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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Several times in the past decade, the Los Angeles Unified School District’s Board of Education has resolved to study co-
location with the purpose of improving the lives and learning conditions of stakeholders on co-located campuses. Most
recently, the Board resolved to ask the Independent Analysis Unit (IAU) to survey current co-located District-operated
and charter-operated schools to “inform the District on the implementation of the guidelines [from the Principal’s Re-
source Guide] and the needs and issues regarding co-location.”

For this project, the IAU developed an online survey in collaboration with the Charter Schools Division and Facilities Ser-
vices Division, with legal advisement from the Office of the General Counsel, and administered the survey to principals
of co-located schools on 53 campuses in December 2019.

Findings

To understand principals’ experiences of co-location, we divided survey responses into three functional categories — the
capacity of facilities, day-to-day operations, and organizational culture — and examined differences between District
and charter principal responses in these three areas. We also sought to understand principals’ use of the guidelines for
co-location and the ways principals solved problems at their co-located schools.

Principals from both types of schools had similar experiences, perceptions, and opinions about some aspects of co-loca-
tion, but they differed markedly in other ways. Even within school types, perceptions and experiences varied widely,
with substantial percentages of principals reporting issues that other principals did not experience.

Survey results did not provide evidence of largescale facilities-related or space capacity issues. For the most part, princi-
pals reported types of space shortages experienced in schools across the District, not just at co-located schools. For ex-
ample, substantial percentages of both District and charter principals reported that the capacities of their parking lots
were inadequate. Smaller numbers reported not having enough playgrounds, lunch spaces, athletic facilities, drop-off
lines, and teachers’ lounges.

Principals at co-located schools did report challenges in terms of day-to-day operational issues such as safety, security,
trash, and the need for more custodial services, though, again, these issues are widespread throughout the District. Dis-
trict and charter principals reported different experiences with custodial services. District principals were satisfied with
access and service, but a substantial minority of charter principals reported that they lacked custodial access and that
their needs were not met in a timely manner. The difference in charter and District principals’ experiences in this area
may indicate different expectations or operational difficulties related to sharing custodial staff.

Organizational culture also reportedly differed at charter and District schools. District principals reported a high level of
opposition to co-location, especially among teachers, but also among parents. District principals also expressed beliefs
that co-location benefited charters more than District schools and that co-location was a burden to their schools. These
attitudes present challenges to principals who must address concerns, mediate disputes, manage expectations, and
communicate policies to stakeholders.

! Increasing Fairness and Support for District Schools Sharing Campuses with Charter Schools (2019). Retrieved from
http://laschoolboard.org/sites/default/files/10-01-19RegBdOBSTAMPED.pdf
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In contrast, charter principals reported high levels of support from teachers and parents, and their beliefs that co-loca-
tion could benefit both types of schools. Charter principals expressed beliefs that they could improve instruction for both
schools and provide opportunities to learn from each other. District principals disagreed.

To manage co-location logistics and issues of contention, most District and charter principals followed three key guide-
lines from the Principal’s Resource Guide (the Guide). They finalized shared use agreements (SUAs), co-wrote Integrated
Safe School Plans (ISSPs), and agreed to master calendars. However, they less commonly reported following the proac-
tive planning and communication protocols included in the Guide, such as meeting during the summer or establishing
bi-weekly meetings. Though many District principals — and fewer charter principals — reported that the Guide was use-
ful, approximately a quarter to a third of District principals, and somewhat more charter principals, reported not know-
ing if the Guide was useful, which may indicate that a substantial group of principals was unaware of or did not use this
District resource.

In addition to problem-solving strategies outlined in the Guide, District principals — and to a lesser extent, charter prin-
cipals — reported that they arranged ad-hoc meetings with the other school’s principal or staff to solve problems and
that these meetings were helpful. About half of both sets of principals reported reaching out to the Charter Schools Divi-
sion (CSD) Prop. 39 operations coordinators for assistance with co-location issues.

Strategies to Improve Co-location

This IAU report shows that aspects of the Guide are implemented inconsistently by co-located principals, and that any-
where from 40-60% of principals did not find or did not know if they found the Guide helpful in terms of establishing
communication protocols, communicating with parents and staff, creating a culture of shared decision-making, schedul-
ing the school year, or scheduling use of shared space. Therefore, the IAU recommends that the District devote more
attention and resources to revisiting and possibly updating the Guide so that it may better serve as a useful resource
to principals of co-located schools.

Considerations for Board Members

The Board has already resolved to study co-location on various occasions, but it can continue to advocate for co-located
schools in several ways. The Board can redirect resources to pay for additional personnel at co-located sites or addi-
tional central office support, including.

e  (Custodial staff;
e Administrative support; and

e Central office or local district support.

The Board can educate and inform the community about the rationale for co-location by:

e Developing a deep understanding of why the District co-locates dozens of charter schools on L.A. Unified campuses
every year and how the co-locations operate;

e  Ensuring that prescribed protocols are followed; and

e Advocating for collaboration and improvement-focused co-locations.
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Key Terms

Co-location: Occurs when two or more schools and/or programs operate on a single L.A. Unified campus. The term “co-location”
in this report refers exclusively to campuses shared by District and independent charter schools under Proposition 39.

Integrated Safe Schools Plan (ISSP): A school safety plan that addresses violence prevention, emergency preparedness, traffic
safety, and crisis intervention. ISSPs are mandatory on all L.A. Unified campuses and apply to any school operating on District
property. ISSPs must be completed by October 1of the school year.

Facility Use Agreement (FUA): The Single Year Co-Location Use Agreement between the District and a co-located charter
school which sets forth the terms and conditions on which the charter school has the right to occupy a specific District school site
for purposes of operating a school, as well as the responsibilities of the charter school with respect to the use and operation
thereof, and the rights and responsibilities of the District as the owner of certain real property to be used and the improvements
thereon.

Principal’s Resource Guide (the Guide): A handbook for principals of co-located District and charter schools intended to serve
as a resource for the successful operation of a co-located school campus pursuant to Proposition 39. The Guide identifies rele-
vant District policy bulletins and reference guides, and includes, among other items, templates and planning protocols to assist
co-located principals in fostering and maintaining a safe school environment that supports learning for all students. The Guide
was created by a group of co-located District-school and charter-school leaders, parents, teachers, and staff in 2016 in response
to Board resolution /mproving the Policies and Practices Impacting Co-Located Public Schools (Res-055-15/16).

Proposition 39 (Prop. 39): A voter-approved initiative (Smaller Classes, Safer Schools and Financial Accountability Act) passed
by California voters in 2000 that: (1) amended the state constitution to ease school districts’ ability to raise property taxes by
reducing the required minimum vote threshold for passing a facilities bond measure from 67% to 55%, and (2) amended the Cali-
fornia Education Code with respect to charter school use of public school facilities (see Cal. Ed. Code & 47614).

Education Code (EC) Section 47614: A section of the California Education Code that was amended by Prop. 39 to carry out the
intent of California voters that “public school facilities should be shared fairly among all public-school pupils, including those in
charter schools.” EC Section 47614 requires each school district to make available, to each charter school operating within the
district’s boundaries, “facilities sufficient for the charter school to accommodate all of the charter school’s in-district students in
conditions reasonably equivalent to those in which the students would be accommodated if they were attending other public
schools of the district.” The California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 5, sections 11969.1 through 11969.11 were developed by the
California Department of Education (CDE) and adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE) for the implementation of EC Sec-
tion 47614.

Operations Coordinators: Central office administrators who are responsible for aiding and guiding the operations of co-located
schools on District campuses. The District currently has five operations coordinators, three of whom are each assigned to two
local districts (about 15-20 co-locations per operations coordinator). Their responsibilities include, but are not limited to, helping
resolve disputes by introducing District and charter principals to the Guide, facilitating meetings and negotiations between Dis-
trict and charter principals when necessary, and connecting school site leaders to appropriate central office and local district staff.

Shared Use Agreement (SUA): A component of the FUA that, in part, identifies the spaces on campus to be shared be-
tween the co-located schools and sets forth the schedules, negotiated by the District and charter schools’ principals, for their
shared usage. The schedule must be kept locally at both sites.
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1. INTRODUCTION

L.A. Unified currently authorizes 277 affili-
ated and independent charter schools to edu-
cate students. Fifty-one of these charter
schools are currently located on the same
campuses as District-operated schools.>?

AAAAAAAAAAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
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Charter school # (Co-located charter school

District-charter co-locations result from the
District’s statutory obligation to provide fa-
cilities to charter schools serving in-district
students. Though they enable the District to
satisfy Proposition 39’s requirements, Dis-
trict-charter co-locations can be challenging
and controversial. The Board of Education
has acknowledged these challenges by re-
solving on several occasions to understand
and support co-located schools.#567 In the
2018-19 resolution titled, “Increasing Fairness
and Support for District Schools Sharing
Campuses with Charter Schools,” the Board
asked the Independent Analysis Unit (IAU)
to study co-location.

To comply with the request, the IAU anony-
mously surveyed principals at 53 District-
charter co-locations during December 2019.
Forty-nine of 53 District principals and 33 of
54 charter principals responded.®

Two research questions guided the design
and analysis of this survey:

1. How did District and charter principals
report their perceived experiences of co-
location?

2. How did District and charter principals
report solving co-location related issues,
and which means of problem solving did
principals find helpful?

