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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

During the most recent school year, 73% of schools in the Clark County School 
District (CCSD) qualified for federal dollars under Title I program criteria. Expectedly, 
CCSD receives the bulk of Nevada’s Title I dollars. In fiscal year 2020, for example, 
CCSD was allocated nearly 86% of Nevada’s 140 million Title I dollars, which was 
largely expended on hiring additional teachers for the express purpose of class size 
reduction. Under CCSD RFP 20062TCG, in this report, we present the results of our 
evaluation of the impact of Title I class size reduction on student outcomes. We also 
evaluated the process by which those dollars are used to reduce class sizes. To that 
end, this evaluation aims to answer the following impact and process evaluation 
questions: 

 
Impact Questions 
 

1. Does Title I class size reduction spending lead to a reduction in class sizes?  
2. What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student ELA and 

math achievement? 
3. What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student 

discipline offenses? 
4. What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student 

attendance? 
 

Process Questions 
 

1. What do principals consider when deciding whether and how to reduce class 
sizes using Title I funds? 

2. What factors do principals believe facilitate or impeded their ability to actually 
reduce class sizes at their school?  

3. How do teachers think class sizes impact their work?   
 

Methodology 
 

To answer our impact evaluation questions, we relied on academic and non-
academic data from CCSD student administrative data systems. This includes student 
scores on smarter balance assessment consortium (SBAC) exams, as well as student 
discipline and student attendance data. We utilize these data in conjunction with a 
series of event study, two-way fixed effect, and difference-in-differences models with a 
comparison group of students from Title I schools that did not reduce class sizes.  

To answer our process evaluation questions, we conducted surveys and 
performed in-depth interviews with CCSD Title I principals. The survey measured 
spending priorities, as well as perceptions of technical support, budgeting strategies, 
and the impact of classroom size reduction within Title I schools. Interviews explored 
decisions for when and how to reduce class sizes using Title I funds and the factors that 
facilitate or impede implementation. 
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Results  
 

We found no change in average class sizes between treated schools and non-
treated schools after the expenditure of Title I funds on class size reduction. 
Consequently, our evaluation draws into question whether Title I school principals are 
actually able to reduce class sizes with Title I funds or whether these funds are mainly 
leveraged to maintain class size levels over time. We found no significant impact on 
student ELA or Math SBAC scores and no change in the probability of students 
engaging in a violent or non-violent discipline offense following Title I class size 
reduction. Finally, we found no impact of Title I class size reduction on student 
attendance. 

Our process evaluation data suggest CCSD principals prioritized spending Title I 
dollars on pressing instructional needs, chiefly licensed personnel, instructional 
assistants, and support staff and mostly to reduce class sizes in upper elementary 
grades. In general, they associated moderately positive outcomes with class size 
reduction. Building on those findings, interview data suggest decisions are shaped by 
immediate needs that portend instructional and behavioral concerns. Principals describe 
factors impeding reduction, including the inability to hire quality teachers and decreased 
flexibility to spend funds in light of state mandates for classroom sizes in lower grades.  
 In addition, we administered surveys to a subset of CCSD teachers in an effort to 
examine teachers’ beliefs about classroom sizes, as well as perceptions of how class 
sizes affect classroom management, teacher retention, student experiences, and 
parental satisfaction. Teacher survey data, in general, is less sanguine about the impact 
of classroom sizes. Teachers in elementary and intermediate grades, in particular, 
thought their current classroom sizes were too high. However, even when teachers 
thought their current classroom sizes were excessive, they reported little impact on their 
disinclination to remain at current grade-level, school, or teaching in CCSD.  
 
Recommendations  
 

As CCSD continues to utilize Title I funds to improve K-12 education, we 
encourage continued investigation into effective class size reduction efforts. Future 
evaluations could include more detailed data on which grade levels principals targeted 
for class size reduction, leading to more precise modeling of the relationship between 
class size reduction and relevant outcomes. Additionally, the hiring of qualified teachers 
may place limitations on the results schools are able to achieve through class size 
reduction. Several principals reported difficulty with finding highly qualified teachers. 
Consequently, the additional hires achieved through class size reduction may not be 
effective at driving improvements for students. Further examination of factors that guide 
or limit implementation can shed light on structural barriers to hiring (and keeping) 
qualified teachers. We also recommend efforts to support more robust data gathering 
for future evaluations. In particular, CCSD leaders should encourage or otherwise 
incentivize survey completion and interview participation, both of which can help deepen 
understanding of Title I funding processes. 
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
 The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), enacted in 1965 under 
Lyndon B. Johnson’s ‘War on Poverty’, is the primary source of federal funding for K-12 
education in the United States. Specifically, the Title I-A program (Improving the 
academic achievement of the disadvantaged—grants to local educational agencies) has 
been and continues to be the largest of the programs authorized under ESEA 
(Congressional Research Service, 2017). In fiscal year 2021, the Title I-A program 
received over 16 billion in funding, or 63 percent of all funding allocated by the federal 
government through ESEA (National Education Association, 2020).  

ESEA, most recently amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
(2015), specifies that Title I-A funds must be expended to “provide all children 
significant opportunity to receive a fair, equitable, and high-quality education, and to 
close educational achievement gaps” (Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
2020). Funds are generally provided to state agencies and disbursed to school districts 
and then to schools that meet eligibility requirements (typically schools with at least 75 
percent of students from low-income families (SEC. 1113. [20 U.S.C. 6313]) (though 
individual school districts may lower the threshold for eligibility if sufficient funds exist).   

Since the 2019-20 school year, schools in Clark County School District (CCSD) 
qualify for federal dollars under Title I-A if at least 60 percent of students are from low-
income families (as identified by whether the student qualifies for Free-and-Reduced 
Price Lunch) (Clark County School District, 2019). During the most recent school year, 
CCSD operated 275 schools with a Title I designation out of the 379 schools (73%) in 
the district. Not surprisingly then, CCSD receives the bulk of Title I dollars provided to 
the state of Nevada. In fiscal year 2020 (the latest for which data are available), Nevada 
received nearly 140 million dollars in Title I funding, approximately 120 million (86%) of 
which went to CCSD (U.S. Department of Education, 2021).  

ESEA provides flexibility for how Title I-A funds are spent. ESEA states that the 
95 percent of the funds provided to the state must be sent to local school districts and 
should be spent on “school support and improvement activities” in conjunction with the 
approved ESEA consolidated state plan (SEC. 1111. [20 U.S.C. 6311]). At the school-
level, if at least 40% of students at a school are from high poverty families, a school 
may operate on a school-wide program model in which they can utilize Title I funds in 
conjunction with funds from other sources to offer programming to all students at the 
school (in alignment with the school district Title I plan). Schools with less than 40% of 
students in poverty must offer targeted assistance programming by serving only 
selected students. According to guidance provided to Nevada school districts, school-
wide Title I expenditures must include 10 key components:  

1) be based on a comprehensive needs assessment; 
2) engage in school-wide reform strategies; 
3) provide instruction by professional staff; 
4) provide high-quality professional development; 
5) include strategies to attract effective, high performing teachers; 
6) include strategies to increase parental involvement; 
7) include strategies for assisting children in transition from early childhood 

programs to public elementary schools; 
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8) include teachers in the decisions regarding the use of assessments; 
9) ensure that students who experience difficulty mastering any of Nevada’s 

standards will be provided with effective, timely additional assistance; 
10) and coordinate and integrate Federal, State, and local services (Nevada 

Department of Education, 2018). 
 

A common expenditure for CCSD Title I schools is the hiring of additional staff to 
lower class size levels, particularly in grades that are not already receiving state dollars 
to achieve lower class sizes (grades K-3). In fact, most Title I-A dollars expended in 
CCSD go to this purpose. The purpose of this report is two-fold: First, in accordance 
with CCSD RFP 20062TCG we seek to evaluate the impact Title I spending on class 
size reduction in CCSD on students. Additionally, we seek to evaluate the process by 
which Title I dollars are used to reduce class size levels in the school district.  

In what follows, we first overview the evidence on the efficacy of class size 
reduction as a strategy for improving student outcomes. Then, we overview the 
research questions that guide this evaluation. We discuss the data and methods utilized 
in the impact and process evaluation, overview the results, and provide conclusions and 
recommendations to improve class size reduction in Title I schools moving forward.  
 
Background on Class Size Reduction 
 

Class Size Reduction programs have been a popular policy reform for several 
decades. Over the years, approximately 25 states have mandated or incentivized some 
form of class size reduction program among their school districts (Chingos, 2012). Not 
surprisingly, class size reduction programs have received a considerable amount of 
attention in the research literature. According to recent reviews of research, nearly 150 
papers on the topic, spanning 55 different populations and 41 different countries have 
been published (Filges, Sonne-Schmidt, & Nielsen, 2018). It’s important to note 
however, that a large number of these studies (approximately 45) focus on one program 
in the 1980’s—The Tennessee STAR experiment (Filges, Sonne-Schmidt, & Nielsen, 
2018). Additionally, several additional studies focus on California’s Class Size reduction 
program (e.g., Gilraine, Macartney, & McMillan, 2018; Jepsen & Rivkin, 2009; Stecher, 
McCaffrey, & Bugliari, 2003). Thus, much of what we know about the efficacy and 
impact of class size reduction is derived from these two contexts.  

