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. ABSTRACT'

The 1974 New Mexico school finance reform'was exacted to meet better the
principles of fiscal neutrality and taxpayer and distributional equity.
Elements f the feitage. are:

- pupil- weighted Cost differential factors which recognize the Felati4ill

costs of different programs to meet educational needs of the students;

-a Training and ExperiAe Index which recognizes additional costs '

incurred by istricts which retain highly trained and experienced
teachers; and

-sparsity or size adjustment factors which recognize the increased.
,costs of operating small schools and small districts.

The program cost differential( were the subject of studies undertaken
following the 1974 -1975 school year--the first full year under the reform.

This study investigates the size adjuktment factors, using 1975-1976
.

school -year data. The report describes the New Mexico size adjustment
factors, compares them with the manner in which other states recognize
smallness or sparsity, and.delineates the'impact of 420 adjustment
factors on New Mexico school districts innerms of resources, net opera-
tional and proportionate operational expenditures, pupil-professional

and pupil-adult'ratios, and breadth of program.. The study also investi-
gates the size-adjustment factors as incentives for school reorganization
and for school and district consolidation and the desirability of recogniz-
ing alternative schools within the distribution formula.

-

The results of-the study support the concept of three-tier size adjustment
recognition:' school, district, and rural/isolation. Analyses of data i.
support the current recogniti.. formula's for small elementary-junior high
schools, small districts, and . pal/isolation; but considerable evidence
was found to support change the high school size adjustment formula.
Findings of'the study reveal at there is a large disparity in the breadth
of programs offered in'small and. large secondary schools and that additional
resources are necessary for small secondary schdOls to provide a breadth
of program commensurate with larger secondary schools. Iris difficult
for very small secondary schools to offer a breadth of program comparable
to that offered by larger secOndary)thools regardless of the resources
provided. ,Size adjustment recognition encourages-the maintenance of small
sChools and small districts even when the distance between attendance
centers is sioail.

6 7
The report recommends that the elementary-junior high school, the district,
and thi rural/isolation adjustment factors be retained without change;
that the'high school size adjustment factor be changed tq recognize high

ci
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schools with enrollMentsof SOO ApN and 'fewer and tiat the multiplier
be reduced to 1.S; that incentives be adopted for consolidation of small
secondarymschools And small schoolAdiptricts1 and that at leait.for 5he
present, alternative schools-not be recognized for additional handing
either by cost differential factor or.bY school size Adjustment.

I
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In 1934, the'dfate of New Mexico assumed nsibillty for 7S%

of the costs of the public schools. Since 19 each of the distTibu-

tion plans has recognized, explicity-or implic tly, the additional

needs of small Schools,or small districts.

The two most recent predecessors of the current distribution

f a were the 1943 Greer formula and the 1969 staffing formula.

The Greer..fOrmula recognized different cost levels for elementary,

ju;lor high, and high schooiS, and included 2d weighting intervals

based on Average Daily, Membership (ADM)* of schools from fewer than

20 students to more than 1500 students. Although small schools were

recognized as being more costly, the formula,was criticized for not

recognizing the "sharply increased staffing costs necessary for very

small schools-, particularly high schools, to offer sound progrmms.".

'(Hughes, 1967, p 44.)

The 1969 liormula shifted from recognition'of school size to

recognition of district size. The recognition of small districts

favored those districts whose geography and road structure permitted

schools -to,be centrally located, but severely penalized districts which

were forced to maintain small, isolated schools.. There were a pumper

*An asterisk denotes termt defined in the'dlossary (Appendix A).
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of problems with the.staffing formula;ifailure to recognize Small sichools'

adequately was only one of them. (tugalter,,1970.)

The..1974 New Mexico school finance reform intruded both school and

district- size adiustmenti factors. The school size adjustment factor
sr

applies to schools with fewer than 200 ADM with a greater weight applied

to high schools than to elementary andNunior high schools. the district

size adjustment factor applies to districts with fewer than 4000 ADM.

A 1976 amendment to the formula added a third adjustment,a "rural/

isolation factor," which applies to districts of'more than 10,000 Am

which (primarily due to geograp}iy and population distribution) must

maintain a number of high schools which are not small enough to qualify
AMP

for the school size adjustment factor.

4.
Since 1974, the majority of the school diitricts in the state have

received subitantial increases in revenues. The legislature has increased

the unit value* from $616.50 in 1974-197S to $995.in 1977,11978., The

state-wide total program cost*.has increased from 4222.2 million in 1974-

1975 to an estimated $333.7 million din 19t-1978 despite detlining
1

enrollments. a
.

It is doubtful that the'annuil increases realized:in the past few

years will continue at such a high rate, a situatibn,which will be

exacerbated by continuing decline in enrollment in many'New Mexico_

districts, the.increased 'competition f illthe public doliar,Und.the

continuing squeeze of inflation..

,

1The term "sparsity" was used in the 1974 law. The term was changed
to "size adjustment" in the 1975 technical amendments to the school` finance .

act. ,

-2-
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As co etiion for the general-fund dollai increases, school districts

may take whateyer action i
1
s possib le to maximize revenues .!;*s of "

programmatic impact. On the'other hand, if small districts and small'

schools. ar, tp be'maintained, it fs essential that the additional funding

be sufficient to provide an adequate Level of educational opportunity

throughout the state.

A As enrollment declines in some of the very small districts, it may

be impossible fort'the districts to offer adequate educati al opportuni-

ties regardless of the-level of funding. Under such,condit ons, alterna-

.tives, including school and district consolidation. and distr ct reorganiza-

tion,,2 must be crsidered.

The three ,size adjustment factors-7school, district, and rural/

isolation--Ore the subject of this inves;igation. It is the purpose

of this study to examine the current size adjustment policies d to

provide policy recommendations regarding the size adjustment facto
r.

.in the New Nexico public school funding formula.31

Some terminology. As used i this paper:
School consoltdation: merger of'two or more schools. .

District consolidation: merger of two or mopedistricts. District
toniolidation does not imply school consolidation.

( : District organization/reorganization: the grade-level structure
ory.he school district, i.e., 6-6, 5-3-4, etc.

3Although the term,"sizeVljustment" may imply-sChools and districts
' of large as well as small enrollment, this s;udk is concerned only with

smallness. Diseconomies of large scale,

'predictable
from economic theory,.

are mostlikely caused by foctors other than those which contribute to.
diseconomies of Small scale. The diseconomies of very large scale are

earl: approprzlitely the subject of a separate study.

I
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Given the assumption that small schools and sOalikdistricii cost

MOTO per pupil thinlarge schools anddistrictl; questiedt which will ,.

) be addressed includip:ft.
1. What criteria canbe used toleterane whether adequate educe-

tion#1 opportunities are*aailable'in,sl schools and in small districtsi

. 2. Arelthe resources available to. smillfdistricts anCto districts

,4

with small schools sufficient to provide adequate educatio41 opportdnities?

3. Is eneollment (ADO a sufficient criterion for additional funding

of-small schools and small' districts?

4. Is the rural/isolation factor justified? 'Is the one school

district to which tre factor applies sufficientlyunique to warrant unique

funding recognition?

S. Are criteria for Aim) adjustment and the formulasemployed
...

tge fundins formulas of other states Ratable to cOnditions in New

Mieki co ?

--6. Do small.districtdrincur sidditional,costs above and beyond the
..

'additional hosts of their inherently small, schools?
J °

.

7. Do (and should) the size adjustment factors encourage district,

reorganization?

of

:

Al. Do '(and should) the size adjustmentlactors encourage sdikl ,r

and district consolidation?

9. Should alternative schools be recognized for size adjustment?

:Answers to these and related questions are important to those persons. -

who recoimend,policy chante and who make decisions'concerning public

school.finecoOn New Mexico. -Principal among these persons are the

-4-
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Secretary'for /Mutational Finance and Cultural Affairs and the Chief of

Oublls School Finance, the Legislative Schooriptudy Committee, the 4

legislative Finance Committee, and the Legislature. ft

,Unless otherwise specified, data used in this study are from the

1975 -1916 school year - -the most recent year for Which complete data were

available at the -time the' analyses were performed.

V
1
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CHAPTER 2

'/SIZE ADJUSTMENT FACTOR.I:, HEW MEXICO

The New Memico.fUnding formula uses a weighted-pupil definition of

2 need based-on-severalprogram categories. .Ai enacted in 1974, the program

categories included kindergarten, grader-level groupingi, special education,

bilingual, and vocationial education. A school distict&s total

cost is obtained by summing the products of tbe number,Of students in
.

each program by the program cost differential:kapplying a Training and

Experience (TO),Index,* adding the size adjUstment factors and multiply-
, r^

ini the resulting units. ytee legislatively-established unit value.

The 1974New Mexico school finance reform included school and district
/-

sparsity or size adjustment factors. A 1976 amendment added the district

ruralfisolagon factor.

School Size Adjustment

The school size adjustment formula is:

.The-achool-size adjustment formula is illustrated graphically inA

-4P

200
rtiarr-xMxADM = additianaljadhool units

,wherecADM = Average Daily Membership,

M = 1.0 for elementary and junior high sChmols, and

M = 2.0 for senior high'sChooli.

Figure 2.1. The solid lines indicate the application to elementary and

The 1976 amendments to the Public Sheol Finance Act removed vocational
education recognition from the funding formula.

-6-
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Figure 2.1. Nev Mexico school slut adjustment formulas.
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junior high Schools and the dashed lines indicate the application to

high. schools._ The straight-line relatiOnships between ADM and units per

ADM show that as a school decreases in emollient below 200 ADM, 'each

student.is "worth" more units; The, curved" line indicategwthe relationship

,between ADM and the additional units which accrue to a school as-the
he

enrollment varies from 0 to 200 ADM. Although the "worth" of each student

_increases as the enrollment decreases,.maximum benefit occurs with an

ADM of 100. With 100 ADM, an elementary/junior high school generates

an additional SO units and a high school generates 100 additional units.

According tei-Oihwell, Johnson, and Hickrod (1976), the-school

size adjustment (or sparsity) factor was discussed at length by the

Advisory Committee on School-Pinancing,2 but the discussion centered'

on the foimula for size recognition; it always was agreed that a sichool,
, 1/4

size adjustment was necessary. The formula for school size adjustment

changed during the discussions, but the 200 ADM "breaking point" was

never in question. (P S4.)

The figure 200 has'a modicum of apport. Analyzing the data of the

1931-1932:National Survey of School Pimentos, Mort (1933) found that
*

the breaking point (national average) for elemeniarypohools (grades 1-8)

was s1,44htly more than 200 Average Daily Attendance (ADA);* but the

breaking point for high schools (giades 9-12 was about 600 ADA. In a

21k
32-member committee appointed by the vernor in 1973 and charged

with studying pdblioeichool finance in New Me co.and with making recom-
° mendationS for an equalizing distribution plan. The recommendations of

'the committee became, in essence, the school.fi ante reform legislation
introduced. into and enacted by the 1974 legislature;

17
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1960 study of secondiry schools in Ohio, Smith notes that "School's with

an, enrollment of less than 200-400 pupils are paying a premium for their

educational programs." (P 144.) In addition; the figure of 200 was

used by the National F,dibstnal Finance Project (NEFP)3 as the threshold

fRr small size recognition, .9 according to Aottwell, et al.,' the

figure is "substantiated when,applied to New Nexicoschool

(P 55.)

The slopes of the straight-line'reletionships between ADM and units

per ADM. for elementary/junior high schools and for high schools (defined

by the multipliers 1.0 and 2.0 in the school size adjustment formula)*

are explained by Bothwell, et al., as follows:

These two numbers . . . recognize pupil-teacharjratios. Studies
of New Mexicoschoolt.thow that-see-enly are pupil- teacher ratios
less in normal-stze high schools than in normal-size elementary
schools, but whe*,achools drop below 200 in enrollment, the dif-
ference is exaggerated. Because of the number of programs
necessary to meet MilliMPAI standards, pupil-teacher ratios in
small high schools ars approximately kplf the ratio for smell
elementary and junior high schools. Therefore, the multiplier
is twice as great. (P SS.)

Finally, a straight-line funct on avoids the discontinuities inherent

in a step function.

District Size Adjustment

The district size adjustment foimuia is:

00 - ADM
140---1107---x 0.15 x ADM = additional district units

1The Advisory Committee, early on, determined that the1NEFP model
was the most appropriate model or New Mexico.

-9- 1



The formula is of the same mathematical fore; as the schoo4"itze adjustment

. .

p,

formula and is graphically portrayed in Figure 2.2. As enrollmenthecieases
1 6

from 4000 ADM, the "worth" of each student incnimses in a straight-lint

function; maxinum additional unitsiMccrusio'wd4strici with.2000 ADM.

The 1963 Greer formula recognifted school size but no

endures criticized for the oversight.

tract size

The 1969 staffing ioionla recognized

:
dis ct'size but not school, sise--and was equally criticitech- Yea.--the

ac;41 r!s Advisory Committee did not recommend a district size adjuiJ*nt,-

factor there were no substantiating data. As the bill was, introduced --

,/
into to legislature, only the school size adjustment factor was included,

The di crict'size adjustment factor was added by amendment in the . -

legis 1plture .

p

explaine0y_Bothwel, et al.,
#

A study conducted during the legislative session indicated that
districts with below 4000 ADM were hot profiting from the new
formula as much as were the-lifiger districts. The addition of
the district sparsity factor to the bill was advantageous from
at least tit* pointed! view. First, it permitted a number of
small. districts to -"gain" under the overall public schools
funding formula as such as the larger districts with smaller
schools thereby gathering political support (there are those
who consider that most all of the opposition disappeared after
the addition of the district spatsity factor). Second, the
public school wading formula is now free of the criticism
of prior formulas which did not recognize both school and
district size factors.

to
.

The 4000 district sparsity figure appears to be/Working well in
,-New Mexico. Yet there are no data that support' 4000 as the

-J breaking point, or that 0.1S is the correct multiplier. (P SS.)

The district size adjustment factor gained the immediate support tf tire

superintendents, boqd ;ambers, and legislators representing the 73

school'distrits'whichwould benefit'financially,from tte factor.
...0 1,

s - /10-,v ,

13
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A. save - harmless provision in the legislation guaranteed that each

district would receive as much state money per basic program ADM*

it did in the 197321974 school year.. Under the 1969"staffing foimula,

the state provided 70% of the calculated "be:1Jc program cost" regarZeas

of the ability 'of the local district to `provide therimaining.30%. 'The

state thus provided more money than necessary (wider an equalizing plan)

to diitricts with high property wealth per student and/or high noncate-

gorical federal income, notably PL 81-874 (Impact Aid) funds. These,

districts woai4 "lose" under the proposed equalization formula (i.e.,

IA less state money than in the preceding year). The addition of the

district size adjustment factor 4duced the number of.save-harmless

districts frm 24 to 8 under the funding level proposed by the tSSC.

The 16 districts brought out of save harmless were now -"gainers," under

the formula. Some of these districts were represented by relatively

powerful legislators. A large, amount of political support indeed was

gathered by the addition of the district size adjustment factor. T

The district size adjuWtment factor itself and its characteristics

appear to be political-based rather than data- based.

Rural/Isolation Size Adjustment

A 1976 amendment to the funding formula added a rural/isolation

factor which applies to districts having both an enrollment of greater

than 10,000 ADM aid a ratio. of ADM to the number of high schools of

less than 4000:1.

-12-
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The rural/isolati size aijustment factor is:

(4000 x,0.2 = rural/isolation units

Due to the above limitations, only the Gallup-14canley County school

district currently qualifies. Because of its large geographic size and

the isolation of its students, the district must maintain five high schools

and their feeders, more schools than other districts of similar enrollment.

Although the district has a single central office administrative staff, *

many of the support services must be proyided as ifothe district consisted

of five districts each consisting of a high school and its feeder schools.

As-the factor was introduced into the legislature, the factor would

have, enerated for the district slightly more units than would have been

generated by the district size adjustment factor if the school distiict

were deconsolidated into fivedistricts around each high school. As

enactid, the'adjustaintprovides slightly more than half of the units

which would be roalited if the district weTe,to deconsolidate.
-

In the 1975-1976 school year,-69 -of the 88 New Maxie° districts

qualified for elementary/junior high school size adjuitment units and

32 districts qualified for senior high school size adjustment units.

In the same year, 73 districts enjoyed the benefits of the district

size adjustment factor. Only two districts (Roswell and Farmington)

:did not qualify for either school or district size adjustment,'

It might be said that size adjustmect prov a littl

almost everyone.

I

=13-
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Indeed, for some of the very small districts, the "little something"

is substantial. Two districts CHouse, 92 ADM; Encino, 305 ADMiin

1976 /attributed more than 50% of their grand total program units" to

size adjustment units, and 26 otherdistricts attribUted more than 20%
416.

if their grand total program units to size adjustment.

The effect of the size adjustment factors on the Newillexico school
.,

districts will be elaborated in Chapter 4.