To help Board members understand the chal-
lenges District-charter co-locations face in
L.A. Unified, this report begins with a back-
ground discussion of co-location — how it
arose, is defined, and is implemented. The re-
port then proceeds with results from the sur-
vey of District and charter principals, focus-
ing first on the principals’ perceived experi-
ence and then reporting the findings related
to the implementation of the Principal’s Re-
source Guide and other means principals use
to solve problems. We close by recommend-
ing steps District staff can take to continue to
improve implementation of these co-loca-
tions and considerations for the Board.

2. PROPOSITION 39 AND
CO-LOCATION

In 2000, California voters approved the
“Smaller Classes, Safer Schools and Financial
Accountability Act,” commonly known as
Proposition 39 (Prop. 39). Prop. 39 changed
law related to public school facilities in two
ways: (1) it amended the California constitu-
tion to ease school districts’ and local agen-
cies’ ability to raise taxes by reducing the
vote threshold for passing a facilities bond
from a 67% to 55%; and (2) it amended the
California Education Code to require school
districts to share public school facility space
fairly with charter schools.?

The first part of Prop. 39 has been effective in
helping school districts raise money from
bonds: since 2001, 84% of bond referenda held
under the 55% threshold option have passed,
compared to 54% that passed under the two-
thirds requirement.’® However, the challenge



of District-charter co-location—the focus of this
report—is related to the second part of Prop. 39.

California Education Code (EC) section
47614, as amended by Prop. 39, requires
school districts to make available to charter
schools operating in their boundaries “facili-
ties that will sufficiently accommodate all of
the charter’s in-district students.”#*3' Fur-
ther, the law requires that facilities be “rea-
sonably equivalent’ to other classrooms,
buildings, or facilities in the district.”

The text of the code states that, “the intent of
the people in amending Section 47614 is that
public school facilities should be shared
fairly among all public school pupils, includ-
ing those in charter schools.” The logic be-
hind connecting part 1 and part 2 of the law
may be that, since all California residents pay
taxes, all students at publicly funded schools
(be they charter or district-operated) should
benefit from any tax revenue investment in
public school facilities (i.e., district prop-
erty)®.

There are limited ways in which school dis-
tricts can meet their obligation under EC Sec-
tion 47614. L.A. Unified manages this obliga-
tion through the Prop. 39 cycle. Each year, the
District’s Charter Schools Division (CSD) re-
ceives dozens of facilities requests from char-
ter schools, termed “Prop. 39 Facilities Re-
quests.”” Charter schools seeking Prop. 39 fa-
cilities for a given school year are required to
submit their facilities requests by November
1 of the preceding school year.’®

The District, in turn, must make preliminary
proposals to eligible charter schools with le-
gally-sufficient facilities requests by Febru-
ary 1 and final offers by April 1 of the preced-
ing school year for which the facilities were
requested. Charter schools must accept or de-
cline their offers by May 1 of the preceding
school year.”®
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The District also manages its obligation
through alternative agreements between the
District and individual charter operators that
are intended to be mutually beneficial to both
parties.”

During the 2018-19 school year, CSD pro-
cessed 76 Prop. 39 facilities requests for the
2019-20 school year. Of these requests, 51 re-
sulted in District-charter co-location.

Co-location & Organizational
Complexity

Co-locating multiple schools on one campus
creates organizational complexities that re-
quire managerial time and energy exceeding
what is needed when just one school occupies
a campus. When the two schools have differ-
ent operators (e.g., District and charter), the
scenario is made more complex. In a 2015 re-
port examining district-charter co-locations
in school districts across the country, the
Center for Reinventing Public Education
found that the day-to-day problem-solving
that accompanies co-location often required
additional central office support for success-
ful, streamlined implementation.?

To address the organizational complexities
that many co-located campuses face, L.A.
Unified created two primary resources to as-
sist co-located principals. The first is The
Principal’s Resource Guide (the Guide). The
second is the position of operations coordinator.

In 2016, the Board of Education tasked the
CSD with assembling a group of co-located
District-school and charter-school leaders,
parents, teachers, and staff to—among other
things—“create a user-friendly manual for
principals at co-located sites.”* The group,
with support from the CSD, created the
Guide. The Guide identifies relevant District
policy bulletins and reference guides, and in-
cludes, among other items, templates and

Prop. 39 Co-Location Reportlz



planning protocols to assist co-located princi-
pals in fostering and maintaining a safe
school environment that supports learning
for all students.?

Charter Schools Operations Coordinators are
central-office administrators who are respon-
sible for providing guidance and support to
co-located district and charter schools in col-
laboration with local districts. Currently, CSD
employs five operations coordinators. Three
of the five operations coordinators are each
assigned to assist with the co-locations
within two local districts (about 15-20 co-lo-
cations per operations coordinator). Opera-
tions coordinators:

e Provide operational support via District
policies and procedures compliance mon-
itoring, guidance and training;

o Conduct incident reporting;

e Coordinate District departments to sup-
port co-located sites;

e Support local district leadership through-
out the Prop. 39 process; and

e Provide support for other duties as as-
signed.*

Given the organizational complexities faced
by co-located schools, the Board of Education
has convened working groups to identify
ways to “improve the co-location experience
for all public-school students.”?® In 2016, the
Board resolved to, among other things:

e Identify potential improvements to exist-
ing [co-location] practices with a focus on
ensuring a transparent and fair means of
community engagement and communica-
tion around space, room offers, and dia-
logue between District schools and char-
ter schools;

e Identify opportunities to provide addi-
tional resources directly to all schools on
a co-located site; and

laschoolboard.org/iau

e Identify potential improvements to exist-
ing practices involving scoping visits at
traditional District sites with a focus on
ensuring clear and inclusive processes
before [co-location] offers are made.?

In 2019, the Board approved the “Increasing
Fairness and Support for District Schools
Sharing Campuses with Charter Schools”
(Res-054-18/19) resolution and directed the
IAU to survey principals to understand the
needs and issues of co-located schools and in-
form the implementation of guidelines
sourced from the Guide. This resolution also
allocated $5.5 million to the Facilities Ser-
vices Division (FSD) to establish a one-year
Prop. 39 co-location pilot program to fund
support programs or programs designed to
“jointly improve the lives learning conditions
for students on [District-charter co-located]
campuses.”?’

Most recently, in January 2020, the Board ap-
proved “Directing Charter School Over-allo-
cation Reimbursement Funds to Home
Schools” (Res-024- 19/20), a resolution that
directed over-allocation reimbursement
funds collected from a Prop. 39 co-located
charter school to the co-located District
school that was affected by the charter
school’s over-allocation of space.?®

As articulated in District Policy Bulletin
5532.1 Policy on Co-locations for District
School Facilities’ Use Pursuant to Education
Code Section 47614,?° the District is “commit-
ted to ensuring that the safety and educa-
tional needs of all public school students,
both District and charter, are considered
when its facilities are shared as prescribed by
California law.”3°

By surveying co-located principals to under-
stand their experiences of co-location, the
most prevalent challenges, and the means for
problem-solving, this study is an important
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tool in the ongoing effort to improve condi-
tions on co-located campuses.

3. SURVEY DESIGN

For this project, the IAU conducted an online
perception survey of the principals of co-lo-
cated District-operated schools and charter
schools on 53 campuses, as instructed in the
Board resolution “Increasing Fairness and
Support for District Schools Sharing Cam-
puses with Charter Schools” (Res-054-
18/19).%' The time window for responses was
December 5 through 23, 2019. The purpose of
the survey was to identify what principals re-
ported as their needs and issues regarding
co-location and to use the data to inform the
implementation of the co-location guidelines
identified in the Guide.?? Additionally, survey
results may be useful for informing the allo-
cation of funds for potential future iterations
of the Prop. 39 co-location pilot program.

Developing a Comprehensive,
Accurate, & Consistent
Questionnaire

Survey items (questions) were developed
through an iterative process of idea genera-
tion, IAU assessment of candidate items,
feedback from expert reviewers from the
Charter Schools and Facilities Services Divi-
sions, legal advisement from the Office of the
General Counsel, and IAU revision. This cy-
cle was repeated as necessary on specific as-
pects of the survey. The goal of this process
was to develop a questionnaire that was valid
and reliable, which means it comprehen-
sively, accurately and consistently measured
constructs related to how principals per-
ceived their experiences of co-location.
(Questionnaires are provided in appendices
Band C.)

laschoolboard.org/iau

Comprehensiveness

To develop a comprehensive idea of the day-
to-day details that comprise principals’ expe-
riences of co-location, we consulted with CSD
staff to identify known concerns, issues,
needs, or opportunities having to do with fa-
cilities, instruction, or operations at District-
charter co-located sites. We also used the
Guide as a roadmap to additional issues and re-
lationships.

After identifying these aspects of the princi-
pals’ experience of co-location, we developed
questions to be as specific as possible. For ex-
ample, we asked, “in a typical year, how many
times do you use the following problem-solv-
ing mechanisms at your disposal to resolve
an issue?” We then listed nine concrete ac-
tions for problem-solving, such as “Ad-hoc
meetings with my co-located principal(s),”
with potential answers ranging from “never
utilized” to “more than twice [a year]”.

Though we wanted to be comprehensive, we
were also mindful of possible survey fatigue
that could result in incomplete responses.
Therefore, we kept the survey as short as pos-
sible while still capturing the data needed to
address the research questions. To this end,
we reviewed all items to reduce redundancy.