Class size is generally perceived to impact student achievement through three 
paths: 1) improved discipline and classroom management, 2) enhanced knowledge of 
student, and 3) improved teacher satisfaction (Anderson, 2000). Although these 
intermediate outcomes are important, most of the prior research simply looks at 
achievement gains as measured by performance on standardized exams.  
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Project STAR 
 

As mentioned above, 51 research studies focused on the Tennessee STAR 
experiment. The STAR experiment lasted from 1985-1989 and involved the 
randomization of students and teachers within each school to three conditions—regular 
classroom (22-25 students), regular classroom with aide (RA), and small classroom (13-
17 students). The STAR experiment yielded several findings that have been reanalyzed 
multiple times over the years (e.g., Folger, 1989; Hanushek, 1999; Kreuger, 1999; 
Krueger & Whitmore, 2001).  
 

Most studies conclude that assignment to the small class size condition 
measurably improved student performance on standardized exams. For example, 
Krueger (1999) finds that students assigned to the 13-17 student condition performed 
0.22 standard deviations better after four years in the program, though the effect 
appears to be concentrated in the first year.  
 
CSR in California 
 

Several studies also explore California’s class size reduction program (e.g., 
Gilraine, Macartney, & McMillan, 2018; Jepsen & Rivkin, 2009; Stecher, McCaffrey, & 
Bugliari, 2003). California’s class size reduction program was implemented in 1996 and 
reduced class sizes in grades K-3 from 30 to 20. The reform opened up a significant 
number of new teaching positions (around 25,000) as school districts looked to add 
classes to reduce student-to-teacher ratios. Research suggests that California class 
size reduction may have had a modest effect on student achievement (at around 0.06 
standard deviations in ELA and 0.10 standard deviations in math) (Jepsen & Rivkin, 
2009). Some new research reanalyzed the data and showed similar effects (Gilraine, 
Macartney, & McMillan, 2018). Jepsen and Rivkin (2009) further find that part of the 
benefit of class size reduction was erased by the need to hire new and not fully certified 
teachers to fill open teaching vacancies. This finding has been confirmed in other 
research in Texas (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005).  
 
CSR in Other Contexts 
 

Class size reduction programs have been studied in a few other contexts outside 
of Tennessee and California (e.g., Chingos, 2012; Cho, Glewwe, & Whitler, 2012; 
Hoxby, 2000; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005). Chingos (2012) evaluated the impact of 
Florida’s statewide Class Size Reduction program on student achievement and found 
that the program had little effect, relative to other uses of the resources provided to 
implement the class size program. Similarly, Hoxby (2000) finds no effect of class size 
reduction on student achievement in Connecticut and concludes that just the provision 
of resources to reduce class sizes may not be sufficient to improve student 
achievement. Cho, Glewwe, and Whitler, (2012) replicate Hoxby’s (2000) method in 
Minnesota and find effect sizes that match what Jepsen and Rivkin (2009) found in 
California—small improvements in reading and math as a result of class size reduction.  



CLASS SIZE REDUCTION IN TITLE I SCHOOLS    
  

10 

Ultimately, the existing extant research on class size reduction provides a few 
takeaways for this evaluation. They are as follows:  

1. The health of the teacher labor market matters significantly for the efficacy of 
class size reduction programs. An effective class size reduction evaluation must 
focus, in part, on the supply of qualified teachers to schools and how well they 
are retained during the duration of the program.  

2. How class size reduction programs are implemented matters. The simple 
provision of resources to schools to reduce class sizes are not enough to 
improve student learning. An effective class size reduction evaluation should 
understand how class size reduction is rolled out in context.  

3. Very few studies have looked at outcomes beyond student test scores. An 
evaluation of class size reduction programs should look not only at test scores, 
but also other outcomes, like student behavior and attendance.  
 

The Purpose of this Evaluation 
 
 In this evaluation, we leveraged longitudinal panel data (2015-2019) from CCSD 
on an analytic sample of all students from 180 Title I schools that implemented class 
size reduction utilizing Title I funding during the 2016- 2017, 2017-2018, or 2018-2019 
school years. We purposefully truncated the panel at the 2018-2019 school year in 
order to avoid the confounding effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, which disrupted 
schooling in CCSD beginning in Spring of 2020. Utilizing these data, we estimate a 
series of two-way fixed effects, event study, and difference-in-differences models that 
answer the following impact research questions: 
 

1. Does Title I class size reduction spending lead to a reduction in class sizes?  
2. What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student ELA and 

math achievement? 
3. What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student discipline 

offenses? 
4. What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student 

attendance?  
 

 We follow this analysis by administering surveys to CCSD Title I principals and a 
group of CCSD teachers. In addition, we performed in-depth qualitative interviews with 
CCSD Title I principals in an effort to answering the following process research 
questions.  
 

1. What do principals consider when deciding whether and how to reduce class 
sizes using Title I funds? 

2. What factors do principals believe facilitate or impeded their ability to actually 
reduce class sizes at their school?  

3. How do teachers think class sizes impact their work? 
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SECTION 2: DATA AND METHODS 
 

This evaluation was completed in two parts. First, the evaluation sought to 
understand the impact of class size reduction efforts. Additionally, we sought to better 
understand the process of class size reduction in CCSD Title I schools. The methods for 
these two evaluation strands are described in more detail in what follows.  
 
Impact Evaluation  
 

A valid impact analysis must be able to disentangle the effect of the program on 
the outcomes of interest from the variety of other concurrent programs, policies, out-of-
school factors, and inside-of-school factors that also impact the same outcomes. In 
other words, a valid approach must account for school, child, and teacher 
characteristics/demographics that are correlated with the program and the outcomes of 
interest. The easiest way to do this is to randomly assign some students to receive the 
program and other students not to receive the program. Random assignment on a large 
enough sample ensures that both observed and unobserved characteristics of students 
are balanced between the treatment and control groups such that any difference in the 
outcomes between the two groups can only be attributed to the program 
 

Given that class size reduction programming is ongoing, and the researchers 
have no control over who receives the funds and who does not, we employ an 
alternative methodology. The methodology described below relies on the differential 
timing of program rollout to identify treatment and control groups This methodology 
meets ESSA evidence Tier 2-Quasi-Experimental standards.  
 
Sample 
 

Most important to being able to generate strong evidence of impact in the 
absence of random assignment is to have data for both treated and untreated groups 
prior to the treatment timeframe. Consequently, utilizing data on Title I staffing from 
CCSD beginning with the 2016 Fiscal Year and concluding with the 2019 Fiscal Year, 
we generated a sample of schools that fall into five different groups as shown in Figure 
1. First, we generated a “Never Treated” comparison group. This group was comprised 
of 87 Title I schools that never expended Title I funding to hire additional positions for 
class size reduction. The group of “Treated” schools consisted of cohorts of Title I 
schools that spent Title I funding on hiring teaching positions for class size reduction 
beginning in 2016-2017 (23 schools), 2017-2018 (37 schools), or 2018-19 (33 schools). 
Finally, the fifth group of schools were excluded from analysis. These were the 95 Title I 
schools that were either “Always Treated” (55 schools) or “Periodically Treated” (40 
schools), and thus, did not have a consistent pre-treatment time frame from which to 
generate impact estimates.  
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Figure 1. Analytical sample for impact evaluation 

 
 

Treatment information came from internal CCSD Title I staffing lists. These lists 
show individual positions purchased with Title I dollars for each fiscal year, including the 
school, grade level, and subject of the position (if at the secondary level). It’s important 
to note what these data do not show us. These data do not reveal the grade-level a 
given Title I principal intends to lower class sizes within. That is, there is not necessarily 
a 1:1 correspondence between the grade-level/subject position(s) purchased by a 
school principal with Title I funds for the express purpose of class size reduction and the 
grade-level where a principal intends to reduce class sizes. A principal may purchase a 
grade 4 position with Title I funds for class size reduction, for example, because they 
plan to move a current grade 4 teacher to grade 5 in order to reduce class sizes in 
grade 5. Consequently, without any additional visibility on the intended treated grade-
levels, we are left to consider Title I spending on class size reduction as a school-level 
treatment versus grade-specific treatment. 
 

Since the treatment and comparison groups were not randomly assigned, they 
do differ in important ways at baseline (2015-2016), as shown in Table 1. Treated and 
comparison schools had similar class sizes at baseline, but treated schools had higher 
school enrollment. Treated schools were lower performing (by about 4% of a SD in ELA 
and 3% of a SD in Math), had a higher percentage of students engaged in violent and 
non-violent discipline offenses (by about 2 percentage points and 0.26 percentage 
points respectively), had a lower student absence percentage (by 1 percentage point), a 
lower number of black (by 1.7 percentage points) and white students (by 4 percentage 
points), and a higher number of Hispanic students (by 8.7 percentage points). More 
concerning for the impact analysis than the absolute levels differences in demographics 
between the treatment and control group, would be if these characteristics 
systematically changed over time with the treatment. This could suggest that something 
outside of class size reduction could be driving changes at treated/comparison Title I 
schools during the study period. We check this in Table 2. We show no systematic 
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changes in student demographics for the treatment group relative to the comparison 
group over the study period.   

