FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council
12/14/2000
Bill/Resolution No.: SB 2036

Amendment to:

1A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

1999-2001 Biennium 2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium
General Other Funds  General Other Funds  General Other Funds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Expenditures $0 $0 $0 $30,000 $0 $90,000
Appropriations $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.

1999-2001 Biennium 2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts Counties Cities Districts Counties Cities Districts
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $320,000 $0 $0 $1,120,000

2. Narrative: Identify the aspects of the measure which cause fiscal impact and include any comments relevant to
your analysis.

SB 2036 proposes to establish state content standards, to require the adoption of local content standards, and to
require the dignment of state standardsto loca curriculum. The proposed legidation would enact the following
provisons.

1. Content standards are to be developed by the state and set at benchmark grades 4, 8, and 12.

2. Content standards would be phased in over a span of two successve schoal years, beginning with 2002, until dl
of the following disciplines were fully implemented: English language arts, mathematics, science, socid studies,
hedlth, the arts, physica education, world languages, and technology.

3. State content standards in every discipline would be continuoudy updated every five years to remain current with
accepted practices.

4. Locd digtricts and nonpublic schools would either adopt the state content standards or develop dternative
content standards that meet or exceed therigor of the state standards, as validated by the state superintendent of
public ingruction.



5. Locd digtricts and nonpublic schools would dign ther curriculum to the gpproved content standards for each
discipline. This aignment process would be phased in over aspan of three school years, beginning in 2002.

A. Logistical and budgetary impacts to the state.

Within SB 2036, a requirement is placed on the state superintendent to develop state content standards at
benchmark grades 4, 8, and 12, in nine discipline areas. These standards are to be updated on afive-year cycle.

Content standards devel opment costs.
The Department of Public Ingtruction has developed detailed protocols concerning the development and continual
revison of state content sandards. Given the product and timeline requirements of SB 2036, the Department of

Public Ingtruction will meet dl product deadlines as stipulated. The Department's product protocols will
accommodate any future scheduled updates. Scheduled revisons to current standards will begin in 2001-2002.

All products have been produced with the use of federal Goa's 2000 and Title VI funds. The use of federd funding
to revise future updates to the state content standards is contingent on the pending reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. In the event that future federd funding isinadequate, any future updating of state
standards would need to shift to state funding. It is estimated, based on well-established practices, that the cost of
updating each discipline will approximate $30,000. An estimated breakdown of development costs to beincurred
by the sate is provided below.

State Impact to Develop State Content Standards, Benchmark Grades4, 8, 12
2002-2003

ELA-Revison-$30,000
Math-Complete-0
Science-Complete-0
Soc Studies-Complete-0
2003-2004
Health-Complete-0
Arts-Complete-0

Phy Ed-Complete-0

World Languages-Complete-0



Math-Revision-$30,000

2004-2005

Science-Revision-$30,000

Health-Revision-$30,000

B. Logistical and budgetary impactsto local districts and nonpublic schools.

Within SB 2036 arequirement is placed on local districts and nonpublic schools to (1) adopt or adapt the state
content standards and (2) to dign loca curriculum to the approved standards.

In establishing estimates to loca didtricts and nonpublic schools, a clear understanding of the proposa’s stated
requirements is required.

1. Adopting state content standards.

SB 2036 dates that loca digtricts and nonpublic schools can minimaly adopt the state's content standards at
benchmark grades 4, 8, 12. Since the state assumes the full cost and respongbility for developing state content
standards at grades 4, 8, and 12, aloca digtrict or nonpublic school need assume no cost in adopting state content
sandards. A didtrict or nonpublic school need only enact through aforma resolution of its school board the
adoption of the state's content standards to be in compliance with this provision. It is assumed, however, that the
digtrict will incur minima costs associated with reviewing, publishing, and digtributing the standards. These codts are
currently absorbed by digtricts asthey regularly review ther curriculum guides. The estimated financid impact per
locd digtrict or nonpublic school, however, for the actual development of the content standardsis $ 0, loca funds.

2. Developing alternate academic content standards.

SB 2036 dlows local digtricts or nonpublic schools, at their voluntary discretion, to develop dternate content
standards that meet or exceed the rigor of the state's content standards as determined by the state superintendent.
Any such stlandards must minimally address the benchmark grades 4, 8, and 12.