For additional comprehensiveness, we
wanted to avoid limiting principals to the is-
sues, opinions, circumstances, conditions,
and operational facts we had identified.
Therefore, we offered respondents the chance
to give open-ended responses, such as
“Other? Describe” at the end of several of the
questions.

Accuracy

Comprehensive data would be worthless if it
were not honest and accurate. To accurately
capture principals’ true experiences of co-lo-
cation, it was essential to design a survey to
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be as unbiased as possible to avoid stimulat-
ing reactions among survey respondents that
would influence their responses. Therefore,
we used neutral language in questionnaire
items wherever possible. When we could not
avoid questions with value judgements at-
tached, we offered a “pro” choice for every “con.”

We administered the survey in a way that
protected the anonymity of principals and
their schools to allay any fears of reprisal or
unwanted publicity and to encourage honest
and accurate responses. Qualtrix online sur-
vey software was used to ensure that each
principal received a link that could only be
used once, but that would not transmit the
identity of the respondent to the online data-
base of responses or to the analysts.

However, anonymity has a cost in terms of
survey design: it prevented us from asking
detailed questions about the principals’ expe-
rience or about the schools. With only 53
campuses in the sample, it might be possible
to identify a school and therefore its principal
based on casual details in a survey question.
Therefore, in developing questions for the
survey, we took special care to avoid asking
such giveaway questions.

Consistency

In addition to ensuring that we comprehen-
sively and accurately captured the co-loca-
tion experience, we needed to design a survey
that produced consistent results. In other
words, all respondents needed to understand
the questions in the same way so that their
answers were comparable. It was clear from
the beginning that the experiences of District
school principals would be different from the
experiences of charter school principals.
Therefore, two versions of the questionnaire
were required. As much as possible, however,
items were matched between survey versions
to avoid wording differences that would mean
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that the two surveys should be interpreted
differently. Wherever possible, we used the
same wording for the District principal sur-
vey and the charter principal survey, but
some questions had to be worded slightly dif-
ferently for the two groups or pertained ex-
clusively to one group or the other. Also, we
reviewed all survey items to reduce ambiguity.

Limitations

In designing this study, the IAU sought to
capture the co-location experiences as per-
ceived by all District and charter principals at
co-located school sites. However, in the end,
we did not hear from everyone. It is possible,
therefore, that some issues or needs were missed.

The less-than-100% response rate stems from
the decision to make the survey anonymous.
Anonymity was used to promote honest re-
sponses. However, anonymity was also a limi-
tation. Because we could not monitor who
filled out the questionnaires, we could not
personally follow-up with each principal until
we had all the survey responses. Also, be-
cause of anonymity, it is possible that some
surveys were filled out by an assistant princi-
pal using the principal’s unique login. How-
ever, because the subject of the survey is a
major concern to most principals, we ex-
pected virtually all responses to come from a
principal or from someone typing in re-
sponses at the direction of a principal.

While less than 100% of principals responded
to the survey, some respondents did not an-
swer every question, which means that some
questions have more respondents than oth-
ers. This variable response rate affects how
the results should be interpreted and is noted
in the results sections where appropriate.

Protecting anonymity also prevented certain
kinds of data analysis that would have re-
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Surveys were sent to the District’s 53 co-located campuses

@ 53 District principal

Charter principals

40% were Charter principals

Survey Distribution

@ More District principals

responded than Charter
principals

60% were District principals

Survey Respondents

e Half the respondents had

5* years of experience

25 District respondents
19 Charter respondents

Experience Levels

quired linking school characteristics to prin-
cipal responses. Giving up this kind of analy-
sis was a necessary tradeoff of anonymity.

Another limitation arises from the fact that
we only surveyed principals, not teachers,
parents, or other stakeholders. Several of the
survey items asked principals to give their in-
terpretation of teacher or parent attitudes. It
must be kept in mind that these responses
are filtered by the principals’ perceptions and
attitudes. They are informative but not neces-
sarily reliable indicators of stakeholder views.

In addition, since we lack comparison data
from other sources, and only surveyed princi-
pals of co-located schools, we do not know
how their answers may have differed from
what the responses would have been from
principals of schools that are not co-located.
For this reason, principals’ perceptions of the
inadequacy of space or services in this report
should be interpreted with caution. For exam-
ple, trash may have been a widespread con-
cern of all principals and not exclusive to co-lo-
cated schools.

laschoolboard.org/iau

4. SURVEY PARTICIPANTS

The IAU conducted a survey of District and
charter principals on 53 co-located campuses
in December 2019. Forty-nine of 53 District
principals and 33 out of 54 charter principals
responded—a response rate of approximately
92% and 61%, respectively.??

Principals at co-located charter and District
schools report similar amounts of school
leadership and co-location experience.

Charter principals report having been the
leader of their schools when their current co-
location began more frequently than District
principals. Approximately 60% of charter
principals reported that they were the princi-
pal of their schools when co-location began,
compared to only about 30% of District prin-
cipals. This number indicates a substantial
level of turnover among District principals.
Half of both District and charter principals
indicated that their schools had been co-lo-
cated for more than five years.

Schools that are co-located in the District are
a mix of elementary, middle, high, and span
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Co-located principals
who responded to the
survey represent a
mix of school levels

R R

Elementary
Schools

40% 19% High Schools

schools. Thirty-two respondents were ele-
mentary, 18 were middle, 15 were high, and 14
were span-school principals. Half of the prin-
cipals reported sharing a campus with a co-
located school that offers some or all the
same grade levels.

5. RESULTS

The primary purpose of this report is to use
survey results to identify the needs and is-
sues regarding co-location and to inform the
implementation of the co-location guidelines
identified in the Principal’s Resource Guide
(the Guide).?* To this end, the IAU used two
research questions to guide its analysis. The
first question related to the experience of co-
location as perceived by District and charter
principals and the second question related to
how principals used the methods laid out in
the Guide and other means to solve problems
at their school sites. Data presented in each
figure comes from the results of the Prop. 39
Co-location Principal Survey. Survey items
presented in the figure are abbreviated for
presentation purposes; the complete lan-
guage for each survey can be found in Ap-
pendices B and C.

A. The Experience of Co-location

To understand how individual District and
charter principals perceive their experience

laschoolboard.org/iau

of co-location, we asked principals several
questions about the physical campuses they
shared as well as questions to gauge their
opinions about opportunities to innovate or
improve instruction in co-location, their opin-
ions about the benefits of co-location, and
stakeholders’ attitudes about co-location.
Principals also answered questions related to
the perceived concerns of their stakeholders
(teachers and parents) and the custodial
needs of their schools.

This section reports results from those ques-
tions. The principal’s experience of co-loca-
tion is divided into six parts:

e Perceived experience of shared space

e Perceived opportunities

e Perceived concerns about co-location

e  Perceived issues related to custodial services

e Organizational Culture—Teacher, Parent,
and Principal Opinions and Beliefs

e Challenging Conditions

Perceived Experience of Shared Space

Approximately 60% of District and only 30%
of charter principals reported that they pre-
sided over large schools that enrolled over
500 students. Thus, one important difference
distinguished charter principals from District
principals: the majority of charter principals
were small-school principals and the majority
of District principals were not. In terms of
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Figure 1. Capacity of Shared-use Space - Percentage of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “Please describe the capacity of shared-use spaces (a.k.a. non-exclusive
use, non-teaching station spaces) on the campus”

District Principals Charter Principals

Campus entrance and exit 63% 13%
Restrooms* 59%
Multi-purpose room 57% 9%
Playground 57% n%
Cafeteria or lunch areas* 43% 28%
Library 41% 41%
Athletic fields, court, or gym 39% 35%
Drop-off lines 38% 27%
Parking lot 36% 1%
Teacher's lounge or staff workroom 33% 43%
Office space 26% 46%
Science lab |ZA) 58%
Locker room [RZ& 65%
Computer lab JREY] 73%
Music room [REZ 70%

Art room EX3 74%

0% 100% 0% 100%

B Enough or More than Enough [ Not Enough Not Shared or N/A

Note: The response rate for each question was 94%. * Denotes the question differed slightly for District and Charter principals. For “Restrooms,”
District principals were asked two questions: one each about staff and student restrooms (responses to both these items are combined) and Char-
ter principals were asked one question about restrooms, referring to both staff and student types. For “Cafeteria or other lunch areas,” both Dis-
trict and Charter principals were asked about cafeterias, but District principals were also asked about other lunch areas. For District principals, the
responses to items (i) cafeteria and (ii) other lunch areas are combined.
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whether they occupied separate buildings or
shared the same buildings, half of the re-
spondents reported sharing.

The IAU also asked principals to describe the
capacity of the spaces such as parking lots,
lunchrooms, and playgrounds that were or

could be shared between the charter and Dis-
trict schools. Principals indicated whether
there was “not enough,” “enough,” or “more
than enough” space on the campus to accom-
modate both schools. Principals could also in-
dicate that a space was “not shared,” meaning
it was used exclusively by one school or the
other, presumably by agreement.3*

Figure 1 shows that both District and charter
principals reported that most of their facili-
ties either were not shared (e.g. computer

labs) or had enough space (e.g. campus en-
trance and exits), to accommodate the needs
of both schools. However, principals reported
they shared some spaces that lacked capacity
to meet the needs of both schools.

A slight majority of District principals (53%)
and a strong minority of charter principals
(45%) reported not having enough parking lot
space. Similarly, approximately 40% of both
District and charter principals expressed not
having enough restrooms to accommodate
staff and student needs (although almost 60%
of both District and charter principals re-
ported having enough or more than enough
restroom capacity.) Other spaces that princi-
pals in considerable numbers (more than a
quarter or so) reported as inadequate were:
playgrounds, cafeteria or lunch areas (Dis-
trict only), athletic facilities, drop-off lines,
and teachers’ lounges or work rooms.