 
Table 1. Difference Between Treated and Comparison Schools/Students at 
Baseline (2015-16) 

 Comparison 
Mean 
(SD) 

Treated 
Mean 
(SD) 

Diff 

School Characteristics     

Class Size 21.024 
(11.861) 

22.440 
(2.927) 

-1.417 

School Enrollment (ln) 6.087 
(1.116) 

6.684 
(0.376) 

-0.597*** 

Student Characteristics    

ELA SBAC Achievement 0.075 
(1.008) 

-0.043 
(0.993) 

0.119*** 

Math SBAC Achievement 0.060 
(1.014) 

-0.035 
(0.989) 

0.095*** 

Violent Event Percentage 
60.206 62.385 -2.179*** 

Non-Violent Event Percentage 
83.463 84.281 -0.263** 

Student Absence Percentage 7.317 
(10.753) 

6.231 
(7.755) 1.086*** 

Female Student Percentage 
48.683 48.542 0.001 

Black Student Percentage 
17.806 16.025 1.781*** 

White Student Percentage 
23.434 19.416 4.018*** 

Hispanic Student Percentage 
43.008 51.745 8.736*** 

IEP Student Percentage  
11.845 11.338 0.507 
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Table 2. Difference-in-Differences (DID) Unadjusted Estimates of Change in 
Demographic Characteristics 

 
% Female 

(1) 
% Black 

(2) 
% White 

(3) 
% Hispanic 

(4) 
% IEP 

(5) 

      

CSR School (2017) 
0.114*** 

(0.006) 
-0.338*** 
(0.004) 

0.080*** 
(0.005) 

0.325*** 
(0.005) 

-0.052*** 
(0.004) 

Post (2017) 
-0.003 
(0.003) 

0.002 
(0.002) 

-0.011*** 
(0.002) 

0.009*** 
(0.002) 

0.008*** 
(0.002) 

CSR School * Post 
(2017) 

0.010+ 
(0.006) 

-0.004 
(0.004) 

0.001 
(0.005) 

-0.002 
(0.005) 

-0.001 
(0.004) 

      

CSR School (2018) 
0.024*** 

(0.005) 
0.047*** 
(0.003) 

0.049*** 
(0.002) 

-0.165*** 
(0.003) 

-0.027*** 
(0.003) 

Post (2018) 
-0.002 
(0.004) 

-0.003 
(0.003) 

-0.004+ 
(0.002) 

0.002 
(0.003) 

-0.003 
(0.002) 

CSR School * Post 
(2018) 

-0.008 
(0.009) 

0.008 
(0.007) 

0.001 
(0.004) 

-0.003 
(0.007) 

-0.001 
(0.006) 

      

CSR School (2019) 
-0.105*** 
(0.007) 

0.022*** 
(0.003) 

-0.030*** 
(0.004) 

-0.202*** 
(0.005) 

0.069*** 
(0.005) 

Post (2019) 
-0.002 
(0.003) 

0.004* 
(0.002) 

-0.010*** 
(0.003) 

0.007** 
(0.002) 

-0.005+ 
(0.003) 

CSR School * Post 
(2019) 

0.004  
(0.007) 

0.003 
(0.003) 

-0.001 
(0.004) 

-0.004 
(0.005) 

0.005 
(0.005) 

 

 
 
Outcomes To Be Used in Impact Analysis   
 

We utilized data from CCSD student administrative data systems to analyze the 
impact of class size reduction on student outcomes. Importantly, we considered both non-
academic and academic outcomes. In terms of academic outcomes, we considered class 
size reduction’s impact on treated student scores on smarter balance assessment 
consortium (SBAC) exams. In terms of non-academic outcomes, we considered class 
size reduction’s impact on student discipline offenses and student attendance. We 
describe these variables in more detail in what follows.  
 

ELA and Math achievement on Smarter Balance Assessment. We utilized 
student achievement scores on the SBAC exam, Nevada’s summative state standardized 
achievement exam, as a measure of student achievement. This exam is administered in 
each year in the panel (2015-2016, 2016-2017, 2017-2018, and 2018-2019) to students 
in grades 3 through 8. SBAC scores are measured on a scale of 2000 to 3000 and are 
vertically aligned across grade-levels such that a student’s score in grade 3 can be 
compared with their scores in subsequent grades. To enhance interpretation of the 
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scores, we standardize the scores within subject, grade, and year, such that an individual 
student score in a subject, grade, year, can be interpreted in terms of the deviation from 
the subject-grade-year score average in CCSD.  
 

Violent and non-violent student discipline offenses. CCSD student discipline 
administrative data systems track student offenses across approximately 80 different 
behavioral event descriptions. We collapsed these behavior event descriptions into 
violent and non-violent offenses. Violent offenses included events with behavioral 
descriptions like “assault-staff”, “assault-student”, “fighting”, “verbal abuse”, and 
“robbery.” Non-violent offenses included events with behavioral descriptions like “dress 
code”, “gambling”, “nuisance item”, “possession of a controlled substance”, and “tardies”. 
These are measured at the student-level as a dichotomous indicator equal to 1 if the 
student had a violent offense/non-violent offense in a given year.  
 

Student absence percentage. Finally, we leveraged CCSD administrative data 
on student absences to create a continuous measure of the percentage of days absent 
for a student in a given year. This is defensive at the number of days absent in a given 
year divided by the number of days enrolled and multiplied by 100.  
 
Analytic Models 
 

We employ three different analytical models that can generate impact estimates 
under the right conditions. We describe these models in more detail below.  
 

Two-Way Fixed Effects Models. In this evaluation, for at least the two earliest 
treated cohorts (2016-2017 and 2017-2018) there are multiple post-treatment years. 
This can be modeled utilizing the common two-way fixed-effects (TWFE) or generalized 
difference-in-differences estimator to generate an overall post-treatment impact in the 
face of staggered treatment (where the number of treated schools increases over time). 
One challenge with this model is that for later treated cohorts, already treated schools 
(coupled with never treated schools) can end up serving as comparison units. In 
addition, this model cannot capture treatment heterogeneity (i.e., different treatment 
effects for different treated cohorts). Consequently, we pair this model with two others 
(event study and traditional difference-in-differences) which address some of the 
shortcomings of the TWFE estimator. The TWFE model is formally specified as follows:  
 

𝒀𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 =∝ + 𝜷𝟏𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔𝒕 + (∪𝒈∗ 𝝉𝒕) + 𝜹𝒔 + 𝑿𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕𝜽 + 𝝏𝒁𝒔𝒕 +  𝜺𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 (1) 

 
where ∪𝒈∗ 𝝉𝒕 is a grade by time fixed effect, 𝜹𝒔 is a school fixed effect, 𝑿𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 is a vector 

of student demographic characteristics, and 𝒁𝒔𝒕 is a control for school enrollment. 
𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔𝒕 is equal to 1 if the student-grade-school-year observation is in a treated 
Title I school cohort and zero otherwise. Consequently, 𝜷𝟏 represents the effect of 

interest—the impact of class size reduction on the outcome. The standard errors for this 
model were clustered at the school-level to adjust for repeated school observations over 
time. 
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Event Study Models. The event study model is useful for measuring change 
over time after a treatment occurs. The model is most effective when the pre-treatment 
period is of similar length for the treated and untreated groups (for example, four years 
of achievement data before a set of schools implemented a program). The model will 
disentangle the extent to which treated and comparison groups were trending similarly 
or different prior to the treatment period. Understanding this is important. If the groups 
were already trending differently prior to treatment on the relevant outcomes of interest 
(e.g., student achievement) for a given impact study, then it’s entirely plausible that any 
observed post-treatment effect could be due to something other than the treatment. If 
they were trending similarly (i.e., parallel trends), then we can utilize that comparison 
group trend as the counterfactual (or comparison) for what would have happened for the 
treatment group in the absence of treatment. The difference between the treatment and 
comparison group after treatment (relative to before treatment) is the estimated impact 
of the program. One final advantage of the event study model is that it can take into 
account staggered treatment (for example, when additional schools are treated by a 
program in successive school years). This is a common feature of educational 
programs. 
 

In the case of class size reduction, we center event time at zero (the time that a 
given Title I school in our panel first hired additional teachers utilizing Title I funds in an 
effort to reduce class sizes). Since our panel starts in 2015-2016, for the 2016-2017 
cohort in 2015-2016 event time is equal to -1 to signal that 2015-2016 is 1 year prior to 
the event of treatment (and for the 2017-2018 cohort event time is -2, for the 2018-2019 
cohort, event time is -3 in 2015-2016 since these cohorts were treated later). The 2016-
2017 cohort has as many as 3 treated years whereas the 2018-2019 cohort only has 
one treated year since our panel data is truncated at the onset of the COVID-19 
pandemic by removing all years after the 2018-2019 school year.  
 

Event time is officially entered into the model as a series of dichotomous (1,0) 
indicators for whether a given student-year observation is a given number of years 
before or after the event of treatment. Never treated observations serve as pure 
comparisons, receiving a zero on all event time indicators. The event study model is 
formally specified as follows:  
 

𝒀𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 =∝ + ∑+𝟑
𝒋=−𝟑 𝟏(𝒕 = 𝒕𝒔 + 𝒋)𝜷𝒋 + (∪𝒈∗ 𝝉𝒕) + 𝜹𝒔 + 𝑿𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕𝜽 + 𝝏𝒁𝒔𝒕 +  𝜺𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 (2) 

 
where ∪𝒈∗ 𝝉𝒕 is a grade by time fixed effect, 𝜹𝒔 is a school fixed effect, 𝑿𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 is a vector 

of student demographic characteristics, and 𝒁𝒔𝒕 is a control for school enrollment. The 

model includes a series of a series of event time indicators t that take the value of 1 
when the student-grade-school-year observation is a given number of years before and 
after the class size reduction treatment, with 𝒕𝒔 capturing the first year the Title I school 
implemented class size reduction. The standard errors for this model were clustered at 
the school-level to adjust for repeated school observations over time. The coefficients of 
interest are the event time indicators, where 𝜷𝒋 ranges from three years prior to class 

size reduction (-3 to -1) and three years after class size reduction (0 to +2). All 
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coefficients for these indicators are relative to the year prior to class size reduction (-1), 
which is omitted from the model.  
 

