
1 
 

 

Testimony on School-Based Decision Making 

for the Kentucky Legislature’s Interim Joint 

Committee on Education 

August 2017 

Jim Waters, President and CEO 

Bluegrass Institute for Public Policy Solutions 

P.O. Box 11706 

Lexington, Kentucky 40577 

859.444.5630 

 

 

The Bluegrass Institute made an open records request on April 19, 2017, to the Kentucky Department of 

Education (KDE) for information concerning all the schools that have been identified as Persistently Low-

Achieving/Priority Schools (PLAs/P) in Kentucky since this program started in 2010. I appreciate the 

opportunity to share what was found in that data and some implications for Kentucky’s School-Based 

Decision Making laws. 

Background Data on Kentucky’s Priority Schools and Their SBDM Authority 

The intent of the Bluegrass Institute’s open records request was to explore evidence about functioning 

of School-Based Decision Making (SBDM) governance in these obviously poor-performing schools. Since 

the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 required all schools (with a few small exceptions for very 

high-performing schools) to adopt SBDM management by the end of 1996, the requested information 

would provide important insight into the functioning of a critical school governance program in 

Kentucky that has had more than adequate time to mature. 

 

The specific request asked for: 

1. Name of each school identified as a Persistently Low-Achieving School and/or a Priority School. 

2. Date each school entered PLAs/Priority status. 

3. Date, if appropriate, when each school was removed from PLAs/Priority status. 

4. Date of first management audit of each school after entering PLAs/Priority status. 

5. Date of the last management audit of each school while in PLAs/Priority status. 

6. Date, if appropriate, when each SBDM had its governing authority removed. 

7. Date, if appropriate, when each SBDM governing authority was restored. 
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The key part of KDE’s response to the open records request was a table very similar to the one found in 

Table 1 below. That KDE table included all the notes at the bottom left on the table. 

 

 

Table 1 

 