-14-
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CHAPTER 3
)

RECOGNITION OF SMALL SIZE: OTHER STATES1

There 00.27 other states which agree with pewNexico_that.smallness,

or sparsity which dictate-smallness,, meritscspecial recognitionin their

'pOblic school funds distribution plans. The most popular formulsas, used

by19 states, are based on the number of students, either ADA or ADM.

Beyond this point, however, there is very little agreement. Cost functions

and,-hreaking points- -the largest enrollgmnt-at whichismallness is reeog--

-nixedvary widely among the states. In this chapter, the smallness
4 '

criteria and formula structures of several siateliAre examined and companed

with size recognition in New **lc*.

Statutes and Regulations

The investigator has limited his research'of statutes and regulations

tothose states which provide additional retTurces to small schools and/or

small districts. In the 28 states, provisions for the distribution of

public school funds arecOntained in the statutes. Nith one exception

(Rhode Island), all of these states recognize small size by statute, but

the itatutory'recognitions vary cdnsiderably amo4t the states.

The statute in some states, such as New Mexico, are verY_explicit:

criteria for recognition and the fundingciechanics are specified% The
41.

1The information in this chapter, including the tabula' ftd data, was
compiled f I'ron's Public School Finance Programs, 1975 -7e; the Education
Commission akthe States' "School Finance at a Glance "; Callahan and

-Wilien's School Finance Reform; the lays of the states; and from personal
correskndence and conversations with State school personnel.

-15-
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statutes in other statesare-detailed to a degree, but leave explication

of some of the criteria to a regulatory agency - - usually the state atication

agency. Utah's statutes, for example, specify th' number of student;

necessary for a school to qualify and tjte itturne ofund distribution,

but direct the State Board of Education to establi the definition of

"necessirily existent." Afew states,such as Maine, proclaim only that

isolited schools will be rept:wand, leaving regulati s for implementation,

and funding procedures in the hands of the State B9frd of Education.

Rhode Islanikis unique: it apparently has neither laws nor regulations;

the size 'recognition apparently predates 1961 and "the procedures are

built directly into the computer program . and no 0110'ill the Department

has really given it much thought. "2

Rationale for the Mechanics of Small Size Recojnition

Based on COOMUlliCitiOni with representatives of many of the states

which recognize spell schools or small districts, the rationale for a

particular recognition, with one notable exception, appears to be ne4plous

or the rationale.is lost in antiquity. The step function andrefinementi
ea

thereof' which are used in several states are founded in the works of*

Mort (1924'end 1933) and McClure (1947). Representatives-of some states

have iniicated that the recognition is based on ;analysis:Of the pup11:41.

teacher ratio (PTR)* in various sized schoo and districts; but iequested
- .

details generally have not been provided. More typical, hoiewer,

responses such as: A

1a: V. L. Ward, Coordinator of Research And Evaluation, Rhode
Island State-Depan_memt of Education; private communication.

-10- -
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As. historical:.. I canna; defend it.

p

\There are no datS....There is-no rationale. But the figures appear
Seasonable.

W *Ways db itlhis'wey.

andoven\

They amelrom heaven. We cannot support them.

The onr exception appears to be Florida, Whose Sparsity Factoi is.

based on a s udy by johns (1975) of factors such as administrative costs,

PTR,:and br th.of progra4in the high sChools.

Although ere is a long history of interest in the recognitioi of

sparsity and small site, there is little current interest. Recognition.

of small size is Sometimes a part of proposed school finance reform

legislation, such is are being considered in South Dakota and Texas.

There. have been soma\minorchanges (tinkering) in current' formulas,

such as in Utah. Even Florida, whose legislature enacted Johns' Tech's-

.

mandstioi.into the ng foraula in 1975, shows little concern the

Legislature has yei'to appropriate3funds for the sparsity recognition!'

Kam Alsiander'summed it.wellby'saying, "There is not such concern for
.0 7 .

sparsity. It accounts fora very.amall amount of money in skate aid,
.,ft

and it is a ,polit*.at reetUfgrament.'

',.. 1
RecoinitiOW of School Size

'e.
,,,,.-

%via*** states, incindine.WeV *xi*, recagOiie the ..

. ,

. ., ........ , . . .

cill'eof supporting small SChoils.';Of these, states base the recognition,

-

.TStatement Made 1f:1'-workshop OW program costi, Equalization-Workshop,

;

ilim4isr cc, Nerdy, 3-4, . 7
11

26
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on school ADA or ADM. Unlike New Nelico, Most states have different

-,-tteakieng points for elementary and secondary schools: secondary schools

generally are defined as "imall" tOr funding purposes with a larger

number atettidedts than are eitmentary schools. As shown in Table 3.1,

the range of the breaking points for elementary schools is.99 to.1000

students, with a median of-193 students. ';he breaking point range for

secondary schools is 100 to 1000 students with a median of 300 students.

0f the 13 states which recognize school size on the basis of number

of students, nineuse a step or step -ramp fuzktion. ,The iiimp smooths

the dilcontinuities which occur in step functions. Some states which

uie step functions have provisions so that no school will teceive less

total benefit than i es l had the highest number of-students under 4-

the preced step - -a kind'of save harmless applied to school size adjust-

sent. The'remaining.fotajtates use other functions --straight line,

curve, or discontus 110;connected straight-line segments.,

one-way or another, fl,f6the 13 stateswhich recognize small

schools give more recognition to secondary than to elementary schools.

The groator,6cognition.is'in therforn of higher breaking points (as

can be 4iscirifedin Table 3.1), higher steps, a faster rising line orN.LN

curve Cal in New Monica), or Combinations thereoq

_The additional'unit
.
weight per student for the 13 states with ADA/ADM-

baled funding recognition 'is preignted in Table 3.2. Additional units-

weights are calculated for three distinct enrollients for elementary

and secondary schools. The tablicevealivithe variation of unit weight

OF students with'school enrollment.

,
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Table

j,School size recognition in 17 states recognizing small schools for .

addition*, funding. ,

Breaking Points
Rank Order

...1A/AD/4-Bas'ed Recognition% . Elementary Secondary

.NA 99 L 100 .KY'

'Teacher -Bated Recognition

KY 100 100 ;OR

OR 100. 175- CO

ND tO0 200 NM

CO 150 249 WA

UT 16S 253

Mid NV 193 300

N14 200 375 UT

NY 200 438 LA

LA 203 SSO ND J

MT:, 300 1600' MT

ID 300 750 ID

AK 1000' i 1000 At

SC 12 or fewer teachers

Isolation-Based Recognition GA GA "State board policies"-
.

NE "State board shall determine"

TNa T .

I

alCS "School Finance at a Glance" states that "small schools requiie
fewer pupils te_!arn teaching ppsition."' The statement, however,
is uncorroborated and the details of the recognition are unknown
to the investigator.

-19-
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Table 3.2

Additional unit weight per student in 13 statei with ADA/ADN-based funding
recognition of small schools.

State* -

NM

AK

MT

ID

LA

CO

WA

OR

KY

ND

Additional' Unit Weight Per Student

Elementary Schools Secondary Schools

Number of Students State* Number of Students

25 100 204. 25 100 200

.88 .50 -0- "WA' 2.00 1.40 . .45

1.10 .40 .14 NM 1.75 1.00 -0-

1.12 .39 -0'- UT 1.00 .90 .60

1.00 .30 -0- ,WY 1.50 .67 .14
.

1.50 .2S -0- NV NA .57 .21

N28 .23 .12 LA 1.00' .50 .2S

.25 .20 .10 ID .70 .50 .0

.08 .08 .08 NT 1.40 .40 .19

.20- .05 -0- . AK 1.10 .40 .14

1.95 .0- -0-. CO 1.00 .40 . -0-
. .

.19 -0- -0- ND .42 .17 .10

.08 '-0- -0- OR .74 -0- -0-

Not computable. Depends
school and classroom size

*Ranked by unit weight per student for schools with 100 studenti.

Oat

-20-
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From Table 3.2 and comparing, state by state, the additional unh

weight per student in secondary and elementary schools of the lame sizes

f2S and 100 ADM) provides the information for Table 3.3. The table

further reveals the degree of greateeiebognition given to secondary

schools thari to eleientary schools hayg each of the calculated

enrollments.'

The ft:641014 descriptions are ersimplifications of complex school

size recognitions. Some states use ADA, ON, or a combination of both,

directly to determine additional units or funds for the districts in

which the4chools,are located, A few states use an intermediate step
I

based on instructional units or number of teachers in a school - -but both-
,

are determined generally by numbers of students and PTR in some type of

step function.. A feW states recognize district organization in greqer

detail than elementary and secondary. Utah, for example, has different

breaking points and different straight-line segments for elementary,

junior high or iiddle schools, high schools, and six-year (grades 7-12)

high schools.
//>

Of the 17states which recognize iMall schools, eight include, in

-addition tolmall'enrollment:- a requirement that a seh 1 be considered

necessary. In these eight states; a small school t receive additional

assistance unless it is "necessary" as well as small. Expressions such

is "isolated," " remote;" "necessarily existent," and "remote and necessary"

are typical tatutory expressions. Distance by road or bus transit time

frequently a eCto define a qualifying , but in at least,

two states the State Departakent of Education is t etermine the degree

of "iSolition" based on petition of the districts.

,o

/
4

4,

-21-
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Table 31.31.,---*

Relative additional unit weight per student in elementary secondary
schools *selected itates.a,

Relative Unit Weightb

. -25 students 100 students

LA 12.5

CO 5.0 8.0 CO

, MT 5.0 6.3 LA

OR 3.9 2.7 MY

ID 2.8 2.5 ID

Nied NM 2.0 2.3 UT Mid

WA 1.0 2.0 NM

Vt 1.0 1.9 NV

XY 1.0 1.7 MT
t

AX 1.0 1.0 AX

UT 0.9

aThose states from Table 3.2 for wit

bAdditional unit weight per student
additional emit weight per student
same size.

,

'

-22-
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Comparing New Mexico's recognition of elementary schools with similar

'recognition in other states, T61; 3.1 reveals that the breakiftg point

for New Mexico (200 ADM)'is close to the median (193) for the 13 states

which recognize. school size intterms of or ADM. In terms of the
.

additional weight per student in snail elementary Schools (Table 3.2),

New iiiicO ranks first for schools of 100 students; however, five states
c.

provide higher adatidcnal weight for schools of 25 students:

4).21

In the.recognition of lecondary schools, the New Mexico taking

po t (Table 3.1) of ?AO ADM is well below the median C300 foithe 13

s ate! which recognize school size in terms of number of students. New

Mexico does not ha4e a higher'bieaking point for secondary schools than

for eltmentary,schools .14 do nine of the 13 states: In terms of the
-16

additional weight per, student in small,sicondary schiols (Table 3.2),

New Mexico ranks second for schools of 25 and 100 students.

In I relative gnition of elementary_and secondary sc ols

(Table 3.3),'New'Ms ico r at or near the median for schools of both

29 and 100 students. ,

In terms of both elementary and secondary sChool size, New Mexico

complies favorably with the other 12 states, with the exceptions that

New Mexico tends to give more recognition to both small elementary and

"rill secondary schools than mos states and does not have a higher break-

ing point for secondary sciools then for elementary schools. New Mexico
'

joins with eight other states which recognize school size without an
Air

isolation or lacessarill'existent requirement.

-23-
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Recognition of District Size 4

'Thirteen -states, including New Mexico, recognize small districts

in terms of number of students (sight.stazes), by some measure of.sparsity

of students or population (four stat:e), or by the numbei of teachers

in the district as computed from the state PTR allocation (COO state);
-

as presented in Table 3.4.

The breaking point fir district siie recognition ranges from 101

students to 4000 students depending on the district organization. Four

states, recognising the nonumified.naturaof miny of the districts, have

established different breaking points for elementary and secondary districts.

lnIesci of these states, the secondary districts are considered small

with a larger number of students than in'elementary districts. The median

breaking point for elementary districts is 184 students; thi median for

secondary districts is 396 studente; and for unified districts the median

is 1000 students.

Three of the eight states which base district recognition the number

of students use step functions, one state uses a step -ramp function, and

fotzr'states use straight-line funztiltor connected straight ,line segmente.

table 3.5 shows the additional weight per student for the states

41 recognize district size by some enrollment count and for which

the investigator has sufficient information to make. calculations.

In relation to theeight other states which recognize,Oistrict

smallness on the basis of nuisir of pudents, New Mexico has a breaking

point (4000 ADM1 far beyond the other'states (Table 3.4), but the additional

unit weight per student is small compared with the other ?ilia states for

which calculations are possible (Table 3.5).

-24-
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Table 3.4

fnd
District sfz recognition in 13 states recognizing small districts for

-

additional ing.'

Elementary
Districts

ACM/ADA-lased Recognition: 101 CA

147 NC

221 SD
1

314 RI

Median 184

Breaking Point

Unified
Districts

252 AR

. Secondary

Districts

140 NC

301 CA

491 SD

758 RI
1000 KS

1000 XX

4000 NM

1000 396

TeacherAlasod Recognition: NY F:werbin 8 teachers

Spariity 'Recognition: District FIEFL X :0000 where X
No. of HSs not in
excess of three

NB POPulationS 4 persons/sq si in county:
in which district is located

,

PA Population S 50 persons /sq mi in the
district.

TX Z:a of district ;0300 sq mi and
< 1000.

-25-
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Table 3.5

1, Additional unit weight per student in six states with IDA/ADM-based
funding recognition of small districts.

State'

.

100

District

200

Enrollment

SOO 1000

Rib , .63 .63 .19 ..06

SO .64 .34 .10 .05

KS (1973-1974 figures) .29 .29 .16 .10
L

L AR (assuming 12 grades) 1.52 .26 -0- -0 -

Nt4 .15 .14 .13 .11

.11,1.'(assuming 1 HS) ___-/NAc NA NA .19

*Ranked by additional unit weight for district enrollment of 200
students.

bFormula includes consideration of grade level. Calculations' are
based on proportional enrollment in the grade levels specified in
the formulas.

Not applicable.

:there are only two states which recognize both school and

size: Alaska and New Mexico. Alas 's reco gnition of-district si

however, is in the form of differentiated but similarTables of instruc-

tional Units for districts of fewer than 1000 ADM and for districts of . .,

1000 and more MN. The difference in the tables is so slight that for

allpractical purposes only New Mexico recognizes both school and district

s size. J

-26=



Consolidation Incentives

A number of states have various incentives for school or district

consolidation to =alms the elimination of inefficient units. Some

of the incentives are outside tba OPeratioaal funding formula: capital

outlay incentives and statutory requirements that districts operate.

schools or that schools be of a sppcified minimum enrollment are typical.

Nine states include consolidation incentives within the operational

funding plan itself;.sevpin of the nine also recogniie mall size or

sparsity. -

Some of the incentives consist of rewards, such as continued funding,

usually for a specified Author of years, as if the schools or districts

had not consolidated. licevausl, it would appear that such .rewards

are not very productive encouraging consolidation: there'il not

necessarily an increase funds available, and eventually the funds may

be less than would be reepind if the schools/districts had not consolidated.

Penalty clause: would appear to be more productive in'encouraging

consolidation. In some states, sire adjastment funds flow only'to those

schools or distridts wi?ich are determined to be isolated and/or4essential.

At.least two states require districts which continue to operate smell,

nonessential schools.to levy a higher local school tax than is required

in districts with large schools. California provides less state aid per

pipil to inefficient, nonessential school districts than to districts of

more than 1000 students.
C7
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How It's Done in Florida

\.!°

In his study of Florida, Johns found that as district enrol

decreases:

-administrative costs par student increase;

-the PTR decreases; and

-thi breadth of program offered at the high school level' decreases.

Johns'_concern was to develop a formula which would provide sufficient

funds to districts with,a small numbei of students (less thtn 2(3,000) and/or

sparse population to permit program offerings at the high school level

equivalent to the offer s in districts of-20,000 to 60,000 students.

For each district, he the number of additional teachers required

to provide equivalent'progran offerings, from which he obtained the amo

of additional funds needed for each of the districts.

Johns' "best fit" curve of the added cost due to spatsity 1ton which

to compute the additional funds needed for equivalent program is graphed

in Figure 3.1. The equation of the curve is:

1101..8918Y * run= - .1101

where the "spareity index,"
X

District FTE
go. of approved Vigh schools not in excess

The Maher of high schools was,limitetto three because "if more than three

centers are approved in a district it is due more to density of population

than to sparsity." (P 170.) 1

Control for quality is by the use of only "approved" schools: those

which meet the state's ninimmm standards and are approved es permanent

high school centers by the State Department of Education. Approval of a

-28-
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sparse districts in Florida and the "best fit" curve.
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school includes recognition that the school is necessary, based oilit study

Of the "distribution of pupil population and.spplying appropriate criteria

of necessity." CP 170.) It is interesting to note that at the,time o

the study (1973-1974 school year), at leasi,11 districts operated high

schools at centers that were not approved by the State Department.