District and charter principals diverged
slightly when reporting capacity for office
space and multi-purpose rooms. More charter
(42%) than District principals (28%) reported
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not having enough office space. In contrast,
more District (35%) than charter principals
(10%) reported not having enough multi-pur-
pose room space. When asked if co-location
required them to be creative or nontradi-
tional in their use of space, 70% of District
and 86% of charter principals agreed or
strongly agreed.

In sum, substantial percentages of principals
reported that the capacity of their parking
lots, restrooms, and (for charters) office space
was inadequate. Smaller numbers reported
not having enough playgrounds, lunch
spaces, athletic facilities, drop-off lines, and
teachers’ lounges.

These results about the capacity of spaces on
shared campuses should be interpreted with
caution. Several characteristics of the survey
design limit what can be inferred from these
results. First, we cannot conclude that “not
enough” in the context of these questions
means that the principal thought the space
was adequate prior to the co-location; there
may not have been enough parking even with
one school occupying the campus. Many L.A.
Unified campuses lack parking lots altogether.3

Second, the survey results do not explain in
what way spaces were purportedly inade-
quate. For instance, since the District must
provide adequate restrooms by law, what
does it mean if principals say there are not
enough? Likewise, the District provides
rooms designated as office space to co-lo-
cated charter schools. When charter princi-
pals report that it is not enough, what per-
ceived needs are not being met? The results
of this survey do not provide the answers, but
they do indicate a need for further inquiry
about these reportedly inadequate shared-use
spaces.

Perceived Opportunities

Putting two or more schools together on the
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Figure 2. Opportunities in Co-location - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “[I believe co-location] is an opportunity to...”

Improve instruction for students at both schools 23%

Learn and share innovative practices 26%
0%

Strongly agree
Agree Disagree

District Principals

Neither agree nor disagree

Charter Principals
44% 55% 17%
44% 68%
100% 0% 100%

Strongly Disagree

Note: The total response rate to each item, in order of the figure, was 88% and 90%.

same campus theoretically creates opportuni-
ties for schools to collaborate and to share
ideas and promising practices. To understand
the opportunity dimension of the co-located
principal experience, we included two ques-
tions about the opportunities principals
found in co-location (Figure 2).

Opinions about opportunities in co-location
varied dramatically between charter and Dis-
trict principals. When asked if they believed
co-location provided an opportunity to im-
prove instruction for students at both
schools, approximately 65% of charter princi-
pals agreed or strongly agreed while only
about 10% of District principals agreed. Simi-
larly, when asked if they believed co-location
provided an opportunity to learn and share
innovative practices between charter and
District schools, more charter than District
principals agreed or strongly agreed (approx-
imately 80% charter vs. approximately 10%
District).

Perceived Concerns

To answer the part of first research question
regarding perceived concerns, we asked prin-
cipals at both District and charter schools to
report the concerns they had heard from two
groups of stakeholders—their teachers and
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their parents. In asking about concerns in
this way, our intent was to hear from princi-
pals about what teachers and parents told
them about school conditions.

“I would like for [teachers and par-
ents] to have the opportunity to take
a survey like [the Co-located Princi-
pal Survey] so that | can gather more
data.”

Importantly, “concerns,” which can be wor-
ries or simply matters of interest, do not nec-
essarily indicate problems. Principals may
hear their teachers express concerns that
traffic might increase around their school
when another school co-locates on its cam-
pus, but this expression of worry or interest
does not necessarily mean traffic increased.
Regardless, if a concern exists—whether it in-
dicates an underlying problem or just an ap-
prehension—it may need to be addressed or
acknowledged, and it represents an im-
portant dimension of the perceived co-loca-
tion experience.

In identifying concerns, the IAU was inter-
ested in any and all concerns and how wide-
spread these concerns were. Some parent and
teacher concerns were reported by a large
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Figure 3. Reported Teacher Concerns About Co-location - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “[As it relates to the co-location, have teachers at your school expressed]

concern about...”

District Principals

Recruitment by the co-located school
Bathroom supplies/ toiletries*
Campus vehicle traffic*

Safety and security

Campus trash*

Playground time

Library time

Being displaced from classrooms*

Being displaced from other school facilities*
0%

[ Teachers have expressed concerns

Charter Principals

100% 0% 100%

B Teachers have not expressed concerns Don't Know

Note: The response rate for each question ranged from 85-88%. * Denotes the question differed slightly for District and Charter principals. For
“Bathroom supplies/ toiletries,” District principals were asked running out of bathroom supplies at a faster rate, while Charter principals were
asked about not having enough toiletries. For “Campus vehicle traffic” and “Campus trash,” District principals were asked about an increase in
vehicle traffic and trash around campus, respectively. Only District principals were asked about the last two items shown in the figure.

majority of principals. Other concerns were
less common.

In the concerns-related questions, principals
were asked to check “yes” if they remem-
bered the teachers or parents at their schools
expressing concerns about any of a list of is-
sues. Two questions were asked of only Dis-
trict principals, and different questions were

asked regarding teacher and parent concerns.

Some of these issues (e.g. displacement from
classroom) make sense only in the context of
co-location. Others (e.g. safety and security,
trash, traffic) could be matters of concern at
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all schools, and because we only surveyed co-
located principals, we do not know whether
other District principals would have an-
swered the same way. However, we did ask
principals to answer the questions as they re-
lated to co-location, so we interpreted re-
sponses to mean that principals perceive
these issues to be related in some way to co-
location.

Results are shown in Figure 3. Both District
and charter principals reported their teachers
had not expressed concerns about library
time and, to a lesser extent, playground time.
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Conversely, both types of principals agreed
broadly that their teachers had expressed
concerns about campus trash, and safety and
security.

“Safety needs to be a priority for
both campuses and communicated in
a similar manner.”

The principal-reported concerns of District
and charter teachers diverged, however,
when it came to traffic, bathroom supplies,
and recruitment of students by co-located
schools. Relatively few charter-school teach-
ers—according to their principals—expressed
concern about traffic and bathroom supplies,
compared to their District-school counter-
parts. Regarding recruitment of students,
principals of District and charter schools also
reported different levels of concerns among
their teachers, but in this case, the difference
was dramatic. Many more District teachers
(84%) were reportedly concerned about re-
cruitment than charter-school teachers (18%).

Figure 4 shows the principal-reported parent
concerns. Similar shares of both charter and
District principals reported parents had ex-
pressed concerns to them about safety and
security and traffic. Somewhat more District
principals reported that parents had ex-
pressed concerns about fair allocation of
space, compared to charter school principals.
But the marked difference between charter
and District parents was reportedly concern
about recruitment of students. As with their
reports of teacher concerns, District princi-
pals reported that their parents were dispro-
portionately concerned about recruitment of
students relative to parents of charter stu-
dents (as reported by charter principals), pre-
sumably by the charter school on site.

Perceived Issues Related to Custodial
Services

To gather information specifically about cus-
todial support, we asked principals to de-
scribe how the needs of their staff members

Figure 4. Reported Parent Concerns About Co-location - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “[As it relates to the co-location, have parents at your school expressed]

concern about...”

District Principals Charter Principals
Campus safety and security 81% 86%
Campus vehicle traffic* 77% 1%
Fairness in allocation of space 70% 64%
Recruitment by the co-located school 60% 26% 18%
0% 100% 0% 100%
Parents have expressed concerns . Parents have not expressed concerns Don't Know

Note: The total response rate for each question ranged from 85-88%. * Denotes the question differed slightly for District and Charter principals.
For “Campus vehicle traffic” and “Campus trash,” District principals were asked about an increase in vehicle traffic and trash around campus,

respectively.
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Prop. 39 Co-Location Report|12



and students were met by their plant man-
ager and custodial staff, whether they under-
stood procedures for after-hours activities,
and whether they thought their budgets were
sufficient to maintain their schools. These
questions were worded to capture subjective
perceptions. For instance, we asked princi-
pals if their access to the plant manager was
“easy,” which could have different meanings
for different people.

Similarly, we asked if needs were met in a
“timely” manner, but the definition of timeli-
ness could differ depending on a principal’s
point of reference. Because of this subjectiv-
ity, responses should be interpreted to repre-
sent principals’ perception of their custodial-
related experiences, rather than actual condi-
tions at schools.

“Our custodial staff has been cut over
the years. We would definitely bene-
fit from more custodial staff to meet
the needs of both schools.”

As shown in Figure 5, a majority of both char-
ter and District principals reported having
easy access to their campus plant manager
and custodial staff and having them accom-
modate needs in a timely manner. However,
substantial minorities of charter principals
disagreed or strongly disagreed that they had
access to the school’s shared plant manager
(19%), or that their needs were met in a timely
manner (32%).

Both charter and District principals agreed
by large margins that their “needs were
greater than their budgeted custodial time”
and that “allocated custodial time was
[in]sufficient to keep campus clean.” Addi-
tionally, a quarter of principals who re-
sponded to open-ended questions reiterated a
need for more custodial support.