Entered priority status Exited priority status
SBDM authority 

removed
SBDM authority restored

1 Academy @ Shawnee HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A

2 Bryan Station HS October, 2011 October, 2015 N/A N/A

3 Byck Elementary October, 2015 N/A February, 2016 N/A

4 Caverna HS Spring, 2010 October, 2014  April, 2012 October, 2016

5 Christian County HS November, 2010 N/A January, 2011 N/A

6 Dayton HS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

7 Dayton MS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

8 Doss HS November, 2010 N/A December, 2010 N/A

9 East Carter HS November, 2010 October, 2014 November, 2010 October, 2016

10 Fairdale HS November, 2010 N/A December, 2010 N/A

11 Fern Creek HS Spring, 2010 October, 2015 March, 2010 Eligible October 2017

12 Fleming County HS October, 2011 N/A February, 2012 N/A

13 Franklin-Simpson HS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

14 Frost Middle Spring 2010 School closed 2014 March, 2010 N/A

15 Greenup HS November, 2010 October, 2015 January, 2011 Eligible October 2017

16 Hopkins County Central HS October, 2011 N/A January, 2012 N/A

17 Iroquois HS November, 2010 N/A January, 2011 N/A

18 Knight MS November, 2010 N/A May, 2011 N/A

19 Knox Central HS October, 2011 October, 2015 December, 2011 Eligible October 2017

20 Lawrence Co HS Spring, 2010 October, 2015 March, 2010 Eligible October 2017

21 Lee County HS October, 2011 October, 2015 November, 2011 Eligible October 2017

22 Leslie Co HS Spring, 2010 October, 2013 N/A N/A

23 Lincoln County HS October, 2011 October, 2015 February, 2012 Eligible October 2017

24 Livingston Central HS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

25 Maupin Elementary October, 2016 N/A January, 2017 N/A

26 Metcalfe Co HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A

27 Monticello HS October, 2011 School closed 2013 November, 2011 N/A

28 Moore Traditional MS October, 2015 N/A N/A N/A

29 Myers Middle October, 2011 School closed 2014 November, 2011 N/A

30 Newport HS November, 2010 October, 2015 April, 2011 Eligible October 2017

31 Olmsted North MS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

32 Perry County Central HS October, 2011 October, 2015 December, 2011 Eligible October 2017

33 Pulaski  County HS October, 2011 N/A February, 2012 N/A

34 Roosevelt-Perry Elementary October, 2015 N/A N/A N/A

35 Seneca HS November, 2010 N/A December, 2010 N/A

36 Sheldon Clark HS  November, 2010 October, 2014 N/A N/A

37 Southern HS November, 2010 N/A January, 2011 N/A

38 Stuart MS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

39 Thomas Jefferson MS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

40 Trimble County HS October, 2011 October, 2015 N/A N/A

41 Valley HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A

42 Valley Prep August, 2014 School closing 2017 N/A N/A

43 Waggener HS November, 2010 October, 2015 January, 2011 Eligible October 2017

44 Wellington Elementary October, 2016 N/A N/A N/A

45 Western HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A

46 Western MS Spring, 2010 N/A November, 2008 N/A

47 Westport MS October, 2011 N/A N/A N/A

*As requested on Open Records Request

1.  Name of priority school--Column B

2.  Date school entered priority status--Column C

3.  Date school exited priority status--Column D

4. and 5.  Dates of management audits--Priority Schools do not undergo management audits

6.  Date of removal of SBDM authority--Column E

7.  Date SBDM authority was restored--Column F

Priority Schools Entrance and Exit Status and SBDM Authority*

Innes Note: There are reports, but with 

different titles. Example: Doss High 
entered PLAs status in November 2010. It 

has a report titled: "Jefferson County 
Public Schools, DOSS HIGH School, 
Leadership Assessment Report, 

12/05/2010 - 12/10/2010."
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Table 1 does differ slightly from the KDE’s response as it adds some shaded highlighting for the closure 

dates of schools that were closed without ever exiting Priority status.  

 

We also added a comment regarding the KDE’s statement that PLAs/P schools do not get management 

audits. In fact, these management audits do exist and are officially titled either “School Leadership 

Assessment Report” or “Report of the Diagnostic Review Team,” depending upon the year when the 

report was rendered. Due to the changing names, we will refer to these reports as “management 

audits” in the remainder of this testimony. We learned that a management audit indeed was rendered 

for each of the 10 PLAs/P schools we examined more closely shortly after those schools were identified. 

We believe the other 46 schools listed in Table 1 also received a management audit shortly after 

identification but have not confirmed the existence of a report for each school. 

 

Table 1 shows several interesting things: 

• A total of 47 schools have been placed in the PLAs/P program since it started in 2010. 

• A total of four of the PLAs/P schools were, or were scheduled to be, closed by the end of the 

2016-17 school year. In essence, these schools could not exit PLAs/P status and closed without 

making a successful recovery. 

• There are multiple cohorts of PLAs/P schools. 

o Spring 2010 – 10 schools identified 

o November 2010 – 12 schools added 

o October 2011 – 19 schools added 

o August 2014 – 1 school added 

o October 2015 – 3 schools added 

o October 2016 – 2 schools added 

Table 1 was broken down further to show only those schools that lost their SBDM authority as part of 

the PLAs/P process, or, in one case, as part of an even earlier program (Western Middle School). Table 2 

provides the results and includes an update based on a March 31, 2017, report in the Courier-Journal 

that the Valley High School has been removed from Priority status.1 Apparently that recent change was 

missed when the KDE assembled their open records response. 
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Table 2 

 

Table 2 shows: 

• A total of 31 schools out of the 47 had their SBDM authority removed at least at some time 

during the PLAs/P process.  

• Of those 31 schools, as of the response from the KDE provided in April 2017, updated by a 

report in the Courier-Journal on March 31, 2017, Table 2 shows ONLY TWO SCHOOLS EVER GOT 

THEIR SBDM AUTHORITY BACK. 