Difference-in-Differences Models. The difference-in-differences model is a 
closely related panel data model to the event study model that can generate causal 
impacts, if the appropriate assumption (parallel pre-trends) is met. One advantage to 
the difference-in-differences model over the event study model is that it better accounts 
for calendar time versus event time. In other words, the year or years in which a 
program is implemented may matter significantly for the effectiveness of the program 
(for example, implementing a program during the COVID-19 pandemic). Taking into 
account calendar time can be important for disentangling impacts. The difference-in-
differences model leverages pre-treatment calendar trends for a comparison group to 
create a counterfactual post-treatment trend for the treatment group. Like the event 
study model, the difference between the treatment and comparison group after 
treatment (relative to before treatment) is the estimated impact of the program.  
 

The difference-in-differences model is estimated separately for each treatment 
cohort (2016-2017, 2017-2018, and 2018-2019) and is specified as follows:  
 
𝒀𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 =∝ + 𝜷𝟏𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝒕 ∗ 𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔𝒕  + 𝜹𝒔 + 𝑿𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕𝜽 +

𝝏𝒁𝒔𝒕 +  𝜺𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕             

 (3) 
 
where 𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝒕 is equal to 1 if the student-grade-school-year observation is post class size 
reduction treatment and zero otherwise, 𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔𝒕 is equal to 1 if the student-grade-
school-year observation is in a treated Title I school cohort and zero otherwise. The 
coefficient of interest is  𝜷𝟑 which captures the impact of class size reduction treatment. 

𝜹𝒔 is still a school fixed effect, 𝑿𝒊𝒈𝒔𝒕 is a vector of student demographic characteristics, 

and 𝒁𝒔𝒕 is a control for school enrollment. Again, the standard errors for this model were 
clustered at the school-level to adjust for repeated school observations over time 
 
Process Evaluation  
 

To understand the process by which class sizes are reduced in Title I schools, 
CREA administered a series of online surveys followed up by in-depth qualitative 
interviews with school principals. 
 
Online Title I School Principal Survey 
 
 CREA administered an online survey to all school principals at Title I schools in 
CCSD to ask about the Title I budgeting process for the 2021-22 school year. 
Specifically, the survey covered the following topics: 
 

● Title I funding spending priorities for 2021-22 school year 

● Intended grades for class size reduction 

● The process they use to estimate personnel costs for class size reduction 
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● Class size reduction implementation  

● The degree to which they are satisfied with the class sizes at their school  
 
 The survey was sent in to all 275 Title I school principals in March 2022 to which 
75 principals gave complete responses (27%). A fully copy of the survey is provided in 
the Appendix. 
 
Online Teacher Survey 
 
 CREA administered an online survey to teachers in CCSD. Due to the ongoing 
disruptions of the COVID-19 pandemic, CCSD and CREA opted not to send a survey 
direct to teachers but instead made it available on a Facebook message group 
frequented by teachers. CREA also provided it to school principals for optional 
administration to their teachers. Consequently, the response rate on this survey is low, 
having received only 69 complete responses. We believe the data would be more 
complete, reliable, and valid with a direct administration to teachers through email. The 
survey covered the following topics:  
 

● Beliefs about the size of their classes 

● Beliefs about the impact of class sizes on classroom management 

● Beliefs about the impact of class sizes on their intention to remain in CCSD 

● Beliefs about the impact of class sizes on student experiences 
● Beliefs about the impact of class sizes on parent satisfaction  

 
 The provision of these survey responses in this report is meant as suggestive 
evidence and certainly is not representative of the opinions of CCSD teachers on class 
sizes in the district (due to the low response rate). A fully copy of the survey is provided 
in the Appendix.  
 
In-depth Interviews with Title I School Principals 
 
 CREA followed up the online survey to Title I School Principals with in-depth 
qualitative interviews with six Title I principals. Principal participation in the in-depth 
interviews was solicited in the online survey. The interviews lasted approximately 30 
minutes each and covered the following topics:  
 

● Decisions on when and how to reduce class sizes using Title I funds  

● Factors that have facilitated or impeded the implementation of reduced class 
sizes  

● The impact class size reduction funds had at their school 
 
 CREA analyzed the interview data topically to help inform and contextualize the 
survey and impact analysis described further below.  
 
 
  



CLASS SIZE REDUCTION IN TITLE I SCHOOLS    
  

19 

SECTION 3: RESULTS 
 
Impact Analysis Results 
Does Title I class size reduction spending actually lead to a reduction in class 
sizes?  
 
 We first explore whether the expenditure of Title I funds for class size reduction 
actually achieved reductions in class size at Title I schools. Recall that we have to 
consider class size reduction through Title I funds as a school-level treatment because 
we do not have additional visibility on the grade levels targeted for class size reduction 
through Title I. This may mask important within-school patterns of class size reduction.  
 Figure 2 shows event study estimates of the change in school average class size 
after a school expends Title I funds on class size reduction. The event study estimates 
show the difference in average class size between treated and non-treated schools 
relative to the year prior to treated schools implementing class size reduction through 
Title I funds (which is why average class size is centered at zero at event time -1). The 
capped lines show the 95% confidence interval—if the confidence interval includes zero 
then this considered a non-statistically significant effect, or no meaningful difference 
between the treatment and comparison schools in average class size.  
 

Figure 2. Change in School Average Class Size After Title I Class Size Reduction 
Expenditure  
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First, the figure shows evidence of parallel pre-treatment trends in class size for 
treated schools relative to comparison schools (as shown by the non-significant 
differences in class size between treatment and comparison schools at event time -3 
and -2 (compared to event time -1). Furthermore, Figure 2 shows no significant change 
in average class size after treatment. That is, treated schools still have similar average 
class sizes relative to comparison schools after treated schools expended Title I funds 
on reducing class sizes.  
 In Table 3, we formally show the event study estimates on the impact on class 
sizes (column 2) as well as the estimates using alternative methodologies (the TWFE in 
column 1 and the DiD estimates in columns 3, 4, and 5). In all models, we find no 
significant differences between the treatment and comparison groups in average class 
sizes following the Title I class size reduction expenditures. The difference-in-difference 
estimates (columns 3, 4, and 5) are particularly helpful because they test whether there 
are differences across treatment cohorts (i.e., those schools that implemented Title I 
class size reduction in 2016-2017 versus 2017-2018 or 2018-2019). Regardless of the 
treatment cohort, we find no differences in average class sizes after Title I expenditures 
on class size reduction.  
 

Table 3. Two-way fixed-effect (TWFE), Event Study (ES), and Difference-in-
Differences (DID) Unadjusted Estimates of Impact of Title I Class Size Reduction 
Expenditures on Class Sizes (Grades 4-12) 

 TWFE 
(1) 

ES 
(2) 

DID (2017) 
(3) 

DID (2018) 
(4) 

DID (2019) 
(5) 

CSR School 0.631 (0.739)     

      

CSR School T-3  -0.560 (1.098)    

CSR School T-2  0.414 (0.895)    

CSR School T0  0.776 (0.891)    

CSR School T+1  0.574 (0.908)    

CSR School T+2  0.345 (1.052)    

      

CSR School (2017)   0.184 (0.998)   

Post (2017)   0.316 (0.928)   

CSR School * Post (2017)   1.187 (1.366)   

      

CSR School (2018)    0.800 (0.814)  

Post (2018)    3.392+ (1.775)  

CSR School * Post (2018)    -2.567 (1.792)  

      

CSR School (2019)     -0.827 (2.193) 

Post (2019)     -1.547 (1.315) 

CSR School * Post (2019)     1.163 (1.385) 

N 674 662 328 298 224 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  Clustered standard errors in parentheses.  

 
There could be a few explanations for these results. First, school principals 

strategically allocate teaching positions to specific grades in order to reduce class sizes 
at certain grade levels. The school-wide average class size could mask the actual 
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reduction that occurred for those targeted grades, especially if it was relatively small. 
Second, school leaders may be utilizing Title I funds to maintain class size levels versus 
reducing class sizes. For example, if they experience an increase in enrollment, they 
may expend Title I dollars to hire additional staff for class size reduction, where the 
additional staff will be utilized to offset an increase in class sizes absent the new hires. 
Without more nuanced data on the intended reductions associated with the spending, 
it’s hard to disentangle why we do not observe a decrease in average school class sizes 
after treatment.  
  
What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student ELA and 
math achievement? 
 
 Next, we explore the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student 
ELA and match achievement on the SBAC exam in treatment schools relative to control 
schools. Figure 3 shows the event study estimates in ELA. We find no significant 
differences in student ELA SBAC scores in treated schools relative to comparison 
schools before AND following the implementation of Title I class size reduction. In short, 
treatment and comparison schools were trending similarly in ELA SBAC scores prior to 
Title I class size reduction expenditure in treatment schools and continued to trend 
similarly after implementation.  
 