The curve of the sparsity factor, 1, add the plot of the additional

expenditures PTE pupil needed for equivalency for a sample of 35

of the 67 school districts in/Plorida is presented as Figure 3.1.s

An analysis of the Impact of the Florid* sparsity Neter if applied

to the New Mexico districts is discussed in Chapter 4.

-30-
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IN

CHAPTER 4..

EFFECT OF SIza ADISTWMNT FACTORS ON

SCHOOL

Ai note', iiiier,'-the impact of size adjustainttibis on small
,,.

school' districts in New Mexico is substantial. This is illustrated

drimetiCilly in Figure 41;--Two.diitSictij(House, 92 ADM; Encino, 10S

ADMIitealize iioithanTiO%-oftheirrgirand total `program units Eros the .

"size afinstientiiniis; thi factors contribute 20% or poise, of the units

in 28 l'O% drm6ie in43,districts.

v!,,, iThelower.edge of the seittergram for districts oif,about 50040
. , .

,-
... *

4000 ADM Judi:ciao the effect of the district size adjustment factor--
Pa.

as illustrated in Figure 4.2: The variations above the district size,. r
adjustment curveare due to school size adjustment units..

Although the maximum district size adjustpent units are generated

by districts of 2000 ADM, thit.maximum effect (in terms of proportion of

grand total program unitsl`occurs for districts of from 400 to'600 ADM.

The Socorro district with 2000 ADM.realios the maximum 150 district size

adjustment units which account for 5.6% of its grand total program units.

lerhe information in thii chapter, including (except Where otherwise
noted) tie tabulated and plotted data, was compiled from the 1975-1976
404 and 80-Day ADM reports for each school aid each districtprovideeby
the Public School Finance Division (PSFD); the 1975-1976 Revenue Worksheet
I-Abased on the hest of the 40- or 80-Day ADM reports for each district

papridad by the PSFD; Statistics 1974-1975 and 1995-1976; geographic size
--of districts provided by the FWD; the 1975-19767iiiiii-file of cet:icated
personnel in each school and school district provided by the State artment
of Education (SDEj'; and the noicertificated school personnel forms; school
year 1975-1976 (SDE form 811-75) for each schOol and school district provided
by SDE.

.
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Fort Sumner,,with 499 ADM, generates 65.512 district size adjustment

units, but these units represent 9,2% of its grand total program units.

At the low end of the scale, Encino (105 ADM) generates 15.265 district

size adjustment units, or 5.9% of its, grand total program units.

The effect ofithe school size adjustmentfector for districts of

,

700 ADM and fewer Cu well as, for some of the larger distridis) isNreadily

apparent from Figure 4.2. lh-Encinot the school size adjustment factor,

accounting for 118.829 units, represents 448E% of the grand total Program

units. In Carrizozo (377 AM, the smallest-district with a thret-level

(4-4-4) organization, the school size adjustment fadt6r generates 189.978

units, or 25.3% of its grand total program unitsl Mountaimair, slightly

larger than Carrizozo (433 ADM) endwith an 8-4 organization, realizes

80.640 school size adjustment units, or 12.3% of 'its grend,total program

chits. Socorro (2000 ADM) generates 122.949 school size adjustment units

in its five elementary schools;.the school size adjustment units'account

4 .

for 4.6$ of Socorro's grand Dotal program.units.
4

The greater the number of units generated in a district, the higher

the revenues will be to 'the diptrict.' Higher revenues intuit higher expendi-
.

.tures. Due almost entirely to-.the size adjustment factors, sore units

are generated per student in the smaller districts hen in the'larger*

districts. Hence tore dollars per student are available for expenditure

,

in the smaller distficts. Figure 4.3 illustrates the:net operational

eXpenditures* per pupil for the 88 New Mexico school districts. The

'expenditures range from $839 per pupil in Gadsden (4846 ADM) to $1775

per pupil in Grady (137 ADM). The median for the 88 districts is
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$1014.50 per pupil. The shape of the plot in Figure 4.3 is very similar

to the shape of the plot in Figure 4.1.

How is the Noney Spent?

Lacking program budgeting, it is exceedingly difficult, as the

'Garcia* (1976) found, to determine program costs. 'Even a program budget,

however, goomily ibes not reveal how specific revenues are expended.

The Garcias were unable to validate the size adjustment factors- -the

revenues-generated by the site adjustment units were distributed among

all-of the programs: Tke-ringe of program costs which the-Garcias found

in districts of similar size indicated little consistency among the

districts in the distribption of the additional size adjustment-generated

revenues....

Examination of the various line-item' expenditures as a proportion

of the net operational expenditures, however, is instructive.

Figure 6+4 displays the 1.7x series (administration) expenditures

as a function of:district enrollment. The expenditures range from 2.2%

in Albuquerque (82277 ACM) to 14.3% in Encino (105 A190 with a statewide

average of 3.6%. As Johns foundja Florida, small districts in New'Mexio4-

.791 a greater percentage of their operational expenditures for administra-

tion. This is not unexpected. Every district has a superintendent; and

superiAtendents' salaries are not directly proportional to enrollment.

Every superintendent needs a staff- -at minimum a part-time secretari-

bOokkeeper. These two functions fora the main expenses in the 1.xxx

series in very 31111 districts. Thus itsis.logical that administration
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expenditures per pupil should increase (as a proportion of the net

operational expenditures) u the districts decrease in size.

Figure 4.4 displays this phenomenon: An ever-increasing percentage

of net operational expenditure iertharged to administration u districts

decrease in enrollment from the very. largest. There appears to be no

distinct point at the expenditures "level off,"-but the Jaen's*.

is such more pronounced for districts with fewer than 1000 ADM than for

districts with higher,enrollmenti:

'Figure 4.S is a'plot of the 2.xxx series (direct imetructiop) expendi-

tures as *proportion of the net operational expenditures agaitst district

enrollment. The proportion ranges froi 50.0% in Jam Springs MS Apt)

to 64.4% in Gadsden (4846 ADO with a statewide average of 58.0%. The

plot shows little or no correlation between district enrollment and thr

2.4gx expenditures. It any be concluded that direct instruction does

not nocsAlartly suffer frpt the increased administration expenditures

in /mill districts. .1'

It is, instead, the 3.xxx series (instructional support) which bears.

the brunt, of the increased proportion of expenditures for administration

as district enrollment decreases, as illustrated_in_Figure 4.

A review of expenditures within the 3.xxx series reveals that for

the smallest_pstrict,_the only personnel entry is for seere ial/clerical

personnel. As district enrollment increases, librarians_and counselors

are added, but on a part-time basis in the smaller districts. One principal

is named to serve both the elemntay and secondary school when the district-

enrollment exceeds 200 ADM. Above 400 ADM, each school in the district

-37-
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will have its own principal. Above 4S0 ADM an instructional aide it

added. 600 ADM brings in a subject matter specialist. It is not until

the district reaches 3500 ADM that diagnosticians, psychometrists/therapists

and othei support professionals are added.

lReturning to Figure 4.6, the proportion of net operational expenditures

far the 5.xxx series ranges from gm in illida'(129 ADM) to 15.4% in West

Las Vegas12564 ADM). The stateicide average is 13.1%; the proportion

rises continuously from the smallest district to the largest. The effect,

however, is most pronounced in districts of fewer than 1000 ADM. The

plot of Figure 4.6 appears to be almost the rover= of Figure 4.4. This

Mould suggest that combining thefl.xmc.and 3.xxx series would yield a

plot showing littler no correlation with the district enrollment.

Which is exactly what ti shorn in Figure 4.7.

There is little or no correlation between district enrollment and

either the 6.xxx ,7.xxx series (operation and 'maintenance of the plant)

or the 8.xxx series (fixed charges), as is illustrated in Figurer 4.8

and 4.9, respectively.

Reviewing Figures 4.4 through 44 revea; that the only line-item

expenditures which correlate with district enrollment are administration

and instructional support:

-administration expenditures per pupil increase as district
enrollment decreases, estially for districts whose enrollment
is fewer than 1000ADM;

-instructional support. expenditures decrease as district enrollment
decreases; the effect Is most pronounced for districts of fewer,
than 1000-ADM.
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It say be concluded that in small districts the responsibility for instrucz

tionai support falli on the administration (and, perhaps, others) or thit

several of the support roles are not provided effectively-- despite the

lower Pupil-Professional Ratio' and lower Pupil-Adult Ratio.

Pupil*Professional Ratio and Pupil-Adult Ratio

Figure f.10 iska plotiof the Pupil-Professional Ratio (PPR)* and

the Pupil-Adult Ratio (PAR)* for the districts for which the necessary

data are available (84.districts for PPR, 79 for PAR). As the districts
5

decrease in enrolluent, the PPR and PAR both decrease.` In\districts of

fewer than 1000 ADM, the PPR decrease is very-pronounced; the PAR, however,

does not decrease as rapidly as the PPR.

In order to aaintaintthe breadth of progr mandated by the Miniauat

Standards, particularly at the secondary level, it is expected that the

Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR)* will decrease as the district enrollments

decrease. The PPR, of course, reflects the PTR.

*-

The PAR, however, does not decrease at the sane rate as the PPR.

As distriCts become smaller, the elementary secondary schools tend

iciencie in operation throughto become colocated permitting s

shared personnel and facilities.

Capering Figure 4.10 with Figure 4.3, it say be -concluded-that the

higher net operational expenditures in the smaller districts, made possible

through. the site adjustment factors, are used primarily to hire additional

personnel to provide the decreased PPR/PAR needed to provide as broad a

program as possible.

Differences in pupil-teacher ratios were used to justify the different

multipliers for elementary-junior high schooli andfor.senior high schools

-45-
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intheisthool size adjustment formula. The ratioapide ft* the 2.0 multiplier

for the high school size adjustment as compared with the 1.0 multiplier

for the elementary-junior high school adjustment was explained by Bothwell,

de al. as accounting for two traits. First, "Studies in the New--Mexico

sthopli'show that . pupil teacher- ratios [are] less in normal-size

high schools than in normal-size elementary schools . . . ." Sebotd,

. . when schools drop below 200 in enrollment the difference is exag-

gerated . . . pupil- teacher ratios in small high schools are approximately

`half thi ratio for small elementary and junior' high schools." (P S9k)

Analysis of Figure 4.11, however, casts both arguments into question.

Figure 4.11 depicts the ratio of PPR in elementary and junior high schools

to-the'PPR in high schools for each of the districts .for which data are

&salable. .For, districts which operate remote X- or 1-through-12 attend-

, mace centers (Assisted; Weed, Cliff), the ratios for the remote sites are

'plotted as indiVidttl points., The, abscissa is high school enrollment.

First, the median for all otthe districts anid:renote Kil-through=12.

attendance sites plotted is 0.97; the PPR for high schools is higher than

the PPR for elementary schools for half of the districts and remote sites!

It thus is questionable if, indeed, the pupil- teacher ratios are less in

,

normal-size high schools than in normal-size elementary schools.

L ,
Theis is no doubt, however, that as sthools become smaller, the

PPR in the high schools.becowes lower than in elementFy,and junior high

schools, as is discernable from Figure 4.11. It appears from the got

that the breaking point is at a7high schoOl enrolllent of about 400 ADM.

In only three districts dOes tht ratio of PPRs exceed 2.0, and in

only 12 districts does the ratio 'exceed 1.5 --and many of these are not

-47-
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in the smallest high schools. Thus the secondhypothesis on whiqh the

2.0_gultiplier i&Nbtstsed - -a PTR in small high schools which is half the

PT R in small elementary and junior high schools-=is also'questionable.

The rationale for the 2.0 multiplier as described by Bothwell,, -'

: et al., is refuted also by the cost differential validation study corr

ducted by J. Placid., Garcia, Jr. (2976)! Garciafound that there was

little diflbreece.in the gradei 7-9 cost indices (program cost per

pupil + grades 4-6 cost,ier Pupil) In small school districts and i

0,
large school districts, and the increased cost indices for ,grades'10-12,

in small diitricts averaged nd.more than 1.4 times the average in the

-.large distAkts cad the state*ide average, as shown in Table 4.1. The

cuts considered in the GarciastUdy includid ally costs attributable

to a given'program, including.the casts of rsonnel, this relectAg -41

4111411:

the costs of rediiced PPR end PAR in the
9

11 districts,. and the costs

of instructional equipment Carried'in the-ppetational budget.

l

The argument that the relative perlupil,costs of instructs

equipment,iginerallragreed tip be higher 4 te secondavy'schbols than in

.eleientary schools, are exaggeratedii small schools, is not relevant

to this discussion: i4osteqUipment is providedbY.capital outlay;

most,capital equipment expenditures ire from outside the operational,

budgilv--Oniy'the operatiOfial budget is germaneo a discussion of the

distribution of operational funds, includingithose'generated by size

adjustment factors.
,

, .' .,
..

\_.

The/dPerationil budget does include a line item for capital outlay
. ,

-.(1.2.ixejlies) including eqtiipment (12:700) . Almost all of the 12.)occ

10 .66 .



expenditures are budgeted from the operitional fund cash blOrs

generally are restricted,, to nonrecurring expenditures. 2 The increased

cost of instructional equipment in small high schools as compared to

similar costs in small elementary and junior high schools is not a

relevant consideration in size adjustment factorp.

Table 4.1

-Average st indices for grades 7-9 and 10-12 in various size New Mexico
school tricts

Enrollment
Range (ADM)

0.2p0
I

20

,4201%500 ',

501-1000
.,.

1001-2500

2501 4 0

'S ta erage '

Ave CI
Gr 7-9

Ave CI
Gr 10-12

Relative CI kr 10-12
Compared with State Ave.

1'.12 1.56 - 1.32

1.04 1.65 1.40

0.96 1.39 1.18

1.01 1.33 1.13

k05 1.17 0.99

1.03 1.18 . . .1.00

Source: J. P1 do Garcia, Jr., Cost Analysis of Early ChildhoOd and
. Basic Elements d Secondary Public School Programs in New Mexico.

k

gram _offered in& school and school dislrict can be

of the measures of equal educational opportunity. The

rires4 f

'' considered as one

.14ew Mexico Standards proscribe Instructional. Program'' Planning

2
In 1975-1976; the statewide expenditures in the 12.xxx series

.

amounted to 11.5 million, or 3.9% of the total operitional expenditures,
of $295.0 Million. The statewide cash balances on June 30, 1975, amounted
to$22.9 million.
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and Implementation in both general terms and in-terms specific for various

grade levels.froa kindergarten through high school. Program requirements

,are tore explicit fir the higher grades than for the lower grades, and

the high- school program mandate.sAnclude graduation requirements. One

of the principal arguments for size adjustment factors is to ensure that

small schools and mall districts have the necessary resources to provide

an adequate breadth of progralr:

For purposes of this study, program is defined in terms of the

information requested -on the School Personnel Form (SDE -81d -7S) for the

1975 -1976 school year. A progrem was said to exist when:
,..

a. a person was assigned to students for one or more periods

each day and the assignment code waspf an instructional or instruc-

tional support nature. Each different instructimnal or instructional

support assignment was considered as a program; or

b. a person, was assigned a position code of an instructional
k'

Or instructional support nature aid the person was not asaigned to

students. if.ach different position code'was considered as a program;

but

wasc. a program was never counted more than'once in any one

school. 4

schools with self-contained grade-level classroomf, only programs

other than the/trade-level programs were tabulated.

The-brmadth of programs offered-in elementary schools is shown in

Figure 4.12. Although the range varies from no programs to 22 programs

in excess of the grade-level structure, there is little correlation

-51-
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between breadth of program and school size. This is not to say that a

substantial breadth of program does not exist where little or no breadth

is indicated, for many elemenitry teachers, assigned to-particular grade

levels, offer a range of programs within the classroom--but such informa-

tion is not necessarily revealed on the reporting form.

The breadth of program- -again in excess of grade-level program --for.

junior high schools and middle schools is depicted in Figure 4.13. The

range of breadth is fribm a low of three in a school of less than 100 ADM

to a high of 30, with some correlation between school enrollment and the

breadth of program offered.

The correlation is very pronounced, however, in Figure 4.14, whiCh

depicts high school bteadth of program. The rangy is from11 programs

to 64, with the median occurring at. 35 programs. This point occurs with

high school enrollments of about 500 ADM.

In terms of educational opportunity and Rreparationfor,anticipated

post-high school experiences, breadth of program is of greatest concern

"at the secondary level. Figures 4.13 and 4.14 indicate that the breadth

of program in small secondary schools is limited despite the substantially

lower PPR and PAR shown in Figure 4.10.

School DistrillReCirganization

Considering the number of size adj4stment units relative, to the

grand total program units generated iA some School districts (Figure 4.1),

it is appropriate to ask if the school, size adjustment factor encourages

reorganization in order to realize more revenue.

-3 2 -

7



1.0

/0
t

CP In 4

;

'

,
m. o-- , it .5

p le
100100 511 5

II .' AI et MP* es $...

