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The 1974 New Mexico school finance reform'was emacted to meet better the
principles of fiscal neutrality and taxpayer and distributional equity.
Elements of the foTmula ate: ,‘ )

-pupil-weighted cost differential factors which recognize the ‘.relati*u
costs of different programs to meet educational needs of the students;

( -a Training and Experiefice Index which recognizes additional costs °
i incurred by districts which retain highly trained and experienced
_ teachers; and » ‘ . s N

N - . ’ [ 4
-sparsity or size adjustment factors which recognize the increased.
.costs of operating small schools and small districts.

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

This study investigdtes the size adjustment factors, using 1975-1976

"y . , school-year data. The report describes the New Mexico size adjustment

[ . factors, compares them with the manner in which other states recognize
saallness or sparsity, and.delineates the ‘impact of sjze adjustment
Tactors on New Mexico school districts in“terms of resources, net opera-

tional and proportienate operational expenditures, pupil-professional

and pupil-adult ratios, and bfeadth of program.. The study also investi-
gates the size.-adjustment factors is incentives for school reorganization e
and for school and district consolidation and the desirability of recogniz- -
ing alternative schaols within the distribution fc»‘rnula.k .

\ .- . . '
The results of: the study support the concept of three-tier size adjustment -
recognition: * school, district, and rural/isolation. Analyses of data <
support the current recognition formulas for small elementary-junior high
.Schools, small districts, and rural/isolation; but considerable evidence
, was found t6 support changes. in the high school size adjustment formula.
" . Findings of the study reveal that there is a large disparity in the breadth
: of programs offered in small and large secondary schools and that additional
-+, vesources are necessary for small secondary schgols to provide a breadth
- of program commensurate with larger seécondary schools. It -is difficult
; g for very small secondary schools to offer a breadth of program comparable
to thatyoffered by larger secdndaty Schools regardless of the resources
i provided. . Size adjustment recognition encourages-the maintenance of small
, -+ schools and small districts even when the distance between attendance
‘ \ -centers is small. . .

4

The report recommends that the elomen't'ary-“jmior high sch:ml, the district,
and the rural/isolation adjustment factors be retained without change; ‘
that the'high school size adjustment factor be clianged tq recognize high

. . . 4 B
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schools with enroliments- of 500 ADM and fewer and that the multiplier
be reduced to 1.5; that incehtives be adopted for consolidation of small
secondary™schools and small schooldistricts} and that at least. for the
present, alternative schools-not be recognized for additional fundiag
either by cost differential factor or .by school size ‘Kdjustment.
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-~ of the costs of the public schools. Since 193%; each of the distribu-
tion plans has rocognizéd ezplicitly or inplic tly, the additional

'Gluglws. 1967, p 44.)

CHAPTER 1

s - ! 4
INTRODUCTION :
In 1934, the State of New Mexico assumed reésponsibility for 75% ‘

needs of small schools or small districts : .o

The two most récent predocessors of the curtent distribution
£ a were the‘lSMs Greer formula and the 1969 staffing formula.
The Greervformula rscognized different cost levels for elementary,
junior high, and high schools; and included 2% weighting intervals .

based on Average Daily Membership CADM)' of ;chmls from fewor"than.
20 students to more than 1500 students. Although smll schools were

[

recognized ‘as being more Gpstly, the formula,was criticized for ot -
recognizing the "sharply increased staffing costs necessary for very
snall schools, porticularly high schools, to offer sound programs.’

The 1969 ormula shifted from recognition’ of school size to ) t
recognition of district size.. The rocognition of small districts )
favo those districts whose geography and road structure permitted

ls “to. be centrally located, but soverely pemlized districts which

'/

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

’ - =

“An asterisk denotes term# defined in the Slossary (Appendix A).

-
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P ' of problems with the.staffing formula; ; failure to recognize small schools’

w

" adequately was‘only one of them (ﬁugalter,\1970 ] St

» AN
The. 1974 New Mexico school finance reform included both schocl and -
district-size adjnstnentl factors The school size adJustment factor ' f

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

—

\ to.high schools than to elementary and‘ﬁunior high schools. The district

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

A 1976 amendment to the formula pdded a third adJustment, "rural/

. 1solation factor," which applies to districts ‘of'‘more than 10, 000 ADM T

which (primarily due to geograppy and population distribution) must

maintain a number of high schools which are not small enough to qualify l N
for the school size adjustment factor ’ . ' -
| = " ) y
Since 1974, the majority of the school districts in the state have
. received substantial increases in revenues The legislature has increased
the unit value* from $616.50 in 1974-1975 to $9Q5ein 1977-1978 The
state-wide total program cost* has increased from 3222 .2 million in 1974-
. 1975 to an estimated $333. 7 million An 197%7- 1078 despite detlining

N "'J, .
enrollments. - T i M,f.~ .o ~ . /

It is doubtful that the" annual increases realized in the past few
years~will continue at such : hizh TAte, a situatibn\which will be - ~- .' :
exacerbated by continuing decline in enrollment in many' New Mexico :}

.+ districts, the increased competition f4r the public dol-lar,'and_tl}e o ' ”
continuing squeeze of inflation.. - ) ',' ‘ ’ “

te o
< ., Ce :

i ] ¢

«~  lThe tern "sparsity" was used in the 1974 law. The term was changed ‘
to "size adjustmont" in the 1975 technical amendments to the school finance . *
act '

. -
. - B 2 . - -
‘ . - - . - ’
- + £ . . -
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As céﬁieti*ion for the general-fund dollar increase;; sch?n:;l districts _ \1
¢ mgy" take whateyer action }s ﬁossiﬁﬁe to maximize revenues f/egpdﬁ?.\s of *
programmatic imﬁact. On t}xé ‘other hard, if sma'll_'d.istr:!.cts and small’
schools: ‘ar_e tp be maintained, it is essential that the addit‘ional funding
be spfffcieht: to 'proyidg an adeqt;ate JJew;el of thcation:; opportlmin.;:y
through'out the state. ' ‘

A

>

N ' - ¢ ,l 'R
As enrqllment declines in some of the very small districts, it mays
B\e impossible for “the districts to offer adequate educatiohal opportuni-
" ties i-egarales.;. of thi{evel_of funding. Under such‘~condit ons, alt‘ei:na- -

-l

‘tives, including school and district éohsolidation.and district reorganiza-

tion,2 must be cznsidered. S . =~

.
—

l "
. ) "The three size adjustment factors--school, district, and rural/

isolation--are the suﬁject of this invesgigation. ‘It is the purpose

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

provide policy recommendations regarding the size adjustment factoé : N
. « cf e .

.in the New Mexico public school funding formula,3’

. &

«?

\ ?Somq terminology. As used ig this paper: ' : ’ -
School consoMdation:  merger of “two or more schools. . :
e . District consolidation: merger of two or mopedistricts. District
- ¢onsolidation does not imply school consolidation. ' . ° ' \
. . District organization/reorganization: the grade-level structure
. of the school districe, i.e., 6-6, 5-3-4, etc. .
. . ' , »
SAlthough the term "size Rjustment" may imply séhools and districts .
) of large as well as small enrollment, this studf is concerned only with
- snallness., Diseconomies of large scale, predictable from economic theory, .
. " are most likely caused by factors other than those which .contribute to
- diseconomies of small scale. Thé diseconomies of very large scale are

,, mort approprigtely the subject of a separate study. : .
.{:‘fgf‘z : .'E ' [ A A :\‘ . ’ ' 5 ’ )
- Ck R . ’
¥ S
“eﬂ ' -3- " S
‘ 'x | e
S . \ l [) ) \
3




Given the ossunption t.hst snoll sohools and smg distric)s cost

' nore per pupi’l thin- lorgo schools ond district.s\_ ques*ﬂs which will .

. bo sddrossod include: = ' )

’ &

1. ‘What criterio can be usod to ‘deterﬁnc whether adequate oduca-

tion;l opportunities are aveilable" in smw schools and in smll districts§

£ 4

2. Are’the resources ovailcble to. smll?districts and.to districts
with small schools sufficient to provide odequste educotional opporﬁhities?
3, Is entdllment (AI:N) a sufficient criterion for additional funding

-

of 'small schools cnd sull districts? .+

-~

>

4, Is the rural/isolotion factor justified? "Is the one school

| district to which tfe factor opplies sufficiently unique to warrant unique

funding recognition? - o o

' [} i
-

5. Are criteria for abze adjustment and the formulas- euployed in”. >

tfe fundir;g fomula.s of other states appﬁco.ble to conditions in New

-

lbxico? _ T ' ' s
-6, Do‘small.district@fincur e.dditioncl ~costs obove and beyond the

~

additionol Qst’s of their inherently sulL schools? T
7. Do (and should) the size adjustmen: factors encourage distr:.ct

reorganization? . . . / ;n Y A

‘8. Do (and should) the size adjustment factors encourage sc*l

»

ks

i _and disr\ ct consolidation?

')9. Should alternative schools be recognized for size adjustment?

\

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

who recomend Jpolicy charrkeg and who make decisions’ concerning publxc

school finu(ce in New Mexico. Principal among these persons are the

-
[y
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&&etm ‘for ﬂucat:[ontl Financp and Cultural Affairs and the Chief of
*ubli,g Schbol Finance, the Legislative School Study Comittee, the &

-

Legisldtive Finance Conittee, and the Legislature. . r

.,Unless otherwise spocified datn used in this study are from the

. 1975 19{6 school year--the most recent year for which conplete data were

*

available at the time the’ anal_ysos me perforned
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. ‘ ‘- .
SIZE ADJUSTMENT PAC:I'ORﬂ:\ NEW MEXICO

The New Nexico fundinx formila uses’ 2 weightod-pupil definition of

: 9 need based on: uveraf progrn cttcgorios. As enacted in 1974, the program
) catogorios included kindorgarten, grade-level groupings, speci:l education,

bilingual and vocationkl! education. A sckool distgict:&s total program
cost is obtained by su-ing the products of Qg number ‘of students in

each program by the progru cost differential *Qpplying a Training and . '
Experience (T4E). ludex,’ tdding the size adjustmnt factors and nultiply- .
ini the rosulting units by the lcxislativoly-esttblished unit value. °

The 1974-New Mexico school finance reforn included school and district 7

sparsity or size adjustment factors. _A 1976 amendment added the district -,

mal/isolation factor. ] - = . \)

School Size Adjustmént = . R g

The school size adjus.tunt'fomla is:
14

-

200502 x M x ADM = sdditional pchool units

P

,:whoro‘*m = Averago Dnily Menbership, .
M = 1.0 for elementary and junior high schgpls, and

M = 2.0 for senior high schools.
. The' schooLsizo sdjustment fomula is illustrated zrnphically in

Fizure 2 l The solid lines indicate the application to elementary and

y ! » &
.