Figure 3. Change in Student ELA SBAC Achievement After Title I Class Size 
Reduction Expenditure  



CLASS SIZE REDUCTION IN TITLE I SCHOOLS    
  

22 

 Table 4 shows the formal estimates for each of the modeling techniques (TWFE, 
event study, and DID). Again, we find no significant difference in the ELA achievement 
between students in treatment and comparison schools following Title I class size 
reduction expenditures. When looking across the individual cohorts, we do find that 
students in the 2016-2017 treatment cohort (column 3) performed 16.7% of a standard 
deviation (SD) higher in ELA than students in comparison schools following treatment 
(p<0.001). However, this result appears to be the one exception to the common pattern 
of no impact of class size reduction expenditures on student ELA achievement shown in 
the other models.  
 
Table 4. Two-way fixed-effect (TWFE), Event Study (ES), and Difference-in-
Differences (DID) Estimates of Impact of Title I Class Size Reduction Expenditures 
on Student ELA SBAC Scores (Grades 4-8) 

 TWFE 
(1) 

ES 
(2) 

DID (2017) 
(3) 

DID (2018) 
(4) 

DID (2019) 
(5) 

CSR School 0.021 (0.021)     

      

CSR School T-3  0.068 (0.050)    

CSR School T-2  0.020 (0.033)    

CSR School T0  0.037 (0.024)    

CSR School T+1  -0.033 (0.029)    

CSR School T+2  -0.022 (0.044)    

      

CSR School (2017)   -0.086 (0.371)   

Post (2017)   -0.019 (0.028)   

CSR School * Post (2017)   0.167*** (0.044)   

      

CSR School (2018)    2.831*** (0.726)  

Post (2018)    0.029 (0.030)  

CSR School * Post (2018)    -0.083 (0.050)  

      

CSR School (2019)     0.665 (0.446) 

Post (2019)     -0.031+ (0.017) 

CSR School * Post (2019)     0.039 (0.024) 

N 204285 204285 99295 85003 68184 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  Clustered standard errors in parentheses.  
 

 
Figure 4 shows the event study estimates in math. Here again, we find no 

significant differences in student math SBAC scores in treated schools relative to 
comparison schools before AND following the implementation of Title I class size 
reduction. Again, treatment and comparison schools were trending similarly in math 
SBAC scores prior to Title I class size reduction expenditure in treatment schools and 
continued to trend similarly after implementation.  
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Figure 4. Change in Student Math SBAC Achievement After Title I Class Size 
Reduction Expenditure 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 5 shows the estimates for each of the modeling techniques (TWFE, event study, 
and DID). Again, we find no significant difference in the math achievement between 
students in treatment and comparison schools following Title I class size reduction 
expenditures. When looking across the individual cohorts, we again find that students in 
the 2016-2017 treatment cohort (column 3) performed 16.9% of a standard deviation 
(SD) higher in math than students in comparison schools following treatment (p<0.001). 
The 2016-2017 treatment cohort is the only cohort to experience changes in math 
achievement.  
 
What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student discipline 
offenses? 
 
 Next, we explore the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student 
discipline offenses—separated by violent and non-violent offenses and measured as 
whether a given student had at least one violent offense relative to no offense or at least 
one non-violent offense relative to no offense in a given school-year.  
 Figure 5 shows the event study estimates of the impact of Title I class size 
reduction expenditures on the probability of a student having a violent discipline offense. 
We find that the probability that a student engages in a violent discipline offense 
decreased following Title I class size reduction treatment but not significantly.  
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Table 5. Two-way fixed-effect (TWFE), Event Study (ES), and Difference-in-
Differences (DID) Estimates of Impact of Title I Class Size Reduction Expenditures 
on Student Math SBAC Scores (Grades 4-8) 

 

Figure 5. Change in Probability of Student Violent Discipline Offense After Title I 
Class Size Reduction Expenditure  

 TWFE 
(1) 

ES 
(2) 

DID (2017) 
(3) 

DID (2018) 
(4) 

DID (2019) 
(5) 

CSR School 0.039 (0.031)     

      

CSR School T-3  0.047 (0.045)    

CSR School T-2  -0.076 (0.071)    

CSR School T0  0.028 (0.025)    

CSR School T+1  -0.024 (0.038)    

CSR School T+2  0.002 (0.064)    

      

CSR School (2017)   -0.294 (0.488)   

Post (2017)   -0.027 (0.048)   

CSR School * Post (2017)   0.169** (0.056)   

      

CSR School (2018)    3.180*** (0.721)  

Post (2018)    0.036 (0.055)  

CSR School * Post (2018)    -0.103 (0.069)  

      

CSR School (2019)     0.999* (0.496) 

Post (2019)     -0.022 (0.014) 

CSR School * Post (2019)     0.005 (0.019) 

N 202271 202271 97509 84934 68054 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  Clustered standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table 6 confirms the event study estimates across the different modeling strategies. We 
generally find a negative, but non-statistically significant effect of Title I class size 
reduction expenditures on the probability of a student violent discipline offense. The 
effect is statistically significant for students in one cohort of treated schools—those 
treated during the 2018-2019 school year. We find that the probability of a student 
engaging in a violent discipline offense in treated schools decreased by 6% relative to 
students in comparison schools following the Title I class size reduction expenditures 
(p<0.01). Consequently, similar to the effects we observed on ELA and math 
achievement, we do find some significant impacts on discipline for a single cohort of 
treated students, but these effects are not consistent across all cohorts of treated 
students.  

Table 6. Two-way fixed-effect (TWFE), Event Study (ES), and Difference-in-
Differences (DID) Estimates of Impact of Title I Class Size Reduction Expenditures 
on Probability of Student Violent Discipline Offense (Grades 4-12) 

 TWFE 
(1) 

ES 
(2) 

DID (2017) 
(3) 

DID (2018) 
(4) 

DID (2019) 
(5) 

CSR School -0.026 (0.019)     

      

CSR School T-3  -0.007 (0.038)    

CSR School T-2  0.000 (0.015)    

CSR School T0  -0.020 (0.017)    

CSR School T+1  -0.047 (0.030)    

CSR School T+2  -0.045 (0.035)    

      

CSR School (2017)   -0.314*** (0.038)   

Post (2017)   -0.064*** (0.018)   

CSR School * Post (2017)   -0.006 (0.036)   

      

CSR School (2018)    0.399*** (0.031)  

Post (2018)    0.002 (0.013)  

CSR School * Post (2018)    -0.007 (0.019)  

      

CSR School (2019)     0.114 (0.396) 

Post (2019)     0.044* (0.017) 

CSR School * Post (2019)     -0.058** (0.021) 

N 280996 280996 113211 120640 112676 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  Clustered standard errors in parentheses.  

 
Figure 6 shows the event student estimates for the change in probability of a student 
engaging in a non-violent discipline offense after Title I class size reduction 
expenditures. Here we find no significant differences in the probability of a student 
engaging in a non-violent discipline offense in treated schools relative to comparison 
schools before or after the implementation of Title I class size reduction.  
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Figure 6. Change in Probability of Student Non-Violent Discipline Offense After 
Title I Class Size Reduction Expenditure 

 

  

 

Table 7 shows the TWFE, Event Study, and DID estimates. These results 
confirm the results shown in Figure 6 that treated students experienced no significant 
change in the probability of engaging in a non-violent discipline offense after the 
implementation of Title I class size reduction. These results are nearly identical across 
all three treatment cohorts (as shown in columns 3, 4, and 5. 
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Table 7. Two-way fixed-effect (TWFE), Event Study (ES), and Difference-in-
Differences (DID) Estimates of Impact of Title I Class Size Reduction Expenditures 
on Probability of Student Non-Violent Discipline Offense (Grades 4-12) 

 
 
 
What is the impact of Title I class size reduction spending on student 
attendance?  
 
 Due to the fact that we only have two years of attendance data (2017-2018, 2018-
2019), we were unable to estimate the event study models using student attendance as 
an outcome. Instead, we could only estimate the TWFE and DiD model for the 2018-2019 
cohort. We provide these results in Table 8. We show a positive effect of Title I class size 
reduction expenditures on student attendance though these effects are not statistically 
significant, and thus we cannot rule out that they are due to chance.   
 
 

 TWFE 
(1) 

ES 
(2) 

DID (2017) 
(3) 

DID (2018) 
(4) 

DID (2019) 
(5) 

CSR School 0.006 (0.006)     

      

CSR School T-3  -0.003 (0.013)    

CSR School T-2  0.006 (0.006)    

CSR School T0  0.007 (0.005)    

CSR School T+1  0.006 (0.010)    

CSR School T+2  -0.011 (0.014)    

      

CSR School (2017)   -0.130*** (0.012)   

Post (2017)   -0.024*** (0.006)   

CSR School * Post (2017)   0.001 (0.009)   

      

CSR School (2018)    0.026 (0.016)  

Post (2018)    -0.006 (0.004)  

CSR School * Post (2018)    0.007 (0.010)  

      

CSR School (2019)     0.007 (0.141) 

Post (2019)     0.007+ (0.004) 

CSR School * Post (2019)     0.001 (0.007) 

N 280996 280996 113211 120640 112676 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  Clustered standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table 8. Two-way fixed-effect (TWFE), Event Study (ES), and Difference-in-
Differences (DID) Estimates of Impact of Title I Class Size Reduction Expenditures 
on Student Absence Percentage (Grades 4-12) 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Process Analysis Results 
What do principals consider when deciding whether and how to reduce class 
sizes using Title I funds? 
 