.

or

iiisa w ill
* AP Otto" 111014* .

S. 40t
pa Aposo a ,

NIL44 ... asp ter. dom. 1.5
II NI s o p s ., 5 . 5,

it, . SO 411.

4

A

Figure 4.12. Elementary school
breadth of program.

0 -.----4-0.-ast-4-4.--14-1
100 DI

72

Elementair School Enrollment (ADM)

2



I
N
 
M
I
M
E
 
A
M
A
M
I
 
A
d
i
f
I
A
M
I
S
I
M
I
 
N
B
 
1
1
1
1

1
2
1
0
1
1
1
2
1
m
1
1
1
1
1
 
T
V

S
I
M
 
I
I
 
1
1
1
1

1
1

I
I
I

as

11

01111111
III

;
IN

II
.111

111

1

II I
'

1
1110111111.

1
11

11
R

I!

-

I
I

I!
1

!

I
 
I
 
"
'
l
 
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
"

1
1
1

A
 11 i

11
um

m
r. m

id
II 1 11

1
lim

n.
Intl

1
III

11111111

111
1

i
iiiii



11
II

11
11

1N
1

11
11

1
11

1.
11

11
11

11
11

Il
lif

1
ii

I

i i
I 

M
ill

!n
il

11
11

11
11

0
11

1m
i

11

1
n

-

m
u 

m
in

!H
ui

1

fin
ia

l

1

i B
im

ai
iin

 I
M

O
M

if
fi

lli
ll1

11
11

n
.

m
um

...
gR

.5
11

SE
11

61
11

11
1

I 
M

an
n 

ili
fi

llI
E

V
II

II
II

II
,

m
g

i
i

_i
iii

iii
ni

i
11

11
1E

11
1

11
11

12
11

11
--

11
11

 1
11

1.
1

1

1
II

I

11
11

1

1

lio
n

I
1

1

I

11
11

1'
1.

12
11

11
01

11
11

II
 I

II
M

I

I

li
II

I

il
-:

11
11

11
1

'

H
U

I
II

 1
11

1:
1

1
1

1

11
11

11
i1

11
11

i N
M

11
11

11
1

11
11

1"
11

.1
11

 1
11

11
13

11
11

na
ll
lii

til
li

g
1

g
IL

U
M

il 
iih

ib
m

ig
ili

ki
l.

.1
k1

r.
ili

ni
ni

11
11

1
I

1

Id
I

I,
I,

H
E Fr
il



The impact can be dramatic. Consider the case of Texico. In 1973,

prior to enactment of the new finance formula, Texico requested permission

,_to reorganize its schools from a 6-6 to a 5-3-4 structure. The request
,

was not acted upon immediately, and Texico operated for the first year

under the formula as a 6-6 district. mly the elementary school, with

an enrollment of 198.64 ADM, qualified forliChool size adjUstment units.

the 1974-1975 school year, units wes generated in the following

manner:

Adjusted program.unZi)

School size adjustment

District size adjustment

'Grand Total

The 5-3-4 organization was approVed, and kn the 1975-1976 school.

year all three schools qualified for the_size adjustment units. In that

school year units were generated as follows:

its
Percent of
total unilp

77.794 90

1.551 0.2

60.78 9.5

639.883 100.0

,

Units
Percent of
total uallts

Adjusted program units 568.974 73.9

School size adjustment 142.583 18.5

District size adjustment 58.662 7.6

Grand Total 770.219 100.0

With a 1975-1976 ADM of 439.33 (slightly less than- is 1974-1975),

both the adjusted ?Loma units and the district size adjustment units
.

decreased; however the grand totalprogram units increased a remarkable

I-
-56-
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J30.336 units. The reorganizatili increased the sChobl size adjustment

by 141.232 units. -There was essentially no change in adjusted program

uniti, a slight decrease in AN, but, at $703 per unit, the district

gained some $90,000 more than it would have received underAbe 6-6

organization. This is a very healthy increase (23%) in a budget where

total program cost in 1974-1975 was $392,100.

Other districts, subsequent to the formula -enactment, have reorganized,

but none with such dramatic effect as in Texico. Some of the districts,

as a result of the reorganization, have gained a little; othershave..

.lost a little. Sow examples:-1

-Bolen. Prior to the 1976 -1977 school you', twp of the six
elementary schools qualified for size adjustment units. Those
two school generated 95 school size adjustment units- -worth
$74,1000 at the 1976-1977 funding revel. In the fall of 1976,
Bolen opened a new elementary school, closed the two small
elementary schools, rearranged the grade levels in two of the
elementary ichools- -and lost all of the school size adjustment
units.

-Jemez Mountain. At the start of the 1976-1077 school year, the
distribt changed the high school from grades 7-12 to grades 8-12
and added theth grade to Gallium Elementary School. Combined
with a shift in -school enrollment, the effect was almost negligible;_

N. had the enrollment remained.the.same as in 197S-1976, the district
would have lost about S units.

-Los tunas. In shifting from a 4-2-1-3 structure to a 3.2 -3 -4
organization It the start of 1976-1977 school year, Los Ulnas
suffered negligible impact in terms'of Rand total program units.

-Springer. At the start of the 197S-1976.sthool yew, Springer
shifted from a 6-6 structure to a 3-3-6 structure, resulting in
an increase of almost 83 elementary/jAinlor high school size
adjustment units.

A-review of some-of the correspondence between districts and the

State DepiTtment of Education reveal that, all requests reviewed were

1. -57.,
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ends for reasons programmitic rather. than IiTinciel. Indeed"; theNir#4-

few, lose-a-few" results of many of the approved reorganizations wOuld -

indicate that the districts are more interested in-proigram than in m?neyr-

despite the fact that it is difficult,to argue that program cap:be improved-
.

with a reduction in funds.

Reorganisation can be inhibited Or facilitated by available facilities.

"The reorganization in Belen,, for exaisple, was not possible until the new,

'larger elementary school we's completed. The economies of a larger, single

school, contrasted. with the two smeller units., may offset partially the

loss in size adjuament-generated revenue'.

As enrollments decline, however, and as inflation continues to take

its toll, districts may look to any available, legitimate means of increas-

ing reyenues. Reorganizatioh to take advantage of the school size adjust-

sent units may be one such strategy--just as some district have adopted

teacher salary schedules which coincide with the Training and Experience

matrix in order to recognize maximum benefits from the ThE Index. Because

reorganization mei depend upon available facilities, districts may, plan-

new facilities to-petait reorganization which will provide additional
p

school. size adjustment units to accrue to the district.

4111
Rural /Isolation Factor

'The.1976 legislature added the rural/isolation factor to the public,

school finance formula. The factor recognizesauniquo district--the

Gallup-McKinley County School District. The district is unique in New

Mexico by a number of measures'.

-58-
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The Gallup-McKinley County district is, geographically, the'lariest

district in the country, with 5484 square miles. Much of the populati

is'isolated, by both distance and road conditions, from the major popula

tion centers.-, The isolation requires tgit the district maintain, for--

its 12310 students, five high schools/and their flied.r schools- -in contrast

tobther districts of similar enrollment, such as Roswell C97.51 ADM);

Santa Fe (11757), and Lis-Cruces (15434), with ":"one or two high schbols

each.

t t

The degree of uniqueness in terms of thenumber of'high schools

-maintained in ciarison with other New Mexico districts with enrollments

greater than-10,000 AM is illustrated in the following table deieloped

by the Public Sdbool Finance Division and presented to the Legislative

Scoot Study Committee on Decembir 2, 1974:

1974-103- go. of Ratio Deviation
Distiict . 40-day ADM High Schs. ADM/No. of Hss fm Average ,

Albuquerque 81,436 410 , "8,144' +29%

, . Las Cruces 14,749 2 7,374.' +178

Gallup-McK. County 12,137 e 5' .2:427 _ -62%

Santa Fe ._._14031 2 5,815 - 882
--.

. 119,953 19 ...y-6,313 ave.

S
Although six elementary and junior high schoolsin the Gallup- McKinley

N ,

County school district qualify for school size adjustment units, each of
.

;.. t,i,*
14 ''.the high schRols is too large to qualify. This is in contrast to the

/

three-4 .f:'
T4 .i, ;

other districts (Alamogordo, Silver City, and' Clayton7-which , ,

,

/ isolated higgh schooli--all of Which qualify for size adjustment.
-#40x.4 . ,

.,.

4#9.
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st:1
ga.

0

.. t vi.., -, - ', _ .. .... .

figalli,.the,dtstrict.is'unique in comParlsoh wiiik,nthisit distiicts
. -

,. .

of Urge geographic size and substantial enrolment;. Info.tmat$on concern-

'ingthe districts of interest-f011ows:

Geog.iize No. of Ni. of ',Ftitil..116:^bf
. .District ADM (sq mi.),, HSs 'E lia/J S b Sch

,

o ls'

Glii9HkK. County, 12,i10 '1;484 A *-23-

AlligOrd0

;
..J
..

-- --,. 8,34,040 !3 13 4
. . ... s.,--

Grants 5,148 4,534 2 11 13 '
-t.

Roswell _ 9, 3,234-' 2 .19' ,_ 21 a. t , . ..,.

Alamogordo. Ike *igh schools in'the Alamogordo district are:

fl

Alamogordo High School, grades-11-1j, 1217 mom

'Alamogordo Mid$chool, mules 9-10, 1475 10

.yiee# High School, grades q ADM

N , q, N

Wood is located in thq Sacramento Mountains) 44 miles fro Alamogordo.
Napcause of therdistrict configuration, travel-b7etween Alamogordo ;

Weed passes through Cloudqroft. Weed Is gor 27 miles from -

Cloudcroix, depeOing on the rout's used. Both the elementtry &act
,

Issoidni semis. St wa qumlify for SOW size.adiustient units.

Grants. two high schools in the Grints School District_are:
II , . .. - .#

. 4
., G High "School, grades 10-12,:1023 ADM '

4 .
, .'..,. ' At- ' ..00`4. ..- '

''W° Laionm-Acoma High School, grades 7-12, 561 ADM
- . .

II/

---- LigunarAcoma is 31 miles east 'of Giants 'on 146.°: Iheithool cannot
., be considered isolated; it is well plated to .Merwe,the-studerits from

.
' .. --", misted% poition_le the district.. .:

.
, .. ,

, . . V; ,* /
Ilf

;
Boswell. Thi,hiiih schools in Roswell are both loCiied ifi the city,- _

.. , OrK4Fie,11, the-population center opethe,district: ..r .',,
! ...

Aa High gC441, grades 4-120659'04

11

V, 4 I \ , ,
.

41''
Godard High ool; grades 9-12, 1376.40k..,'.'*. 7,

I f6 4
- l; ,.,.

''',-: '4 '...?
6, I

.

,7
I
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;Thus the tallup-McKinley COunty.district is unique in geographical

size, the numberkof high schools apid.their feeder schools maintained in

relation to the district's enrollment, and the pumber of high schools 's.,

';.and teed*r schools in relation toboth geographic size and enrollment.

Thera-are certain economies of scale in the Gallup-McKinley Count;

,distri'st, primarily those associated with a single supirlqtimdettt and

a'single central.office staff. But there are diseconomies of ablation;

particularly the need kyintiin mole schOoli than other districts of

comperable enrollment and geographic size. More schools MOM 110213

principals and other instructional support staff,)infithe isolation mans

itinerant. support personnel. More schools mean
-

forylant Operation and' maintenance'. More schools

area smii9n.greatertravel forjadministration, super-

lit difficult to use

high. expenditures

spread over a large

vision of instruction, and maintenance and operation.
1

It is appropriate; perhapi, torecognize some of these, additional

costs thiOugh the rural/isokation'factor-'-Put not necessarily all of
.

oet.

-the additional costs. The statehas districts such as Quemadb and

N,
-Reserve) which are as isolated as the outlying attendance areas in the

Gallup-McKinley County district. Quemado andReserve, of course, qualify,

for district:size adjustment ,Units, but under the same formula as applied
. .

to House end Dexter. -Both House and Dexter areamap in' terms of enroll--

mint, but are by no means as'iSolited as Reserve and,Qdemado
R.

. '
,

. ...

It is not unrernable, then, to provide to the Gillup7Mckinlay
i

.. . .

County district memo recognition of the additional costs.incurred by-.,
, .., -,

.
I . .

its uAiqui rural/isolation characteristics. The amount of additional .

1-

-61-
e
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recognition, however, ip not,well-SUbstantiated.' Attempts by the district

to provide appropriate-data have been unsatisfactory. Data provided by

then-superintendent A. C. Woodburn in December 1975 was based on Natonabah --

a civil rights case--rather than on the additional costs of rural/isolation.

More recent material (Novekber'1977) prepared by the cyrent superintendent,

Jack Swicegood,Rurports to support a 0.9 multiplief in the rural/isolation

foriula rather than the current 0.2 multiplier, but suffers from gross

inconsistencies in the dita handlin(.

Lacking more definitive dStalan'ipprOpriate-,recognition may approach

the additional units whfch would7;)0441.were the Gallup - McKinley County

district to deconsolidate into five districts cenferwea\the high school

attendende areas. Under such.a schemefour_or.the pnew" districts_mould

qualify for district, size adjustnieht unitsfor a total of 515 units in

the r'975 -1976 school year.

If the rural /isolation factor had been in effect in the 1975-1976

school° year, it would have generated an additional 307.600 units for the

distript. To generate the 515 unit;, the current multiplier, 0.2, in.

the rurallisolationidimula would have to be raised to 0.33.

The current ruralgsolation factor, then, recognizes some f the coats

-

of isolation, but also recognizes some of the efficiencies of a single

districtadtinlstration. The factor also tends to discourage the decon-
_. 4_... , . .

solidailon of the district into smaller, perhaps less efficient, units.
,

I

4

Consolidation of School; and Districts 4,

The school and district size adjustment factors offer no monetary

incentive for schools districts to consolidate. Indeed, the factors

,62-
'1, ;.
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4

would tend to inhibit consolidation,for there is no way, under the
A

'current recognition, Wm' two schools (or districts) combined to generate
A

more school (or district) size adjustmeplunits than the two schools

(or districts) separately. It is difficult (perhaps to

provide the additional necessary %s operate and maintain small

schoels (and districts) and encourage Consolidation in the same formula.
14.

At least two districts have consolidated schools in the past few

years: Beleh, mentioned earlier tthe consolidktion resulted in a loss

of revenue), and Albuquerque. Albuquerque has closed a number of small

elementary'schools, but the closings occurred' before the schools' enroll-

ment declined to lesS than the 200. ADNyteeded fo.r size adjuitment recogni-

tion. In Albuquerque, an elementary school becomes "too costly" to maintain

it an enrollment well above 200 ADM-=unlessthe'school is necessary for

reasons of isolation. Indeed, a study by Brown (1975) of the Albuquerque

school size and pupil costs conducted for the 1974-1975 school year,

4 indicated that the minimum elementary school enrollment should be 450

Apik where selool:size . [is] baseikupon purely, economic

considerations." (Abstract.) ,

The size adjustment factors may be encouraging a movement toward
e

dec6nsolidation. Deconsolidation in the Gallup-McKinliy-Cpunty district

is more tin the hypothetical question discussed earlier; official;,

correspondence has addressed the possibilitty ofthe Zuni area establish-

ing a separate district and deconsolidation has been discussed in the

'Tohatchi area. There has been talk in the Amistad area. o
,/
f seceding

the Clayton school district. Some residents, according to tire

t

.S6
,
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preis, believe that only by retesablishing,their own-district can they

'permits* the continued existence,of the* local K-12 school. The

district would be second *House in torus of enrollment; the attitude

seems to be that ifiouso can make it financially, wh), notAmistadT3

The size adjustment factors should.redognize the necessary cats

of smallness, but the factors should not encourage the creation of

additional schools and school districts. Like the philosophic founda-

tion of the equalization formula itself, the size adjustment factors

should be fiscally neutral, .

Recognition of Alternative Schools

The school size ad t statute has been changed twice since

enactment in 1974--not the formula, but the classification of students

counted-in the ADM.

As enacted, ADM for school size adjustment included special education

bnA'excluded early childhood education membership'''. In 1975, the categories

were interchanged and school size adfustment ADM, included early childhood

but excluded Classes C (mdderats) and D (severe) special' education

1$61. ship

in 1977, words Were added to th; law to prevent separate schools

established to Oroiride special programs such as vOcationali early childhood,

and alternative education from qualifying for school size adjustment units.

3The statutes for consolidation and deconiolidation (Chapter 77,
Article 3, NMSA 1953) permit the latter only if the created and existing
districts each have_an ADM of at least 500--a situation .which applies to
Zuni and Tohatchi but not to AniXtad.

-64-
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Th)e change was designed to prevent the establishment of special schools

for the additional units which might be generated; special small schools

'would be established only on the basis of student need.

. The formula, however, is founded on costs incurred, recognizing

that different progress designed to'mett the individual needs of indi-
.

vidualistudents incur different costs. The different costs reflect

primarily different PIRs.

