by SHB 1292 in 2009, authorizing a basic education waiver 
from the 180 days requirement for the purposes of economy and efficiency for a limited number 
of districts with fewer than 500 students. Requests from Bickleton and Paterson School Districts 
were approved in November 2009, and renewals approved in March 2012.  Both continue to 
operate on modified calendars with four-day school weeks. Lyle School District was approved in 
2009 for a waiver of 12 days the first year and 24 the next two.  It operated on a modified 
calendar for two years before returning to a standard calendar.  
 
In making its recommendation, the State Board of Education gave principal focus to the impacts 
of the waivers on student learning, but also considered district costs and savings, current 
research on compressed school calendars, and other impacts on the community. 
 
Academic Impacts 
 
RCW 28A.305.141 requires that the recommendation of the SBE “focus on whether the program 
resulted in improved student learning.” There are a number of factors that make attributing 
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changes in student achievement to the flexible calendar difficult.  The small sizes of the districts, 
the short program time span, and the incompleteness of much of the necessary data hinder the 
board’s ability to assess impacts on student achievement.  Attributing any specific change to the 
school calendar is also not possible because of the myriad other factors that may have affected 
student achievement over the course of the waivers. The board found no discernible consistent 
improvement in available state measures of student achievement in the districts operating on 
flexible calendars. This echoes the findings of national research on the four-day week that the 
flexible calendar appears, at best, not to negatively affect student achievement.  
 
The following datasets were considered: 
 

 Median Student Growth Percentiles 

 State Assessments (WASL, MSP, HSPE) 

 Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 

 Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) 

 State and district attendance data 
 
Student grades were received from one of the waiver districts, but were determined insufficient 
to use for analysis. 
 
Financial Impacts 
 
Because the stated purpose of the waiver is “economy and efficiency,” the board examined 
financial data from Paterson and Bickleton. Factors that impact savings, such as contract 
agreements with staff, changes in fuel prices, and programmatic changes obscure the effects of 
the flexible week on district costs. Changes in state funding formulas for basic education and 
transportation also make it difficult to assess savings. District savings were not identifiable 
through standard data reported by the districts to the state. In their waiver applications the 
districts estimated large savings in classified staff costs.  The methods used for calculating such 
costs and attributing those savings to the four-day week, however, were unclear. 
 
The following datasets were considered: 
 

 Transportation revenue and expenditures 

 State revenue and expenditure reports  

 District-reported costs and savings 
 
Other District Impacts  
 
Paterson has instituted “Adventure Fridays” on select Fridays throughout the school year for 
enrichment programs, such as field trips, fine arts, and special projects. Bickleton has used the 
Fridays for professional development programs and is working on a school-to-work program 
with companies in the area. Paterson has also repurposed savings on classified staff for an 
additional 0.73 FTE certificated staff to support a new block schedule. Both districts reported 
decreased absences, which coincides with findings in the national research. Lyle, which 
discontinued the modified calendar, found that Fridays designated for additional support to 
students were underutilized and created childcare concerns. Bickleton and Paterson both 
reported that childcare was not an issue for their communities.  
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EXAMINATION OF ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY WAIVERS 

 
Legislative Mandate 
 
This examination is in response to the requirement of RCW 28A.305.141 that the State Board of 
Education (SBE) examine and make a recommendation on basic education waivers granted for 
the purposes of economy and efficiency.  
 

(4) The state board of education shall examine the waivers granted under this 
section and make a recommendation to the education committees of the 
legislature by December 15, 2013, regarding whether the waiver program should 
be continued, modified, or allowed to terminate. This recommendation should 
focus on whether the program resulted in improved student learning as 
demonstrated by empirical evidence. Such evidence includes, but is not limited 
to: Improved scores on the Washington assessment of student learning, results 
of the dynamic indicators of basic early literacy skills, student grades, and 
attendance. 

 
Board Recommendation 
 
On November 15, 2013, the board voted to approve a recommendation to the Legislature to 
meet the requirement in RCW 28A.305.141. The recommendation approved by the Board is: 
 

 Recognizing that the data is inconclusive as to the question asked by the 
Legislature, “Did the alternative program lead to measurable growth in 
student achievement?,” but that the data does show no measurable 
decline in student achievement and that other benefits were identified by 
the waiver district communities, the State Board recommends that Option 
2 Waivers be allowed to continue for an interim period.  