3 - -

° I'l‘h» 1976 amendments to the Public ol Finance Act removed vocational

. education recognition from the funding formula.
6 [y '
A S N
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junior high schools and the dashed lines indicate the application to

high schools. The strajght-line relatitnships btween ADM and units per

ADM show that as a school decreasss in enrollment below 200 ADM, ‘each

studmt--is "worfh" aore 'units.' The, curved line i.ndic:atg;—E the relationship
Y

,Jbetween ADM and the uddition;l units which accrue to a school ss-tha

enrollment varies frol 0 to 200 ADM. Although the "worth" of e;ch student )

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

~

ADM of 100. With 100 ADN, an olementary/junior high school generates
an sdditional 50 units and a high school generates 100 additional units.
" According ﬁtﬁm;, Johnson, and Hickrod (1976), the-school
size adjustment (or sparsity) factof was discussed at length by t}xe
Advi.sory' Committee on School Financing,? but the discussion centered
on the foi-nula for size ncognition, it always was agreed that a se-sool
size adjustment was necessary. Tho formula for school size adjustment
changed during the discussions, but the 200 ADM "broak;lpg point" was
never in question. (P 54.) ' .

The figure 200 has a lodicul of ;&pport. Analyzing the data of the
1931-1932. National Sth'voy of School Fimcos, Mort (1933) found that
tho brnking point (natioml avenge) for tlmtary (u!{ools (grades 1- 8)
was sl&htly more than 200 Avorqe Daily At\mdmco (ADA);* but the

brnking point for high schools (grpdos 9-12) was cbout 600 ADA. In a

N \i\ T

% 32- ttee appointed\by the Gpvernor in 1973 and charged
with studying p 11 school finance in New Mexico.and with making recom- .
mendations for an equalizing distribution plan. The recommendations of ( MR

"the committee became, in essence, the school .fikance reforn legislatién

introduced into and enacted by the 1974 legislature.
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1960 sfixdy of secondéry schools -in Chio, Smith notes ﬁhaf "’schgql‘s with

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

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

used by the National Ed
fQr small ;iz\e recognition, D4 .bacco:ding to ;'Bothwell, et al., the
figure is "subst:ntiatod v;hcn-cpplig toNculbxico school distric':ts.{':
® 55.) | ”

The slopes of the straight-line 'relg.tionships between ADM and umits

pef ADM for elementary/junior high schools and for high schools (defined

by the mialtipliers 1.0 and 2.0 in the school size ad ustment formula)

’

ard explained {y Bothwe}l, et al., as follows:
\ .
These two numbers . . . recognize pupil-teacher ratios. Studies

of New Mexico schools- show that-net—enly are pupil-teacher ratios
less in normal-size high schools than in normal-size elementary
schools, but wh chools drop below 200 in enrollment, the dif-
ference is exaggerated. Because of the number of programs
necessary to meet minimum standards, pupil-teacher ratios in
small high schools are approximately f the ratio fer smzll
elementary and junior high schools. erefore, the multiplier
is twice as great. (P 55.)

¢

Finally, a straight-line ‘fmct{woids. the discontinuities inherent
in a step function. -

Y

- < g
District Size Adjustment

The distric} size adjustment formula is: o’
f { '

9&2-635—‘! x 0.15 x ADN = additional district units

-

-~ -

R !

SThe Advisory Committee, early on, determined that the' NEFP model
was the mbst appropriate model for New Mexico.

\

>




ot
g

-
FooN,
e

.

The formula is of the same mathemptical form as the schooifa's’i:.;;e adjustnent

.

formula and is graphically portfsyod, in Figure 2.2, As enrollnént‘{}ocfuse_s T -

from 4000 ADM, the "worth" of each student incpéases in a straight-line™
function; maximum additional units‘accrue to’ ;sdi,'s:ric‘t' with 2000 ADM.
The 1963 Greer formula recogn¥zed school size but no%:r{c; size

© gnd was criticized for the ﬁersight. The 1969 stiffing f'o;jtﬁda*re:cqgntzea ’ i

distyict ‘size but not school size--and was equally c‘r/igicizod;-; Yet:h? ’ ‘

o GoVerdor's Advisory Committee did not recommend a dist:;i& size adjusﬁont weT

factori-there :ven no substantiating da,ta. As the bill was iu.maucod*‘A \ - ‘
into tHe legis'latm, only/ the school size adjustment factor was inc'Iudqd'.' '

: The di t;ict;size adjus?mnt factor was added l::y amendment in the . - , . '_.

legislature. . : . S _
: ' y . i
explained by Bothwell, st al,, . = - : e W8

A study conducted during the legislative session indicated that - .
districts with below 4000 ADM were not profiting from the new .
formula as much as were the-ifiger districts. The addition of ‘
the district sparsity factor to the bill ‘was advantageous from
at least twd points Of view. First, it permitted a number of
small.districts ¥ "gain" under the overall public schools )
funding formula as much as the larger districts with smaller: \
schools thersby gathering political support (there are those
who consider that most all of the opposition disappeared after
the addition of the district spa®sity factor). Second, the
public school Xunding formula is now free of the criticism

+ of prior foraulas which did not recognize both school and

district size factors. .
The 4000 district 'spm,tty figure- appurs' to be ﬁorking well in

ow Mexico. Yet thers are no data that support/ 4000 as the N
breaking point, or th_;t 0.15 is the correct multiplier. (P 55.)

The district size idjﬁsmt ;factor gained the immediate s’t_xpport %f tl}e, '
<suporinten' ts, boazyd ,lubors, and legislators representing the 73 N
school ‘distrfyts which would bemefit financially .from the factor.

” 3. . o .
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¢ A save-harmless provision in the lozislstion gmrmtesd that each
districe would receive as wch state moriey per basi,c program ADN* as;, ',
it did in ths 1973-1974 school year. Under the he 1969 staffing fo;mns,

the state providod 70% of the cslculstod "basic program cost" rezsrc?);s

. of the ability-of the local district to provide the rmining 30%.

state thus provided more money than nocesssry (undcr an oquslizing plan)
to districts with high property wesltlvpcr studcnt md#or high noncate-
gorical federal incono, notably PL 81-874 (Impact Aid) funds. These

districts woubé "lose" under the propossd oquuizstion fonmla (i.e.,
g less state money than in the preceding year) The addition of the
district size sdjustnent fsctor r}ducod thebnui:er of  save-harnless |
districts fyom 24 to & under the funding level proposed by the LSSC. -
The 16 districts brought out of save harmless were now "gsincrs" under
the fomls. Some of these districts were roprosentcd by relatively

powerful legislators. A lcrge amount of politicsl support indeed was

gsthmd by the addition of the district size sdjustncnt factor. ~
"The district size ddju?hcat factor itself and its characteristics

appear to be politicsl-based rather than dsts-bcsed - ¢

. -

Rural/Isolation Size Adjustment . - N )

A 1976 amendment to the funding formula added a mral/isolstion R
factor which applies to districts having botH an enroliment of greater
than 10,000 ADN Qd a ratip of ADM to the number of high schools of

L 4 - .

less than 4000:1.

ul [




. [ u ' |
The rural/isolation.size adjustment factor is: .
. (4b00 - “ﬁﬁm. ° )xio.z = rurcl/isclstion units
Due to the above limitations, only the Gallup-McKinley County school
" district currently qinlifiss., Because of its large geographic size and
the isolation of its studsnts. the distriet must maintain five high schools
and their fndsrs. more schools than other districts of similar enrollment.
Although the district has s singlo ccnkrtl office adninistrative staff. *
nny of the support servicss must bn prydod as if 4he district consisted
of five districts each consistirgz o;f a high ‘school and its feeder schools,

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

have generated for the district slightly more units than would have been

[
generated by the district size adjustment factor if the school district

were deconsolidated into five-districts around each high school. As
enacted, the sdjustment provides siightly more than half of the units _

- which would be realiZed if the district wege to deconsolidate.

In the 1975-1976 school year, wss of the 88 New Mexido districts
qualified for slmtu‘y/junior hitb school size adjustment units and
32 districts qualified for sonior hizh school size adjustment units. -
In the same year, 73 districts snjoyod the benefits of the district
sizs adjustment factor. Only two districts (Roswell md Farmington)

.'d1d not qualify for sithor school or district size sdjustnont’

almost weryons .

\ ¥
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. is substantial. Two districts (House, 92 ADM; Encino, 105 Am)'in 1975

o ' * ~ '
Indeed, for some of the very small districts, the-"lj.ttl’e southipg“

1976 /Mbufo'd more than SOV of their grand tot.u ‘progratn units* to
size adjustment units, and 26 other ,d:lstrcicts attributed more than 20%
£ their grand total program ﬁts to size adjustment. - _’ -

The effect of the size uljustun; factors on tiu N:yf Moxico.school

districts will be elaborated in Chapter 4.

P
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- ihcocnrrrou OF SMALL SIZE: OTHER srArasl , S

.
H . Q v hd

'l‘luro are 27 othor states which méo with New Mexico that. mllness,

0T spmity which dictatot muucss,, merits ,spot:lal recognition. in their

Y Y publ:lc school funds distribution plans. The most popular foml,as, used

‘ by 19 states, are based on the number of students, either ADA or Aw "“ ‘
uyond this point, howsver, there is very little agreement. Cost functions
and, breaking points--tlu largest onrolipent at which‘munass is ncog- o
-niud—-vu'y widuly uong the statos. In this chApter, tho smallness
criteria shd formula structuros of several states,u'e eminod and conpqod

with sizc roeognitton in Ncw N.xico. C, s

Sututos and R..g_l ations

The investigator has limited his research of statutes and regulations
to, those st%tos' whicli provide additional resSurces to small schools .and/or
‘sull tl:lstrtcts. In tho 28 states, provisions for the d&stribut:lon of
public school funds are- contaimd in the Statutes. With one oxcept:lon
(Rhode Islmd), all of these states recognize small size by statute, but
ttfo s't;iutory ‘Tecognitions vary considerably nogt the statcsj

The statutes in some states, such as New Mexico, are very explicit:
criteria for recoaition mnd the ﬁmdin&ﬁ‘@unicﬁm’ specified. The

C‘.

~

Imhe infomt;lon in this chapter, including the tabula data, was

compiled freg Tron's Public School Finance Pro 1975-76; the Education
Commission of the States’ "School Finance at a E;ance" Callahan and ’
“Nilken's School Finance Reform; the lays of the states; and from personal
corroqunm and convorutIons with state school personnel.

. ' -15- g
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~ statutes in othor itntes _trrdetaii'od to a doéroo, but leave e:tplication .
of some of the criterin to n regulatoty agency--usually the stnte‘ oﬁcation
agency. Utlh's statutes, for example, spocify th\t number of student.', |
necessary for a school to qualify and the mnne of fund distribution,
“but _direct the State Board of Education to establish the definftion of

"neces:‘.rily existent." A few states, such as Maine, proclaim only that

of Education.