The costs incurred by adistrict to devel op dternate content standards can vary considerably, depending on the
scope of grade levels within the project and the depth of research undertaken by the didtrict. A review of historical,
local Goals 2000 curriculum development grants indicates that aloca digtrict can spend between $5,000 and
$40,000 to develop dternate content standards per discipline. Although, it must be noted, higher-priced projects
cover expanded k-12 grades and incorporate additional curricular dignment and extensive professiona
development into the costs of such projects.



ESEA and God's 2000 funding have been available to loca didtricts and consortia for the past Sx years and has
afforded many districts the opportunity to develop their own comparable content standards and curriculum
aignment. Within SB 2036, any such projects are drictly voluntary with costs to be incurred by the district or
nonpublic school that seeks such an option. Federa funds are readily available to locd digtricts and nonpublic
schools through various professiona development and curriculum development programs.

If adigrict wereto develop its own dternate content standards at a minima benchmark level using various outside
documents for validation, it may, based on higtorical documentation, anticipate a cost of $5,000. This cost would
only cover the dternate content standards and not curriculum aignment. However, Snce an dternate sandard is not
required by SB 2036, it would not be an appropriate Sate cost. Therefore, the estimated, required, financia impact
to locd digtricts and nonpublic schools regarding aternate content standards, is$ 0, local funds.

3. Aligning curriculum to content standards.

SB 2036 provides that the state superintendent require locd digtricts or nonpublic schools to dign their curriculum
to approved content standards at the benchmark grades 4, 8, and 12. The process of digning curriculum to
approved standardsis to be phased in over the course of three school years.

Because content standards, by their nature, are high-level content guides, they cannot stand alone as alegitimate
curricular tool ready for classroom use. Content standards, instead, serve as a foundation upon which any
curriculum is built. And it is expected thet any such aignment process will cost money. Any dignment activity must
minimally address the benchmark grades 4, 8, and 12. To dign additiond grades beyond the benchmark is strictly
voluntary.

The cogtsincurred by adigtrict to align curriculum to standards can vary considerably, depending on the scope of
the project's grade levels and the depth of research undertaken by the didtrict. Asitemized above regarding
standards development, areview of historica, loca Goa's 2000 curriculum development grants indicates that local
digtrict can spend between $5,000 and $40,000 to dign curriculum to standards per discipline. Although, it must be
noted, higher-priced projects cover expanded k-12 grades and incorporate extensive professiona development
into the costs of such projects.

ESEA and Godl's 2000 funding have been available to locd districts and consortia for the past Sx years and have
afforded many digtricts with the opportunity to aign curriculum to standards. Federd funds are reedily available to
loca didricts and nonpublic schools through various professona development and curriculum devel opment
programs.

Based on historica grant documentation and a budget survey of three districts engaged in extensive curriculum
alignment, the establishment of content standards, and the dignment of curriculum to standards combined at grades



4, 8, and 12 would cost digtricts or consortia approximately $5,000 per discipline to conduct. A $5,000 estimate is
consdered liberd to accomplish the minimal requirements of SB 2036. The chart below offers an overview of the
estimated codts per year per digtrict/consortium to be in compliance with SB 2036. It must be noted, that many
schools conduct curriculum development and professionad development within consortia It is reasonable to assume,
based on higtorica practice, that the vast mgority of districts would develop curriculum dignment within a
consortium.

L ocal Digrict/Consortium Impact for Curriculum Alignment At Benchmark Grades4, 8, 12

2003-2003

ELA-$5,000

Math-$5,000

2003-2004

Science-$5,000

Soc Studies-$5,000

2004-2005

Health-$5,000

Arts-$5,000

Phy Ed-$5,000

Technology-$5,000

World Languages-$5,000

Based on the table above, a district/consortium that would conduct its own curriculum aignment would incur a cost
of approximately $45,000 to accomplish the requirements of SB 2036 over athree-year span. It is estimated,
based on previous curriculum development activity, that gpproximately 20 districts might participate in independent
curriculum development activities and the remaining digtricts might participate within goproximeately 40 curriculum
development consortia. Therefore, if each district or consortium pursued its own independent curriculum aignment

activities, 65 digrict/consortium centers combined would generate separate curriculum aignment activities at an
estimated cost of $325,000 per discipline.

Three mitigating factors will lessen any such development costs that might be absorbed by the state's genera fund.