 
Background  
 
RCW 28A.305.141 was enacted by SHB 1292 in 2009, authorizing a basic education waiver 
from the 180 days requirement for the purposes of economy and efficiency. (The board has 
termed them “Option Two” waivers to distinguish them from the waivers granted under RCW 
28A.305.140.)  These waivers enable adoption of a flexible calendar, typically resulting in a four-
day school week. The number of waivers that could be granted was limited to two for districts 
with enrollment less than 150, and three for districts with enrollments between 150 and 500.  
 
Four districts have applied for waivers under this statute — Paterson, Bickleton, and Mill A for 
the waivers for districts with fewer than 150 students, and Lyle for districts of 150 to 500. 
Requests from Paterson and Bickleton were approved in November 2009, and renewals 
granted in March 2012.  Both continue to operate on modified calendars.  Bickleton has a 
waiver of 30 days from the 180-day requirement, and Paterson of 34 days, both through the 
2014-15 school year.  Lyle received a waiver in November 2009 of 12 days for 2009-10 and 24 
days for the next two school years.  It operated a four-day school week for two years before 
deciding to return to a standard calendar. Mill A was not approved for a waiver as it would have 
exceeded the cap on waivers for districts with fewer than 150 students.   
 
The State Board of Education adopted rules as WAC 180-18-065 in 2012 establishing criteria 
for evaluation of waiver applications under this section. 
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Policy Considerations 
 
RCW 28A.305.141 directs the State Board of Education to examine the economy and efficiency 
basic education waiver program, with a focus on the impact on student learning, and make a 
recommendation to continue, modify, or allow the program to expire as scheduled under law. 
Policy considerations include, but are not limited to: 
 
1. Was there an identifiable impact on student achievement?  
2. Were there cost savings to the districts having the waivers? 
3. Does a review of the literature on shortened school weeks support continuation of the 

waivers? 
 
Summary of Findings  
 
The following datasets were considered in response to the directive from the Legislature: 
 

 Median Student Growth Percentiles 

 State Assessments (WASL, MSP, HSPE) 

 Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 

 Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) 

 Transportation Revenue and Expenditures 

 District Reported Savings 

 State Revenue and Expenditure Reports  

 Student Absences 
 
The examination of the program also included a review of the districts’ waiver applications, 
supplemental materials provided by the districts, and a literature review of high-quality research 
on the impacts of a four-day school week.  
 
The review of the datasets available from the state did not produce any findings of identifiable 
impacts on student achievement or on district savings. Student achievement data provided by 
the districts in the renewal applications submitted in March 2012 were not complete enough to 
discern a change, either positive or negative. The district methodology used to arrive at 
estimated savings was also unclear. Evidence received in district applications showed positive 
impacts attributed to the flexible week, primarily in student and staff attendance and staff and 
community satisfaction.  Most findings from the literature review indicate no discernible impact 
on student learning and that savings are often less than anticipated.  
 
Academic Impacts 
 
While a number of districts across the nation have implemented four-day weeks, high-quality 
studies have found that student achievement was not affected, either positively or negatively. 
Any impacts that were observed in case studies were not attributable to the school schedule 
alone. “There is decided lack of evidence that the four-day week helps or hurts student 
achievement – anecdotal evidence seems to point merely to a ‘lack of harm’ where student 
achievement is concerned.” (Gaines, 2008.) At best, the flexible week was found to not 
adversely affect student learning. (Donis-Keller & Silver, 2009; Plucker, Cierniak, & Chamberlin, 
2012.) One recent study found a positive relationship between adoption of a four-day school 
week and performance in reading and math in Colorado. (Anderson & Walker, 2012.) 
 
RCW 28A.305.141 requires that the recommendation of the SBE “focus on whether the program 
resulted in improved student learning.” Several factors make attributing changes in student 
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achievement to the flexible calendar difficult.  The small sizes of the districts, the short time the 
program has been in place, and incompleteness of much of the necessary data hinder the ability 
to assess impacts on student learning. Changes in the rigor of state math assessments in 
recent years also make comparisons of pre- and post-waiver achievement challenging.   
 