- isoldted schools wéll be recdgnized, leaving regulations for iuplemtation‘
and funding procedures in tho hands of the State yz

Rhodo Islans is unique it spparently has neither laws nor regulntions,

" the size rocognition appu‘ently predates 1961 and "the procedures are

| built directly into tho couputer progran . . .. and no one in the Department
has really given it much thohaht."z

Ratinnale for the Mschanics of Small Size Recognition
Based on miuticms with ropresentatives of many of tho states

which recognize sma]l schools or small districts, the rationale for & _

particular recognition, with one notable exception, appears to be noglous-- : .

or the rationale.is lost in mtiquity. The step function and reﬁneamts
) ‘thcreof which are used in several stntes are faunded in the woz‘ks of

Mort (1924 and 1933) and McClure (1947). chmontativos‘of some states

have indicated that the rocognition is based on .malysis of the pupil

teacher ratio (PTR)* in various sized schools and distri:ts, but nquested

details gcnoruly have not been provided. More typical, howevar, ive

. responses such as: ' - g .

\{\

a V. L. Ward, Coordinator of Research 4nd Evaluation, Rhode
Island State m:ant of Education, private commumication.

/ 3
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Y —- . .
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. I canno$ defend it. ‘

\'nuro are no d;tl. 'l‘hen is no rationsle. But tho figures appear
tsomblo. . « .

Ne've Qlways dbng it ’Ehf; wty
lnd even' IR . .
'ﬂuy\ e fron ‘heaven. Mo canno\“support thes. ‘
The on sxception sppears to be Florida, whon Sparsity Factor i;
buod onas udy byAJohns (1975) of factors such as administrative eosts, \
th.pf prozrll} in the high schools. / - .)
ere is a long history of intmst in the rocognition of
sparsity and suil sin, there is little current interest. Recognition ’
‘of small size is ds\notins a part of proposed school finance reform |
legislation, such n\§ are being emsidcrod in South Dakota and Texas.
Thers. have been sm‘minor changes (tink.riug) in current fornulus, |
such as in Utah. Bvon Florida, whose legislature: enacted Johns' racﬁn-
undation into the’ nz formuls in 1975, shows little concm--the
' hgishturo has yet to appropriato #funds for the sparsity recognition! -
Kern Aimdu- summed it wt!.l by saying, '"There is not much conmcern for

. s’ /
spu-sity It aceounts for a nry small amount of -onoy in s;ata &dd,

‘ aud it i.s Y poli‘ti}:nf nqukmf ns :j:-"{-'l' T L

e . ‘
. r
: ﬂx; ?“ . _.’ . .

th of g'cbool Sizo "’y. -0 - ek

quutan stntos, inc&ndiux Ndw l&xico. rncmize tho tdditional

' 'ﬂm of supportiﬁg sull tchcols. Gf thoso, 13 mtos baso tho recognition
'. ) ‘ .

- - Y A 3 b . . “ -
. ‘ . 4 ; ¥ .- -
N EEE N _(‘3/,1‘« PR R * seL .

) BRI o
Istatmt nade i&worluhop oti’progrm costs Equalization WOrkshop, ‘
nbmm CO, March: 3-4, 19%7. - ‘. \ .
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’;-‘*,on schoql ADA or ADM. Ualiko New uo!d.co, nut statés have different

~

7

‘.- Breaking points for olemtary and socondary schools sccondnry schools

generally are defined as “aul“ for funding purposes with a larger
'm-bor of - studesrits than are e;nntu'y schools. As shown in Table 3.1,
the rlngo of the breaking points for elementary schools is 99 to 1000
A, students, with a median of 195 students. ‘Qu bresking point range for
secondary schools is 100 to 1000 studoats with 8 median of 300 studonts.
" < -Of the 13 states which recognize school size on the buis of nulbor
, of students nim use & step or stop-rulp furfction. . The ramp smooths
the diicontinu:ltios which occur in step functions. Some states which

use step fmctions have provisions so that mo school will feceive less

;mt. The remaining. four 'statos use other functions--stnigh! line,
curve, or discont&us byt connected stuight lzlno segments.

P Wy or another, {1 of-tho 13 states-which rocognize mll
schools give more mognition to secondary than to olmtury schools.
The _greater )ocomition is’ in ther form of higher bruking points (as

[

can be d,:lscoﬂ'cd ‘in Table 3 1), higher. stopﬂs_;\ futor rising line or

curve (u 1n Now Moxioo), or conbimtions thcrntrb .
’ _Tho nddittoui unit weight per student for the 13 states 3th ADA/Am-
bucd funding rocognition is promtod in Table 3. 2 Additional units
woiahts are calculttod for three distinct onroumts for o}mntary

and secondary schools. The tabléovu].s (the var;lation of unit weight

peT studmts with school mroumt s <
< o ;.’:u- . £
IS | '

> N
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B Table 3.1 - \

|School size recognition in 17 states rocognizing small schools for
.ddmoaq funding.

4
N _J .

» S . ) Breeking Points <
" o Rlnk Order . . {
TN . BA/ADN—B;:«I Reeozuition~ Blmtu'y Secondary -t
- - , NA 99 - 100 .XY°
KY 100 100 COR
. J ) 5 .
T OR  100. 175N, 0
v N0 oo - 200 MM "
v ‘ ‘ ‘ A
. CO 150 249 WA
L
; UT 16§ 253 .
g A \ =L
; Ned W 193 V300 Wy
g . - N4 200 - 375 UT
NY 200 438 LA
’ LA 203 550 N/ _
LT . ot M 300 $00°  MT
: . h 4 ~
~ ID 300 - 750 ID
- , AK 1000° - 1000 A
} . v . '
. "Teacher-Based Recognitfon ~ SC *12 or fewer tsachers -
’ Isolation-Based Recognition GA "State board policies' 7 ) "
v[ - ' | ") "State board shall determine" - .

f" : ? ™ 1 |
S ‘ucs "School Finance at a Glanco" states that "small schools require
fewer pupils earn teaching position."  The statement, however,

is uncorroborated and the details of tho momition are unknown
to tho investigator. . '

‘ .“.’7‘ : Y|

..




P Additicnal Unit Weight Per Student i \ .
Elementary Schools « Secondary Scliools
" State* -~ °  Number of Students | State* Number ;:f Students
™ 88 .50  -0- WA - 2,00 1.40 . .45
A 1.0 .40 .4 NN 1.75 1,00 _ -0-
| \ . .12 .39 -0 o 1.00 90 .60
J\@% 1.00 .30  -0- N 1.50 67 .19
‘ WY 1.50 .25 -0- NV NA 57 .2
NT v28 .23 .12 1A 1.00° .50 25
D 25 .20 .10 1 .70 S0 o
A .08 .08 .08 NT . 1.40 40 .19
0 .20 ° .05 -0- AX 1.10 40 .14
WA - 1.98 - =0- -0- . co 1.00 .40 -0-
R~ .19  -0-  -0- ™ - .42 17 .10
RY .08 -0 -0- R - .74 -0-  -0-
ND Not computable. Depends on XY TR
. : ichool and classroom size .
. S
*Ranked by unit weight per student for schools with 100 students.
i ~
-20- ’
' /

Table 3.2

’

Additionu unit weight per studont in 13 stltcl with ADA/ADN-based fund:l.nz

- recognition of small s ols.

Y

.
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. From 'I,‘al_:i‘o‘s 2 and conp;ring, state by state, the additional un;t
-t weight per studo?t in secondary and elementary sghools of the same sizes
— (25 and 100 ADM) provides the informtion for Table 3.5. The table . -
further reveals the degree of gr;ator're’cognition given to secondary )
" schools than to elo:ontary schools Mv}ng each of the calculated ]
-mnmts. . ( o .
Tho forogoing doscriptions are orsinplifications of complex school <
size rocognit:lons Sou states use ADA, ADN, or a eonbinat:lon of both,
directly to damine udditional units ot funds for the districts in
. which the schools are located.. A few states use an internediate step
y ‘based on instructional units or nusber of teachers in a school--tut both
v ' are deterained generally by numbers of students and PIR in some type of
- step fuuction., A fow states recognize district organization in gru;or -
doujl than olomury and soconduq Utah, for example, has differont
brukinz points and different strt:l.ght-l:lno sepmts for elementary, -
junior high or l:lddlo schools, high schqols, md s:lx-yur (grades 7-12)
/ /
Of the 17- statos which tecogn:lzo ssiall schools, eight include, in
schqol be considered
wmz receive additional
Expressions such .. 7
o

¥

high schools.
-addition to ‘small cnrolhont s roquireunt that a
In these eight statos, a small school
"iselatod " Preiote," "nocosurily oxistcnt," and '"remote and necessary"
Distance by ‘road or bus transit time
but in at least
etermine the degree

.TE
AJ

two states the State Department of Education is t

..
necessary.
us:lsunco unless it is "nmsury" as well as mll

are typical tatutory expressions.
ed to define a qualifying crit

-21-

of "isolation" based on petition of the districts.
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d
Relative additional unit weight per student in elementary secondary
) schools in, selected states.®. . 4 N
! N Relative Unit Weight? . :
- ‘ T .25 studeuts 100 students / ’
,. Lro12.8 -
o 0 5.0 8.0 00 . v
., MT 5.0 6.3 LA T :
R 3.9 27w o
] ‘ \.'-
. 2.8 25 W
]  Med NN 2,0 2.3 UT Med :
WA 1.0 2.0 ™ :
. ‘ w10 1.9 W N
~ KY 1.0 L7 MT
‘ © A 1.0 1.0 Ak
- ! [ 4 2
- uT 0.9 ' \
: . -~ - " : |
£ ¥ .» . .7 ' \
%Those states from Table 3.2 for which calculations are possible. \\ N
badditional unit weight per student in secondary school divided by, . ~ -
additional unit weight per student in an elementary, school of the |
© same size. .
' V - . ‘\ i
' - o L] 0\
[y = ' \
[ ] '




Caaninz New uud.eo s recognition of elementary schools with sinilar

"recognition in other statu, Thble 3.1 reveals that the breaking point
for New Mexico (200 ADN) "is close to the median (193) for the 13 states

' which recognize, schqol size 1n? teras of’ﬂn or ADM. In terms of tho

. ‘sdditional nuht per student in small elementary schools (Table 3.2),

New lldxieo ranks first for schools of 100 studaxts, houwor, fivo sutes

prov:ldo higher lmsioul woight for sdlools of 25 students.

In the .recognition of secondary schools, the New Mexico Buking
pojat (Table 3.1) of 200 AN is well below the median (300) for the 13 .
st ates which recognize school sizo in terms of mmber of students Nw
Hoxieo does not htve a higher' b{-unng point for secondary schools than
for olhnatary scbools as do nine of the 13 states: In tms of the
. additiml weight per. student in small. ueondary schools (Table 3.2),
Ney Mexico ranks second for schools of 25 and 100 students.

In the rejative gnition of elementary and saeondu-y
(lei. 3. 3),’/Nnmuox1eo T at or nou' _tho median fpr scl_:cfols)of both
25 and 100 students. . I A

In teras of both olomtary ard soeonlu-y school sizé, New Mexico
conparu favorably with tho other 12 states, with tho oxcaptiom that
New Mexico tends to zivo loro roeégnd.tiorn to both sull olmary ‘and
'?.11 secondary schools tlun most states and does not have a highor break-
ing point for ucondlry schoo s/ than for elementary schools\. New Mexico
joins ﬂ'th eight other st;tos which recognize school size without an

1solation or {ucosurilf existent requirement.