Firg, severd digtricts and consortia (e.g., Grand Forks, Bismarck, Wahpeton) have invested considerable financid
and human resources, with the aid of federa grants, to generate grade-specific, k-12, content standards and aigned
curriculain mogt disciplines. These products have undergone congderable vaidity reviews and are being made
available to any interested didtricts or consortia, free of charge. Such free exchanges of products have grestly
reduced development cogts to digtricts. Even if adigtrict were to develop its own curriculum dignment, it would do
S0 at areduced cost. Given the requirements of SB 2036, it is conceivable and permissible for adidtrict to adopt
the digned curriculum of another district or consortium a no cost. Therefore, if a digtrict were to adopt another
digrict's curriculum dignment, it is possible for a digtrict to meet the full requirements of SB 2036 for $0.

Second, many digtricts have dready invested into and completed their curriculum aignment activities. Although the
Department of Public Instruction has not collected curriculum dignment data thus far, anecdota reports from the
fidd indicate increased dignment activity within the past three years. Curriculum development is an ongoing,
historicd activity of digricts. It is something that Smply must be done to be in compliance with state accreditation
rules. As didtricts have rotated through their curriculum development work, they have done so increasingly with an
eye on the state's content standards. If SB 2036 were to be enacted, by 2002 most districts will have begun some
degree of dignment using federa funding and the collegid assstance of other didtricts or consortia.

Third, digtricts and consortia have accessed federal ESEA and Goal's 2000 funding which has been dedicated
largely to standards-related activities. Since 1994, the state'slocal didtricts have received approximately
$7,000,000 in Goals 2000 funding; $7,000,000 in Title Il Professiond Development funding; $8,000,000 in Title
VI: Innovative Ingtruction funding; and an alowable portion of the Title VI: Class-Size Reduction funding, which
now totals $11,700,000. Although the reauthorization of ESEA is pending in Congress and its specifics are yet to
be determined, thereis every indication that federd funding for such professiond activitieswill continue at
comparable levels.

It is reasonable to assume for estimation purposes that by the year 2002, given the increasing number of curriculum
alignment products available free to didtricts, gpproximately 50% of districts will meet the requirements of
curriculum aignment. Those districts that do not comply by 2002 can adopt other digtricts standards-digned
curriculum or develop their own. If the legidature were to underwrite such activities through the generd fund, it is
estimated that it would cost $160,000 to fund 32 curriculum development efforts per discipline. Listed below isa
chart that summarizes possible statewide costs within such a scenario.

Statewide Impact for Curriculum Alignment 32 Digtrict/Consortia Projects
2002-2003

ELA-$160,000
Math-$160,000

Total Cost-$320,000



2003-2004
Science-$160,000

Soc Studies-$160,000
Tota Cost-$320,000
2004-2005
Health-$160,000
Arts-$160,000

Phy Ed-$160,000
Technology-$160,000
World Languages-$160,000

Total Cost-$300,000

It may be advisable to lessen any strainsto local didtricts by stretching the implementation phase over four years
versus the proposed three years. This may place world languages and technology in the fourth year. Introducing
two disciplines per year on adidrict's curriculum agendais an achievable task; four is not.

4. Sustained, supportive professional development costs

The focus of SB 2036 liesin adopting local content standards and aigning curriculum to these sandards. The
preceding testimony outlines anticipated costs associated with this process, resulting in proficient compliance with
the law. Inherent in any such endeavor is the cost of sustainable, long-term professiona development. Because
Proposd | entails activities required to establish compliance with the law, my testimony will not address the
long-term professiona development costs. Professond development costs, by their very nature, Span many yearsin
order to incorporate educationa best practices into instructiona and adminidirative activities. Sustaining professond
development is dso afundamenta reason that Congress appropriates millions of dollars annudly to North Dakota
schools. Federal ESEA, IDEA, and Goals 2000 funding is solely dedicated to these supplementa education
improvement activities. If Proposa | were to be enacted there will exist apool of federd funds for locd schoolsto
access in order to pursue ongoing professiona development. What will be required of local schoolsisthat they
reprioritize activities in order to accomplish thisam.



This section has overviewed anticipated logistical and budgetary impacts related to SB 2036

- All funds expended are identified as federd curriculum or professond development funds.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line
item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, of the effect on the
biennial appropriation for each agency and fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.
Indicate the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations.
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