It is likely that most principals across the Dis-
trict would report that their custodial needs
are not met. Since 2007, custodial staff has
been cut from 4,570 to 2,996 (approximately

Figure 5. Custodial Staff Support - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “Describe how custodial staff supports your needs and the needs of your

staff and students”

Easy access to the campus plant manager/ staff

Plant manager/ staff accommodate needs in a timely manner

Needs are greater than the budgeted custodial time

Understand procedures for time for after-hours activities

Allocated custodial time is sufficient to keep campus clean [13%

[ strongly Agree

Note: The total response rate for each item was 93%.

Agree Disagree

0%

District Principals Charter Principals
49% 52% 13%
53% 13% 55% 26%
27% 9% 32% 29%
62% 18% 58% 26%
40% 47% 16%  32% 42%
100% 0% 100%
Strongly Disagree
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1,500 employees), while the area they main-
tain has increased from 60 million to 67.2 mil-
lion square feet, according to District Mainte-
nance and Operations.

“There exists a substantial need for at
[minimum] one additional custodian to
minimally maintain the facility based on
its square footage and occupancy total
of both LAUSD and Co-location site.”

Organizational Culture—Teacher, Par-
ent, & Principal Opinions & Beliefs

Organizational culture is defined as the
shared beliefs, values and assumptions that
are considered valid ways to perceive, think,
and feel in relation to a problem?. In co-lo-
cated schools, organizational culture is an im-
portant dimension of the principal’s experi-
ence and can affect how change occurs. Since
change supported by stakeholders is likely to
be easier to manage and possibly more pro-
ductive than change opposed by stakehold-
ers, the principal’s job may become difficult

when teachers and parents oppose a change
at a school.?® In these cases, the principal
may need to put extra energy into addressing
concerns, managing expectations, and com-
municating policies to stakeholders.

This survey measured several aspects of or-
ganizational culture: a) principal perception
of support for co-location among teacher and
parents, b) principal beliefs about who bene-
fits from co-location, ¢) principal beliefs
about the challenges of co-location, and d)
principal perception of what teachers and
parents appreciated about co-location.

Principal perception of support for co-loca-
tion among teacher and parents

To assess principals’ perceptions of stake-
holder support or opposition to co-location,
we asked how District and charter principals
would describe their parents’ and teachers’
attitudes towards co-location before and after
it began. Perhaps unsurprisingly, responses
differed between charter and District princi-
pals (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Reported Stakeholder Support or Opposition to Co-location - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “How would you describe stakeholders' attitudes towards the co-location

[prior to being located/ since being located]...”

District Principals

Parents Prior to co-location |12%  23%

Since being co-located | 9% 28%

Teachers

Prior to co-location 14%

Since being co-located 16%

0%
Mostly supported
Neither opposed nor supported

Note: The total response rate to each item was 86%.

65%

60%

77%

77%

Mostly opposed

Charter Principals
30% 26% 26% 19%
32% 14% 32% 21%
26% 33% 30% %
36% 1% 36% 18%
100% 0% 100%

Both opposed and supported
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Most District principals (65%) reported that
they thought their parents mostly opposed
co-location prior to co-location. At the same
time, another 23% of principals reported a
mix of parent opinion, for and against co-lo-
cation, at their schools. No District principal
reported that their parents mostly supported
co-location prior to a charter school opening
on campus. After co-location began, however,
some District principals perceived parent op-
position to weaken slightly.

Regarding District principals’ perceptions of
teacher opinions, 77% of these principals re-
ported that their teachers were mostly op-
posed to co-location both before and after the
charter school opened on campus. However,
9% of District principals reported having
mostly undecided or neutral teachers prior to
co-location and some of those principals (2%
in total) reported that their teachers sup-
ported co-location after it started. There was
also a slight uptick in the number of District
principals who said the teacher opinion at
their school was mixed after the fact, suggest-
ing a small number of teachers may have
been swayed by the lack of negative experi-
ences or after principals worked to gain their
support.

More charter principals reported support
among their parents and faculty, compared to
District principals. At charter schools, 30% of
principals reported that their parents mostly
supported co-location prior to opening on a
District campus. After opening, this number
moved up to 32%. Teacher support at charter
schools improved even more: increasing from
26% to 36% after the co-location began.

Nevertheless, even at charters, principals re-
ported that they faced substantial opposition
from parents and teachers both before and af-
ter being co-located. Before co-location 19%
of charter principals reported that their par-
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ents were opposed to co-location. This num-
ber increased slightly since co-location.
These data seem to show that opinion among
charter teachers—at least as perceived by
their principals—coalesced at either end of
the spectrum, with the number of both sup-
porters and opponents growing, and the num-
ber of the noncommittal shrinking.

One possible explanation for this opinion
data is that charter teachers and parents
found co-location to be worse than expected,
or had negative experiences, and District par-
ents and teachers found co-location to be not
as bad as expected or had relatively positive
experiences. Another explanation is that
some principals may have made efforts to
change organizational culture at their
schools.

Principal beliefs about who benefits from
co-location

The second aspect of organizational culture
we measured was principal opinion about the
benefits of co-location, since the principal
sets the tone for organizational culture at the
school. To collect data on this dimension, we
asked principals who they believe co-location
benefits the most: charter schools or District
schools.

Almost nine out of 10 District principals ei-
ther agreed or strongly agreed that co-loca-
tion benefits charter schools more than Dis-
trict schools. Correspondingly, 86% of these
principals either disagreed or strongly disa-
greed that co-location benefits traditional
public schools more than charter schools.

As expected, charter principals’ beliefs were

different from District principals’ beliefs, but
not exactly reversed. In fact, their responses

suggest that some may define “benefits” dif-
ferently from District principals.
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Figure 7. Beliefs About Who Benefits From Co-Location - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “I believe co-location...”

District Principals

Benefits charter schools more 63%

Benefits traditional public schools more |} 9% 14%

0%
Strongly agree Neither agree nor disagree
Agree Disagree

Charter Principals
26% 12% 31% 45% 17%
0% 10% 40% 30% 10%
100% 0% 100%
Strongly Disagree

Note: The total response rate to each item, in order of the figure, was 88% and 89%.

Sixty-two percent of charter school principals
disagreed or strongly disagreed that charter
schools benefited more than District schools.
At the same time, 40% disagreed or strongly
disagreed—and another 40% neither agreed
nor disagreed—that District schools benefited
more than charter schools. Thus, 62% believe
co-location does not benefit charters more
than traditional District schools, and 80% ei-
ther do not agree (neither agree nor disagree)
or disagree that traditional public schools

benefit more than charter schools from co-location.

From this result, one reasonable inference is
that a sizeable number of charter principals
may believe that co-location benefits both
charters and traditional District schools, or at
least neither type of school benefits more
than the other (Figure 7).

Principal beliefs about the challenges of co-
location

For another aspect of organizational culture,
we asked District and charter principals to re-
port what they believed regarding two chal-

Figure 8. Beliefs About the Challenges of Co-location - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “I believe co-location [is]...”

District Principals Charter Principals
Burden for my school 49% 23% 19% 3% 30% 33%  13%
Difficult because of different autonomies over certain decisions* 4% 39% 21% 52% 14%
0% 100% 0% 100%
Strongly agree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly Disagree
Agree Disagree

Note: The total response rate, in order of the figure, was 89% and 90%. * Denotes the question differed slightly for District and Charter principals.
For the item “difficult because of different autonomies over certain decisions,” District principals were given the item “is made more difficult be-
cause my co-located charter principal has local autonomy over certain decisions while | do not,” and Charter principals were given the item “is
made more difficult because | have local autonomy over certain decisions while my co-located District principal does not.”
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lenges. One was general: did principals be-
lieve that co-location was a “burden for their
school.” Most District principals (72%)
thought it was, but perhaps less expected is
that 43% of charter principals agreed (versus 46%
who disagreed or strongly disagreed, Figure 8).

Interestingly, substantial percentages of both
District (50%) and charter (31%) principals
agreed that one aspect of co-location was a
challenge: the difference in decision-making
authority between charter and District princi-
pals. However, more District than charter
principals reported a belief in this problem
and 69% of charter principals either disa-
greed or had no opinion on this matter.

We asked only District principals about their
belief regarding the allocation and use of
space. Almost 80% reported that they be-
lieved co-location resulted in loss of space
previously used for special programming and
a similar percentage believed that co-location
had resulted in an “over-allocation” of space
to the co-located charter school (Figure 9).

Principal beliefs about what teachers and
parents appreciated about co-location

Figure 9. District Principal Beliefs About Allocation of
Space - Percent of Survey Responses

District Principal Responses to: “I believe co-location [has

resulted in the]...”

District Principals
Loss of space_ previously us_ed 58% 9% 19%
for special programming
Over-allocation of classroom 42% 25% 16%
space to co-located Charter
0% 100%
Strongly agree Disagree
Agree Strongly Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Note: The total response rate to the item was 88%.
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The questionnaire included several questions
about aspects of co-location that teachers and
parents might have appreciated. These in-
cluded questions about District and charter
student interaction, how school staff mem-
bers treated students from the companion
school, collaborative extra-curricular activi-
ties, and shared professional development
opportunities. In general, principals did not
report hearing appreciation from their par-
ents or teachers about any of these things,
with one exception. Both District (63%) and
charter (75%) principals reported that they
had heard their teachers express appreciation
for the way the other school’s staff had
treated their students. Principals reported
also having heard this appreciation from par-
ents, though fewer principals reported this
appreciation from parents than from teachers
(15% District and 25% charter).