1 ] N ’ N
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Recognition of District Size ° IR ¢

“Thirteen states, including New Mexico, recognize small districts
i h
1n terns of mumber of students (eight states), by some measure of spmity
of students or population (four statu), or by tle number of tnclu/rs .

in tlu distr:lct ss eolputod from the state PTR allecation (ono state)’

. a8 pmoatod in Teble 3.4. ' ‘ \

The breaking point for district size roeozniuon ranges from 101
studcnu to 4000 students dcpcnding an the d:l.strict organization. Four )

' states, recognising the nomunified .nature of miay of the districts, have
established different brnking points for olu-ntu'y and socondary districts.'
In'u;h of these stuos, the secondary districts arse eonsidoﬂd small .
with & larger aumber of students than in umtlry districts. The médian "
bruking point for elementary districts is 184 studnats. the median for

. soeondary districts is 396 students; and for unified d:lstricts the median
‘13 1000 students. ' '

Three of the eight states which base district recogniwion on the number
of students use step functions, one state uses a stop-rnp funetion, and
four ‘states usé straight-line functfator eonncctod stuightvuno segments . '

Table 3.5 shows the additional weight pcr studcnt for tho states

o neognizo district size by some curollmt count and fo-r which
the investigator has sufficient informstion to make euan.um o

_In relation to tho\oizht other states which recognize gistrict oo
mllnns on the basis of nﬁgr of Btudwts, New Mexico has a bruking
point (4000 ADNM), far boyond the other states (Ttblo 3.4), but the lddit:lonal
unit n:lght per student is small compared vith the other Hve states for °
" which calculstions are possible (Table 3. ). a

AR -24- . -
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-

District sf: recognition in 13 states recognizing small districts for

additional ing.

by

ADM/ADA-Based Recognition:
. »

» ¥
*®

Median
Teacher-Based Recognition:

Sparsity "ﬁeogn@t:lon:

-

v

PA Population S 50

-

Breaking Point
Elementary Unified . Secondary
Districts Districts Districts —
101 CaA -
— 140 NC '
47 x ~ \ :
21 SD ' S
252 AR - *
J 301 CA
314 RI
491 S
. 758 RI
1000 s . ,
1000 .Ax
4000 NM
- --/ T L.X Y ¥ ¥ % ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ L - 3 ~ Y Y XY YT I 2 T
184 . 1000 39
-\; OOOOOOOOOOO “esccacccsccccccccsccanns
NY

Fiwer than 8 teachers .
District FTE ’
. O $ not

excess of three

X € 7000 where X =

Population £ 4 persons/sq mi in county’
in which district is located :

persons/sq ni in the

disgrict.
, »
TX Arem of district > 300 sq mi amd
; ADK < 1000. ,
-25- ’
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. Table 3.5
\,‘ 'muu'mx‘ unit weight per student in six states with ADA/ADM-based
. funding recognition of small districts.
. ) State® : District Enrollm—t )
. ' - 100 200 500 1000
R .63 63 .19 .06
sob : . 64 % a0 .0 )
XS (1973-1974 figures) 2929 .16 .10 _
i AR fassuming 12 grades) 1.52 .26 -0~ -0-
‘ W Y- M oas - )
'FL' (sssuming 1 HS) — N M M- 9 E
SRanked by additional unit weight for district enrollment of 200
students. . . '

e

bFormula includes consideration of grads level. Talculations’ are
based on proportional earolliment in the grade levels specified in
the formulas. ' . ] .

SNot applicable.

-

.There are only two states which recognize both school and distpict’
size: 'Alnska and New Nexico. Alaske's recognition of district sisi, -
however, is in the fora of diffcr-nti;tod but similar Tables of Instruc-
tionsl Units for districts of fower than 1000 ADN and for districts of . - -

" 1000 and more ADN. The difference in the tables is 3o slight that for |
all practical purposes only New Nexico uqognﬁu both school and district

+ sige. y
. 4
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Consolidation Incesmtives « .. ‘ ' .
o, ' A number of states have various incentives for school or district

%oliatim to encourage the the elimination of imfficiont units. Some
7 of the incentives are outside the opoutiml funding formula: capitsl -
' outlay incentives. and statutory requirements that é:lstrict!' eporato;
schools or that schotls be of a spotiﬁod ainimm cnronn.cut are tfpiul.

Nine states include eonsoudatiou hcmtivos within the opcutionu
</
funding plan 1tulf' .seven of tho uno also recognize small sizo or

“

sparaiey. -
’ , Some of the incentives consist of rewards, such as continued funding,
»‘\ o t.m;auy for a specified number o; years, as if tho scliools or districts
had not consolidated. Oy face valus, it would sppear that such rewards
are not very promtin encouraging consolidation: thére is not
uicunrlly an 19:1'0“0 funds w;i'lablo, and eventyally the funds may °
be less than would be recpkved if tlu schools/districts had not consolidated.

Penalty clm‘u' would appear to be more productive in‘encouraging

cousolidttiou. In some statts, size adjostment funds flow only'to .thou
_scboois or districts which are determined to be 1solated and/or wssentisl.’
At:lmt two states require distric‘ts which continue to operate smalf,
nonessential schools to levy a higher local school tax than is required _
in districts with large schools. Cuifomia provides less state aid per -
pupil to iaofﬁciont, nononontiu school districts than to districts of ’
- more than 1000 students. :

.
. < -
4 ’
. . .
o
.
. .
.
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How It's Dons in Florida ' .
In his study of Florida, Johns found that as district oarollﬁm’\\
docrmu-

-adlinismtin costs per student increase;

-tlu PTR decreases; and

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

Johas' _concern was to develop a formula which would provido sufficient

funds to districts with a mll aumber of students (less th(n 20,000) and/or
sparse popuution to permit proiru offorinp at the hizh school lwol
equivaient to the offer in districts of 26,000 to 60,000 students.
For each district, he l-d the number of ldditiontl teschers roquirod

to provide equivalent program offerings, from which he obnimd the m\

of additional funds noodod for each of the districts.

Johns' "best £it" curve of the added cost due to spafsity Prom which
to compute thfuiditiml funds needed for equivalent program is graphed
in Figure 3.1. The equation of the curve is: .

—

Y .‘1101._:913 - .101
" where the "sparsity index," X = o L District FTE - e »

. of approv schools not In excess

The nimber of high schools was limited' to 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.) S . .

Control for quality is by the use of only "approved" schools: those
which meet the state's minimum standards and sre spproved as permanent
high school centers by the State Department of Bducation, Approval of a
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school includes recognition that the school is necessary, bued on a study

‘of the "distribution of pupil population and applying lpproprilto eritéria
of necessity."” (P 170.) It is interesting to note that at the time of
the study (1973-1974 school year), at least 11 districts operated high
schools at conters that were mot approved by the State Dcpart:ont

The curve of the spl.rtity factor, Y, ad the ylot of the a.dditionu
expenditures per FTE pupil nseded for equivalency for a sample of 35
of the 67 school districts uﬁlerida is presented as Figuro 3:1.

An analysis of the Impact of the Florida spu-sity fictor :lf cpplied

(XM

to the New Mexico d:lstricts is discussed in Chapter 4,

—— "“'*‘;::""";"‘n - 30-
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i, L " CHAPTER 4. - O

xS _‘:’;: \:‘ ﬂ,ﬁd, . L{’ﬁ-“ - e \r'—‘ 3 . -‘5 N - ,‘:' .
«*\.vn_ Yy . s . . . . . '2/‘]
SR % ., EFFECT QF $IZE ADJUSTMENT FACTORS ON NBN MEXICO -y %

S ’ B . Wi .

s . e . SewooL DISTRICTS! T o

. ’ K “E;, -‘ . . .. ~' .j. ’ e - -

ﬂ , ",% As noted earlier, the impact of size adjust\nint&%ﬁoi-s on small -

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

="

o LT S e
- o - drimatically in Pigure 4:1. fTwo,dts'ft#icts"(!buso, 92 ADM; Bncino, 105

A‘ i Mtcﬂin iqr—% thazsotofthoir:#md total progran units £ron the
“size -ﬁfiasm'tf‘miis; the factors contribute 20% or more of the units
. 1;,:;\.28 districu.,\lot o':.—nbi'o ~i.nﬂﬂtl.’»,;1stz'x'i.<:t's. | ‘

% The lower. edge of the seittergram for districts oft about 500 g0
. ‘4?06 “ADM indicat;{ ’:ho effect of the district size a_aj‘m??ont f_nc;toz"--‘
./ 'as illustrated in Figure 4.2." The varistions above the district size.

\ ndjt.nt'nnz" curve .are dus to sch;)ol size adfmt un;l.ts.ﬁ.

'Altiwugh the nud.-n district size adjustment units are generated

' by districts of 2000 ADM, the-maximm effect fin terms of proportion of

m total progru units) occurs for districts of from 400 to’'600 ADM. .
The Socorro district with 2000 ADM.realizes the maximum 150 digtrict 'size

ulju;tuat units which account for 5.6% of its grand total program units.

1The information in this chapter, including (except where cgtherwise .

noted) the tabulated and plotted dats, was compiled from the 1975-1976

40 and 80-Day ADM reports for each school and district. provided by

the Public School Finance Division (PSFD); the 1975-1976 Revenus Worksheet
I-A.based on the best of the 40- or 80-Day ADM reports for each district
Jpaovided by the PSFD; Statistics, 1974-1975 and 1975-1976; geographic size
~of districts provided by the PSFD; the -1976 master file of ceftificated
personsiel in each school and school district provided by the State artment
of Education (SDE{ ; and the noncertificated 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 disBrict size adjustment
wnits, but these units represent 9:2% ‘of its grand total program units. \
At the low cad of the scale, Encino (105 ADM) gsncrates 15 265 district ‘
size tdjustnsnt units, or 5.9% of its grand total pm;rn units.