 

 

 

 

Original Number in 

KDE Listing School

Month/Year Entered 

Persistently Low-

Achieving or Priority 

Status

Exited priority status
SBDM authority 

removed
SBDM authority restored Number

8 Doss HS November, 2010 N/A December, 2010 N/A 1

10 Fairdale HS November, 2010 N/A December, 2010 N/A 2

35 Seneca HS November, 2010 N/A December, 2010 N/A 3

12 Fleming County HS October, 2011 N/A February, 2012 N/A 4

33 Pulaski  County HS October, 2011 N/A February, 2012 N/A 5

3 Byck Elementary October, 2015 N/A February, 2016 N/A 6

5 Christian County HS November, 2010 N/A January, 2011 N/A 7

17 Iroquois HS November, 2010 N/A January, 2011 N/A 8

37 Southern HS November, 2010 N/A January, 2011 N/A 9

16 Hopkins County Central HS October, 2011 N/A January, 2012 N/A 10

25 Maupin Elementary October, 2016 N/A January, 2017 N/A 11

1 Academy @ Shawnee HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A 12

14 Frost Middle Spring 2010 School closed 2014 March, 2010 N/A 13

26 Metcalfe Co HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A 14

45 Western HS Spring, 2010 N/A March, 2010 N/A 15

18 Knight MS November, 2010 N/A May, 2011 N/A 16

46 Western MS Spring, 2010 N/A November, 2008 N/A 17

27 Monticello HS October, 2011 School closed 2013 November, 2011 N/A 18

29 Myers Middle October, 2011 School closed 2014 November, 2011 N/A 19

30 Newport HS November, 2010 October, 2015 April, 2011 Eligible October 2017 1

19 Knox Central HS October, 2011 October, 2015 December, 2011 Eligible October 2017 2

32 Perry County Central HS October, 2011 October, 2015 December, 2011 Eligible October 2017 3

23 Lincoln County HS October, 2011 October, 2015 February, 2012 Eligible October 2017 4

15 Greenup HS November, 2010 October, 2015 January, 2011 Eligible October 2017 5

43 Waggener HS November, 2010 October, 2015 January, 2011 Eligible October 2017 6

11 Fern Creek HS Spring, 2010 October, 2015 March, 2010 Eligible October 2017 7

20 Lawrence Co HS Spring, 2010 October, 2015 March, 2010 Eligible October 2017 8

21 Lee County HS October, 2011 October, 2015 November, 2011 Eligible October 2017 9

4 Caverna HS Spring, 2010 October, 2014  April, 2012 October, 2016 1

9 East Carter HS November, 2010 October, 2014 November, 2010 October, 2016 2

41 Valley HS Spring, 2010 March 2017* March, 2010 N/A 3

Statistics for Kentucky's Persistently Low-Achieving/Priority Schools That Lost SBDM Authority

* The Courier-Journal reported on March 31, 2017 that Valley High School was no longer in Priority Status. That is not reflected in the Mid-April 2017 Open Records 

response from KDE and there are questions about whether or not Valley actually met requirements for Priority Status removal.  The Courier's article did not mention 

the status of the SBDM.
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• Nine schools MIGHT get their SBDM authority returned in October 2017, depending upon their 

performance during the 2016-17 school term. 

o These nine schools plus Valley High School highlight an interesting problem. Nine of 

these schools had exited Priority status as of October 2015 but they still do not have 

their SBDM authority restored. Based on currently available information, it appears that 

Valley High School also exited Priority status but still does not have its SBDM authority 

restored, either.  

o This highlights an inconsistency in the Priority and SBDM restoration policies that needs 

further investigation. Should a school be allowed to exit Priority Status before it has 

reestablished and successfully demonstrated its ability to self-govern? 

• A total of 20 schools that lost their SBDM authority have not gotten it back and apparently won’t 

get it back anytime soon. Of these 20 schools: 

o Three schools ultimately closed. 

o One school, Valley High School, reportedly exited Priority status in April, but this change 

apparently came too late for inclusion in the KDE’s open records reply. However, the 

Bluegrass Institute has concerns about the removal of Valley High School from Priority 

status.  