Summary of Organizational Culture

District principals reported a high level of op-
position to co-location, especially from teach-
ers, but also from parents. This opposition
weakened very slightly after co-location but
remained strong. In contrast, charter princi-
pals reported high levels of support. These di-
vergent attitudes are reflected in the political
positions that advocacy organizations have
taken on co-location. Critics of charter
schools have claimed that co-location “hurts
students” in District-operated schools®®, while
charter school advocates emphasize that
charter school students are public school stu-
dents who are entitled to their fair share of
public-school facilities.*°

District principals also expressed beliefs that
co-location benefited charters more than Dis-
trict schools. Some charter principals agreed,
but a substantial number indicated a belief
that co-location could benefit both types of
schools. The benefit to charters is straight-
forward and clear: they receive a facility in
which their school can operate. However, this
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What do the most principals have the most difficulty with?

First we categorized

Three domains of difficulty surveyitems into three

functional areas

| I
%
01 Facilities 02 Operations Organizational
: Culture
Criteria for difficulty more most
mlll| difficut alll| difficut all dirficurt |
We then assigned points to survey +1 +2 +3

responses based on experiential criteria
For each principal, we totaled the points
for each domain to get three scores

Three difficulty scores

Next, we divided the total

Deg ree of D |ff|Cu |ty points for each domain into

three degrees of difficulty
o o o el- Facilities Score
HighQ )
e.- Operations Score

Medium

Max Max Max

» mEE
] |

X |

1)
)

The range for each degree of difficulty was equal in size (one-third) relative to maximum
points for that domain. Maximum points for each domain varied.

Facilities Operations  Org. Culture 6

Rating Rating Rating Three Difficulty Ratings
RS Nz
: ) R4 e Principals were assigned low, medium, or
e e av high degree of difficulty ratings based on
: their score in each domain

gha

Most cﬁstrict principals Most principals Most principals
experience a experience a .

. . experience a low
high degree medium degree dear
of difficulty with S eI difefi?ulteewiﬁ\ facilities
organizational culture operations y
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survey did not tell us what charter principals
think is a benefit for the District schools.

Finally, District principals in large numbers
also believe co-location is a burden to their
schools and that it is made more difficult be-
cause they lack the decision-making author-
ity that charter principals have. Despite this
documented opposition to aspects of co-loca-
tion, principals still report that teachers can
appreciate that the staff members of the other
school are courteous in their treatment of the
students.

Challenging Conditions

Planning solutions to the challenges of co-lo-
cation requires an understanding of the most

common types of challenges faced by the
greatest numbers of schools. To develop this
understanding, the IAU conducted the follow-
ing analysis.

First, we grouped survey item responses into
three domains roughly corresponding to
functional areas of District organization: fa-
cilities, operations and organizational cul-
ture. Second, within each domain, acknowl-
edging that some conditions created more
challenges than others, we assigned a point
value to different responses for each item
based on an assessment of likely complexity.
More points meant higher difficulty.

For example, in the domain of facilities, we
assigned one point to schools with separate

Figure 10. Number of Respondents with Low, Medium, and High Degrees of Difficulty in terms of Facilities, Operations,

and Organizational Culture, By Principal Type

District Principals

Facilities

Organizational
Culture

0 20 40 0
Respondents (Principals)
Degree of Difficulty
Il High B Medium Low

Charter Principals

Respondents (Principals)

All Principals

Bl
p— |

40 0 20 40

Respondents (Principals)

Note: Not all principals responded to questions related to each domain, thus the total of each domain varies. The total respondents (for both
Charter and District Principals) for each domain, in order of the figure, are 76, 74, and 71.
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buildings and two points to schools that
shared the same building. We made this
choice to first acknowledge that co-location
itself presents a base level of difficulty, and
second to account for the additional coordi-
nation challenges of schools that share space
in the same building, compared to schools in
separate buildings with separate entrances
(see Appendix D for full explanation of scor-
ing system).

Third, we summed the points for all re-
sponses within each domain for each re-
spondent, creating composite difficulty
scores for each school. If a principal gave
multiple responses to facilities-related ques-
tions that indicated several facilities-related
challenges, that principal’s school received
more points and a higher composite difficulty
score in the facilities domain, compared to a
principal who indicated fewer facilities-re-
lated issues. Thus, every school received
three difficulty scores: one each for facilities,
operations, and organizational culture.

If a respondent’s score was in the lower third
of the range for a domain, the difficulty was
considered low. If it was in the middle or top
third, difficulty was considered medium or
high, respectively. Figure 10 shows the num-
bers of schools that scored high, medium and
low for each domain.

“[Our shared facilities experience can
be improved by creating] a more
streamlined process for a co-located
charter school to file concerns about
cleanliness/health hazards at the
school. As a principal, | feel as though
| have very little say in the school’s
environment.”

Most District schools faced a low degree of
difficulty in terms of facilities conditions, a
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medium level of difficulty when it came to op-
erational challenges, and a high level of diffi-
culty related to organizational culture. Char-
ter schools followed a pattern that was simi-
lar in some ways and different in others.
Charter principals reported low difficulty
when it came to facilities, but they reported
more high-level operational challenges than
District schools, and their organizational cul-
tures were more supportive of co-location
compared to District schools.

How Co-located Principals Solved
Problems

In addition to helping Board members under-
stand the perceived experiences of co-located
principals, the IAU was tasked with inform-
ing the Board about implementation of the
guidelines in the Principal’s Resource Guide
(the Guide). To do so, we asked principals
several questions about the Guide and its
contents. We also recognized that principals
might solve problems in other ways, and
asked questions to ascertain what other prob-
lem-solving strategies principals may have used.

We also sought to understand the helpfulness
of the problem-solving mechanisms available
to co-located principals. To that end, we
asked principals several questions about the
usefulness of the guidelines and asked princi-
pals to identify the three most helpful prob-
lem-solving mechanisms at their disposal.

The Principal’s Resource Guide as a
means of problem solving

In collaboration with the CSD, the IAU re-
viewed the Guide and identified six actions
identified therein for principals to take as
ways to address issues and solve problems re-
lated to co-location. We called these actions
problem-solving means. They were:

e Holding bi-weekly meetings with coun-
terpart principal(s),
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Figure 1. Implementation of Principal’s Resource Guide Means of Problem-solving - Percent of Survey Responses by

Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “From the time | found out that my campus would be co-located for the

2019-2020 school year until now, I...”

Finalized Shared Use Agreement (SUA)

Finalized Integrated Safe School Plan (ISSP)
Finalized master calendar

Met during summer

Established and have attended biweekly meetings

Coordinated testing schedules

0%

[ Implemented [ Not implemented

District Principals

Charter Principals

100% 0% 100%

Note: Principals were asked to check all that apply. The response rate to each item was 99%.

e Finalizing the school’s master calendar
for the 2019-20 school year and providing
it to counterpart principal(s) by the end
of school year 2018-19,

e Holding a summer 2019 planning meet-
ing to begin planning the 2019-20 school
year,

e Finalizing the Shared Use Agreement,

e Coordinating testing schedules for the
2019-20 school year beginning in August
2019, and

e Finalizing the Integrated Safe Schools
Plan by October 1, 2019.4

To determine whether principals followed
these guidelines, we listed these problem-
solving means and asked principals to report
what they implemented from the time they
found out they would be co-located for the
2019-20 school year through December 2019.
We then ordered the problem-solving means
according to the percentage of District and
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charter principals who indicated they had im-
plemented them (see Figure 11).

District and charter principals varied in their
implementation of the most critical problem-
solving mechanisms sourced from the Guide:
the Shared Use Agreement (SUA) and the In-
tegrated Safe Schools Plan (ISSP). Though

both sets of principals reported similar and
high levels of implementation around finaliz-
ing the SUA, they differed in their implemen-
tation of the ISSP. Eighty-two percent of Dis-
trict principals reported having finalized the
ISSP but only 64% of charter principals re-
ported doing so.42

Data indicate that proactive planning and
communication protocols were implemented
less consistently across co-located schools.
While most District (61%) and charter princi-
pals (82%) finalized and shared their master
calendars with their co-located principal, only
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Figure 12. Helpfulness of Principals’ Resource Guide - Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “The Principal's Resource Guide a.k.a. the Co-location Handbook provides

useful guidance for...”

District Principals Charter Principals
Scheduling shared use space 65% 23% 30% 40% 17%
Establishing communication protocols 65% 26% 33% 40% 17%
Establishing culture of shared decision making 64% 24% 27% 43% 20%
Communication with staff 55% 31% 33% 40% 17%
Scheduling school year 53% 28% 14% 41% 41%
Communication with parents 48% 31% 17% 30% 43% 17%
0% 100% 0% 100%
Strongly agree Agree Don't Know Disagree Strongly Disagree

Note: The total response rate to each item was 88-89%.

half of District principals and two-thirds of
charter principals met with their co-located
principal during the summer. Even fewer Dis-
trict (41%) and charter principals (48%) re-
ported having established and attended bi-
weekly meetings with their co-located principals.

Inwhat ways do the means of problem solving in
the Guide help principals in co-location?

We identified the following general ways (as
opposed to specific actions) the Guide was in-
tended to help principals with co-location:

e Scheduling the school year,

e Scheduling shared use space,

e Establishing communication protocols
with their co-located principals,

e Establishing a positive culture for shared deci-
sion-making with their co-located principals,

e Communicating with their staff about co-
location, and

e Communicating with parents about co-lo-
cation.®®
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We asked principals to agree or disagree with
statements about the usefulness of the Guide
and ordered the items from least to most use-
ful, based on the principals’ responses.