The offcct of tho school size sdjustunt factor for districts of
700 Am( snd fower (as wch as, for some of the larger districts) is\rudily
i.ppu'ent from Figure 4.2. In" Bncino, the school sizc adjust—n: fsctor, '
accounting for 118. 829 units, represents 45,5% of tho grsnd total progrn ‘
. units. In Carrizozo (377 Am) the smallest ~district with 'Y throo-,lcvsl
(4-4-4) organization, the school size sdjmtnmt fadtér gmratcs 189.978
‘wnits, or 25.3% of its grand total progral units.. Mountsin'air slightly
ltrgor than Carrizozo (433 ADM) and. with sn 8—4 orgsnization, rsalizes v
'80.640 school size adjustment umits, or 12.3% of its zrsnd total program
\mits. Socorro (2000 ADM) generates 122 949 school size adjustunt units
in its five elementary schools; .the schogl size adjustlsnt units account

s .

for 4.6% of Socurro s grand total progran. wiits, =~ S

The greater thc number of units zsncrstcd in a district, the higher
the revenues will bo to the district. Higher Tevenues pcrnit highor cxpcndi-
tures. Due alnost cntircly to-the sizc adjustment factors, more units
are generated pcr student in the smaller districts an in the larger:
districts. chco more dollars per student are svailsbls for oxpcnditurs
in ths smaller distficts. Figurs 4.3 illustrates the net oporstional
cxponditurss' per pupil for the 88 Ncw Mexico school districts. Tl’u ﬁ
‘ expenditures range from 3839 per pupil in Gsdsdcn (4846 ADM) to $1775
per mil in Grady (137 ADM). The nedisn for the 88 districts is
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$1014.50 per pupil. The shape of the plot in Figure 3.3 is very similar
to the shape of the plot in Figure 4.1.
. . ’

How is the Money Spent?

Lacking progrss budgeting, it is exceedingly difficult, as the
"Garcias (1976) fo\n&. to determine program eo'sts. "Even a program budget,
- however, generally dbes not rmil hov specific mcimos are expended.
The Garclas wers unable to vaiid.ato the size adjustment factors--the
Tevenues generated by the size adjustment wits were distributed smong
all -of the prognu The- range of program costs which tho Garcias found N
in districts of sid.lu' size indicated little consistmcy nonz the
-. digtricts in the distribution of the ‘additional size adjustment-generated

Tevenues. .
1

Examination of the various line-iteam* oxponditms as a ﬁroportio'n =
of the net operational expenditures, however, is instructive. )

Figure 4.% displcys the 1.7: series (ldninistution) expenditures
as 2 fmctiou of Uistrict entollment. The exfenditures range from 2.2%
in Albu;uorquo (82277 ADM) to 14.3% in BEncino (105 ADM) with l statewide
average of 3.6%. As Johns fownd ja Florida, small districts in New Mexico—
'sﬁ & greater poz;eatqo of their oporttional oWim for administra- -
tion. This is 'not unexpected. Every district has c‘supo'rintcndont,' and
superiftendents' salaries are not directly proportional to enrollment.
Every superintendent needs a staff--at minimum a part-time secretary-
bookkeeper. These two functions form the main expenses in the 1.xxx
series in very s,u dist;:lcts. Thus it. is' logical that admipistration
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-

upcadtturn per pq:il should incrouo (as a proportion of the not
opoﬂtioul Q:pnditurn) as the districts docrouo in size.

Figure 4.4 d:l.splm this phenomenon: An ever-increaging p.rct;;m.
of net operational oxpc?ditm is charged to udlinis;atlon as districts
decrease in enrollment from the very. largest. There appears to be no
distinct point at which the expenditures "level off," but the increass
is much more promounced for districts with fewer than 1000 ADM than for

districts with higher enrollments, ' )

‘Pigure 4.5 is a-plot of the 2.xxx su:iu (direct imgsructiop) expendi-
tures as a proportion of the net operational expenditures agaibst district

earollment. The proportion ranges frok 50.0% im Jemez Springs (576 ADM)

to 64.4% in Gadsden (4846 ADN) with a statewids average of 58.0%. m.
plot shows 1ittle or no correlation between district enrollment and the
2.xpx upaultturu It may be eoncludod that direct- instruction does
not necedlarily suffor from tfu increased administration expenditures
in small distrtcts : N .

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

.the brm: of the i.ncrouod proportion of expenditures for ad-inistution

as distr:lct enrollment decreases, «3 ulmtntod_in_um 4.9.

A review of expenditures wi.thin tho 3. xxx urin Teveals that' for ’
the smallest ;ictrictrxho only personnel entry is for s;cn ullcloricai
persomnel. As district enrollment increases, librarians and counselors
are added, but on a pm-tilo basis in tho muu- districts. One i:rinc:lpal
is named to serve both tho elementary and soeondu-y school when the district -
mrollmt omuds 200 ADN. Above 60 AM, each schdol in the district

»
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 Las Vegas (2084 ADN). The statewide average is 13.1%; the proportion

-.k‘

Pl

will have its own pri;xciptl. Above 450 Am an mstructiml aide is

added. 600 ma brmp ina sulrjtct matter specialist. It is not umtil

the dutrict reaches 3500 ADM that diuno:ticim. psychontﬁsu/thorapists

and other support protusimh are added. )
Rotmiu to l'iguro 4.6, the’ proportion of net operational expenditures

for the S.xxx series ranges from 2.6% ia Elida’ (120 ADN) to 15.4% in West

rises continuously from the smsllest distri_ct_ to the largest. The effect,
l;onvcr. is msi pmo\ncod in diitricts of fewer than 1000 ADN. The

" plot of Figuro 4.6 appurs to be almost the rovr(u of Pigure 4.4. This

vould suggest that combiging the 3.xxx and 3.xxx series would yield a
plot showing 1little or no correlation with the district snrollaent,

| Which is exaitly what i3 shown in Pigure 4.7. o

 There i3 little or no correlation between district enrollment and
either the 6.xxx + 7.xxx series (mrqtion and maintenance of the plant)

or the O.m soriu (£ixed chu‘gn). as is illustrated in Fizuror 4.8
/

-and 4.9, respectively. - o ‘ .

2 Roviwiu Figurct 4, 4 through ¢.9 reveal tlut the only line-item
"’

expenditures which comhto with district uuounnt m adlinutution
snd instructional suppon. . C .,
~aduinistration oxpoudituru per pupil inmuo as district
enrollment decreases, es ally for districts \d!oso enrollment
is fewer than 1000 Aw, )
- -instructional mpport oxpcndituru decrease as district enrollment

decreases; the effect is most pronounced for districts of fewer.
than 1000.ADM. ’

~
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™

It may be concluded Mt in small districts the responsibility for instruc-
tional support falls on the administration (and, perhaps‘ others) or that
several of the support roles are not providod effectively--dospite the
lower Pupil-Professional Ratio' and lower Pupil-Adult Ratio.

-
ar

Pupilﬁ?rofossional Ratio and PupiJ.-Adult Ratio o

Figure 4.10 isia plot™of the Pupil-Professional Ratio (PPR)* and
the Pupil-Adult Ratio (PAR)* for the districts for which the necessary
data are gva:'llable (84 .districts for PPR,’79 for ‘PA§). As the districts
decrease in enrollment, the PPR and PAR both decrease. Ix\d:lstric'ts of

fewer than 1000 ADM, the PPR decrease is very.pronounced; the PAR, howevor,.
. does not decrease as rip:ldly as the PPR. ’

In order to maintain the breadth of progg* mandated by the Minimum:
Standards, pa.rticularly at the secondary level, it is expected that the
Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR)* will decresse as the district enrollments
decrease. The PPR, of course, reflects the PTR. . ‘ .

--

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

As districts become smaller, the elementary secondary schools tend -

in operation through
shared personnol snd facilities. ] ’

Comparing Figure 4.10 with Figure 4.3, it may be toncluded. that the
A

. higher net operstionsl expenditures in the mllor districts, made possible
_through- the size adjustment factors, are used primr:lly to hire addit:lonal

personnel to provide the decreased PPR/PA.R n)eodod to provide as broad a
progran as possible. i
Differences in pupil-teacher ratios were used to justify the different

multipliers for elementary-junior high schools and for ,senior high schools

-45-
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inntho 'school size adjustsnnt formula. The rationais for tho 2.0 multiplior
- for tho high school sizo adjustnont as conpu‘od with the 1. 0 nultiplior
fovr the elementary-junior high school adjustment was explained by Bothwell,
&l_}, as accounting for‘two traits. First, "Studies in the New Mexico- R
scho,ols show that . (’ pupil teacher-ratios [are] less in normal-size .
hizh schools than in normal-size elementary schools . . . ." Seéond -
T L vhen schools drop below 200 in enrollmeat the differenc is exag-
gmtod « + + pupil-teacher rstios in small high schools are approxiutely
“half thé ratié for small olonentary and junior high schools." (P ss»..)
- Analysis of Figure 4.11, howsvor, casts both srguments into question.
Figurs 4, 1 dopicts the ratio of PPR in elementary and' junior high schools
T to tho PPR in high schools for each of the districts for which data are . . .
' . " e rs\milsble. For districts which operate remote K- or l-through-12 sttend-
B snce eentors (Alista.d Need, Cliff), the ratios for the remote sites are ..
'plotted as indiv‘iduhl points. The sbscissa is high school enrollment.
T Pix:s_t, the Podian for all o(tko districts anid .Temote K/1-through-12.
attepdance sites plotted is 0.97; the x;pn for 'high schools is hifghei than
‘ the PPR for elementiry schools for half of the districts and Temote sites!
It thus is questionable if, iodood, the‘ pupil-teadxer ratios are less in
‘norul—sizo high schools than in normal-size elementary scheols.
N ‘I‘hcro is no doubt, Howaver, ’that ‘as schools becone smaller, the

»

PPR in the high schools bcoous lower than in elementary and junior high

14 - 3,

' schools, as is discomable fron Figuro 4,11, It appears from the plot '

" that the breaking point is at & high school enrollient of about 400 ADM.
‘ In only thm districts does the ratio of PPRs exceed 2.0, and in

- only 12 districts does tho ratio ‘exceed 1.5--and many of these are not

T2
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‘n the m\‘llost high schools. Thus tho second hypothesis on whigh the
2.0 _;ntipner is\asod--a PTR in mll high schools which is half the -
- PB in sull olenontary l.nd junior high schools-tis also’ questionablo. .
The rationale for the 2 0 multiplier as described by Bothwoll
. et et al., is rofutod also by the cost differential validation study con-
‘ ductod by J. Phcido Gorcia, Jr. (1976)“ Garcia found that there was
1ittle difﬂronco in tho grades 7-9 cost indices (program cost per
pupil + grades 4-6 cost par pupil) 1n small school districts and i
largo school districts, and the incroasod cost indico’s for grados‘lo -12-
) in small districts avorazod no more than 1 4 times the average in the
‘,larzo disti?&ts aid the statowido average, as shown in Table 4.1. 'l‘ho

costs considered in tho Garcia: study included all* costs attributablo

to a given program, includi_n.g.tho cbsts :T'sonnol thus rofloctﬂ;g >

the costs of rodzicod PPR and QPAR in the 11 districts,: and the costs
of instructional oquipnont ctrriod in tho ppotational budget. J” . '
The argument that tho Telative por-pupil costs of instructiedal B
) oquip-gnt, gonortlly groed tp be highor in secondary schOOIs than in
. olomtdry schools, are exoggoratod in snall schools, is not rolovant
" to this discussion. Most equipment 1is providod b7. capital outlay, '
most capital equipment oxpendituros m from outsido the opora’Eional
budgews — Only ‘the oporatiqnal budget is germane - to a discussion of the

i
distribution of oporatioml funds including chose gonoratod by size
cd\justnont factors * | d

The /porationll budgot doos include a line item for capital outlay
(Izam s"ios) including oq»:ipment (12.700). Almost all of the 12. xxx.
S N VS )

€




&pond:ltu_ros are budgeted from the operational fund cash bg ces which.
gmnlly are rostr:lctod to nonrecn'n-ing oxpeniitures.z The tncreased

cost of instructional oquipunt in small high schools as coupn-ed to

.si.liln' codts in small elnentary and junior high schools is not a

" relevant consideration in size adjustment factors. o .