-- Vocational, early childhood, and special education programs are

4

,eetablished frequently in existing schools or are coloChted with existing.

schools. The additional costs in . are thus primarily a function of

PTR (or PAR where aidialfrequently are empl ) and do not include the

additional costs of separate school sites. The lows PTR in' barly_child-

hood and special education programs are recognized in the t differentials

fOr_these programs; voCational\ducation, by the ly amendments th

formula, is red part of the "regular "' program. r-

The argument \is made, h that there are some youth in, the

."regular" program WhO are "turned off7,by school or who would not attend

a "regular" school. Xlternative prbgrams located away from the regular,

school -are necessary in Order to provide ltr the educational needs "if

these 'youth. In addition the added costs of a separate shoal site,'

such 'programs or. achools in addition costs of lower PTR, increased

counseling serviced, and somet s specialized services.such as health

care and social workers.

I

Lacking proirim-budgeting, however it is difficult to determine

.
the additional costs of alternative progrs. James Miller, Superintendent

I

1

-65- \
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of the Santa Fe schools, animates a needed unit value of 1.7S (compared

with 1.2S for "regular" students, grades 7-12) to provide with state.and

local money the lower PTR and the additional services now provided to

the Santa Fe Alternative School by federal funds suggests not recogni-

tion as a small school, but recognition of "alternative programs"--

particularly those which are not located on a "regular" school site--
+9,

within the program cost differential structure of the finance forsula.4

Tier* are two problems with such a scheie: definition of need and

delineation of services to provide, for the need. Early childhood and(

grade level needs Are defined easily by age, and the services are pre-

sdribed by tt6 Mamma Standards. Identification'of students who require

special.educatioil is accomplished through a detailed system of referral,.

diagnosis, and assessment and *Valuation. Services to be provided, depend-

ing odlthe handicapping condition and seveity, are-the subject of State

Board of Education Regulations. With the exceptioi of bilingual education,

which remains nebulous in both - definition of need and services to be

provided, all of the programs recognized by cost differentials in the

formula have a structure in statute or regulation,for bth definition

of neodand services to be provided. Neither exinfor alternativi programs.

II'

Apptication of Johns' "'Added Cott Due to Sparsity" to New Mexico .

1.

If is ippropr ate mow to 1)Iturn to Johns' study of Florida and dater-
.

nine if his formula is pertinent to New Mexico.

4Memorandum to the members of the Santa Fe Board
the Administrative Team,reubject: pternative School
October 26, 1977. .

-662

of Education and
funding, dated
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Johns' "added cost due to sparsity" is a factor by which the program-

generated units are multiplied to obtain additional sparsity units. An

equivalent factor from the New Mexico schools fine:ft.-IC a.is size

adjustment units divided by program units 'filch, for . es of this

discussion, is called the size adjustment index- -s faCtor ch could

be multiplied by the Program units to obtain the additional units for,

size- adjustment .

The plot'of the index for New Mexico districts is contained in

Figure 4.15. The solid line is the Johns'' curve of added costs:

1101.8918
Y roirrr 7 .1101

District FTEwhere
Number of approved high schools not in excess Jcf.three

the shape of the curve is different from that shown in, Figure 3.1

due to-different coordinate systems: Figure 3.1 ii plotted on rectangular

coordinates; Figure 4.15. is plotted on semilogarithmic-ccordinates._?The

latter is necessary in order to display adequately the index for the small
,

school districts end-yet show full range of the New Mexico districts.

Each point on Figure 4.15 is the size.adjustment index for one of

the88 school districts. "the circled points.ave those districts with

more. than one high school-and whose "measure of- sparsity"- -X - -is less

than 7308.1, the threshold for recognition under the Johns' formula.

It im, instantly apparent that the Johns' added cost curve does not

fit the size adjustment index for New Mexico school,districts.f If the

formula tare applied to New Mexico:

-of the 8 districts. with more than:spe high school and-with X < 7308,
all would "gain";

-67-
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-of the 59 distridts with 4254.X < 7308, 8 would "lose" (3 only
slightly); $1 districts-would "gain";

-the 23 districts with X 4:425 would "lose" --and lose substantially;
and

_-opidistrict,-Loving, would not qualify for consideration as it
has 'whiles school.

If there is any validity to the current New )lexico size adjustment

factors, it does not appear that the Johns' formula would be an acceptable

substitute.

Johns cautions that his formula, based on and designed for county

unit school districts, may not be applicable to other states:

In a county unit state, the three variables rof.school population
of the district, the area in square miles of.the district, and the
scatter of pupil population in the district] can be condensed into.
one variable . . In small unit states it may be necessary to
.include these three characterIsticss separate_ variables in the
formula. (P 202.)

To determine if any possible relationships existed between-these

ree variables linNew xido, the variables were plotted by pairs, sot

in Figures 4.16 through,4.18. (These figures are plotted on

arithaic coordinates and Figure 4.18. his as its abscissa the district

llaent - -in contrast to-Figures 4.16 and 4.17 --due to limitations

of the construction-paper.) Figures 4.16 and 4.17 show little or no

correlation between geographic size of ,e,district and either district

enrollments& district density, There is, however, correlation between

density and district enrollment, as shown iapfigure 4.18.
.

. - Figure 4.18 suggests that of the variables of density and district

enrollment, the latter is sufficient for recognition of both variables.

7 . ,

-Figures 4.16 and 4.17, however, suggest that geographic size of the

4
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(

district should be considered as a possible separate variable. It is,

of course, the fringes of the points plotted in Figure 4.16 which arg

of interest:
-4,

-districts of low enrollment, regardless of the geographic-size,
are recognized by both district'size adjustment and school size
adjustment for their inherently small schools;

-districts small in geographic size have no need to operate
small,Asolated schools regardlegstsf the district enrollment;

, .

-districts of large and dense enrollment may have a.need for a
density factor, but are of little concern for small size adjust-
ment except'for an occasional isolated school; but

.

N,, ' . -
-

-districts f larie.inrollment and large geographic size are an
area of cern shown in Figure-1716 which is not, dismissed
quickly.

The numbered points on Figure 4.16 are 1. Gallup-McKinley County

School District, 2.. Alasoginsclo, 3. Grants, and 4. Roswell. These are
,

the districts considered earlier in the discussion oT the rural /isolation

factor. FrOm that discussion it.was apparent that although Gallup-

McKinley Codnty is in'need of some special recognition; the other three

districts are not.

It cad be concluded, therefore, that foi New Mexico and with the

exception of Gallup- McKinley County, district enrollment is an adequate

-recognition of all three Variables of enrollment, geographic size, and

density. "Gallup- McKinley County, of coufto, is recognized with the

rural /isolation factor. ,(

There are some other considerations. Johns used the number of

approved high,sthodls "notein excess of three" in his measure of sparsity

because "if more than three centers are approved(in a district it is due

-Z3-

c
9J



1,4
ti

more to tensity of population than to sparsity." (P 170.) -In New Mexico

there,are 10 districts with more-than one high school. Six meet the

Johns' criterion:

Aibuquerque--10 highschools all dui to density . -

*Alamogordo* ) -- two high schools due to isolation /sparsity,
Grants ) of which an isolated high school in the
Central ) districts indicated (*).has enrollment of

`*Silvet City ) less than 200 ADM and thus qualifies for
*Clayton ) school size adjustment.

Four, howdver, fail to meet the criterion:

Gallup--five high schools due to isolation/sparsity

Las Cruces ).

Roswell , ) two high schools due to density

Carlsbad- -two high schools due to densityand grade-level
structure

A final point: the district with the lowest-enrollment in Florida

had 777 FIE' In New MexioO: 40 of the 88 districts have an enrollment of
'7'

, . . ,

less thai 777 ADM, Small - -fn terms of enrollment-- in. New Nexicotis very

1,\

. -

Afi,
:

much different frotsmart in Florida, tnus making an application of the

Johns' formula to New Maxicoclistricts difficult.

p

7 1.
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CHAPTER'S.

, CONCLUpION§ AND RECOMENDATIONS

,7-

Sdhoal Size AdMtment

0 .0

Blementaryand Junior High School

$.

.There it do evidence to saggest that the current elementary and

--Pinto? high school siL,a4ustment factor should be changed.

\j"

1

1....--

Recommendation 1. It is recommended that the elementary,
junior high school size adjustment factor be retained
without change. _

, High School Sze Adjustment

There is considerable ell.dence that the high school size adjustmrt

factor requires revision. The needed revisions includi'both the enroll-
,

sent at'which smallnessis recognized and( the multiplier.

A. 1sThreshold size. The following evidence in ates that a change

is required in the enrollment at which a high schoci 11 recognized for`

smallness:

-Althtugh the administratiie expenditures as a proportion of the
net operational expenditures increase as the district enrollment
decreases, the indiums 1.1Amost pronounced for districts of
1000 ADM and fewer (Pipit 4.4).

-The increased adiinistration expenditures in small districts'
occurs to the detriment of instructional support expenditures

s- (Figure 4.6)., The degrease in the instructional support
expenditures as a proportion of net operational expenditures
is most pronounced foydistricts of 1000 ADM,and fewer.

. ,k6

-$0

-75-

. ,
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-The pupil-professional ratid decrease is most pronounced( for
districts of 1000 ADM and fewer (Figure 4.10).

-The secondary school breadth of program is strongly correlatid
with school enrollment (Figure 4.14). The plot indicates both
a midrange and a median breadth of program a'school. enrollment
of SOO ADM.. Prop Figure S.1, a high school enrollment of 500
*DM occurs- in districts of 1000 to 2000 ADM, depending upon the
district orginization.

-There is a discontinuity in the distribUtion bf size adjustment
units as a,proportion of grand total' rogram units (Figure 4.1).
This discontinuity occurs at district enrollments of between
SOO and 1000 ADM.

- , In comparison with other states which recognize ilpool smallness:

-The enrollment at which small secondary school in other states_
are consideredkto Wyman generally is larger dill, the 200 ADM
recognized in New Mexico (Table 3.1). ' A

Recommendation 2. It is recommended that high sch1;14. be ,

, recognized for size adjustment at enrmllments pf SOOADM
,and fewer.

Incorporating this recommendation into the current high school she
%As

adjustment formula yields:

SOO - ADM .
--strox.A.I.rA,x ADM = additional units

The plot of

high school size

reliclily apparent

this formula, comparedPwith the plot of the ,current

adjustment formula, 'is mown in Figure S.2. It is

that all districts with high schools of SOO.ADM or

4

fewer would gain under such i formula: but districts with high schools

of 100 ADM or fewer would not gain as much as districts with high schools

.of more than 100 ADM.

It also is appaient from Figure 5.2 that no district would- lose.

A
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Table 5.1 indicates the extent of the gain for each New Mexicos, r ., 1
school district for:the 1975-1976 school/year.: Districts of fewiesjohan

130 ADM would have realized a gain'in total units of less than 10%; the
.)

I.'

ws

vl

greatest gaiAs (from 10% to as much as 34%) would halm occurred in districts

of from 137 to 782 ADM, With one exception: Loving) having no:high schOol,

fails to participate in the benefits.of this reCOmmendation--or of-the : -

curreht formula. \

.Except for the time districts which operate ;mall, remote high

schools (Clayton, Silver City, Alamogord4, gains for districts of greatbm

than 950 ADM depend upon.district,orgenization, For example, Questa,_

a 6-6.district with 975 ADM would have gained nothing. -Chamq.cwith'i

mixed organization, 977 ADM, anda four-year high school, would hei.4

gained 16.8 %.'

In toto, 57 districti would have gained, 31 would have neither gained

nor lost, and none would have lost.
r.

this recommendation would have increased-the totalpumber of units

by 7556.046--a,2.1% increase in the statewide total program-units.for.

i` 1975-1976. This increalle at $;03 psi unit,,would have required -an

tional$5,382,143.. Although this,appears to be a large increase, it must

be considered in a context of total program cost.

The actual 1975 -1976'total sizgedjustment,recognition ;mounted to

.$9,125,537 of ktotarprogram cost of -$256,38.7,104- -3h6%. The coat of

-recognizing high schools at 500' ADM would haveresulteein'iotal size

adjustment cost oe$14,507,730 in a toaal program cost of $261,769,297.--

or 5:5%4 C
'r

--19-
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.11 =1.. =I ME `.

District
Mame

4

. ADM

'SD House 91

83 Encino 105

28 Nasgpero 113

SI Blida 129

15 Grady "137.

52 San Jon 144

li Maxwell 149)
38 Corona 16

27 Roy 156

85 Oss Moines 179
.59 Floyd 182
51 Logan .% 198

7 Lake Arthur 199

3. Ouemedo 211.-
-39 Hondo 237,

26 Vaughn 240
45 Mason Mound 255

60 Dora 256,

40 Capitan 263

48, Cloudcroft 297
14 Melrose * ' 298
2 Reserve 365

37, garrizozo 377

21 Loving 388

5 Hagerman 425

82 Mountainair 433

13 ;Toxic° 439

4p Tatum 440

8 Cimarron 454

16 Ft. Sumner 499

56 Jinn: Mtn. 551

30 Animas 557

63 James Spring'. 576 216.511

78 010 Caliente 58 236.775
1'10 Springer 61 236.775
80 Estancia 630 237.231
7S Magdalena 639 246.279

6 Sextet ear 249.516
S4 Dulce . 671 2371400
-32 Eunice 756 249.119
34 Jal 782 244.224
70 Pecos 811 110.871

77 Penasco 841 95.551

81 Moriarty 947 223.104

18 Hatch 966 . 57.279

a,

.4

411111 11111

Table S.1 .

Effect of Recommendation

High School Spe Adjustment (HSSA)

Reen 2 1976.76 Chase* 4975=76
HSSA HSSA is

Units Units Units Units

77.775 66 931 10.837 230.903
107.116 84.790 22.326 269.861

119.871 86.978 24.193* 290.553
110.871 86.678 24.193 319.450

130.284, 94.710 15.574 328.361

133.036 )03.4118 ' 39.539 355.076
130.975 /94,931 36.037 352.332

137.104 96.760 40.344 354.721
156:364,- 99.910 16.46% 366.962
167:056 $9.640 67.416 403.861
164.736 . 99..840 64.896 410.148
167.63) 99.578 68.063 . 443.2119

163.564 99.910 63:614 436,263
168.204 99.510 68.694 477.028'
187.1119 -116.478 94.521 489.137
190.464 92.162 98.302 459.123
191.919 92.43$ 611.4111 509.507
188.496 93.240 95.256 505,034,

185.99/r 94.478 91.5)3 517.977
223.716 . 52.390 171.366 539.934

202.039 83,198 118.441 551.880
220.416' so.omIL 161.376 593.724

185.991' 94.47(" 91:113 752.034,
0 0 0 541.443

2111%024 61.560 16/.464 806.338

201.056 80.640 124.416 655.722
222.444 55.140 167.334 769.482
201.600 84.099 117.6011k, 796.253
240.591 0 240.691- 707.654

24,5.775 0' 245.775 712.593

248.775 0 248.771 740.135

240124 0. 249.424 735.263

Al 216.511 764.883

14.431 222.337 886.678
0 236.775 923.613
0 237. 812,624
0' 246.2712. 842.083

0 249.516 1,043.772

0 4' 237.900 917.243
0 249.919 1,086410
0 244,224 1,160.251
0 '110.871 1,157.740
0 95.551 1,217.462
0 223.104 1,289.162
0 57.279 1,326.867

107

Fercent

Ching, in
j Total
S. Units

417
8.6

8.3

7.6
19.8

11.1

1

1S.
16 . 7.
lea;
110
14.6

14.4'

19.1
21.4

19.5

18.9

17.7
31.7

21.2
.27.2

12.2
0

19.5

19.0
217
14.8

34.0

34.4
26.5

33.9
28.3
25.1

25.6

27.8

29.2

25.9
21.9.

23.0
20.5
9.6

7.8
17.3
4.3

7

IOW NM; IOW' MN ME MN MN
a
4

2 --

-J
SOO n-.my- X a. a, X

District
f 46. ADM

79 Questa
51 Chaim
-44' Mora
84 CrOton
62 Cpbe
25, Santa Rosa
36 Ruidoso
29' Lordsburg
72 Pojoaque
47 TU1srosa
73 T o r C

9 Raton'

64 Aztec
'74 Socorro
49 Tuculacari%

66 Bloomfield 2,328
69 B. Las Vegas 2,480-
24 Mrs 2,537
57 Portales 2,607 - 0' .6
68' M. Las Vegas 2,884

975
977

1,,000

1,014
1,053

1,062
1,226
1,249

1,331

1,535
1,575
1,878

1,931
2,000
2,129

ADM

.

tecin 2
HSSA

0

- Units

245.511

0

' 339.280
192.879
.164.151

-0
208.791

0

60.775
43.864
37.479

0

53.751

0
0

a

NM

\....0- .