Where a change in student achievement is identified, it would also not be possible to 
disentangle the effect of the school schedule from the myriad other factors that may have 
affected student achievement over the course of the waivers. The data collected from the Office 
of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) and the districts may provide information on 
district trends, but aside from district assertions, a causal relationship cannot be identified in the 
evidence. 
 
The statute lists evidence to be considered in the board’s examination of the pilot waiver 
program, including but not limited to the Washington Assessment of Student Learning, dynamic 
indicators of basic early literacy skills (DIBELS), and student grades. Board staff also collected 
median student growth percentile data from OSPI. Paterson provided MAP testing results. 
Bickleton provided DIBELS test results. The SBE requested student grades from both districts, 
as grades are not collected at the state level. Paterson provided grades for three years by 
cohort.  They are insufficient, however, to use to draw conclusions regarding the waiver’s impact 
on achievement. 
 
Studies have found increased student and teacher attendance with the four-day week. (Gaines, 
2008; Ryan, 2009; Plucker, et. al., 2012.) This finding was echoed by Paterson and Bickleton. 
The districts attributed increased attendance by teachers and students to having a business day 
off to take care of appointments, which normally require a full day absence because of long 
distances from some services. Lyle reported that attendance was a concern with the four-day 
week because of the increased instructional time lost to students if a day was missed.  
 
Data reported to the state on student attendance is limited to unexcused absences before 2011-
2012, so the board turned to the districts for additional information. In response to a request, the 
districts provided some data on excused absences and student attendance. Paterson tracked 
excused absences and provided data for 2009 through 2012.  It reported that excused 
absences for sickness, appointments, and family reasons declined over this time, though the 
trend is not consistent. Bickleton provided attendance reports from CEDARS.  The CEDARS 
data, however, do not include excused absences. Staff determined that calculating excused 
absences based on the number of days enrolled and number of unexcused absences would not 
produce a reliable estimate of excused absences, and would also not provide reasons for 
excused absences.  
 
OSPI provided median student growth percentiles (SGP) for Paterson and Bickleton from 2010-
2011 to 2012-2013.  (Both districts received their waivers during the 2009-2010 school year.) 
Student growth percentiles for years prior to 2010-2011 are not yet available, so a comparison 
of growth in pre-waiver years with growth in waiver years is not possible at this time.  
 
The charts below show the median SGP in reading and math for each district. Not all student 
groups are represented on each chart due to sample size considerations. In Paterson, all 
groups, except for white students, experienced a decline in growth in reading and math in 2011-
2012, followed by an increase in 2012-2013. In math, the 2012-2013 median SGP was higher 
than in 2010-2011 for all groups, but in reading not all groups returned to pre-decline levels of 
growth. In Bickleton, all groups except Hispanic or Latino (and Female for reading) experienced 
a decline in median SGP in both reading and math.  
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OSPI also provided MSP and HSPE scores rolled up to the district level, rather than grade level. 
Data are not made publicly available for student groups under ten due to privacy concerns, and 
in many years Paterson and Bickleton had grade levels with fewer than ten students. While this 
aggregation may obscure variations across grades and student groups, it is the only method 
available for examining state assessment data for these districts as directed in the legislation.  
The SBE selected two districts of similar size and demographics that operate on traditional five-
day weeks for comparison with Paterson and Bickleton’s MSP and HSPE scores.  The table 
below shows the characteristics of the comparison districts.  
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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% 

 
 

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% 

 
 
The charts below show the aggregate percentage of students meeting standard in reading, 
writing, math, and science for Bickleton, Paterson, and the comparison districts.  The data that 
support the charts are shown in Attachment A.  
 
Scores vary widely, with no discernible patterns for either Paterson and Bickleton or the 
comparison districts. With the exception of reading in Paterson, the districts with waivers did not 
consistently meet standard at higher rates than the districts operating on a traditional schedule. 
It is also notable that, with the exception of science in Paterson, no post-waiver peaks in 
performance exceed peaks during the pre-waiver period for Paterson or Bickleton.  
 
While attributing changes in student performance to the waivers is very difficult for reasons 
mentioned above, it is worth noting that there is no discernible, consistent improvement in 
available state measures of student achievement in the districts operating a flexible calendar.
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Paterson State Assessment Comparisons 
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Bickleton State Assessment Comparisons 
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Both Paterson and Bickleton provided district level assessment information at SBE request. 
Paterson provided Measurement of Academic Progress (MAP) scores, with explanatory 
narrative. Bickleton provided DIBELS scores. The charts below show the mean growth for 
reading and math in Paterson for three cohorts during the waiver period.  
 