-

: Table 4.1

Avnqedxo( ind:lces for grades 7-9 and 10- 1/zm various size New Mexico

Y school tricts -
' Enrollment T AveCI  Ave CI Relative CI br 10-12
] . Range (ADM) Gr 7-9  Gr 10-12  Compared with State Ave.
02200 ,. 1.12 1.56 Lo
«201<500 1.04 1,65 1.40-
 501-1000 .. 0.96 1.39 ~ 1.18 /
. . 1001-2500 1.01 " 1.33 C L 1as |
. A . .05 1.17 0.99
o aferage :xs S 1.8 .~ _1.00

’

do Garcia, Jr., Cost Analysis of Early Childhodd andy
d Secondary Public School Programs in New Mexico.

- . ~ . ' 5

e end

.-~

‘ t o zm 1975-1976; r.he statewide expenditures in the 12.xxx series = ¢
* amounted to $11.5 nillion, or 3.9% of the total operatfonal expenditures.
[ of $295.0 lion. The statewide cash balances on June 30 1975 amounted

to-$22.9 milljon. 0 . . o
- o ! “50‘ -
r”‘ - ’ .x ¢
(€) VoL ‘ ! ! ‘ -
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\

'em’i Iuplaq:ta/ti.m in both general teras and in terms ~spet:ific for various
*  grade levels from kinderiertep through high school. Progru{ requirenente A
.are hore explicit fée the higher grades than for the lowér grades, and
_~ the high school program mandates include graduation requi'renents. One
of the principeldmgmts for size adjustment factors is to ensure that

2

small schools and wll districts have the necessnry resources to provide

"an adequate breadth of progrilrF \ ' >
For purposes of ‘this stuéy, progran is‘&efined in terms of tﬁe
information requested.on ‘the School Personnel For (SDE-814-75) for the
* 1975-1976 school year. A progrsa was said to exist when: ,
‘« a. a pereon was assigned to students for one or more periods \
etch day and the assignment t code wns,gf an 1nstructional or instruc-
tional support nature. Each different instructiemal or instructional
support assignment was considered as a program; or .
b. a person.:as essizned a ggsition code of an 1;3tructional
or instructianel support nature and the person vas not eseigned to
students. "'Each different position code was considered as a program; °
but , ’ . '
C. a program uﬁ; never counted more than ‘once in any one

school. : L, . ¢

-

- JIn schools with'self-conteined grade-level classroons, only programs .
other then the}trede-level programs were tabulated.
The breadth of programs offered- in elementary schools is sﬁown in
Figure'4 12. Although the renge varies from no prograns to 22 programs -

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

-51-




grand total progi-u.units generated in some $chool districts (Figure 3.1),

.

‘ l . ’
between breadth of program and school size. This is not to say that a

:ls indicated, for many olm‘ry teachers, nssignod to particulu grade

1
substantial breadth of progran does not exist where Iittlo o‘r no breadth
Ie,vels, offer a range of programs within the classroom--but such inforu-:

-

tion is not necessarily revealed on ﬁo reporting form. -

The breadth of progrn--azain\_ in excess o;‘. p;de-levol prograi--for.
junior high schools and middle schools is depicted in Figure 4.13. The
range of breadth is from 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 progrn offered. ) . ' /

The correlation is very pronounced, however, in Figure 4.14, which
depicts high school bfeadth of program. The rang® is from.11 prograss

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

high school enrollments of about 500 ADM.

In terms of oduc;tional opportunity and preparation ‘for. anticipated
post-hi\gh school experiences, bresdth of program is of greatest concern

. at the secondary level. Figures 4.13 and 4.1;1 indicate that the breadth

of progra\i in small socgn&ary schools is Iinited-&espito the substuitially
" ¢ M .

lower PPR md PAR shown in Figure 4.10.

School Pistri Rot;'erization .

Cousidering the number of size adjlistment units relative to the

it is sppropriate to ask if the school size adjustment factor encoura'go.;. .

«
" reorganization in order to realize more revenue. o Y

' ' s \ N 7




- FHgure 4,12, LElemeatary
breadth of program,

°c apg o .
e @se c‘ﬂ"._._'
ee o oP dn awe g ¢ 9 s
e 0@ oYh ape vy g °
- o o oo Qiuguggretos o .
) 2000 ® @ * @ g R e o om °
* we Gecocef o o0 qd QA%ese 20,00 o
et 0 00 apPn sccoqgedd ©0.g4 ¢ o 0 o

°0. . o0 oo eooe o
" o 1

100 ‘ 1000

~

Elementatj School Earollment (ADM)

)

"Numbar of Programa

~

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-

—




i K
.
hd - - * -
. - , -. o - N g 5 1 ; 2.3 9
= N 3 > b ] o I - | a b ‘A 2 N 39 3 S ’ - >
B TTT T + v T v ~rT I T T T T T T
| REBURSEI ! il JR8SNILL 1 AL AT SR RS RS NS08 101 1M R R EDT SO DERNE 1100 Uit 1t I + ‘ e e s e eer ooy 1
b L. § T L B4 T 1881 19 803 10084 LIWRL A ]’T"]’ LS NassL! T 1 B0 y[” Tt Ty MBI ™r - 1358255 BRI DT 18t I
e IBEESSENN1 1384 1 Wil T el i b it — I SRS T A B s At e mad s s ) St
¢ ; B EOSE ULt LN fire T S it stebirttint+ r befotret i~y — .
e i 5 i i §i1 i ' N : : . ———— Frresad e [ D
T ' j IR B L 1} LARE! T A T + . o
D i didatkes s SR Y + + - r s o ~— R S et & aat s s et el =T v
- ; JEBGERGOST NI DA R0LET04 52 \ ENERGEEME R U EE S5 00550 NN DUNEL 00N A0 U] L i aRAtasy rrit
T . JERS 3R 0E I RS54 50111 1900 RN + + — S50 5SRO NINENG DOR ) A SETR 140t i R BN = S T T N ) 7 .
- v 1 v
. ~* 2l S bbb 'ESE RAM Hvr'f‘- 1 T —r—+ + ettt T hd T T T X Vo T
¥ o et e o oaod phpb bt fterre Frirites -ty - - e - 3% VRT3 —d o  x v i
t 1 e L H {
R e R A T} Hetett + LIS PRy FOCHS T I A N
X T N 7 . T
eeadndinend slianad ,L 4bproy Lo a4 ™ {, * L ous T ey
i S LY N : i TSRS
v T T Ty 18 1M Pty ASAGES ¢ & 2 Ras e
tﬂ*_*._,....«».. i + ;T I II Jh) I T' Mg B! ’:,ﬁl :«;;
: . . M lll' . ! ! ll l; : i
“ ee— e e e B b S e . - - oy . Y‘lL “ +* v ;‘ et -t -t
| S O AI D, . SRS S51 M FEEM LI AR I S DEODGAMINE NNeLIE
d 30000 IS T Ny i : %
I3 Cesn 4 = e — b .-t ——o s & v
1 - 1 e RS DORSS LN N ™I l T M + .
- Tt
DU >SN S 'ILI_TY %il‘ PO IR . — : '
e - 4 o IS8 A —— — I8!
' RS Sousester IR D00N e I S P04 E8A WAL
, e S ' It . —t—
' LI ” 1 ? 4
e e mem sad e ct———— e ———— + - S
. : - ! — ad s | I6AI
4 = JNiN Besl e st T T S 90088 M IS
it o ’ +herpo iy H - Ly 4t .
i . P S B s S . et -
'[ e e H‘t“ e it e ]L - - : - r t
[ U T PUPLE S S S Yl I} Yol RN - - —— - r odey — +
i T M d 14 s
-t - 1 u T +—r ~——vrrT *~r Tt T ™ M - : ™
. ~ ; * I T H | M wi v it . o et o1 i r ! i P . - + ,f -r T
P .;k.,.‘.H....,..p - 4 LY ! n e v e v —— - b 4 vt -
. H : i
- ;*- P TS § y . A .| -—— - et p——- [ S S L
f ema - - g - - ——— PORREINUUPY SN S r ‘
U 8! . : ot
) s e S et i n 4.13. Middle school i SRS ADATSIN P AR I v et
—1 *+  Bfeadth of prog e ae Tt Ce PR i S SAERSURI ot . i
v (-] TaR, I s i sl N "
Tt M P ‘ 4 At ESUPRRUE Bmoga s s o T
— > dededad ' +~ r *
PRS- S - .‘b.....t.t.‘.f&h - Y , ) e oo + - rdppre— e - SESA BT — * T
e s oSN S T+ttt +—r - L‘—, e aan e . -re # - - T brrta -1 ~tir
A OIS MR o] —_—— —_ epdad e SEEDOTTE e e s
' 1 | IRy N R N - N ’
¥ 4 N ’ M b M t H 4 4
n e e ypeereit — e & Raas Al 1 H
+ 4 " : PENESUNUNUNIGY SNDIOIIIUHE. " INPONS SIS WPPNPY Loy
] S - ISR —pere
I R " . .
T AL 1y M) R ERO AU EROLIRANS SMANAL ! ;
e o o + — A\ B e +
——r . T N i I DG ! Ty er T
v 1T + LB Ac 2am ——-¢ + T 4ot 8¢ dhan maanatd + IS21 LA BRE
T Dags eonny oy 1 t5tn g - ettt g o oY HIOD W
— e ’ . .. ’ WECHL LT
SO08 MR MPNI 1115 s o BRI S OASN! K3EAMSN SIS D
r g * g b v 1o
. [ S —p—geen e et g e b iy -5 > = - >-9- —— RGP el RN ks
« et - e ee maras —d—y . : ' > i ———e ~ ' e b v et e ” -
”iv ) L ! 1 e I , N o r O ST PR N - PO SRS SUUUN U Sy
c ee feeal e . " . i pe e ot iy ottt . e e : ,[ + }
_-..l,.... FUDY S s - -— * -ty . il o+ Sy~ "y %5 Cepoees R bt auntat l,
8 20— - - + .
: o —— — B ans eI IR )r_
2 - - RS S, e e g ..!._.,.r Lo 4
. ' = By aadonies e AN A N R ol
- -— . . —_— - : !
.
. % e
- S SUSEDE
. 0 SR EASRDE SAsSs N1 100
[ .o -  akmaaten i e e e e e e a s anlade ] :
+ .
* + - . ..1’_.-—.,-}.-.‘.1-1‘ -'Q—Mr.---—v-..-‘o —_— reerd
- o
—— e . 1 sy + . -
. e e ]
N I e e s f v RS e et Tt Rt
M ! H A i
\* z R . e ey T ‘i, .- - dobed -{}“»
\ . . T e ‘vﬁ*ﬁ_,. el --‘----—4 oo apiety + -"{
- e v 44 Agdotote kL
b N
P R - IR A3 ™ Y L
b B T R . ] h..T....u ,....»u.qy-.r.ﬁ}.-‘... boobifre | ambeon
.- e -~ : 1 " i [ U .V..-—u—o—*wt,ﬁ,‘,u..h.-ol QSR X v o
roh
M - . .. b O Bl L e B it ST T Sk T
P cann .
.- weeee + 444 } T " e ¢t b 'L:ryr L Y TR TRPY L,l—.-ru . i
"B_"“‘_* i NI byl L i . e h I i : : N : 99T PN " .