I" 1

% ' Percent
1975 -76 Chang* 1975 76 Change In
HSSA IA* 'Total ibtal 40,
Mitt Units Units Units

0 0 0Or1,375.169
0 24k.511 11458.125 16.1

0 1;447.937 0 .

260.440 1,493.541 17.4
192.879 1,385.107 13.9

0 164.151 1,477.448 11.1
0 0 , 1'071.263 0.
0 208.791 1073.578 12.5
0 0 ' 1,798.4528 0
0 60.775 1,983.559 3.6
0 43.884 2,182.515 2:0
0 37.479 .2,598.952 1,4
0 0 2,648.823 0

2,693.972
, 2,808.959 1.:
3,070.764 0
3,466.970 0
3,522.225 0
3,632.788 0
4,108.272 0

-A! 3,891.354' 0
:46096.010 0
44395.854 0
4,511.021'
4,595.683 2.:
4,516.515 0
4412.149 0 (
1,961.966 0 1
6,294.352 0
5,710.632 0
6,026.402 3.4
6,247.115 0
8,107.124 0 I

8,987.411
8,631.701. 0
9,770.562 0
10,920.714 0.3
11,492.957 0
13,002.383 0
15,092.067 0
14,806.971 0
19,595.307
109,739.321 0.2 4'

78.840

0

0
11.751

0

41,

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
120.133

0

0

0
0

0
206.384

0, ,0

0
0

0
0

imam,
. 0

0

o
o
o

233.616

61 Bernalillo'
31 Lovingtpm
22 Artesia
76 Taos
23 Silver City
86-Los Lamas
42 Deming
87 Won
41 Los Alamos
19 Gadsden
67 Central

J- OS Grants 5,148
SS _Espin6la 5,847
20 Carlsbad 6,495
65 Farmingtek -6,918

41: :::::s ,8,794

7,395.
46 'Alamogordo 8;344

4 Roswell (9,751
71. Santa PO 11,757
43 Gallup. f 12,310
17 Las Cruces 15,434
1 Albuquerque 82,277

Total.

2,904 0, . 0
2,919 .0 0 4
3,323 0 0
3,357 . o
'3,444002.911 82.778

0 0
3,744 . 0 c 0
3,790 0 0
4,637 0 : 0
4,846 0 0
5,122 208.384 0

0

-0

0
90.390 211%*

0 -- 0
' 0 0-

0
0 0
0 0

25.178 08.438

7,556.036 366,927.744 2.1
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1.

/plot.of the effect of Recommendation 2"in terms of size adjustmento,
. .

units as a proportion of graqd total'program'initk is shown in Figure 5.3.

Compared pith Figure

-The discontinuii which exists in Figure-4.1 it enrollments,
between 500 and 1000 ADM has been softened considerably and

.5., appears as a flexure in thercurve. The flexure occurs between
800 and 1500 ON.

-The shape of the curve has been altered 'between 100 and 1000 ADM.
' Figure 4.1 is quite lipear in this area; Figure 5.3..thA a-ilight
curve.

A
There are some spedific,districts which stand out in Figure'5.3 for

the following reasoft:
*

x

Loving (388.4A4, 18 1%). Lacking a high .school, Loving does)
nit shiers in the benefits of. either the current high school size

ustment.factordor the size adjUstment formula of Recommenda-
tion 2. ',

2. Jemez Mountain (551 ADM, 43.11). Due to the isolatedinature
opf the district, Jemez Mountain maintains six schools (five
elementary and one high school). In centrast, other districts
of similar arollment each maintain a total' of two or three
schools.

3. Chau (977 ADM, 28.7%).: Due to isolation andithe distribu-
tiowof the population centers'in the diitrict, Chama maintains
six spools (three elementary, two mid, and one high school).
Other districts of similar enrollment etch maintain three or ,

four schools.

4. Clayton (1014 ADM, 30.7%). The Clayton diitrict maintains
a small (54 ADM) gh school at Amistad, 39 miles south of Clayton.
Clayton is th strict with the smallest enrollment which main-
tains a se high school.

S. Lordsburg (1249 ADN, 23.0%). The Lordsburg district maintains
five schools (three elementary--K-3, 1-3, 1-5--one mid, and one
high school). *Other districts of similar enrollment maintain,
three or four schools. 'All of the schools-in the Lordsburg
district are located in Lordsburg; perhaps the existing facilities
dictate three elementary schools,two with enrollments of about
120 ADM. 4

-81-' 'I
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With the oxeptioa of the, above districts, all of thedistricts,

iend.to group mound some continuous curve.
..

11... Multiplier.; The following pvidence indicates thatthe high
(

school size adjustment multiplier should be changed: .

-the pupil-teethe; ratio rationale used for justification of-the
multiplier 2.0 in the high school size adjustment formula compared
with the multiplier 1.0.for the elementary - junior high school '

formula is not substantiated (Figure 4.11).

-The.ratio of elementary-junior high ichool.pupil-prbfessional
ratio to high school pupil-professional 4iitio (Figure 4.11)
oxcee4s.1.2 only in districts with high schools of 310 ADM and
fewer; only 12 high school attendance centers excoed)e ratio of
1.5.

'. -The average toe; of grades 7-9 in small districts is little
different from the average cost in large districts and from the
state average; the average cost of grades 10-12 in s'ill districts
does not exceed 11.40'times_the averawcoat_ in lar e districts
and the state average (Table 4.1).,

-Thi comparative recogition of high schools to elementary and
junior high schools in New Mexico is at or near.the median of
wide range of comparative :rocognition in °tiler states for
of 23 and 100 ADM (Table 3.3).

-Adoption of Recomiendation,2, however, will increase the
comparative recognition in New'Maxico.

.Rocom::::::=4. It is recommended that in conjunction
with tion 24 the multiplier in the Thigh school
size adjustment formula be reduced to 1.S.

Recommendation 3'results in ,a high school size adjustment formula

500'- ADM
additional units = x x Ark.

.

-83- ,
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6

A comparison of the weight per'spdent in various size small schools
,

in New Mexico under the current,size adjustment formulas and under ills'

.revised formulas of Recommendations 2 and.3 is showein the following

table:

School size
Current

,Eles/JHS

Unit Nelight per Student

Current Reen 2'
Hi Sch. Hi Sch.

Rec'n'3
Hi Sch.

25 - .88-
AP 1:75 1:90 .1.425

Imo - N '0.50 '1.00 1.60 1.20
.

i

150 0.25 0.50 1.40 1.05 AN,

200
N

-0- -0- 1.20 0.90 ,

250 -0-. -0- 1.00 0.75

400 -0 -, -0- 0:40. - 6.30

500 -0- -o- -o- -o- .

Figure 5.4 compares the revised formula of Recommendation 3 with

the current high school size adjustment formula. Comparing Figure 5.4

with Figure 5.2, it isApparont-that the benefits of Recommendation 3

are not as great is the benefits of Recomiendation 2,and that some

districts would loselue\to the reduced laliplier:

. nip crossoversOint is 71 AEU. Thui the districts with high schools,

of fewer than 71 ADM will lase slightly under Recommendation 3.

The district-by-district tabulations of the effect of Recommendation

3 for the 1975-1976 school year is shown in Table 5.2.

There arjsix 100schOols with enrollments of fewer than 71 ADM.

Four of those hip schools are located in one-high-school districts

-841
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(House, Encino, MOsqueros and Elide) which would have lost under the
*

revised formaa. In the Clayton district (1014'ADM), the high school

at Amistad'would have gOnerated fewer units than uler the current:

formula, bUt Clayton High School would hive-gained substantially

yielding a'net gain, to the district. In theAlamogordo district

(8344 ADM), 'however, -the loss to Weed High School would have resulted

in a very slight decrease in total program vats) to the district since

N the other high schools in *Alamogordo do not and would not qualify for

size adjustment *As.

Districts of 129 ADM and fewer would haye lost slightly. Increases

In total unitsoof less than 10% would have been realized ledistrIcts'

with enrollments/between 1437 and 237 ADM--districts with 77 to 126 studefit;

in the high school and thui at the top of the curVe (Figure 5.4) of units

genirated under the present formula. Greater gains would have been

realized in districts of 240 to 782 ADM; four districts would hays received
A

more than a 25% increase. Thefour districts-are those which have about
4-1;1'2

250 students in the high schodtAand thus would have generated nearly the

maximum number of units possible lnder the proposed-formula: The maximum

.e....ENESease of 25.9% coaparss with a maximum Incroasi of 34.4% which would

have accrued to Fort Sumner (499 ADM) under Recommendati6n 2.

As with Recommendation.2, sake for districts with greater that

950 ADM depend op district organization

j In toto, under Retoimendation 3, S2 districts would have gained;.

31 districts would have neither gained nor lost, and ;Ave districts would

have lost slightly.

2' -86-
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District.
Name

)

Table 5.2

Effect of Recommendation 3

High Schaal Size Adjust:Int (HSSA) Units

F'

Change
Roc'n 3 1975-76 1p
HSSA /GSA 1

ADM Units Units (Dec

.1975 -76

Total
Units.

Percent
Change In

Total
Units

SO House 91 58.331 66.938 (1.607) 230.903 (3.7)
83 Encino ' 105 80.337 84.790 (4.453) 260.861 (1.7)
28 Mosquero 113 83.153 10.671 (3.525) '290.553 (1.2)
51 Elide 129' 83.151 86.678 (3.525). 319.450 (1.1)
IS Grady 137 97.711 94.710 3.003 328,361 0.9
52 San Jon, 144 99.777 93.491 6.279 355.076 1.8
11 Maxwell 149 91.231 94.931 3.293 352.332 0.9
33 Corona 152 102.828 96.760 . 6.068 354.721 1.7
27 Roy 156 117.273 99.910 '17.363 366.962 4.7
15 Dos Moines 179 125.292 99.640 15.652 403.561 6.4
59 Floyd 182 133.512 -99.140 23.712 410.148 6:8
51 Logan 198 125.723 99.571 26.145 443.239
7 Lake Arthur 199 122.673 9.910 22.763 436.263
3 Quested° 211 126.153 99.510 26.643 477.628 5.6,

39 Hondo. 237 .140.999 93.471 47.521 469.137 9.7
26 Vaughn 142.841 92.162 459.123 11.0.240
4S Vagon Mound 255 143.939 92..438

...50.616

51.501 , 509.507 10.1
60 256 141.372 93.240 48.132 505.034 9.5_port
40 Capitan 263 139.493 04.471 45.015 517.977 8.7
41 Cloudcroft 297 167.817 52.380 116.427 539.034 21.4
14 Melrose 298 151.521 13.598 67.931 551.180 12.2
2 Resort" 365 165.312 58.040 , 106.272 593,724 17.9

37 Carrizozo 377 139.493 94.478 45.015 752.034 6.0
21 Loving 381 0 0 0 541.443 0
5 Hagerman 425 184.211 61.560 102.708 106.331 12.7

82 Mountsinair 433 153.792 10,.640 73.152 655.722 11.2
13 Toxic* 439 146.133 55.110 '. 111.723 769.482 14.5
35 Tatum 440 151.200 84.000 67.200 796.253 8.4
1 Cimarron 454 110.443 0 110.443 707.654 25.5
16 Ft. Sumner 499 184.331 0 *184.331 ' 712.593 25.9
56 Jerez Mtn. 551 116.511* 0 116.511 740.135 25.2
10 Anima' 557 '117.068 0 117.041. 735.263 25.4
63 Jame' Springs 576 162.383 0 162.363 764.813 21,2
78 Ojo Callon" 589 177.581 14.438 163.143 8860671 18.4
10 Springer 613 177.581 0 177.511 923.613 19.2
80 Bstancia 630 177.923 0 177.923 852.624 20.8
756 Magdalen)" 639 114.709 0 184.709 842.013 21.9
6 Dexter 659- 187.137 0 . 187.137 1,043.772 17.9

S4 Dulce 671 178.425 0 178.421 917.243 19.5
32 Eunice 756 187.439 0 187.439 1,086.110-: 17.2
34 Jal 782 183,168 0 113.168 1,190.251 15.4
70 Pecos 811 13.153 0 13.153 1,157.740 7.2
77 Penasco 841 71.663 0 71.663 1,217.462 5.9
81 Moriarty P 947. 167.328 0 167.328 1,289,162 13.0
11 Hatlp 966 42.959 0 42.959

4
1,326.167 3.2

500 - ABM
-WO- 1.5 x

District

I Meme ADM

Rec'n 3
HSSA
Units

1975-76

HSSA
Units

Change

In Units 1975-76
Increase Total
(Decrease) Units

t.,

Percent
Change In

Total-
Units

79 Quests 975 0 0 . 0 '1,375.169 0
53 Chem" 977 184.133 0 114.133 1,451.125 12.6
44 Mora, 1,000 0 0 0 1,447.937 0-
84 Clayton 1,Q14 254.460 71.940 175.620. 1,493.541 11.5
62 Cubs 1,053 144.659 0 144.659 1,385.107 10.4
25 Santa Rosa 1,062 123.113 0 123.113 1,477.448 8.
36 Ruidoso 1,726 0 0 0 1,671.263 0

'29 LordsbOrg .1,249 156.593 0 156.593 1,673.578 9.4/
72 Pojoaque 1,331 0 . 0. 0 1,791.521 0
47 Tularosa 1,535 45.511 0 ). 45.511 1,983.559 2.3
73 T or C 1,575 32.913 ' 0 32.913. 2,112.515 1.5

' 9 Raton 1,178 21.109 0 28.109 2,508.952 1.1
64 Aztec 1,931 0 0 0 2,648.823
74 Socorro 2,000 0 0 0 2,693.972 0
49 Tucuscari 2,129 40:313 0 40.313 2,101.959 1.4
66 lloomfield 2,321 0 0 . 0 3,070.764 0
69 B. Las 'Vegas 2,480 0 0 0 3,466.970 0
24 Cobra , 2,537 0 9 0 3,5224215 0
57 Portal's 2,607 0 0 0 3,632.788 0
68 V. Los Vsgu 1,114 o' 0 0 4,101.272 0
61 Bernalillo 2,904 0 0 0 3,695,354 0
31 Lovingtom 2,919 0 0 0 4,096.010 -0
22 &testy- 3,323. 0 0 0 4,395.854 0
76 Taos 1,357 0 0 0 4,511.021 0
23 Silver City 3,445 152.183 82.778 69.405 4,595.513 1.5
86 Los tuna 3,571 \ 0 0 0 4,516.515 0
42 Deming 3,744 0 0,. 0 4,912.149 0
57 isIsles 3,790 0 0 , 0 A,961.966 0
41 Los Alamos ,4,637 , 0 0 -0 6,294.352 0
19 Gadsden '4,146 ., *- 0 0 0 5,710.632 0
67-Control 5,122-i 156.216 0 1s4.1111 6,021.402 2.6
88 Grants 5,141 0 0 s'r 0 6,247.115 0
55 Espanola 5,147 0 ,o 0 1,107.124 O.
20 Carlsbad 6,495
61 Pahiagtom 6,911

0
o.

0
- .0

.0 1,917.411
0 8,631.703

0
033 Mid 7,395 0 0 0 9,770.562

46 A1alki101,10 1,344 59.217 90.390 (1.1731 10,320.114 ( 0.17)
12 Clovia e 8,794
4 Roswell 9,751

0
0

0
0

0'--11-,492.1157

0 13,002.383
0

0
.71 Santa I'. 11,757 0 0 0 15,092.067 0
43 Gallup '. 12,310 0 0 0 14,806.971 0
17 Las Cruces 15,434 0 0 0 19,595.307 o
1 Albuquerque 82,277 175.212 25.171 150.034 109,739.321 0.1

Total 5,014.116 366,92i.r4 1.4

J )
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Recomepdation 3 would have increased the total
)
number of untie

by 5084.116 - -a 1.4%.increase in the statewide total program units for

1975 - 1976.. At $703 per unit, an additional $3,574;134 would have been

required.

The actual 1975-1976 total size adjustment 11444nition amounted to

.$9,125,537 of total program cost of $256,387,104--or 3.6%.. The:coat',

of recognizing high schools at SOO ADM and with a multiplier of 1,5 would

have resulted in a total size adjustment'recognition of $12,699,671. in

a total,program cost9of $259,961,238--or 4.9%.

-The effect of Recommendation 3 on the size adjustment units as a
4

proportion of grand total program units as they woulpi lave existed,in

1975-1976 is shown in Figure S..5%--

In comparison with Figures 4.1 and 5.3:

-No district would, have attributed more than SO% of its total units
to size adjustment.

r

-In district of fewer than 200 ADM, the of Figure 5.3 is
flatter than/the curve of Figure 4.1 or Figure 5.3.

#

-Most of the districts show a higher.proportion of size adjustment
units in Figure 5.5 than in Figure 4.1, but a lower proportion
than shown in Figure 5.3. Overall, the configuration of Figure
5.5 is closer to that of Figure S.3 than to the configuration of

trki Figure 4.1.