The survey to CCSD Title I principals was designed to measure principals’ 
priorities for allocating Title I funds as well as their perceptions about technical support, 
budgeting strategies, and the impact of classroom size reduction on student learning, 
classroom discipline, and teacher satisfaction and retention. In what follows, we present 
the results of the survey in alignment with our process research questions.  
 

 Figure 7 shows how principals prioritized spending Title I funds for classroom 
size reduction. For example, of the principals who completed the survey, Personnel 
(e.g. hiring licensed personnel, instructional assistants, support staff beyond contracted 
hours) was overwhelmingly choice-ranked the #1 spending priority (91% of Title I 
principal respondents ranked personnel as their top spending priority). The other 
spending categories were ranked fairly evenly across the priorities 2 through 5 
suggesting some variation in how Title I school principals prefer to use Title I dollars 
beyond expenditures on personnel. Other salaries (e.g. extra duty pay, prep buyouts) 
was ranked slightly higher than the others #2 (34% ranked it as their second priority). 
Parental involvement (e.g. extra duty pay, supplies, books/technology for parent use) 
was ranked at #3 (40% ranked it as their third priority). Professional development (e.g. 
extra duty pay, consultants, conferences) was ranked #4 and #5; Other was #6. 
 

Table 9 shows which grade(s) principals sought to reduce class sizes with Title I 
funds, divided by elementary, middle, and high school. Note that middle and high school 
principals typically target subjects and not grade-levels, which is why we cannot 
separate out their responses by grade level. However, for the elementary school 
principals, we find that a combined 71% allocated Title I funds to class size reduction in 
4th and 5th grade. Still, notwithstanding state funds for class size reduction in grades K-
3, 29% of respondents said they allocated Title I funds for class size reduction in those 
grades. Note that secondary principals allocate teachers to subjects and not necessarily 
grade-levels, consequently, the percentage for these grade levels is listed at 100 
percent.  

 TWFE 
(1)  

DID (2019) 
(4) 

CSR School 0.117 (0.204)  

   

CSR School (2019)  3.975 (4.331) 

Post (2019)  -0.973*** (0.187) 

CSR School * Post (2019)  0.355 (0.236) 

N 162685 109166 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  Clustered standard 
errors in parentheses.  
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Figure 7. Principal spending priorities for Title I Funding during the 2021-2022 
school year 

 
Table 9. Grades prioritized for class size reduction with Title I funds  
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Figure 8. Technical assistance and principal budgeting strategies for Title I class size 
reduction 

 
 

Figure 8 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
across questions pertaining to technical assistance and teacher budgeting strategies. 
For example, of the principals who completed the survey, 91% “Agree” or “Strongly 
Agree” they received the right amount of technical assistance for the Title I budgeting 
process. They also indicated a strong preference for using ‘actual salaries’ rather than 
‘average salaries’ when budgeting for Title I class size reduction teachers. 

In our interviews with Title I school principals, we found that whether decision 
making was collaborative—involving teachers, staff, parents—or unilateral, principals 
described allocation decisions shaped by immediate needs related to teacher-student 
ratios that portend instructional and behavioral concerns. Principals reported that their 
allocation processes mainly targeted classroom size reduction solutions that addressed 
each school’s most pressing instructional needs. 

As one principal explained, “We typically have at least one grade level that is 
excessively high. There's typically at least one of those grade levels—third, fourth or 
fifth—that has probably the largest [number] of students and are allocated the least 
amount of teachers from the general fund. So that's our primary focus. Secondary focus 
is just the needs of students. There's waves of kids that come through with different 
needs and higher levels of needs. So being able to allocate resources to groups of 
students that need some additional support is always in consideration as well. So 
overall number of kids in class and then based on need over long term performance.” 

Another described a needs-based approach to allocating funds as part of 
“making sure that we have buy-in. I feel that's one of the things, especially deciding on 
our Title I budget, that our teachers are comfortable and our parents are comfortable. I 
think across the board, when we choose to do this, and I say, ‘Hey, if we don't have a 
class size reduction teacher, the class sizes are going to be 33 kids in a fourth-grade 
classroom,’ everyone's like, ‘No, get that class size reduction.’ They get behind it. 
They're excited to have an additional teacher to bring the class sizes down.” 
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A third detailed the strategic blend of instructional and behavioral considerations 
that informed Title I funding decisions: “It's just a matter of being able to look at our 
third-grade classes and spreading them over four classes instead of three. Looking at 
our four fourth grade classes, spreading them out amongst five classes. We are able to 
split up some student concerns….to do some preventative measures, which is more 
difficult when you only have three teachers as allocated. Likewise, I'm just looking at a 
balance of academics across all areas so that no teacher is burdened.” 
 
 
What factors do principals believe facilitate or impeded their ability to actually 
reduce class sizes at their school?  
 

Figure 9 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
across questions pertaining to the implementation and impact of Title I class size 
reduction.  For example, of the principals who completed the survey, 93% “Agree” or 
“Strongly Agree” they had sufficient classroom spaces and 91% were able to effectively 
reduce class sizes in the intended grade(s). They “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” that 
student learning (83%) and discipline (76%), as well as teacher satisfaction (74%) and, 
to a lesser extent, teacher retention (62%) were positively impacted by reducing 
classroom sizes. Conversely, only 29% felt hiring qualified teachers was ‘easy enough’ 
(60% “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree”). 
 

Figure 9. Principals’ ability to implement Title I class size reduction and perceived 
impact on school 
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Figure 10 shows how principals’ perceived class sizes, on average, at their 
school. While principals overwhelming felt they were able to effectively reduce class 
sizes in the intended grade(s) (see Figure 9), only 55% of the principals who completed 
the survey thought class sizes, on average, were “Just Right” at their school; 41% 
believed class sizes remained “Too High”; 4% thought class sizes were “Too Low.” 

 
Figure 10. Principal perception about the size of classes at their school 

 
 

 
Figure 11 shows the number of students, on average, principals who believed 

class sizes remained “Too High” at their school (see Figure 10) would reduce class 
sizes. For example, six respondents thought class sizes should be reduced by five 
students at their schools to be “Just Right.” Five thought class sizes should be reduced 
by 10 students. Three felt class sizes should be reduced by 20 students. On average, 
class sizes at their schools should be reduced by 11 students to be “Just Right.” 
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Figure 11. Principal perception about how much to reduce class sizes to get them 
just right 

 
 

In our interviews with principals, they described factors that informed—at times 
constrained—classroom size reduction implementation. This included the ability to hire 
quality teachers and the flexibility to spend funds in light of state mandates for 
classroom sizes in lower grades. 

One principal succinctly explained the issue of hiring: “It doesn't matter how 
many teachers you have, it actually becomes even worse if you have a whole bunch of 
really bad teachers. So, the [classroom size reduction] isn't always a good thing, if you 
don't have strong teachers. So, really trying to find those high-quality staff 
members…really making sure that we found quality people to put in those CSR 
positions. It doesn't matter how many positions you have in your Title I fund. If you 
cannot hire someone, it does you no good.” 

Several suggested deeper structural issues impeding the teaching profession. As 
one principal said, “I can't hire because we don't have any people to hire. So that 
hinders it sometimes. Right. Thankfully I have this money for the classroom reduction 
teacher, otherwise the class sizes would be unbearable. But it's hard to find staff 
members to fill those sometimes. They do their best trying to find teachers to fill our 
vacancies. It's just a pipeline issue. And until the larger system is fixed, and teaching is 
now a respected profession and gets respect and pay and all of that for the 
professionals that they are, we're just going to continue to have that shortage.” 

Principals also described how policy mandates can guide but also restrict 
implementation. In one principal’s words: “We are required to meet the state 
expectations. Let's say I have 18 kids in a first-grade class, but the state expects 16. So, 
when I get those discretionary positions, I have to put them in those state positions first. 
I have to put one of those teachers in first grade, even though they're only 18-to-one, I 
still have to put the teacher there to bring those numbers below 16-to-one, which is why 
a lot of schools push that fourth and fifth grade up to 40….When I use those 
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discretionary, I am required to use them in the lower grades first. And then if I have 
extra discretionary [funds], I can put them up above.” Another echoed this more 
succinctly: “Lower grades, the state mandates what those have to be. The district has to 
give me enough teachers for my lower grades, but when I get to the upper grades, 30, 
40, doesn't cut it. So that's why I use that Title I money primarily for my upper grades.” 
 
 
How do teachers think class sizes impact their work? 
 

The teacher survey was designed to measure teachers’ perceptions of classroom 
sizes and classroom size reduction, as well as their beliefs about the impact of current 
classroom sizes on classroom management, teacher retention, student experiences, 
and parental satisfaction. Keep in mind that this sample of teachers is far from 
representative due to limitations in administration (as mentioned in the methodology 
section).  
 

Figure 12 shows the average number of students per class by grade-level. For 
example, of the teachers who completed the survey, K-3 instructors reported 21 
students, on average, in their classes. Teachers who taught Grades 4-5, 6-8, 9-12 
reported 28 students, on average, in their classes. 
 