O . 74 - Middle School Earollment (ADM) - , )
ERIC »

-
)




—

| ) » J T b .2 .
14 1 B ‘s
LS Y Seut IR 1 ) i ! TN thams adadt st S Lo 1
MEDEE NS E0LA) AN T I et 0
i SEARSANE RS SSRAMLLL 14 M
1t -t § It i1t -t T
-t IUUDUEERY FEaIH :
S B 0N HHRIW
S .rix 1 pag
;.“ ":o—& JEUNE SN i 1 : ;
DY SEOUNPIDNE 1040 134 14l | :
ey o T L T
o e il H -
bo ! M .
e e s e dy ey v
(USRS T yese N . - .,v—u ,7
Ceve .- —— T —— e ——  aaadada i masad +t 4 ad
SRS ERADEEREN S Figere 4.14, Secondary school - - 1 i A ;
y . bl .
- rrtprterst- bresdth of progras. - + . e
AT T ’ = - . ...—.-.-*“' o -
R and = s + + v + r ) 0l
SUDORE SARNRENH o R1E1 ¢ AL T ) pO BON 2411
HiHTH ¥ . i
T . PG SERE st AL

-GS~
Number of Programs

R e o

+ -

- ._.-...

P

B =

f-» .- ..._.{m.—.

R et aeaaades.. snd hande o 1} ™

D e S aaad Toldios ot san: & Lo Sanuh aSunt £180¢ (10044 o

N

SIS Sap T 4

T ——— T S LI RENIE!
e T bbby & WSt N L
A T ——— e - T = 1+ N1 PONE SN | il

AN - T : 4
T T |
-
t ~ o

s v s <0 u—wﬁ-’»_

-

IS0 SO SER0S

b ¢ cmm = o voo ety

EEDRNUIIN MO Syal

-+

gt ———

R S

b n e

. H
.L...'»o-.-.i.. A
.

P . .

b e br
-ty -

T

PR e a et

— L—--—--'—*—L

R Copa AR gt pren Ay s Ao

w«—-f:—fa- «--J .. -4{_..1..._...._ ......_J

e

o e—s. ; — 3
- oy P

ROROSURE SRS D

s hadiat IR ol

| D s et ® B et

r...- o .-1.._.@..., =

v foraforimemst

..-—t -~ 1
DO S L Lo

s aan o i pebegese; [-b iyt

-3

L R S TEETTTTY Srapiy

A g = g

p— e - - o

PO G TS
....,.,.l.a. ——pt - e
et

i
T * L
B TEre T
..4....-...L..»,.4 RS SN

RN NI IS
Lo B

DR s At 4 6.
+
'

oo boed

'

B

[

e mramee facecesired

P N

it

P eve smeoaber svrenh

-

e et

-

--J} —— e — —t——imed
=

—

AR SRR abus kndaasdent | >.H->».1+ L s

e T
PUFDURPINIIDE FRE i Pot ERRSPRE RN
|

4 ERY ST

| oo a e A2 ag

i e A .

{ovo




”

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

prior to enactment of the new ‘finance forpula, Texico requested permission
—to reorganize its. schools from a 6-6 to & 5-3-4 structure. The request
m‘not acted upon i-odiatoly,\ and Texico operated fo;' the first year
wnder the formula as a 6-6 district. “Only the elementary school, with
an/ enrollment of 198.64 ADN, qualified for Bchool size adjustment units.
the 1974-1975 school year, units wéfp generated in the following

BRANNer:

Percent of
its *

Adjusted program!b 77.794 - 90

Y

School size adjustment S - T - 0.2

District size adjustment 60. 7§8 - 9.5

- : ‘ _f
Grand Total 4 639.883 - 100.0
The 5-3-4 organization was approved, and in the 1975-1976 school.
year ill three schools qualified for the_size adjustment units. In that’

school year units were generated as follows:

/\‘\ ‘ : ’ i’orcent of

) Units = total ulths
Adjusted program units 568.974 73.9
School size adjustment 142,583 .~ 18.8

District size adjustment ‘ 58,662 7.6

Grand Total 770.219  100.0

With & 1975-1976 ADM of 439.33 (slightly less than ia 1974-1975),

both th:&d_m units an}d t"he‘district size adjustinent 1;nit§
decreased; however the grand totsl-program units increased a remarkable

L]
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" total program cost in 1974-1975 was $392,100. ;

. .lost: little. Some oxuplei:

»

130.336 units. The reorganization increased the schodl size adjustment ] .
by 141.232 units. -Thers was essentially no change in adjusted program

"units, a slight decrease in ADN, but, at $703 per unit, the disgrict

gained some $90,000 more than it would have received under.the 6-6

organmization. This is a very heuihy» increase “(23’5) ina budget-where

-

Other districts, subsequent to the formula enactment, have reorganizod,
but none with such dramatic effect as in Texico. Some of the districts, * .
as & result of the reorganization, have gained a little; othors.!uve .

-Belen. Prior to the 1976<1977 school year, twp of the six -
elementary schools qualified for size adjustment units. Those . .
two school generated 95 school size adjustment units--worth

$76,000 at the 1976-1977 funding level. In the fall of 1976, - &
Belen opened a new elementary school, closed the two small

elementary schools, rearranged the grade levels in two of the

elementary ‘schools--and lost all of the school size adjustment

units. L - ] '

~Jemez Mountain. At the start of the 1976-1977 school year, the
distritt changed the high school ‘from grades 7-12 to grades 8-12
and added the ‘7th grade to Gallinag Elementary School. Combined
with a shift in school enrollment, the effect was almost negligible;

. "\ had the enrollment remained the.same as in 1975-1976, the district

'would have lost about 5 units.‘ . )

-los Lunas. In shifting from a 4.2-3-3 structure to a 3-2-3-4

organization at the start of 1976-1977 school year, Los Lunas

suffered negligible impact in temms of gpand total program units, .
o -

-Springer. At the start of the 1975-1976.school yesr, Springer
shifted from a 6-6 structurd to a 3-3-6 structure, reésulting in
an increase of almost 83 olmtary/jmior high school size

“  adjustment units.

‘
-

A review of some-of the*correspondence betweem districts and the

State Department of Eddcation reveal that all requests reviswed were
*, 3 i . \.‘ . N '5.7‘4 ’ 3 ! : R , ) =

Y

.
)
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made for reasons proptmtic Tather, tlun ﬁmcial Indeed" th;%; :

fow, lose-u-fw" results of many of the ayprovod reorgahizations wmxld
ind:lcato that the districts aré more intorested in- prog'nm than in loney--
despite the fact that it is difficult to argus that program can bq inprovod
vith & reduction in funds.

Reorganization can be inhibitod br facilitatod by anilubl‘e facilities.

o & -

" The reorganization :I.n Belen, for exﬂlplo, was not pogsible_ until the new,
- larger wlementary school wis eolple;ed. » The o‘cononies of a larger, singl;
school, c.ontmt‘od_with the two smaller units, may offset partially the
loss ih size a.djti_ﬁ"nnt-genentod Tevenue.,

As enroliments decline, however, and as inflation continues to take
its toll, districts may look to any available, leg'itimte means of increas-
ing reyenues. Reoi'ganizntiéix to take advamdage of the school size a.djust-h
mt units aay be one such stratezy--just as some districtg have adopted
teacher salary schudulos which coincide with the Training and Experie{pce )
ﬂnitrix in order to recognize maximum beénefits from the TGE Index. Because
reorganization ﬁy' dapind upon uvailable.'fa‘cilities, districts may plan"
new facilities to peinit roorganization which will provide additioml

schooi size adjustunt mits to accrue to the district.

.

-

Rural/Isolation Factor

"The. 1976 legislature added iho mrai/is_olation factor to the public
school financo formula. The factor recognizes a unique district--the?
Gallup-llcl(inley Count.y School District. The district is unique in New

P
™ -

Mexico by a number of measures.




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

151:51&:« by both distance and road conditions, £rom the uj'or populad >

tion centers., 'rho isolation requires that the district mintain, for-

its 12310 students, five h:l.gh schools a md their feeder schools--in contrast
\thg d:lstr:l.cts\of sin:l.lu' onronunt, such as Roswell (9751 AN,

Santa Fe (11757), ond Lﬁs Cmcos (15434) wi'th, ons of two high schools

each. ' f

-— Tho degree of uniqmnoss in terms of the number of high schools

 maintained in co‘qsu-ison with other New Mexico districts with onrollmts
zroator thm 10,000 ADM is illustrated in the followinz tablo dovolopod

‘ by the Pubnc School F:I.mnco Division and presented to the Legislative .-
school Study Committee on December 2, 1974:

197&-19’75 - Ro. of - Ratio
40-day ADN High Schs. "AIM/No. of Hss

81,436 Y0 - ‘8,144 -
14,749 2 - 7,374

Gallup-McK. County 12,137 5 2,427

7

Santa Fe e 2 gﬁg -
119, 953 » 19 __~6,313 ave.

Although six olo-ontu'y and jun:l.or high schools in tho Glllup-ncxinley
County school district qualify for school size adjustnont units, each of
the high schools is too largo to qualify. This is in contrast to tho %}oo ;
other districts (Alamdgordo, Silvor City, and ' Clayton) which mn%%‘a

isolated hizh. schoo:ls--all of whioh quslify for size adjustment. {’
. ":’i;,‘i';
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T ing tho districts of interest’ £ouows ST e
T .. - Geog. 'size No. of MNo. of "Total ‘No. "bf
N ;District . ADM (sq mi.). ‘Hs_,s EI&NHSS Schools
o c_fi}_gp-pcx. County. 12,310~ * ds4 : ';g 28T f_,.'_;'_z(s_‘, i
. .e Manogozdo - 8,384 ™N5,00 3 13 1‘6-:-\r
. Gramts - V. s, 453 L2 - i1 tagt
el 0,751 3,234 ¢ 2 st

Almogg_réo. The kigh schools in the Alanogordo district ar; i )
. Aremogordo High School, grades-11-13,’ BTN RPN
¥ " Masiogordo Mid Schooi mdes 9-10, 1475 ADM ¢ -
oo Mesd High School grades 7-12, 69.AM ' .