-The ;right curve which was apparent in Figure 5.3 between 100
and 1000 ADM is apparent still in Figure 5.5, but the curve is
not as obvious.

-The same five distbag_stand out in Figure 5.5 as
and for the sale reasons. The differences from the
formed by all of the 4istricts, however, are not as
five districtsPim Figure 5.5 as they were in Figure

1L
.

-88-
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District Size Adjustment $

Although the discussion of Chapter 4 indicates that ihe district

size adjustment, factor is jusii.fied piimarily on political grounds, there

is statistical evidence to justify 'the factor iti its present form:

The administrative expenditures as a proportion of net operational
expenditures (Figure 4.4) are greater for districts of 4000 ADM and
fewer than for districts of tore than 4000 ADM; (It is not readily
apparent from Figures 4.$, 4.6, 4.8, and 4.9, however, if any other
line item suffers accordingly for districts with enrollment between

. 1000 and 4000 ADC)

-The PPR and PAR curves (Figure 4.10),indicate that these ratios
generally decrial!, asthe district enrollment decreases: Although
a threshold, or breaking point, is not apparent, it is apparent
that additional costs are incurred by districts-which operate with
low.PPR and PAR.

-With thexception of four schools, the hie; school breadth of
program (Figure 4.140 is at or above the median for schools whose
enrollment is SOO ADM or greater, corresponding to district enroll-
lent of, 1000 ADM or greater ( Figure 5.1). Although the - district

.size adjustment factor contributes less than 8% of the grand total
program units to district's of 1000 to 4000 ADM (Figure 4.2), the

additional assistance may permit the decreased PPR and PAR (Figure
4.10) necessary illipainifin the breadth of'program.

-Although.New Mexico is uni4ue for practical- purposes) in recogniz-
ing both school and district Size as separate entities. the New
Mexico district,recognition for "districts of SOO ADM and fewer is
generally less than the recognition in states which recognize only
district size (Table 3.5). --

Thus the diiiiict size, adjustment factor appears to be justified and

adequately iiffsets thehigher administrative Upon s and the 'additional

nosts of maintaining i&adeluite breadth 'of program at the highsschool

level through decreased PPR add PAR..

Recommendation 4. It is that the district sizeo4
adjustment be retained'wi t change.

A-- 49-
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Recommendation 4 notwithstanding, it is of interest to observe what

wouldhappen if the district size adjustment were removed while incorporat-

ing the school size adjustment change of Recomiendation 3. Table 5.3

provides a tabulation by district of the effect of such a revision for

the 1975-1976'schZol year.

------N Under this Scheme, 35 districts would have 'reotved more units in

1975-1976, t2 districts would have neither gained nor lost, and 41 districts

would have lost. In general, districts with enrollments of 218 ADM and

fewer-=the approximate point at which the increase in the ext.gded high

school recognition offsets the loss in district size adjustment--wouldq
have lost. The loss, in both absolute units and in percent of total units,

increases as the enrollment decreases Below 218 ADM.

Inistricts with enrollments greater than 218 ADM the change generally

is positive, increasing to a maximum increase of 17.0% in Cimarron (454

t124); thereafter'the increase falls off and at 811 ADM the change is nega-

tive. As the districts' enrollments increase thereafter, except for si

few,districee which would have gained due to district organization, the

districts generally would have suffered a loss until the enrollment

exceeded 4000 ADM--the cutoff,point for the district size recognition.

Theexiended high school recognition would have required an additional

5084.116 units and 5623.625 units were attributed to the district size

adjustment factor resulting in a net "saving" of 539.509 units. At

$703 per unit, this would have anovRted to $379,275--slightly more than

,0.1% of the total program cost of $256,387,104. A-slight saving with a

large redistribution of resources throughout the districts of the state.

-91-
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District
I Hama

SO H0000
83 Encino
21 Mosque
SI Blida
15 Grady
52 San Jou
11 Maxwell
38 Corona
.27 Roy

IS Des Moiner
59 Floyd
51 Logan
7 Lake Arthur.
3 Quoted°

39 Hondo
26 Vaughn
45 Wagon Mound
/60 Dora
40 Capitan
48 Cloudcroft
14 Melrose
2 Rose

37 Ca
21 Lofiiag

.5 Hagerman
82' Mountainair

12 Texico
35 Tatum
8 Cimarron

16 Ft. Stoner
56 Jones Mtn.
30 Animas
63 Jones Springs
78 Ojo Caliente
10 Springer
80 Estancia
75 Magdalena
6 Dexter
54 Sults
32 Eunice'
34 Jal

70 Pecos
77 Posse"
81 Moriarty
18 Hatch ,

Table 5.3

Effect of Recommendation 3 with the District Size Adjustment Factor Removed
v

Rec'n 3
Chomp In
HSSA Wits 1975-76 Champ
(Fm Table District In 5.A.

ADM 5.2) S.A. Akita Wits

91

105

113

129

137

144

149

152

156

179

-182

198

199

218

237

240

255

256

263
297

298

88

425

433

439
440

454
499
551

557
576

589'

613
630
639_
659
671

756
782

811
841

147
966

123

Porclit
1975-76 Change,In
Total Total
Units Units

A 5 A -5

(8.607) 13.411 (22.018) 230.903 (9.5)
(4.453) 15.265 ,(19.718) 260.861 (7.6)
(3.525) 16.400 (19.925) 2110.553 (6.9)
(3.525) 18.772 (22.297) 319.450 (7.0)
3.003 19.846 (16.843) 328.361 (5.1)
6.279 20.753 (14.474) 355.076 (4.1)
3.293 1C448 (18.155) 352.332 (5.2)
6.068 21.934 (15.866) 354.721 (4.5)
17.363 22.487 (5.124)* 366.962 (1.4)
25.652 25.614 .038 403.861 0.1
23.712 26.081 (2.369) 410.148 (0.6)
26.145 28.162 (2.017) 443.239 (0.5)
22.763 28.365 (5.602) 436.263. (1.3)
26.643 30.851 (4.208) *01 477.628 (0.9)
47.521 33.378 14.143 489.137 2.9
50.666 33.840 16.846 459.125 3.7
51.501 35.789 15.512 509.507 3.0
48.132 35.877 12.255 505.034 2.4
45.015 36.791 8.224 517.977 1.6
115.427 51.342 64.085 539.934 11.9
67.931 41.306 26.625 ,058.880 4.8
106.272 49.693 56.579 393.724 9.S
45.015 51.220 (6.205) 752.034 (0.8)

0 52.555 (52.555) 541.443 (9.7)
107.708 56.917 50.702 806.338 6.3
73.152 57.860- 15.292 655.722 2.3
111.723 58.662 53.061 769.482 6.9'
67.200 59.382 7.818 796.253 1.0
180.443 60.313 120.130 707.654 17.0
184.331 65.512 118.819 712.593 16.7
186.581 71.265 115.316 740.135 15.8
187.068 71.916 115.152 735.263 15.7
162.383 73.005 48.478 764.883 11.6
163.143 75.358 07.78S 886.678 9.9
177.581 1 77.107 99.774 923.613 10.8
177.923 79.616 06.307 . 852.624 11.5
184.709 80.512 104.197 842.083 12.4
187.137 82.514 104.623 1043.772 10.0
178.428 84.305 94.030 917.243 10.3
187.430. 91.967 '95.472 1,086.810 8.8
113.160 94.38 88.800 1;190.251 7.S
13.133 96.985 (13.832) 1.157.740 (1.2)

71.663 99.583 (27.920) 1,217.462 (2.3)

167.328 108.390 58.948 1,289.162 4.6
42.959 109.907 (66.948) 1,326.867 (S.0)

A

District
I Name AIM

79 Questa 975
53 Chap 977
44 More 1,000

1,014
62 Cute 1,023

84 Clayton

25 `Santa Rosa 1,062
36 Ruidoso 1,226
29 fordsburf 1,249
72 Pophanne 1,331
47 Tularosa 1,535
73 T or C 1,575

1,875
64 Aztec

9 Raton
1,931

74 Socorro 2,000
49 TUconcari 2,129
66 810onfield 2,328
69 8. Las Vegas 2,400'
24 CObre 2,537
S7 Portal's 2,607
68 M. Las Vegas 2,084
61 lieraalillo 2,904
31 Imetigton '2,919
22 Astoria 3,323
76 Taos

523 Silver City :::475

86 Los Lomas 3,571
42 Deming
17 Wow

3,744
5,790

41 LosAlamos 4,637
10 Gadsden 4,846
67 Central 5,122'
8$ Greats 5,148
55 Bopenola , 5,847
20 Carlsbad 6,405
65 Farmington 6,918
33 Hobbs 7,3114

46 Alamogordo 8,244

b.

leen 3
,Cbange In
HSSA Units
CPR Table

5.2)

A

1975-76

District

S.A. Units

Change
Is S.A.

Units

1975-76 Change
' Total

Units

Percent
Is

Total

Units

0 110.602 (11602) 1,375.169 (8.0)

184.135 110.755 73.378 1,458.125 5.0
0 112.500 (112.500) 1,44/.937 (7.8)

175.620 113.506 62.114, 1,493.541 4.2
144.659 116.370 28.229 1,385.107 2.0
123.113 116.971 6.142 1,477.448 0.4

0 127.506 (127.t.09) 1,671.263 (7.6)
156.593 128.822 27/01r 1,673.578 1.7

0 133.191 (133.111) 1,798.528 (7.4)
45.581 141.874 (96.293) 1,983.559 (4.9)

32.913 143.227 (110.314) 2,182.515 (5.1)

28.109 149.440 (121.331) 24598.952 (4.7)
0 149.819 (149.819) 2,648.825 (5.7)
o 180.000 (150.000) 2,693.972 (5.6)

40.313 149.381 (109.068) 2,008.950 (3.9)
0 145.966 (145.966) 3,070.764 (4.8)
0 141.360 (141.360) 3,4461970 (411)
0 139.186 (139.186) 3,522.225 (4.0)
0 126.206 (136.206) 3,632.788 ,(3.7)

0 120.729 (120.729) 4,108.272 (2.9)
,0 119.308 (119.340) 3,895.354 (3.1)
0 118.363 (118.363) 4,096.010 (2,9)
0 84.114 (84.114) 4,395.854 (1 9)
0' 80.997 (80.997) 4,511.021 (1.8)

69.405 171.753 2.344 ,4,59S.S83 0.1
0 57,507 7.507) 4,516.5151 ( (1.3)
0 25.922 .042) 4,912.149 (0.7)
0 29.844 19.844) 4,961.966 (0.6)
0 0 0 6,294.352 0
0, 0 2 5,710.632 0

156:285 0 156.288 6,026.402 2.6
0 0 0 6,247.115 0
0 0 0 8,107.124 0
0 0 4w 8,987.411 0
0 0 .0 8,631.703 0
0 ' 0 0 9,770.062 0

(1.173) 0 (1.173) 10,920.714 ( 0.1)
0 0 0 11,492.967 0
0 0 0 13,002.313 0
0 0 0 15.092.067 0
0 0 . 0 14,886.971 0
0 0 0 10,598,317 0

150.034 0 150.034 109,739.3;1 0.1

5,084.116 5,623.625 (539.500) 366,927.744 20.1)

12 Clovis 8,704 .
4 Roswell 4,751

71 Santa Ps 11,757
43 Gallup 12,310
17 Las Cruces 15,434

Albugnerque1

Total

4
144
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Figure S.6 is the plot of the total sip; adjustment units with

school size adjustment formulas as per Recommendations 1 and 3, but

without the- distaft size adjustment.

In comparisonh Figures 4.1, S.3, and S.S:

district would attribute more than 47% of its total units to
size ildj US tail% t

-All of the districts shoN a lower proportion of size adjustment
units in Figure S.6 than in Figure S.S.

-The discontinuiti of Figure
1

4.1 is sharpened is Figure S.6. The
benefits of size adjustment under the scheme of Figure S.6 are
very apparent.

,,

-The sane five districts stand out as in Figure 5.3 and for the
Sale reasons.

The losses would be particularly severe for districts whose enroll-

,sants are betwoln 7S0 and 4000 ADM, <including some of the districts which

Jaw be best assisted bythe'expinded high school recognition formula.

For these districts the needed benefits of the expanded high school,

recognition would be offset--coipletely, or more, for some districts- -

.by the loss of the district size adjustment units.
Mh-

Rural/Isolation Factor

As discussed in Chapter 4, the Gallup-McKinley bounty School district

roalizei some economies of At: in central office administration, but-

encounters Iliseconomies.Of isolated attendance areas. Lacking more

definitive data, it appears appropriiite to, recognize they situation at

some point between no recognition and the additional units which the

combined districts would receive for district size; ad ent were the

district to be deconsolidated around'each high school attendance center.
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Which is exactly what the current Rural/I
A

tion factor

does.

Information presented in Chapter 4 also indicates that by at

least three measurei (geographic size, maim of high schools and
1

feeder schools maintained, and enrollment in relationto geographic
4

size and number of high schools and feeders?, tke Gallup-McKinley County

district is uniqii and should be recognized uniquely. There is no evi-)1

dance that indicates the rural/isolation factor shouldlie revised's°

that it is applicablie to any other districts.

Recommendation S. It is recommended that current
ural /Isolation factor be reta/ned without change.

School and District Consolidation

The current district and school size adjustment factors and the
/

,

recommendations rode thus far offer no incentive for school or district,

consolidation. Yet it appears inefficiint to provide large amounts of

size adjustment money to many of the districts with low, enrollment mad

to. districts with small schools located near larger attendance centers.

In the case of very small secondary schools, it appears from Figures

4.10, 4.13, and 4'.14 that even with very low PPR it is possible to offer

only a relatively narrow program. .1t is doubtful that sufficient money

could be provided to the very small districts to provide'a secondary

school breadth of program approaching tht st4ewide-median of 35 programs

0

Thus, those districts with-very small enrollments and/or.very small

secondary schools-should be encoura(ed to consolidate schools and districts

wherever possible. indeed:
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- If it is the desire of the state to provide equal odu4ional
opportunity to students throughout the state (in assumption
firmly supported by the public school funding formula); and

-If equal educational opportunity can be defined in terms of
breadth o$ program, particularly at the secondary level; and

- If it is impossible to provide an adequate breadth of program_
in small secondary schools regardless of the funding level; then

..4t is incumbent upon the legislature to adopt measures which
will providp strong incentives for the consolidation. of small
secondary schools and small school districts; other than those
schools which are considered to be necessarily existent.

The incentives may be internal to, the operational funding formula,

eternal to the formula, or both. This investigation is limited to the

operational funding mechanisms; external incentives are not considered.1
A

In Chapter Sett was mentioned these within the operational budIpt

malties appear to be more effective than rewards. Rewards geneially

must come to an endit is elm equitable to continue' forever a benefit

which similar districts do not enjoy.

dine possible penalty is' a reductibn in the'amount of size adjustment

units which a secondary school may generate unless the school is declared

to be necessarily existent. Since'any reduction in funds may reduce

further, toi,the detriment of the students,.the breadth of program and

instructional support services provided, the consolidation pressures

should be applied increasingly with, perhaps,.eventual phaseout of all

lAccOrding to Langston (1969), the School Construction Assistance
Act (Chapter 306', Laws 1965), which proyided capital improvement funds
for consolidating' schools,.was largely responsible for closing almost
100 small elementary 'schools and 11 secondary schools and for eliminat-
ing four distiicts through consplidatton. - .

-96-
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/
pol size ad ustment units to small secondary schools which are not\\")

necessarily existent.

Planning time,, however; must be

imposed until one or two years after

Not all secondary schools which

need be subjected to the. penalties.

provided; penaliiis should not be

enactment of.iuth provisions.

qualify for school size adjustment

The breadth'of programs foriiecondary

schools Risme 4.14) may be improved considerably for secondary schools

Whose enrollments range from 250 to 500 ADNAhrbug adoptiT of Ream-

mendation 3. it Would be appropriate, then, to require only'secondary

schools of less than 250 ADM to be declared as necessarily existent in

lords? to qualify for full school size*adjUstment benefits..

If consolidation of small secondary. schools and small districts

is to be encouraged, each district should be required to be unified,

i.e., offer grades K through 12. Thus if the penalties are Successful

in forcing consolidation of the secondary schools in small districts,

the-districts, too, should be consolidated.

Recommendation 6. It is recomiended that New Mexico incorporate
requirdmentsthat secondary schools of fewer than 250 ADMjust
be declared "necessarily exist t" in order to qualify for full
school size adjustment units. t is further recommended that: /-

- the criteria for "necessarily existent" be established in
law, that the law place the burden of proof upon the local
school board, and, that the decisions be made by the State
Board of Education according tO its regulations;

- the penalties not be imposed for two years aftOr enactment,
and that the penalties be increasingly severe so that after
some few years, (perhaps five years'after imposition) school
size units would Oe.eliminated for small secondary
schools not declared to be necessarily existent; and

- all school districts be required by.liw to be unified, i.e.,
offer grades K-12.
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4.