 
 

 
 
Note: Paterson is a non-high district, so class year indicates year in 8

th
 grade. 

 
The Class of 2014 saw a decline in growth in math and reading over the last three years. The 
Class of 2015 saw a decline in growth in 2011-2012, but an increase in growth the following 
year. The Class of 2016 saw an increase in growth in 2011-12 in math, followed by a decline in 
2012-2013, and a steady decline in reading growth. These are mean growth rates for each 
class; some individuals grew at much higher, and some much lower, rates each year. No MAP 
scores were provided for pre-waiver years. 
 
The charts below show end of the year DIBELS results from Bickleton for 2006-07 to 2012-13. 
Unlike the Paterson MAP data, these data are not divided by cohort, but by grade level.  
The charts show the percentage of students meeting the overall benchmark by the end of the 
year, though five individual categories are assessed: initial sound fluency, letter naming fluency, 
phoneme segmentation, nonsense work fluency, and word use fluency. 
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Note: Benchmark=meeting or exceeding target, Strategic=needs strategic interventions in specific areas 
to reach target, Intensive=needs intensive interventions to meet targets.  
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Financial Impacts 
 
Because the stated purpose of the waiver is “economy and efficiency,” the board also examined 
financial data for the districts with current waivers, Paterson and Bickleton. The board did not 
examine financial data for Lyle because of the short time under its waiver.  
 
Despite initial assumptions that assessing the financial impacts of the flexible schedule would 
be more straightforward than the academic impacts, the board encountered similar issues in 
attributing changes to the flexible calendars. Such factors as collective bargaining contracts, fuel 
prices, and programmatic changes complicate identification of the effects of the four-day week 
on district costs and savings. Recent changes in funding formulas and increased allocations 
from budget actions in the 2013 session also make assessing impacts difficult. 
 
The Education Commission of the States reported in 2011 that 120 school districts in 17 states, 
in efforts to achieve savings in operations, had adopted schedules to maintain instructional time 
while shortening the school week.  A review of available research finds that savings from a four-
day week vary across districts depending on programming.  The most frequently cited study 
found that savings tend to be less than anticipated. This is because educator pay and benefits 
are the single largest expense in public schools, and “moving to a four-day week still requires 
instructional staff to work the same amount of hours per week – just spread over four days 
rather than five.” Savings in utilities and maintenance are reduced if facilities are kept open on 
the fifth day for noninstructional activities.  The savings identified were a small percentage of a 
district’s overall budget (on average, between 0.4% and 2.5%).  They could nevertheless still be 
significant in terms of staff or instructional programming that could be supported by reallocating 
resources. Transportation was found to be the area of greatest savings. (Griffith, 2011.)   
 
Most transportation savings resulting from a four-day week accrue to the state, which by rule 
prorates the transportation allocation at a daily rate, decreasing the funding a district receives 
when it departs from a traditional schedule. Paterson continues to transport high school 
students into neighboring Prosser on the fifth day, so does not receive a prorated allocation. 
The recent changes in the state transportation funding formula pose additional challenges to 
calculating transportation savings from a modified calendar. 
 
Board staff consulted with OSPI Apportionment and Financial Services to attempt to estimate 
savings from the flexible calendar to the districts. OSPI staff indicated that it would not be 
possible to assess the savings, replicate the districts’ analysis and attribute changes to the 
flexible calendar because of factors not reflected in financial data collected by the state. Shifts in 
staff mix, programming decisions, contract negotiations, utility rates, and other factors contribute 
to district costs and are not captured in current reporting. SBE asked the districts to provide 
updated savings estimates, with explanation of the methodology used. The districts responded 
with updated estimates, but not with their methodology, so it is unclear how savings were 
calculated.  
 