▪ One requirement to exit Priority status is posting three years of Adjusted Cohort High 

School Graduation Rates (ACGR) above 80 percent. News articles announcing the 

removal of Valley High from Priority status indicate the school didn’t meet this current 

criterion. Instead, the KDE applied an older, 70-percent requirement that was based on 

a very different graduation rate formula, the Averaged Freshman Graduation Rate 

(AFGR). Those AFGR rates are no longer reported and are quite different from the 

current ACGR numbers, making a cross-application of new data to the old standards 

highly problematic. 

▪ Another issue is academic performance. At present, a school can be released from 

Priority status if its overall Unbridled Learning accountability score ranks above the 

bottom five percent. However, when Valley High entered Persistently Low-Achieving 

Status in the spring of 2010, the academic criterion involved placing in the bottom five 

percent of all schools for the combined average of math and reading proficiency rates 

on state tests. The tests used at that time were the Kentucky Core Content Tests, which 

are no longer in use for either subject. However, the Bluegrass Institute ranked Valley 

High’s 2016 combined average proficiency rate for both KPREP and ACT math and 

reading against all other high schools in Kentucky with scores. Valley High ranked in the 

bottom five percent for both the current KPREP tests and the ACT, as well. Thus, if the 

KDE wants to retroactively apply old criteria to release Valley High from Priority status, 

the school does not appear to meet the academic requirement. Of course, with both 

tests and graduation-rate formulas now quite different from the past, any attempts to 

employ retroactive actions are highly problematic. 

▪ In any event, as of 2016 KPREP testing, Valley High’s math and reading performance 

remains very problematic, and removal of state oversight now seems premature, at 

best. 
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• One school, the Western Middle School (Jefferson Co), actually lost its SBDM authority under an 

earlier program in November 2008.  

• Western Middle School and most of other schools in Table 2 lost their SBDM authority many 

years ago (most in 2010 and 2011). More than half a decade later, there is no indication that 

many are going to get their SBDM authority back anytime soon. 

• Reiterating, as of the open records response in April 2017, only two of the 31 schools that lost 

their SBDM authority have ever received that authority back. 

 

Implications for SBDM Functioning 

 

Table 2 offer some important examples of chronic failures of mature SBDM programs in unquestionably 

very low-performing schools. These schools also have been examined with fairly extensive, 

professionally conducted management reviews. Thus, specific deficiencies in the operation of those 

mature SBDMs can be explored.  

 

As briefly mentioned earlier, over time the management audits conducted in the PLAs/P have had 

several different formats and titles (Note: A web page at the KDE site permits access to all of these 

“Leadership Assessments/Diagnostic Reviews2). 

• Early management audits were titled “School Leadership Assessment Report.” 

• By 2013 some reports were titled “Diagnostic Review Report” and were conducted by 

AdvancED. 

• The most recent management audits are titled “Report of the Diagnostic Review Team.” 

To date, management audits have been reviewed for 10 of the schools listed in Table 2. Seven were 

selected as known low-performing schools in Jefferson County.  

Three other schools from other districts were added to provide some insight into what is happening in 

other areas of the state. A summary of the findings is shown in Table 3.  
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Table 3 

 

 

Obviously, the management audits discovered a number of frequently occurring problems in these 

PLAs/P schools that show the SBDM process, which had been in use for many years prior to the audits, 

was not performing well in these schools. In fact, the audit recommendation in all but one of these 

schools, Caverna High School, was for the SBDM authority to be removed.  

• Caverna High School represents a special case. While its initial audit following identification as a 

PLAs in the Spring of 2010 found the SBDM was functional, in April 2012 that finding was 

reversed by a follow-on School Leadership Assessment Summary Report dated 4/8/2012 - 

4/13/2012. Caverna lost its SBDM authority in the same month.3 

 

In a number of cases shown in Table 3, the SBDM was so dysfunctional that it was specifically 

recommended that the council be disbanded, as well.  

 

One school in Table 3, Maupin Elementary School, is particularly problematic.  

• It is a member of the most recent cohort of schools to have its SBDM authority removed.  