District and charter principals differed in
their opinions about the usefulness of the
Guide. Both sets of principals aligned most
closely in their beliefs that the Guide was
helpful for scheduling the school year, 53%
and 41% respectively. However, opinions
about the usefulness of the Guide diverged
for the remaining items. Approximately two-
thirds of District principals agreed with state-
ments that the Guide helped them schedule
shared space, establish communication pro-
tocols with the co-located principal(s), and
establish a positive culture for shared deci-
sion-making with the co-located principal(s)
compared to only about a quarter to a third of
charter principals (see Figure 12). Similarly,
approximately half of District principals
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agreed that the Guide helped them communi-
cate with staff and parents, while only about a
third of charter principals agreed.

Moreover, approximately a quarter to a third
of District principals did not know if they
found the Guide helpful in these ways, com-
pared to about 40% of charter principals.
These results may indicate that a strong mi-
nority of principals may be unaware of the
guidelines or neglect to implement them, and
thus have not developed opinions about their
usefulness.

Other means of problem solving

To answer research question 2, we sought to
understand ways principals resolved co-loca-
tion related issues in addition to or in place of
the Guide. To do this, the IAU collaborated

with the CSD to identify ways principals re-
solved co-location related issues that were
not included in the guidelines. These means
of problem-solving were:

e Reaching out to L.A. Unified CSD Prop.
39 operations coordinators,

o Negotiating arrangements with the co-lo-
cated principal(s),

¢ Engaging the United Teachers Los Angeles
(UTLA) co-location coordinator on campus,

e Engaging charter management operators,
and/or

e Engaging a L.A. Unified Board member.

We provided these problem-solving means in
list format and asked principals to report
which ones they used to address facilities and
operations-related issues. We then ordered
them from most to least utilized (see Figure 13).

Results differed among District and charter
principals. A vast majority of District princi-
pals (84%) arranged ad-hoc meetings with the
other school’s principal or staff to solve prob-
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lems compared to only 30% of charter princi-
pals. However, a strong minority of both sets
of principals, 47% of District principals and
42% of charter principals, solved problems by
reaching out to the CSD Prop. 39 operations
coordinators. Fewer principals, about a third
of charter principals and 43% of District prin-
cipals, negotiated arrangements with their
counterparts that involved tradeoffs to solve
problems.

Some problem-solving means were likely
only available to District or charter princi-
pals, but not to both. For example, some Dis-
trict principals (29%) solved problems by ap-
pealing to the UTLA coordinator on site. Con-
versely, some of their counterpart charter
principals (24%) engaged their charter man-
agement organizations (CMOs) to resolve
problems. Few principals reported other ways
to solve problems.

In what ways do the other means of prob-
lem-solving help principals at co-located
schools?

We asked principals to identify the top three
most useful problem-solving means from the
following list:

¢ Holding bi-weekly meetings with co-located
principal,

e Holding ad-hoc meetings with co-located
principal,

e Arranging meetings with staff and co-lo-
cated school’s staff,

e Reaching out to CSD operations coordinators,

e Using L.A. Unified’s process for escalat-
ing issues,

e Negotiating arrangements with co-lo-
cated principal,

e Engaging UTLA co-location coordinator
(District principals only),

e Reaching out to an L.A. Unified Board
member,

e Engaging the charter management opera-
tor (charter principals only), or
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Figure 13. Other Means of Problem solving- Percent of Survey Responses by Principal Type

District and Charter Principal Responses to: “When a maintenance or operations-related issue with a co-located

principal(s) arises, how do you address the problem?”

Both Through meetings
Through CSD operations coordinators
Through negotiation
Reaching out to a Board Member
District Through a UTLA colocation coordinator
Through LAUSD process
Charter Reaching out to a CMO

Through CCSA

0%

. Implemented . Not implemented

District Principals

Charter Principals

100% 0% 100%

Note: Principals were asked to check all that apply. The total response rate for items asked to both District and Charter principals was 91%. The
response rate for the two items asked to District principals only and for the two items asked to Charter principals only was 95%.

e Engaging the California Charter School
Association (charter principals only).

We found that both District and charter prin-
cipals frequently identified the same three
problem-solving means as being most help-
ful. First, about 85% of charter principals and
80% of District principals found arranging
meetings to be helpful. Then, approximately a
third of both District and charter principals
found negotiating tradeoffs to be a useful
problem-solving means. Lastly, a quarter of
District principals and about a third of char-
ter principals found engaging the CSD opera-
tions coordinators to be a helpful way to re-
solve co-location-related issues. Fewer than
10% of either District or charter principals
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listed the remaining problem-solving means
among their top three.

6. TO IMPROVE CO-
LOCATION, REVISIT THE
PRINCIPAL’S RESOURCE
GUIDE

The results of this survey help inform the
Board about co-location, but not all the find-
ings result in recommendations for action.
Many respondents expressed concerns about
issues that were not related directly related to
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KEY FINDINGS

Finding 1. There is a demand for more non-classroom space — but not necessarily
because of co-location.

For the most part, principals reported types of space shortages experienced in schools across the District, not just co-located
schools. For example, substantial percentages of both District and charter principals reported that the capacities of their parking
lots were inadequate. Smaller numbers reported not having enough playgrounds, lunch spaces, athletic facilities, drop-off lines,
and teachers’ lounges.

Finding 2. Principals at District and charter co-located schools reported different day-
to-day operational challenges related to safety, security, trash and the need for more
custodial services.

Again, these issues are widespread throughout the District and not exclusive to co-located schools, but a key finding was that
charter and District principals reported markedly different experiences with custodial services. District principals were satisfied
with access and service — though they thought it was not enough to keep schools clean — but a substantial minority of charter
principals reported that they lacked access to the custodial services they did have and that their needs were not met in a timely
manner. The difference in charter and District experience in this area may indicate different expectations or operational difficul-
ties related to sharing custodial staff.

Finding 3. Organizational culture reportedly differed at charter and District schools.

District principals reported a high level of opposition to co-location, especially among teachers, but also among parents. District
principals also expressed beliefs that co-location benefited charters more than District schools and that co-location was a burden
to their schools. These attitudes present challenges to principals who must address concerns, mediate disputes, manage expecta-
tions and communicate policies to stakeholders. In contrast, charter principals reported high levels of support from teachers and
parents, and they believed that co-location could benefit both types of schools. Charter principals also believed co-location could
improve instruction for both schools and provide opportunities to learn from each other. District principals disagreed.

Finding 4. Most District and charter principals reported following the most critical
guidelines from the Guide, but fewer principals reported taking proactive steps to
address co-location issues.

Principals finalized shared use agreements (SUAs), co-wrote Integrated Safe School Plans (ISSPs) and agreed to master calen-
dars. However, they less commonly reported following the proactive planning and communication protocols included in the
Guide, such as meeting during the summer or establishing bi-weekly meetings. Though many District principals—and fewer char-
ter principals—reported that procedures in the Guide were helpful for solving problems, approximately a quarter to a third of
District—and somewhat more charter—principals, reported that they did “not know” if aspects of the Guide were useful, which
may indicate that a substantial group of principals was unaware of or did not use this District resource.

Finding 5. Communication is key to solving problems.

Overall—and unsurprisingly—principals resolved issues by communicating, meeting with their counterparts, and negotiating
tradeoffs. Approximately 70% of principals (both charter and District) reported that arranging ad-hoc meetings with the co-lo-
cated principals was a useful strategy for resolving issues. About a third of principals found negotiating with their co-located
principal to be helpful. CSD Prop. 39 operations coordinators helped with this communication. Approximately 30% of principals
found that engaging the coordinator the CSD Prop 39 operations coordinators—who helped facilitate communication between all
parties—was helpful.
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co-location, such as parking and transporta-
tion. The set of results that lead most directly
to a recommendation for District staff is re-
lated to the use of the problem-solving guidelines.

Analysis of data from the survey showed that
components of the Principal’s Resource
Guide (the Guide) are implemented incon-
sistently. Moreover, anywhere from approxi-
mately 40% to 60% of principals who re-
sponded to questions about the helpfulness
of the Guide strongly disagreed, disagreed, or
did not know if they found the Guide helpful
in terms of establishing communication pro-
tocols, communicating with parents and staff,
creating a culture of shared decision-making,
scheduling the school year, or scheduling
shared space.

We also know from the survey results that
District and charter principals responded dif-
ferently to several items related to school op-
erations, such as having enough cafeteria,

library, and recreational space. These disa-
greements may indicate areas of contention
on co-located campuses. Other results sug-
gest that District and charter principals also
may face contention related to custodial time
and access and bathroom supplies. Further-
more, the survey produced no evidence that
co-located schools collaborate around in-
structional practices. These data point to dis-
parities between co-located District and char-
ter schools’ experiences that potentially
could be brought into alignment through con-
sistent adherence to protocols in the Guide.

For this reason, we recommend that the CSD
revisit and possibly revise the Guide with the
goal of increasing its effectiveness as a re-
source for the successful operation of a co-lo-
cated school campus. CSD could seek feed-
back from principals to (1) understand why
principals are not implementing aspects of
the Guide, (2) understand ways to support
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principals in implementing aspects of the
Guide with efficacy, or (3) identify ways the
Guide can be improved to be of better use to
principals.