In information provided to the SBE, Bickleton stated that its largest savings were in 
transportation, followed by classified staff.  Paterson reported that its greatest savings were in 
classified staff.  In its application for renewal of its waiver, Paterson estimated that 
transportation spending had actually increased by $2,589.  Classified staff savings were 
estimated at $35,657.This was accomplished in large part by reducing the number of teaching 
assistants as well as the number of days. There are discrepancies, however, between the 
staffing levels reported in the applications and those in state staffing reports, which we were 
unable to reconcile. Bickleton estimated that the district saved $16,247 in staff costs as a result 
of the modified calendar. It is also a non-union district and so has more flexibility in staffing 
decisions. Lyle, which discontinued its flexible schedule after two years, indicated that it did not 
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reduce salaries of classified or certificated staff because of negotiated contracts, decreasing the 
possible savings from its waiver. 
 
Both Paterson and Bickleton stated that savings from their waivers allowed them to continue 
reading programs and increased hours of kindergarten by preserving classified staff.  (Paterson 
will receive state funding for full-day kindergarten beginning in the 2014-2015 school year.)  
Both districts had received grants for Reading First prior to 2009 and used savings to replace 
those funds and preserve some of the programming. Paterson has also repurposed savings on 
classified staff for an additional 0.73 FTE certificated staff to support a new block schedule. 
 
Other District Impacts 
 
The waiver renewal applications from Paterson and Bickleton described how the flexible week 
was implemented, including activities conducted on the now-free Fridays. Paterson has 
instituted “Adventure Fridays” on select Fridays during the school year for enrichment programs 
such as field trips, fine arts, and special projects. Bickleton has used the Fridays for professional 
development activities, and is working on a school-to-work program with wind turbine 
companies in the area. Both districts also report using time outside of the student day for 
instructional and team planning, staff meetings, and professional development, though do not 
specify if this is limited to Fridays or distributed throughout the week. 
 
Impacts on other aspects of the school community, such as child nutrition programs, childcare, 
and districts’ ability to recruit and retain staff were not studied independently due to the lack of 
capacity for such an analysis, lack of available data, and difficulty attributing observed changes 
to the flexible schedule. Some of these areas were addressed in the districts’ renewal 
applications. Both Paterson and Bickleton explained that childcare for working parents was not 
a major concern in their communities, where many parents work at home on farms or have 
multiple caregiver options, such as nearby relatives. A letter from Lyle’s current superintendent, 
provided in response to an SBE request for feedback on the waiver program, cited childcare as 
a concern in her community and one of the reasons for discontinuing the flexible calendar. 
Bickleton does not participate in the free and reduced price lunch program. Paterson provides a 
free breakfast and lunch for every student in the district, using local dollars to supplement the 
federal reimbursements, and provides these meals on “Adventure Fridays.” 
 
The public comment submitted as part of the applications was very similar for the two districts, 
and overwhelmingly positive. 
 
Other Considerations 
 
In examining this issue, the board recognized that Washington accounts for the diseconomies of 
scale faced by small districts through the small school and remote and necessary factors in the 
school funding formula. These factors increase the state funding allocation for small districts to 
alleviate resource challenges inherent in serving small student populations or being located in 
rural locations. The small school factor is intended to address some of the same issues as the 
economy and efficiency waiver.  
 
The board also notes very limited demand for the waivers over their short history. Just four 
districts have applied for economy and efficiency waivers. There were 52 districts in 2011-12 
with enrollment of fewer than 150. Three districts – Bickleton, Paterson, and Mill A – requested 
waivers under this statute. There were 53 districts with enrollment between 150 and 500. One 
district (Lyle) requested and received a waiver under this statute, but abandoned its use after 
two years. While there is a tight cap on the number of waivers that may be granted through this 
program (two waivers for districts with fewer than 150 students, three for districts between 150 
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and 500), it still appears a low number of applications given the number of districts that would 
be eligible. Expansion of the program to include more and larger districts may not, then, elicit 
increased interest.  
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Attachment B: Letter for Former Lyle Superintendent Huffman 







 

Attachment C: Letter for Lyle Superintendent Hill 

 



 
 

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 

 

 

 

 
 
 



 

Attachment D: Additional Materials from Paterson  

 

Paterson provided a letter, updated estimated savings and other renewal application 

components, an analysis of MSP scores, Measurement of Academic Progress (MAP) data, and 

student grades. The MAP data and student grades include student identifying information and 

so are not attached here. 

 





































 

Attachment E: Additional Materials from Bickleton 

 

 

Bickleton provided a letter, Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBELS), and attendance data for 

2006-07 to 2008-09. The DIBELS and attendance data include student identifying information and so are 

not attached here. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

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 
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