• Maupin was one of the first two “Schools of Innovation” under the Jefferson County School 

District’s “District of Innovation” program. 
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Seneca High School Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Doss High School Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1

Maupin Elementary Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Knight Middle School Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Fairdale High School Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Iroquois High School Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

The Academy @Shawnee Jefferson County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Caverna High School Caverna Independent 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Greenup County High School Greenup County 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Lawrence County High School Lawrence County 1 1 1 1 1 1

8 8 9 10 7 8 10 8 9

SBDM Problem Areas from Management Audits Conducted in 10 Selected Kentucky Persistently Low-

Achieving/Priority Schools (A "1" indicates this is a problem area for the school)

SBDM Problem Areas

Total Number of Incidences
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• It is clear in the management audit that the SBDM, and actually even the principal, were unable 

to maintain control and keep a focus on the curriculum and many other important areas of 

school governance.  

• The SBDM was recommended to lose its authority, but the principal was not, possibly under a 

general rule applying to PLAs/P schools that principals need to serve at least 3 years in station 

before it’s considered fair to remove them. 

• At issue, did the SBDM act in ways that actually hampered the proper implementation of the 

reform model chosen for Maupin? At the very least, the chaos in curriculum in different 

classrooms mentioned in the report shows the SBDM failed in this major responsibility area. 

 

The key here is that these 10 audits were conducted right after each school was identified as a PLAs/P 

school. Thus, the findings fairly represent how each SBDM was operating after about a decade and a half 

or more of program existence. In other words, these should have been mature operations.  

• Clearly, these long-established SBDMs were not getting the education mission accomplished for 

students. 

SBDM Problems Not Restricted to Low-Performing Schools 

About a week ago the Kentucky Office of Education Accountability (OEA) released three reports 

concerning serious SBDM-related issues in the very high-performing Boone County Public School 

System. One OEA “SBDM Final Report,” was addressed to Dr. Randolph Poe.4 He is the superintendent of 

the Boone County Public School System. Two other SBDM Final Reports were addressed to James 

Brewer, the principal at the Conner Middle School in Boone County5 and Stephanie Hagerty, the 

principal at Boone County’s Camp Ernst Middle School.6  

The gist of these reports is that several issues related to SBDM operations went awry in the Boone 

County system.  

• The principals entered into contracts that OEA says only the local school board could legally 

negotiate.  

The OEA’s comments highlight the confusion that exists even in this very highly regarded school 

system about contracting.  

The principals were clearly confused about whether they actually were entering into contracts, 

something a person properly trained to execute contracts would understand. OEA strongly 

points out that the signed agreements were indeed contracts. 

At least one of the school reports indicates the principal failed to obtain a copy of the 

participation contract after signing it, a major mistake that trained contract writers would be 

highly unlikely to make. 

To be sure, Kentucky’s current contracting laws seem at odds with the idea that the SBDMs 

control curriculum. This creates a very unsatisfactory situation where the SBDM might indeed 
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control the curriculum selection while under state law, the local school board still must 

negotiate contracts to support that curriculum. This obviously can create serious conflicts of 

interest if local board members strongly disagree with a school’s curriculum choice. Are local 

board members forced to contract for materials they honestly don’t believe are in the best 

interests of both students and the citizens who voted them into office believing they would 

protect students and their tax dollars? 

• At least one of the schools adopted a digitally-based curriculum without any approval from its 

SBDM. Clearly, members of the SBDM had to be aware of this action yet did not challenge it. 

There was confusion about whether the chosen Summit Learning system was indeed a 

curriculum, but the OEA points out that even Summit Learning’s own website describes the 

program as a curriculum.  

Regardless, even if the program was just considered supporting material, OEA points to 

language in the law that clearly requires SBDM action to select that sort of material, as well. 

• Because the curriculum was adopted without any SBDM involvement, there was no prior review of 

that curriculum for alignment to the Kentucky Academic Standards.  

In fact, testimonies provided to the OEA from numerous individuals indicate the chosen digital 

curriculum adopted by the schools was not aligned with the Kentucky Academic Standards in a 

number of areas. This is unsurprising because this digital-learning program was developed for 

use in California’s school system.  