Figure 12. Teachers’ reported current average classroom sizes. 
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Figure 13 shows the percentages of respondents, by grade level, who believe 
their classroom sizes are “Too high,” “Just right,” or “Too low.” For example, of the 
teachers who completed the survey, 62% of K-3 instructors believe their classroom 
sizes are “Too high,” while 38% believe classroom sizes are “Just right.” None believe 
classroom sizes were “Too low.” Conversely, 14% of Grades 9-12 teachers feel their 
classroom sizes were “Too high” or “Too low,” while 72% thought they were “Just right.” 
As Figure 14 shows, class sizes averaged nearly 26 students for teachers who believe 
classroom sizes are “Too high.” Class sizes averaged just over 19 students for those 
who believe classroom sizes are “Just right.” 
 

Figure 13. Teachers’ beliefs about their current classroom sizes. 

 
 
Figure 14: Average current class sizes, organized by teachers’ beliefs about 
classroom sizes 
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For the teachers who reported their classroom sizes as “Too high”, Figure 15 
shows by how many students, on average, they would prefer to see their class sizes 
reduced by to get to the right level. For example, K-3 teachers who responded “Too 
high” would reduce their classroom sizes, on average, by approximately nine students. 
Grade 6-8 teachers who responded “Too high” would reduce classroom sizes by 
approximately 14 students. 

Figure 16 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
with questions about classroom sizes at their schools, grade levels, and for their 
subjects. For example, of the teachers who completed the survey, just 13% of Grades 
4-5 and Grades 6-8 teachers believe classroom sizes are appropriate at their schools, 
25% believe classroom sizes are appropriate at their grade levels, and 13% and 25%, 
respectively, believe classroom sizes are appropriate for their subject(s). Even in 
Grades K-3, about 1 in 3 teachers believed their class sizes are appropriate at their 
school, for their grade-level, and for their subject. At the high school level, perceptions 
were a little better—43% of high school teachers believed their class sizes are 
appropriate at their school, for their grade-level, and for their subject. 

 

Figure 15. Classroom size reduction for teachers who believe their current 
classroom sizes are “Too high.” 
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Figure 16. Teachers’ beliefs about classroom sizes at school, grade level, and 
subject 

  
 

Figure 17 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
with questions pertaining to classroom management and providing individual attention 
to students. For example, of the teachers who completed the survey, 71% of Grades 6-
8 teachers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” they can manage their classrooms, yet only 14% 
feel similar about providing individualized attention. 
 

Figure 17. Teachers’ beliefs about classroom management and individualized 
student attention. 
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Figure 18. Teachers’ beliefs about the effect of classroom sizes on classroom 
management and individualized student attention 

 
 

 
 
 

Figure 18 shows teachers’ beliefs about the effect of classroom sizes on 
classroom management and individualized student attention, further disaggregated by 
whether respondents felt classroom sizes were “Too high” or “Just right” (see Figure 
13). For example, of all the respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” they are able 
to manage their classrooms (see Figure 16), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too 
high” believe current classroom sizes, on average, have a slight negative effect on 
classroom management (as shown by the red box at 4.23). “Just right” respondents 
believe current classroom sizes have a positive effect (as shown by the yellow box at 
8.25).  

Of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” they are able to give 
individualized student attention (see Figure 16), those who feel classroom sizes are 
“Too high” believe current classroom sizes have no effect on their ability to give 
individualized student attention (as shown by the red box at 5.17). “Just right” 
respondents believe current classroom sizes have a positive effect (as shown by the 
yellow box at 8.42). 

Figure 19 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
with questions about their intentions to remain at grade-level, school, and CCSD. For 
example, of the K-3 teachers who completed the survey, 62% “Agree” or “Strongly 
Agree” that they intend to remain teaching at their specific grade levels and within 
CCSD, and 59% intend to remain at their current schools. All Grades 9-12 teachers 
intend to remain at grade level, yet just 57% intend to remain at their current schools 
and with CCSD.  
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Figure 19. Teacher retention at grade-level, school, and CCSD 

 
 

 
Figure 20 shows teachers’ beliefs about the effect of current classroom sizes on 

retention at grade-level, school and CCSD, for those that “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” to 
the items in Figure 19, and further disaggregated by whether respondents felt 
classroom sizes were “Too high” or “Just right” (see Figure 13). For example, of all the 
respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” they intend to remain teaching at grade 
level (see Figure 18), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe current 
classroom sizes, on average, have no effect on their grade-level retention (as shown by 
the red box at 5.08). “Just right” respondents feel classroom sizes have a strong 
positive effect on grade-level retention (as shown by the yellow box at 8.93). 

Of all the respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” they intend to remain 
teaching at their schools (see Figure 18), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” 
believe current classroom sizes have no effect on their school retention (as shown by 
the red box at 5.15). “Just right” respondents feel current classroom sizes have a 
positive effect (as shown by the yellow box at 8.21). 

 Of all the respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” they intend to remain 
with CCSD (see Figure 19), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe 
current classroom sizes have no effect on their district retention (as shown by the red 
box at 5.48). “Just right” respondents report current classroom sizes have a moderately 
positive effect (as shown by the yellow box at 7.57). 
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Figure 20. Teachers’ beliefs about the effect of classroom sizes on retention at 
grade-level, school, and CCSD 

 

 

 
 

Figure 21 shows teachers’ beliefs about the effect of current classroom sizes on 
retention at grade-level, school, and CCSD, further disaggregated by whether 
respondents felt classroom sizes were “Too high” or “Just right.” For example, of all the 
respondents who “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” they intend to remain teaching at 
grade level, those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe current classroom 
sizes, on average, have no effect on their grade-level retention (as shown by the red 
box at 4.78). “Just right” respondents feel classroom sizes no effect on grade-level 
retention (as shown by the yellow box at 4.67). 

Of all the respondents who “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” they intend to 
remain teaching at their schools, those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe 
current classroom sizes have a slight negative effect on their school retention (as shown 
by the red box at 4.33). “Just right” respondents feel current classroom sizes have no 
effect on school retention (as shown by the yellow box at 4.50). 

 Of all the respondents who “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” they intend to 
remain with CCSD, those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe current 
classroom sizes have no effect on their district retention (as shown by the red box at 
5.5). No “Just right” respondents “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree.” 
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Figure 21. Teachers’ beliefs about the effect of classroom sizes on retention at 
grade-level, school, and CCSD  
 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 22 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
with questions pertaining to student satisfaction, learning, and classroom behavior. For 
example, of the Grades 6-8 teachers who completed the survey, only 29% “Agree” or 
“Strongly Agree” students are satisfied with instruction, yet 86% believe students are 
learning, even while only 57% feel students are well-behaved. Conversely, 86% of 
Grades 9-12 respondents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” students are satisfied, learning, 
and well-behaved. 

  



CLASS SIZE REDUCTION IN TITLE I SCHOOLS    
  

42 

Figure 22. Teachers’ beliefs about student satisfaction, learning, and classroom 
behavior 

 

Figure 23 shows teachers’ beliefs about the effect of current classroom sizes on 
student satisfaction, learning, and classroom behavior, further disaggregated by 
whether respondents felt classroom sizes were “Too high” or “Just right.” (see Figure 
13). For example, of all respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” students are 
satisfied with instruction (see Figure 22), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” 
believe classroom sizes, on average, have no effect on student satisfaction (as shown 
by the red box at 5.39). “Just right” respondents reported classroom sizes have a 
positive effect (as shown by the red box at 8.47).  

Of all respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” students are learning (see 
Figure 22), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe current classroom 
sizes have a moderately negative effect on student learning (as shown by the red box at 
3.7). “Just right” respondents feel classroom sizes have a positive effect (as shown by 
the yellow box at 7.94).  

Of all respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” students are well-behaved, 
(see Figure 22), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe current 
classroom sizes have no effect on classroom behavior (as shown by the red box at 
4.71). “Just right” respondents feel classroom sizes have a positive effect (as shown by 
the yellow box at 8.64). 
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Figure 23. Teachers’ beliefs about the effect of classroom sizes on student 
satisfaction, learning, and classroom behavior 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 24 shows the percentage of respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 
with the question pertaining to parental satisfaction with their student’s classroom 
experience. For example, of the K-3 teachers who completed the survey, 76% “Agree” 
or “Strongly Agree” parents are satisfied with their student’s classroom experience, 
while 83% of Grades 9-12 teachers responded in kind. In contrast, only 38% and 43% 
of Grades 4-5 and Grades 6-8 teachers, respectively, feel similar. 

Figure 24. Teachers’ beliefs about parental satisfaction 
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Figure 25 shows teachers’ beliefs about the effect of current classroom sizes on 
parental satisfaction, further disaggregated by whether respondents felt classroom sizes 
were “Too high” or “Just right.” (see Figure 13). For example, of all respondents who 
“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” parents are satisfied with their student’s classroom 
experience (see Figure 24), those who feel classroom sizes are “Too high” believe 
classroom sizes, on average, have no effect on parental satisfaction (as shown by the 
red box at 4.78). “Just right” respondents feel classroom sizes have a positive effect, (as 
shown by the yellow box at 8.13). 