7. CONSIDERATIONS FOR
BOARD MEMBERS

Though some believe that co-location is a
“zero-sum game,” research has demonstrated
that District-charter school co-locations have
positive potential.# Improving the experi-
ences of principals, teachers, staff members,
parents, and students at co-located schools
across the District is a goal that is within
reach and has been one of the Board’s chief
priorities since as early as 2013. The Board
can help through additional targeted alloca-
tion of resources and ensuring that co-loca-
tion is well-implemented. It can also educate
and inform the public about the reasons for
co-location as well as costs of co-location.
Strong implementation requires strong lead-
ership at all levels—from the central office,
through the local districts, and down to the
school sites.

A. The Board can redirect
resources to pay for additional
personnel at co-located sites or
additional central office
support

Some of the issues that emerged related to
co-location — such as some charter princi-
pals’ perception that they lacked access to
plant managers — may be matters that could
be addressed by central office and local dis-
trict administrators’ communicating proce-
dures and encouraging co-located sites to fol-
low them. The Board can monitor this pro-
cess. Other issues—such as parking lot, cafe-
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teria or athletic facilities sharing—are proba-
bly matters that can be resolved by building
relationships and developing channels for
communication, which operations coordina-
tors and local district administrators can fa-
cilitate. Here, the Board can provide re-
sources.

Additional custodial staff

One of the biggest concerns reported by prin-
cipals was the cleanliness of campus and, alt-
hough most District principals reported that
they could access the plant manager and
maintenance staff easily and that these custo-
dians provided needed services in a timely
manner, principals also reported that services
provided were not sufficient to meet their
needs. In addition, charter principals indi-
cated that access to custodial staff was some-
times an issue for them.

Budget cuts over the past decade have re-
sulted in a decline in custodial service alloca-
tions for schools across the District. Custo-
dial staff is allocated to co-located schools
the same way it is allocated to other schools:
based on enrollment and square footage of
campus. Arguably, however, co-located
schools have complexities that warrant spe-
cial treatment. Multiple schools on single
sites may mean the cafeteria is used more of-
ten than it would be with only one school.
Multiple schools probably mean more after-
hours use as well, compared to a single
school. Hosting multiple schools with differ-
ent operators on one site may further exacer-
bate these operational complexities. One way
to address these heightened needs is to pro-
vide additional custodial support in the form
of an extra plant manager or assistant plant
manager.

A plant manager at the highest step at an ele-
mentary school costs approximately $80,000
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(salary and benefits). Providing plant manag-
ers at this level for the 32 co-located elemen-
tary schools would cost about $3 million on-
going (using 2020 pay rates). A plant man-
ager at the highest step working a secondary
school costs approximately $100,000. Provid-
ing plant managers at this level for the 47 co-
located middle, high and span schools would
cost about $5 million ongoing, for a conserva-
tive total of up to $8 million a year, based on
the co-locations in the 2019-20 school year.

Additional administrative support

Most principals (both District and charter)
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement:
“I believe that co-location is a burden for my
school.” This result reflects the reality that
coordination has costs, and coordination is
more complex at co-located schools than it is
at single-school campuses. Despite this, co-
located schools have the same level of admin-
istrative staffing as other schools with the
same number of students, regardless of
whether they are juggling multiple leadership
teams, bell schedules, budgets and student bodies.

The IAU asked principals to identify ways to
improve the learning conditions for all stu-
dents on co-located campuses in four open-
ended questions. Although only a few princi-
pals mentioned a need for additional assis-
tant principals in response to these questions,
most respondents were aware of the extra
workload imposed on them by co-location
and they requested help with things like com-
municating with stakeholders and navigating
shared use agreements (SUAs).

One way to provide this help — and ease the
coordination burden of co-location in general
— would be to assign an assistant principal
(AP) to co-located schools. Each additional
AP at an elementary school costs between
$120,000 to $160,000. Budgeting for the top of
his cost range, an additional AP assigned to
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each of the 32 co-located elementary schools
would cost up to about $5 million ongoing.
Adding additional APs to the secondary
schools would cost another $9 million, which
comes to a total ongoing expense of up to ap-
proximately $14 million, based on the co-loca-
tions in the 2019-20 school year.

Additional central office or local dis-
trict support

Another option is to provide increased cen-
tralized support. Several principals requested
extra central office support for implementing
co-location to improve learning conditions
for students. Specifically, some principals ex-
pressed a need for more support in navi-
gating the SUA and pushback from teachers
and parents as it relates to co-location. The
ways in which central office staff define “sup-
port” should be informed by co-located prin-
cipal and other stakeholder needs, but one
obvious way to increase support would be to
add one or more operations coordinators.
These coordinator positions cost about
$160,000 (salary and benefits) per year.

Central or local district support of co-located
schools could also be in the form of targeted
professional development opportunities for
co-located principals or increased oversight
of co-located campuses to ensure that stake-
holders are held more consistently accounta-
ble for implementing co-location communica-
tion and collaboration protocols. Local dis-
trict superintendents and directors could in-
crease their oversight of principals to ensure
they collaboratively develop safe schools
plans, provide equitable access to plant man-
agers, coordinate testing schedules, or meet
over the summer, as appropriate.
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B. The Board can educate and
inform the community about
the rationale for co-location

Few policy makers and observers doubt that
co-location is challenging and imposes costs
on District staff. It is also no secret that co-lo-
cation is controversial: the data in this report
show that most principals, teachers and par-
ents at co-located District schools stand in
opposition to the practice. What is less well-
known is that co-location offers at least some
opportunities for collaboration and has the
potential to offer other benefits as well. The
Board can develop an understanding of why
L.A. Unified co-located about one in five char-
ter schools on District-operated campuses in
the 2019-20 school year, and the costs of co-
location. It can then educate and inform
stakeholders.

Developing a deep understanding of

why the District co-locates 51 charter
schools and how the co-locations op-
erate

The rationale for co-location is explained in
the background section of this report. Results
from the survey help describe the conditions
of co-location on the District’s 53 currently
co-located campuses in terms of facilities
constraints, operational issues and organiza-
tional culture. Based on the responses of Dis-
trict principals, it is reasonable to conclude
that few principals or other stakeholders see
any benefits of co-location.

Ensuring that protocols are followed

Co-locations impose multiple types of costs
on District schools; one common type of colo-
cation cost is coordination costs. Coordina-
tion costs are incurred whenever principals
must bargain or negotiate, coordinate sched-
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ules for shared use, settle disputes, collabo-
rate for improvement, and monitor and en-
force agreements.

Coordination costs can be decreased through
contracts and protocols. The less that is left
up to ad-hoc problem-solving, the easier it is
for school staff members to function in a
shared environment. When schedules and
spaces do not have to be negotiated and re-
negotiated, administrators have time to at-
tend to their core functions of school man-
agement.

The Guide contains these protocols and pro-
cedures, which is why we have recommended
revisiting and revising the Guide to improve
the consistency with which principals follow
it. By understanding the Guide as a mecha-
nism for reducing coordination costs, the
Board can uphold and support its use. The
Board can also educate stakeholders about
the critical usefulness of the Guide.

Advocating for collaboration and im-
provement-focused co-locations

Charter-District co-locations could benefit
schools in another way as well, if District offi-
cials decided to make it a priority. Research
has shown that win-win co-locations are rare,
but possible. One model for collaborative co-
location is a District-charter collaboration
compact,”® which was attempted on a
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large scale in L.A. Unified a decade ago.
Jump-started by a one-time $100,000 incen-
tive grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation in 2010, the L.A. Unified Board of
Education entered the “Quality School Com-
pact” with 137 charter schools. The compact
had 11 collaborative goals.“® In 2015, the Cen-
ter for Reinventing Public Education evalu-
ated the compact and rated it as a marginal
success, saying the support for collaboration
was initially strong, but “softened over time.”
Many of the compact’s goals met with limited
success, but one tangible result was the reor-
ganization of the Special Education Local
Plan Area#’

The compact model could be applied to indi-
vidual co-locations with schools that are in-
terested in collaborating for school improve-
ment. Such arrangements are challenging,
but even aiming for modest goals would be
worthwhile. For instance, District and charter
schools on the same campus could sign a
compact that calls for information-sharing
and collaboration related to promising in-
structional practices and curriculum, joint
professional development, inter-school ath-
letic leagues, joint electives, or shared extra-
curricular activities.*®
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Notes

! Calculations are based on District administrative data
(Focus) from the Charter Schools Division (January
2020).

2 Counts of schools are based on District administrative
data from Charter Schools Division (October 2019).

3 Fifty-one charter schools are co-located on 53 District
campuses, resulting in 57 co-locations (3 District cam-
puses host more than 1 charter school).

4 Addressing Impacts of Proposition 39 on LAUSD
Schools. (2013). Retrieved from
https://soe.lmu.edu/media/lmuschoolofeducation/de-
partments/familyofschools/docu-
ments/Prop39%20Zimmer%20Resolution%20-%20Fi-
nal[1].pdf

5 Improving the Policies and Practices Impacting Co-
Located Public Schools. (2016). Retrieved from
https://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib/CA01000043/Cen-
tricity/Domain/582/Res%20055%20RR%20Coloca-
tions%20amendedv2.pdf

6 Increasing Fairness and Support for District Schools
Sharing Campuses with Charter Schools. (2019). Re-
trieved from http://laschoolboard.org/sites/de-
fault/files/10-01-19RegBdOBSTAMPED.pdf

7 Directing Charter School Overallocation Reimburse-
ment Funds to Home Schools. (2020). Retrieved from
http://laschoolboard.org/sites/default/files/01-14-
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