It wasn’t until well into the first school year of use of this curriculum before Boone County finally 

assembled its teachers to review it in detail and make corrections to align it to Kentucky’s 

requirements. Again, the SBDMs apparently remained silent while this curricular chaos unfolded 

in their schools. 

• The OEA’s reports further indicate that there might be some student data privacy issues regarding 

the participation agreements the schools signed with Summit Learning. OEA’s reports indicate this 

potential Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) violation issue is being referred to the 

Family Policy Compliance Office at the Department of Education. 

 

To briefly summarize, the recent situation in Boone County, which we want to reiterate is a highly 

regarded, high performance school system, shows that more than 27 years after the passage of the 

Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) with its SBDM requirements, there remains massive confusion 

about how this law actually works and impacts our school leaders. Clearly, when school leaders of the 

caliber involved are still making serious mistakes in this area, Kentucky needs to consider changing its 

SBDM laws. 
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Other Issues 

 

• Has Kentucky’s rate of educational progress been adequate during the SBDM era? 

 

There have been lots of claims recently about “all the progress” Kentucky’s education system has made 

since the passage of KERA, but there is highly disturbing evidence from the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) that the actual rate of progress has been far too slow in general and is 

absolutely unacceptable for Kentucky’s leading racial minority group.  

 

Let’s explore the evidence. 

 

The Bluegrass Institute used the NAEP Data Explorer Web tool7 to examine progress Kentucky has made 

over time in both fourth-grade and eighth-grade math and reading between the earliest and most 

recent administrations of those assessments. The Institute used that data to determine the state’s 

demonstrated rate of progress for those grades and subjects and then used that demonstrated rate of 

progress to project how many additional years would be required for the state’s students to reach a 

level of 80-percent proficiency. 

 

The bar graphs in Figure 1 show the NAEP Grades 4 and 8 reading and math proficiency rates for the 

earliest available year of data and 2015, the most recent results available. There has been progress, 

more in Grade 4 than Grade 8, but even in the latest NAEP testing data, far fewer than one in two 

fourth-graders scored at or above NAEP Proficient and the state’s eighth-grade results were even worse.  
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Figure 1 

 
 

Based on the rates of progress calculated from the proficiency rates shown in Figure 1, the Bluegrass 

Institute projected the number of years remaining before Kentuckians can anticipate that at least 80 

percent of their state’s students will score proficient or above on the NAEP. The estimates, shown in the 

inset table in Figure 1, range from at least 34 more years required in Grade 4 math to an astonishing 126 

more years for Grade 8 Reading.  

 

The situation looks much worse when we examine the performance of Kentucky’s black students. As 

Figure 2 shows, even as of the latest, 2015 NAEP results, very low percentages of Kentucky’s black 

students score proficient or above on the NAEP in both Grade 4 and Grade 8 reading and mathematics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 igure   
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Figure 2 

 
 

NAEP tells us Kentucky is nearly a century away from seeing a desirable math-proficiency rate for its 

black fourth-grade students, and that is the best part of the story. In the case of Grade 8 Reading, 

reaching proficiency at the current rate of progress is centuries away!  

 

This is simply unacceptable.  

 

The story told in Figures 1 and 2 is certainly troubling, but the problem remains that without meaningful 

research, no one can say with confidence how much responsibility for this very slow rate of educational 

progress is due to Kentucky’s use of SBDM policies instead of other factors. However, something needs 

to change if even a majority of Kentucky’s children are to get the education they need in anything like a 

realistic time frame.  

 

 

 

 

 

 igure   
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• We don’t know how other SBDMs in nearly as low-performing schools are operating because there 

has been no consistent management audit program for them.  

▪ Even more disturbing, our attempts to locate recent general research into the functioning of 

Kentucky’s SBDM activities turned up an essentially dry well. It appears that the last 

independent analysis was a 2001 analysis of several earlier reports by Prof. Jane Lindle, formerly 

at the University of Kentucky and presently at Clemson. Prof. Lindle and several others at 

organizations ranging from Kentucky’s education schools to the Kentucky Office of Education 

Accountability (OEA) and the Kentucky Association of School Councils (KASC) were contacted, 

and aside from some brief mentions of very specific sub-areas in two OEA reports, no one we 

contacted was aware of any research since Lindle’s 2001 paper. 