 

Figure 25. Teachers’ beliefs about the effect of classroom sizes on parental 
satisfaction 
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SECTION 4: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
In summary, we found that CCSD Title I classroom size reduction efforts had no 

significant impact on student learning, discipline, and attendance. However, principal 
perceptions from the survey analysis suggest several positive effects on schools that 
were not visible in the impact analysis. As CCSD enters another school year of 
implementing Title I funding to reduce classroom sizes, we recommend continued 
efforts to examine potential benefits and barriers to classroom size reduction via Title I 
funding. This is particularly true as we move further from the effects of the COVID-19 
pandemic and will be able to access uninterrupted longitudinal data. We also suggest 
refining process inquiries to better target hidden, less understood factors influencing the 
implementation of Title I funds at the school level. Finally, concerted efforts to collect 
more robust data will support future endeavors to evaluate the decision making and 
implementation processes more deeply. This, in turn, supports a more nuanced 
understanding of the process by which Title I dollars are used to reduce class sizes and 
the perceived benefits and barriers. 
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Appendix 
 

CCSD Principals' Survey 2021-2022 
    

  

  

 CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT - CCSD  TITLE I CLASS SIZE REDUCTION 

PRINCIPAL SURVEY  2021-2022    You are invited to participate in this voluntary survey for 

Clark County School District (CCSD). Administered under CCSD RFP 20062TCG (Title I Class 

Size Reduction Program Evaluation), the goal of this survey is to learn about principals’ 

experiences with Title I budgeting and class size reduction for the current year 2021-2022. It 

should take less than 10 minutes to complete.     Your answers are very important to us. They 

will be kept confidential and will be only reported in aggregate. Your decision whether or not to 

participate in this survey will not affect your professional relationship with CCSD. Thank you for 

your help!     CCSD Contact: CJ Miller, Coordinator IV, Title I services: cj.miller@nv.ccsd.net   

UNLV CREA Contact: Dr. Brad Marianno, Director: brad.marianno@unlv.edu   
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Please select how long you have been a school principal in CCSD: 

▼ Less than one year ... 30+ years 

 

Were you involved in the Title I budgeting process for the 2021-22 school year at your 

current school? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

For the 2021-22 school year, what were your spending priorities for Title I funding (drag to rank): 

______ Personnel Hire Licensed Personnel Hire Instructional Assistant Hire Teacher Family 

Assistant Add Support Staff Job 2 (Additional hours beyond contracted hours for instructional 

purposes) Hire Certified Temporary Tutors Temporary Instructional School Aide (Neighborhood 

Mom) 

______ Professional Development Extra Duty Pay Substitutes Books Out of District 

Consultants Out of District Consultants Out of District Local/Travel Conferences 

______ Parent Involvement Extra Duty Pay for Parent Training Events Instructional Supplies 

Books for Parent Use Technology for Parent Resource Rooms Refreshments for Parent 

Training Events Parenting Consultants 

______ Other Salaries Extra Duty Pay Substitutes - Collaboration Prep Buy Out 

______ General Purchase of Supplies Purchase of General Supplies (e.g., instructional/AV, 

books, computer supplies, software) 

______ Other 

 

 

In 2021-22, did you budget to use Title I funds to reduce class sizes at your school? 

o Yes  

o No  
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For the 2021-22 school year, in what grade(s) did you seek to reduce class sizes with Title I 

funds? 

▢ Kindergarten  

▢ 1st grade  

▢ 2nd grade  

▢ 3rd grade  

▢ 4th grade  

▢ 5th grade  

▢ 6th grade  

▢ 7th grade  

▢ 8th grade  

▢ 9th grade  

▢ 10th grade  

▢ 11th grade  

▢ 12th grade  
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The following questions ask about how you budget for class size reduction using Title I funds for 

the 2021-2022 school year (please choose one answer per row): 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I prefer to 
use the 

‘actual’ salary 
when 

budgeting for 
Title I Class 

Size 
Reduction 
teachers  

o  o  o  o  o  

I prefer to 
use the 

‘average’ 
salary when 
budgeting for 
Title I Class 

Size 
Reduction 
teachers  

o  o  o  o  o  

I received the 
right amount 
of technical 
assistance 

for the Title I 
budgeting 
process  

o  o  o  o  o  
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The following questions ask for your thoughts about implementing class size reduction 

via Title I funds at your school in 2021-2022 (please choose one answer per row): 
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Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

My school 
had sufficient 

classroom 
space to 

accommodate 
the planned 
class size 
reduction 

from Title I 
funds  

o  o  o  o  o  

I believe my 
school 

reduced class 
sizes to the 
right amount 
of students in 
the intended 

grade(s) 
through Title I 

funds  

o  o  o  o  o  

I found it easy 
enough to 

hire qualified 
teachers to 
implement 
reduced 

classroom 
sizes using 
Title I funds  

o  o  o  o  o  

I believe we 
are retaining 

more 
teachers at 

my school as 
a result of 
reducing 

class sizes 
through Title I 

funds  

o  o  o  o  o  
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I believe 
teacher 

satisfaction is 
higher at my 
school as a 

result of 
reducing 

class sizes 
through Title I 

funds  

o  o  o  o  o  

I believe 
student 

learning is 
higher at my 
school as a 

result of 
reducing 

class sizes 
through Title I 

funds  

o  o  o  o  o  

I believe 
student 

discipline 
improved at 

my school as 
a result of 
reducing 

class sizes 
through Title I 

funds  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Page Break  

  



CLASS SIZE REDUCTION IN TITLE I SCHOOLS    
  

55 

 

Do you believe, on average, the class sizes at your school are too high, too low, or just right? 

o Too high  

o Just right  

o Too low  
 

 

 

By how many students, on average, would you reduce your class sizes to be just right?  

Please select 

▼ 1 ... More than 20 

 

 

 

By how many students, on average, would you increase your class sizes to be just right? 

Please select 

▼ 1 ... More than 20 
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Would you like to share any final comments or suggestions about Title I class size reduction for 

the 2021-2022 school year? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Would you like to share any final comments or suggestions about the Title I budgeting process 

for the 2021-2022 school year? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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CCSD Teachers' Survey 2021-2022 
 

 

 

  

  

 CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT - CCSD  TITLE I SCHOOL CLASS SIZE TEACHER 

SURVEY  2021-2022    You are invited to participate in this voluntary survey for Clark County 

School District (CCSD). Administered under CCSD RFP 20062TCG (Title I Class Size 

Reduction Program Evaluation), the goal of this survey is to learn about teachers’ experiences 

with class size at Title I and non-Title I schools. It should take less than 10 minutes to 

complete.     Your answers are very important to us and they will be kept confidential. Your 

decision whether or not to participate in this survey will not affect your professional relations with 

CCSD. Thank you for your help!   

    

CCSD Contact: CJ Miller, Coordinator IV, Title I services: cj.miller@nv.ccsd.net    

UNLV CREA Contact: Dr. Brad Marianno, Director: brad.marianno@unlv.edu   

    

  

 

 

Page Break  
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Are you currently teaching online?  

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

 

How large is your current class size, on average?  

Please select 

▼ 1 student ... 100 students 

 

 

 

Do you believe, on average, your current class size is too high, too low, or just right?  

o Too high  

o Just right  

o Too low  
 

 

By how many students would you reduce your current class size to be just right?  

Please select 

▼ 1 ... More than 20 

 

By how many students would you increase your current class size to be just right?  

Please select 

▼ 1 ... More than 20 
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The following questions ask for your thoughts about class sizes at your school (please choose 

one answer per row): 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I believe 
class sizes 

are 
appropriate 
at my school  

o  o  o  o  o  

I believe 
class sizes 

are 
appropriate 
at my grade 

level  

o  o  o  o  o  

I believe 
class sizes 

are 
appropriate 

for my 
subject  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

The following questions ask about how class sizes impact your work. You will first be given a 

statement and then be asked to rate whether your class size(s) had an effect on a scale from 0 

(negative effect) to 10 (positive effect).  

 

 

 

. 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I am able to 
manage my 
classroom  o  o  o  o  o  
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Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on your ability to manage your 
classroom? (drag the slider below)  

 

 

 

. 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I am able to 
give 

individualized 
attention to 
my students  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

. 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on your ability to give individualized 

attention to students?  (drag the slider below)  
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Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I believe my 
students' are 
satisfied with 

the 
instruction 
they are 
receiving  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

. 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

 What effect does your current class size 
have on student satisfaction? (drag the slider 

below)   
 

 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I believe my 
students are 

learning  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on your students' learning? (drag the 

slider below)   
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Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I believe my 
students' are 
well-behaved 

in my 
classroom  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

 What effect does your current class 
size have on your students' behavior? (drag 

the slider below)   
 

 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I believe 
parents are 

satisfied with 
their 

student's 
experience in 

my 
classroom  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on parent satisfaction with their 

student's experience in your classroom? 
(drag the slider below)  
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Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I will remain 
teaching my 

specific 
grade level  

o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on whether you will continue to teach 

your specific grade level? (drag the slider 
below)   

 

 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I will remain 
teaching at 
my school  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on whether you will continue to teach at 

your school? (drag the slider below)   
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Strongly 
Disagree  

 
Disagree  

 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree  

 
Agree  

 
Strongly 
Agree  

I will remain 
teaching 

within CCSD  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

  
Negative  

 
No Effect  

 
Positive  

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

What effect does your current class size 
have on whether you will continue to teach 

within CCSD? (drag the slider below)   
 

 

Would you like to share any final comments or suggestions about class sizes at your school? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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The following questions ask a little about you: 

 

 

 

Please select the school where you teach: 

 

▼ Academy for Individualized Study/Independent Study/Home Scho ... Other 

 

 

 

Please Specify 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Please select the grade(s) you teach: 

▢ K-3 grade  

▢ 4-5 grade  

▢ 6-8 grade  

▢ 9-12 grade  
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