Criteria for determining a "necessarily existent," school should

be based on bus -ride tile, distance, or combination thereof, by the

usually-traveled route from the school to a larger, similar-level

attendince center.

In regard to the Wilting size for necessarily existent, the school,

which hovers about the cut-off point must be protected from periodic

flip-flops. Some steady-state below the cut-eff point for some period

of time should be considered, as well as current trends and projections
4

for the near future.

In regard toconsolidktion it is.not necessary --nor necessarily

desirable in many instances-- small district to consolidate entirely

with one larger district, nor for a small secondary school to consolidate

entirely with one larger secondary school. Geography, road patterns,

county lines, and residence locations of the district population may-

suggest that a district be consolidated with two, three, or even more

neighboring districts.

Although an infinite set of combinations of the above factors could

be selected, One possible set which is choien fir analysis consists of:

Size: secondary schools of 250 ADM or fewer.

Distance/tine to larger similar-level attendance center:
1 hour 15 minutes but not less than 30 miles except under
unusual circumstances.

Had the above requirements been in effect in 1975-1976, and assuming

the-1975-1976 ADM had been steady over the immediate` past few years 'with

little chancechance of increasing, and assuming tge 30 -mile' limitation (road

conditioninot well known to thiS researcher), the districts whose

-98-
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secondary schools would have to be proven to be necessarily existent

and the possible school size adjustmeht liability would have been as,

shown in'Teble 5.4. All of the distridis with secondary schoolerwith -

enrollments of fewer than 250 ADM are listed in table, together with

the name of and the distance to the merest larger secondary school.

Liability computations are Made, however, only for those schools which

are within 30 miles of the larger secondary school.

Table 5.4 incorporates Recommendation 3.

- There are 23 secondary schools with enrollments 'of fewer than
250 ADMwhich are located within 30 miles of larger secondary
schools.

From Table 5.4 it may be noted that:

-The high school size adjustment money (under Recommendation 3)
which would have flowed to the 23'distriCts in Which the Schools
are located would have mounted to $2;288,588.

- The cost of transporting all of the secondary school_students
to the larger ichool would have been $365,816; thus,

-The schools (Add have been closed and the students bused to
_.elarger schools with their inherently broader"program, with
a saving of 0,922,772.

Further savingi could be possible: size adjUitient u9iti to the

larger consolidated schools and districts would be less'than for the

schools and districts as currently configured.

is is not the, intention of this recommendation to force the closing

40f small elineigUY schools. Decisions on closing small elementary schools

may be made by the local- loards of education'of the larger (geographically)
-11`-=.

and bigger (enrollment) school districts resulting from the consolidation
A

of small secondary schools and small school districts. If the recommendation

-99-
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I
District Sec
Nem& ADM

Nearest

Larger
Sec Schdol/I

Distanco(md)

Ft. SMOOT-
50 House 43 36

'It Vaughn-
83 Encino 61 18

Vey-
28 Mosquero 64 11

58 Blida 64,

Portales-
24

Clovis-
15 Grady 77 -35

Springer-
-11 Maxwell 78 13

* Tucumcari-
32 Saa Jon 79 24

Vaughn-
34 Corona 8Z 31

Sens27 Roy 97 Maquero

7 Lake Arthur 103
Artesia-
8

" Portal's-
59 Floyd 104 18

Raton-
85 Des Moines 106 37

Tucumcari-
51 Logan 107 22

3

.

quemado 107 NITialena-
Carrisoso-

40 Capitan 123 20

Soo' .

37 Carrisozo 124 Capita'
Ruidoso-

39 Hondo 126 22.

Portal's-
60 Dora 126 14 .

SoSeen

26 Vaughn_ 128 Esti=

\ Table 6.4

Effect of "Deco sari)y Existent ". Criteris o% School Districts With Secondary School Inrollaents-of
250 ADN or and with Distance to Nearest Larger Sobondary School Lois than 30 Miles

,

\
. .

1975-76
1975 -76 ,

Total . Possibl, Poasibli Possible Possible.
Unita HSSA sable -Penalty Add'!

Nearest
Larger

Total
HSSA Possible Penalty Add'A._

with Units P ty at $703/ Trans. District Sec Sob School/ with . Units Penalty at $703/ Trans.
Rec's 3 Rec'm 3 ) Hnit($) Costs* I Name ADM Distancojni) Ree'n 4 Aesn 3 (%) Unit(t) Costs*

,,, . Springer
' 45 Wagon Mound 130 24 562.148 143.939 25.6 101,189 15,64

4oviagton -
256.440 80.337 31.3 , 56,477 5,635 35 Tatum 140 22 863.463 151.200 17.5 106,294 20,671

Clovis-
.

217.026 63.153 29.0 \51,457 5,636 14 Melros 141 24 626.111 151.529 24.2 106;526 22,550
\

. Estancia- ,

./. .
315.925 83,163 26.3 4 0,457 7,617 82' Ilkditainair 144 33 .

, 5 Hagerman 162' Ar16.1is-141 9097046 164.268 11.1 115,480 15,034
Silver City-

355.625 91.231 27.6 69,0,56,,,, 8,143 2 Reserve 164 92 . ' .,

359.263 99.777 27.1 70,141 15,034 13 Texico 167. Iris-
. .

Alamogordo-
861.205 166.833 .18.8 117,214 8;456

-
.

.\ 41 Cloudbroft 169 It ' 655.361 167.117 26.6-
-. ,

117,975 17;852
. .

78 Ojkailinta 193 1.427"111147 -1,039.621 177.511 17.1 124,839. -25,369
Springer-

451.306 .122.673 26.8 86,230 5,011 8 Cimarron 297 25 '' 888.097 110.443 20.3 125;851 31,320
\ . Cuba-- i,

433,860 123:552 28.5 -86,867 11,276\ 66 Jemes.Mtn. 233 25 . 1,126.717 166.581 16.6 131,166 31,320
Roswell- - '

\

,

v
\ 6,'Dexter 240 17 1,230.955 '187.183 14.2 131;690 21,296
\ -Hobbs-

469.364 125.723 26.8 86,363 13,781 \\32 emotes 246 48 , 1,274.249 _187.439 11.7 131,770 22,550
%

Loving -

Clayton

Caziabad-

541.4i3 .
Claylon-

.

560.992 139.493 24.9 98,063 12,528 , /misted /-54 39
23-11:vit City

142 29
Silver City- 9,$3L667' s

152.183 1.5 406,986 27,248'
\ t Cloudcroft- .

636.636 140.999 26.3 99,122 13,711 46 Alamogordo 22 If Vied area were consolidated
4 Alamogordo- w/Cloudcroft, Cloudoroft osy
553.166 141i372 25.6 09,385 1,770 69 41 remain as "necessarily existent."

- .

- Total 24,356.516 3,255.459 13.2 2,288,588 365,116

*Determined by the state iveraie route-mile cost ($.87) in 1976-1976 and the
\

-trip distance between the schools. It was
issumod that one bus would be used for up to 66 students, 2 buses for 67 to 132 studio s, etc. Om a route -Wile cost basis, these
figures are higher than wool l have beem'realised, fat in all but four of the districts for which transportation costs were calculated;
the route-pile cost was loss,thom the state average.

,)
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A ,

A .
.

.

is adopted, it is anticipated that a numbei of the/secondary schools

listed in Table 5.4 will te Consolidated into larger districts.
.

.

.

"Even if savings were not as great as Might be indicated from Table 5.4;

*rijogeed, if there were ho Monetary savings at all, Iglis in*estigator would

A .
ire-commen d efforts to force consolidation of small secondary schools n

order to improve the availability of equal educational opportunity as
.at

measured-,by breadth ef,program at the-secondary level.

Alternative Schools\ '

It was sta!gltin Chapter 4 that for alternative schools to be recog-

"7' nized within theprogramstructure of the funding formula, it would be

"'necessary to prOvidi7statutory And/or regulatory. definition of'need and

'. services to be provided: .

In his study of transformation in alternative scha West (19771

pOints out that
,s

alternative schools are not all Of a kind. -Ibex appear
in a varietx.of formats ranging from Free Schools and Schools_
Without' Malls to LeArning Centers and-Schools Within.SChdols.
(P f. )

- .

As
order tdpurvive Without drastlic transformation, West believes

that an alternative school must. be iiotected from the bureaucratic

structure,, free:to serve Students accor4ing to the studedts' needs.
a ,.

Part of the success of an alternative school can be attributed

.

to:the struggle--a struggle of studints and staffto meet their needs.

Success in the struggle may ceitritipte,to transfOrmation. .The alternative

*school generally becomes institutionalized, must meet specified (often
A,

'external) goals, and is subjected to the same or:sipilar'porrcies and

-101:
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regulations as the other schools in the system. Thus many alternative

schools are short lived - -at least as alternatives. The schools may be

disbanded, or they continue to exist not as alternatives, but as rill-

cratia, as structured, and as institutionalized as the "regular" schools.

Torecognize alternative schools in statute and by regulation (Una-

ing that such schools must be "approVed"--meet external standards- 1i1

orde?to qualify for funding recognition) is to place severe limitations

on the alternative schools in developing programs which meet the needs
-F.

of their students. Limiting statutes and regulations are antithetical

, 7-to,thetconcept of alternative schools.

To provide funding recognition by statute but without delineation

of services-.-minimum standards- -would permit and encourage a school

district to establish a separate facility, label it an alternative school,'

reap the monetary benefits, and provii no.more or no different services

than are provided in the "regular" school.

Recommendation 7. It is recommended that at least for the *

present; alternative schools not be recognized for additional
funding either by program cosi-Tifferential or by,school size
adjustment.

Schboldistricts must meet igVariety of needs. If there is a re
for an-alternative school, the local school boarAmat determine if the

need is of sufficient priority to allocat4iiacessary resources from within

the operational budget.

Johns.' Adjied Cost Due to Sparsity

Netitherthe Johns',formula nor any modification thereof is appropriate

co A1)though some modification of the formula-may have

. -102-
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applicibility to New Mexico districts with enrollments of 750 ADM or

greater, the formula dofm not meet adequately the needs-arliitkicts.
7

. with 425 ADM and fewer.

The many - differences between Florida, New Mexico, and other states

argue that finding distribution plans should-be designed specifically 411i

for the Conditions present in each state. The current fatmula structure
a

in New Mexico is designed for New Mexico characteristics; periodic analyses

of the effects of the formula and adoption of changes to the.formula

'indicated by those analyses are necessary to ensure the_continued viability.

'of the formula. This study is an analysis of one portion of the New Mexico
11,

funding formula; the recommendations of this study are presented for the

continued improvement of the formula in meeting the needs of the students

of.New Mexico.

Summary of Reccamendations

Despite the dearth of data an which to base the recognition of small

schools and small districts, the designers(of the funding formula ineend-.

ing the school, district,_amdaAater--the rural/isolation size adjustment

factors planned exceedingly well. In regard to the three size adjustment

factors, the analyses presented in thisstudy indicate chan only is

the high school size adjustment formula. The other recommendations

(consolidation incentives and tecognition of alternative schools) are

integral to the study, but are sepakg:rowthe.recommendations concern-
.

ing the size adjustment factors, per se.

For ige convenience of the reader and future analysts, the recommenda-

tions based on-the findings.of this analysis are listee below:

-103a
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1. It is recommended that the elepentary-junior hightchool size
-adjustment factor be retained without obengi.

2. It is recommended that high schools be recognized for smallness
at enrollments of 500 ADM and fewer.

-

3: It is recommended that in conjunction' with Recommendation 2,
the multiplier in the high school size adjustment formula be
reduoskr-to 1.5.

4.- 'It is **commended that the district size,edjustment be
retained without Change.

It is recommended that the current
/ rural/isolation factor

, 'be 'retained Without chanke
4

.A4r 1

6. It is recommended that New Mexico is rate reqkrasents
that secondary schools of !fewer than 250 ADM,must be declared
"necessarily existent" in order to qualify for full school size
adjustment units. ° It is further recommended that:

.-the criteria Tor "necess
law, that the la* place the
board, and that ,the decisions

Education according to its,

ly existent" be established in
of proof upon the.locarschool

made by the State Board of
ions;

-the pe33)Ilies not be
and4that the Pehalties be
fe' Years qperhaps five):
medt.units would be eli
declared,to be necessaril

sed for two years after enactment,
asingly severe so that after some
after impositionYsChool size adjust-

ed for small secondary schools not
existent; aid

ear

-all sch )11st.ricts be required by law to be unified, i.e.,
offer grades 12e

7* It is

schools not be
cost dificienti

d that at, least for the present, alternative

gnized for additional funding either by program
or by school size adjustment.

The recommendations are designed to provide the resources or the

meant for small schools and districts with small schools. to(provid an

&equate breadth df pyogram, particularly at the secondary level, and

thereby bnhanee the availability of equal educational opportuniii6 to

all studrts of New Mexico.
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puggestioas for Purther'Anhlysis

In order to maintain the viability of.the size adjUitment recognition,

It is suggested that a similar study be conducted two or throe years follo4-'

4
.ing 'archangels in the size adjustment formulas to determine the effect,

of the changes and, to make recommendations for further adjustments."'
A

If the rocommendstfe concerning school and district consOlidatio

incentives (lteCommendation 6) is adopted within'the operiiiomal funding

formula, it is suggested that a study of possible concurrentIncentives
4W

external to the Operational forged* be conducted._

6

Y

'T
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Appendix A

GLOSSARY1

tdjusted Program Units-Aha.produci of the spa of the program units and
thi Training aid Experience (TIE) Index.

Averagi'DailY Atiandinci,(ADA)--the it of the pueblos of itudents in
attendance each school flay over d'given. period divided by the number

, of days irrtho period.

-merge Daily mulimmshili.CALINi-Aho-total enrollment of-studenti for each
school day of theachool year used, mind withdrawals of stgdents,

. divided by theauther of, school days in the-year used. Withdrawals
of-students, in addition to students formally withdrawn frowthe school,

, int:ludas students absent from the_school for as_many aA ten consecutive
days. .

Basic Program ADM- -the average daily limberehip of students in the basic
program and includes the ADM in special education Classes A and B but
exclyies the full-gne equivalent ,ADM in-early childhood education
progfams and ADM in spociareducation programs Glasses C and D.

Ceit Differential or Cost Differential Factor--the nuporical expression
of the ratio of cost of a particular segment of the school proms,
to the cost of the basic program grades'four through-six:

Grand- Total Program Units--sum of the adjusted program units Ind the .

sir* adjustment units;

Line-Itin--a budget or exponditure classification as specified in the
Manual of Procedure for Uniform Financial Accounting and-Budgeting
for Niw Mexico School Districts. ,The line items are subsunmed under
the following major classifications:

l.xxx Administration
2.xxx Direct Instruction
3.xxx Instructional Support
4.xxx Health Services -

5.xxx Pupil' - Transportation Services

. 1Tho definitions reflect, as appropriate, the Public School Finance
Act (Sections 77-6-1 through 77.6-46 NMSA 1953); the Manual of Procedure
for UnifOrm Financial Accounting and Budgeting for New Mexico School
Districts; and they Instructions for Budget Preparation 1975-76.
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44xxx' Operation of Plant
7.xxx Maintenance of Plant

. Samt Fixed Charges
9.xxx Food-Services

Noninstriftional Stdent.Support
11.xxx Co ounity Services ""
12.xma Oapital`Outlay
14.xxx Outgoing Transfer Account
15.xxx ,Special Projects JJ

16:xxx Operational, Emergency Account
20.= Building Fund
21.xxx Debt Service.
22.xxn, Special Projects (other funds)

Net Opereticeil-Sudget tExpenditur4:)the money budgeted (expended) in
line items lax* through 4.xxx 6.xxx through E. (see Line Item).

Operational Budgetthe money budgeted in line items l.xxx through 16.xxx
(see Line Item).

Operational Expenduresthemoney expended in line items Laza through
15%xxx (see Liie Item).

Program Elementthat component of a public `school eystieto which a cost,
differential factor is applied to determine the number of program untts
to which a sdhool district is entitled, including but not limited to
ADM,.fUll-time-eqiivalent ADM, teacher, classroom or public school.

Progrimi Units- -the product of the number of program elements and the-
applicable cost- differential factor. .

Pupil-Adult Ratio (PAR)- -the number of pupils in the district (school)
divided by the number of adults (FTE) employed in the district (school).,

Pupil-Professional Ratio (PPR)--the number of pupils in the district (school)
divided by the number of certificated professionals (FTE) employed in-
the district (school).

Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR)--the number of pupils in the district (school)
divided by the number of certificated classroom. instructors (FTE) employed
in the .district (school).

Total Prom* Cost--the product of the grand total program units to which
a school district is entitled and the dollar value per program unit
established by the legislature.

Training and Experience ME) Index- -a factor obtained by use of a TIM
matrix which recognizes instructor academic hours and degrees and years
of experience.

1Vnit Value - -the dollar value per unit assigned annually by the legislature
in the General Appropriations Act.
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