 

• A school performing in the bottom 6 to 10 percent range probably isn’t really much better than the 

schools in the bottom 5 percent, but there is no organized program looking at those schools for 

SBDM issues. There is little accountability for the SBDMs in those schools, as well, because local 

school boards and superintendents are currently prohibited by law from interfering in areas of 

SBDM responsibility. Thus, those closest to problem schools have no way of getting involved to 

make changes. 

 

• The SBDM process effectively removes local non-parent taxpayers from any say about what happens 

in the schools they fund. That can lock out many Kentuckians with valuable business experience and 

education from participation in school operations if the SBDM is unwelcoming.  

 

• There is also an uncomfortable question regarding taxation without representation. Since locally 

elected boards have no say over how schools actually expend funds and there is no recall by the 

local board for SBDM spending decisions, arguably the taxpayers’ interests are not being protected. 

 

• Parents don’t have any real say, either, due to the current, mandatory composition of SBDMs which 

insures that teachers always control the majority vote.  

 

• While SBDMs can function well if the school has a strong principal and solidly trained and educated 

staff, when those very important attributes are not present, the SBDM law can act in a way that 

shields a bad culture in a school from any effective accountability. Neither the locally elected school 

board nor their superintendent is allowed to have control over key areas like staffing, curriculum 

and actual expenditure of dollars at the school level. Maupin shows this can have a dramatically 

negative impact on real efforts to reform education. Given that the education climate across 

Kentucky is very different from what it was in 1990, perhaps it is time to revisit the idea that 

teachers alone should have so much largely unmonitored and unaccountable responsibility in school 

governance essentially free from effective oversight from locally elected school board members, the 

superintendent and even parents. 
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• Related to the responsibility placed on SBDMs: 

o Do our education schools provide sufficient instruction in SBDM operations to prepare teachers 

to make key decisions regarding complex issues of staff selection, funds allocation and 

curriculum? 

o Is training for SBDM members adequate considering the very complex decisions they must make 

regarding curriculum, expenditures and staffing? 

o Do schools really have enough staffing to support the SBDM program with enough talent? 

▪  Consider the time involved just to review available digital-learning programs and make 

appropriate selections. Boone Co. is an example of how this went awry. 

▪ Can a high school that doesn’t offer high school physics have the staff expertise required to 

develop an adequate science program? College faculty at several Kentucky 4-year 

universities report that about 30 districts in Kentucky don’t offer physics – KDE could not 

provide an accurate picture of this.? 

▪ Can a school without a certified art teacher develop good programs in this area? 

o Does it make sense to lock out locally elected school boards from the final funding process in 

schools? Does this protect taxpayers’ interests appropriately? 

o Are SBDMs really creating parent involvement in schools? 

▪ Does the number of parents running for SBDM positions indicate such involvement is 

widespread (OEA/KDE could investigate/report on this). 

o Do teachers really have adequate time to support the demands/responsibilities of SBDMs?  

o Are teachers largely just rubber-stamping policies the principal wants? 

o Do SBDMs really create good Professional Development programs? Are teachers’ voices heard 

when PD programs are being developed? 

o Do SBDMs universally lead to good school cultures? Data in this short paper indicate the answer 

is “no.”. 

 

• Note: The Interim Joint Committee on Education has not visited the performance of SBDMs in a very 

long time, if ever. The evidence regarding SBDMs from the PLAs/P history shows at the least that 

such a review is long overdue and should include input from at least the Kentucky Office of 

Education Accountability and the KDE. Given the lack of research on SBDMs, the decisions here will 

have to be ones based on policy.  

• It is clear that decisions regarding SBMDs will need to be made, and soon. 

 

Bluegrass Institute Staff Education Analyst Richard G. Innes contributed significantly to the preparation 

of this testimony.  
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