L} ’ _"'\_-/ " -7 'Q'ﬂ @ .
W, ~ T ¥ v X -
- &g w ) 5% - - . =
- @ .
51‘4, -
.
[ S 4
P - - ’ ~
- . . o
“w ~ -
. . - -

Finally, the: di.strict is unique in comparisoh with otﬁsr districts
of large geographic size snd substmtial enrollnont:. Infomﬁion concem-

T o <.

. Nepd is locatod in the Sumentp Mountuns, 44 miles frog Alamgordo

. wipcause of the district configuration, travel between Alamogardo -

"afid Weed passes through €loudgroft. - Weed is 22’ or 27 miles from
- Cloudcroft,  depending on the routsé uséd. Both the elenentdry and

C smnduy sd:pol.s at Weed quqlif.y for: schoql size adjustment, units.'
Grants’” 'n;o two hizh schoo® in the Grints Schooi District are: "L - '

[

Gt&q High rSchool, grides 10-12,; 1023 Ao "
& - .
Lsztma-Acm High School grades 7- 12 561 Am 3

M uzum-Aeou is 31 nilss east of Grsnts “ont 1-40 '!he ’!‘&ool Cannot ‘
be considered isolated; it is well piacod to serve the. studeﬁts from
*ﬁq uszirn pouio%;bf the r;istrict.. B i

Roswoll The, high schools in Rosweli ard both 1oésted in the city
. e?,ﬁweli tha populstion center of*the, district: <

.." . Y ”

High Schm zradss 9-iz J6S9AN o

®

~

L 3

K

St

y
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-
, J‘hus the Gnnup-MoKinloy County. dzstrict is unique in goouaphic;l
size, the nunbor*gf h:lgh schools and their feodor schools luintainod in
velation to tbo district's onronunt, and th?mmbor of high schools\

e+ ———

rn‘
- " ;and Feeder schools in rolatiqn to both goographic size and enrollment.

3
- .

.-d"

There- m oortain ooononios of scale in ’r.ho Gauup-ucxinley County
. district, primarily those associated with a single superiqtham and

. -  a‘single contral ot'f:l.co sta.ff But there are diseconomies of iiblati.on.

=
partieulnrly tho nood ° naintain mote schools than othor districts }f

co-pnroblo onrollnont and geographic sizo. Moro s\chools mogn- noro

prinoipnls lnd other mstmctional support staff an& the isolation makes ..

’it difficult to use itinerant support porsonnol Moro schools nean
) P
higher expeénditures for plant Oporntion and iuintenanco More schools

vision of instructi.on. nnd naintenance and Oporati.on ]
It is appropriate, porhops, to-rocognizo some of thoso additi.onal
costs through the r\n'al/isoution factor--but not nocossarilx nll of
-tllo additional gosts. The state has districts (such as Quemado and

"Ressrve) which are as isolated as tho outlying attendance areas in tho

" spread over a large ares ;oan zreator travol for_)adninistration, supor- _

-~

»

Gallup-ncnnloy County district. Quoudo and Reserve, of courso, qualify

for district size adjustnont units, but under the same formula as app\liod

— to Hotuo ond Doxtor. -Both House nnd Doxter are. Sna;l in terns of enroll--

nont. but aro by no means as isolatod as Roservo and Quemado.

‘n

4 It is not unrogonablo, thon, to provide to the Gallup~McKinloy
}
County distriot pue rooognttion of the additional costs incurrod- by o

' \.' its uﬁiquo rural/isolation charsctori;tics Thé amount of ‘additional .

{ . v : o L]
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roeogniti_.mi, htw,e(ror, irs not ‘/y;iks‘u/ﬁstmtisted. ‘ Attempts by the district

to provide apg;gpriato’istt have been unsatisfactory. Data provided by
thcn-supnrintshiont A. C. lbodbt:g in Deceber 1975 was based on Natonabsh--
a civil rights case--rather than on the additional costs of rural/isolation.
More rocent'natcrisl fﬁovaib'r'1977)‘preparod by the current supe;intendent,
Jack SWicegood JPUrports to support a 0.9 multiplier in the rural/isolation _
formula rathor than the current 0 2 nultiplier, but suffers from gross
incpnsistencios in the dita handlinf. : T -
Lackigg moTe dsfig:itivp‘dita, an ‘appropriate recognition may approach '

the adﬁitionaa‘units whiyh‘would \ were the Callup-uckinley County
district’ to deconsolidate into’five districts ceﬂfered’Sﬁ\the high school
' attsndtnCe areas. Undar such g schene four of the Mnew!". di;tzittsﬂrnnld ”
quniify for district size ad;ustﬁeht units for a total of 515 units in
the I975-1976 school year. - ™ /. N
MY the rural/isolation factor had been in effect in the I975-1976
school' year, it woyld have mer;ted s additional 307.600 wnits for the
éistript. . To generate the 515 units, the current multiplier, 0 2, in
the rural/isolation: forlula would have to be raised to 0.33.

" The current rural/isolation factor, then, recognizes some bf the costs
of isolitioq, but also re;oznizos some of the efficiencies.of a single .

district adiinistrution. The factor also tends to discourage the decon-
- solidation of the district into snaller, perhaps less efficient, units.

¥

’ : ) ‘
'Consolidatiod of Schools and Districts

4

-

Ths school and district size tdjustmcnt factots offer no monetary

\ . - ’ .

Lidﬁentive for schools ‘or districts to consolidate./ Indeed, thg factors

) . ' . ) 2 " " a
<, =62~




. . ’ ’ -~
would tend to inhibit consolidation, for there is no way, under the
‘current rocognition,'“fdr tu‘vc schools (or districts) combined to generate
more school (or diStrict) size udjust-@t units than the two schools

(or iistrict() scparately. It is difficult (perhaps .ilpossible) to

provide the additiouf funds nccossary k-3 opmte and maintain small o
. scliools (and districts) and encourage consclmation in the same formula. _ . 1
At least two districts have consolidsted schools in the past few |
years: Belen, mtionod mliér [the consolidation rcsultcd in a loss
of revenus), and Albuqutrquc. Albuquerque has clcscd & nutber of small
slementary 'schools, but the closings occt'xrrcd ‘before the schools' enroll-
ment declined to less than the 200. ADM needed for size adjustment recogni-
tion. In A:buqmrquo, an elementary school becomes "too costly" to maintaip
_ at an enroilsent well above 200 ADM--unless the school is necessary for

i
|
|
|
reasons of isolation. Indeed, a study by Brow (1975) of the Albuquerque . 1

school sizo and pupil costs conducted for t.he 1974-1975 school year, |
Y indicatod that the nini-.n elementary school enrolliment should be 450 1

Aw, where "minimm school size . ... [is] basoiupon purcly economic 1

considerations." (Abstract,) '

The size adjustment factors _may be mcomging a movement toward

deconsolidation. Doconsolidaticn in the Gallup-uckinloy County district

is more &Qty hypothetical que;tinn discusscd earlier; officiah

correspondmco has tddrused the possibility of the Zuni area estpblish-
_ 1ng a separate district and dcconsolidction has been discusscd in the

' Tohatchi area, Thorc hcs beon talk in the Amistad arcc{f seceding
" from)the Cliyton school district. Some residents, according to the

‘a® . ) ' . -63!‘
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. ‘guarsgtes the continued existence of their local X-12 school. The

-
¢ . - .
. . [l
-
“ . . .
4 A

. '
press, bDelieve that only by reestablishing their own-district can they

I
E 3

. district would be second tty House in terss of onrolﬂent; the attitude
. seems to be that 1f House can make it financially, why nor Amistad?’
The size adjustment factors shw;d're’coznize tho"ne.cess.ary cafits
of smallness, ‘but the factors shtlould' not encourage the crutddn of
additional schools and school districts. Like the philosophic founda-
tion of the equalization formula .itself, the sizg adjustment factc;rsv

should be fiscally neutral.

Recognition of Alternative Schools . )
PR . .
The school size ad t statute has been changed twice since _

, emactwent in 1974--not the formula, but the classification of studemts
_counted- in the ADM. .

* As enacted, ADM fpr.gc‘hool size adjustment included ;pocial education
but ‘excluded eulx childhood oducafion nelbership? In 1975, the categories
were interchanged and school size sdjustment ADM included early.childhood
but excluded Cﬁsses c (Mato) and D (sovore)' spe’cial‘ education .

-
v o, N
' -

AN

.« in 1977, words were added to the law to prevent separate schools

established to g'?oir:lde special programs such as vocational, early childhood,

and alternative education from qualifying for school size adjustment uni/ts.

L ]

3The statutes for consolidation and deconsolidation (Chapter 77, ,
Article 3, NMSA 1953) perait the latter only if the created and existing
districts each have.an ADN of at least 500--a situation which applies to
Zuni and Tohatchi but not to Amistad.
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‘n)‘ change was designed to prevent the establish-ent of spocial schools

_for the additiml units which ught be generated; special small schools
‘would be established only on the basis of student need. : ~ -

o

‘ \ : The formula, however, is founded on costs incurred, recognizing |
that different prograas designed to'nege t{tesl:lndividml needs of indi-
vidual students ini:m' different costs. The different costs reflect | ;
primarily different. PTRs. - ) ‘ - |

' T~ —  _Vocational, early childhood, and special education programs are

»

.+ established froqnen?ly Iﬁ—oxi‘s"tfn:g' ?choois or are colocated with existing _
schools. The additional costs in are thus primarily a function of 7

PTR (or PAR where aido: frequently are empl

) and do not include the
additional costs of separate sc}wol sites. The lower.PTR in' l&rly,.éhild- o]
- hood and specifal education programs are recognized in the

for_these programs; vo&ationuxuution, by the 1 amendments

. . formula, is :amldg\part of the "regular" prograa. r
- margmt\sudweremsmyouthinﬂn

& "'regulir" prograa vihb are "turned off" by school or who would not attend
"rozulu:" school. Mtemtin prograas located awsy from the rsgular,
school _&T® NESessary in brdcr to provido Qr the educational needs '31"

>

thno ‘youth. In .dditﬁan the\addqd costs of a separate schoal site, ;

such programs or schools in nddition&cosis of lower PR, increased
eounu;iné services, and somet

care and social workers.

Lacking progrh degoting, howcvé\ it is difficult to determine
the udditioml costs of altemnivo prop\g James Millor, Superintendent
-65- N }
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,t;f the ému Fe school;: stimstes a needed unit valus of 1.75 (compared
with 1.25 for "regular” students, gm,. 7-12) to provide with state.and
local money the lower PR and the additional services now pi;ovided.t.o

the Santa Fe Alternative School by federal fumds suuests not recogni-
tion as a sumall school but recognition of "altmative programs"--
particularly those which are not located on a mm.?' school sitd--
within the program cost differential structyre of the finance formula.4

There are two problems with such a scheme: dofinition of need and

deli.nution of urvicu to provide for the need. Early childhood :nt{
‘ grade level n«ds are defined ouily by age, and the services are pre-

- s¢ribed by tfb Minimm Standards. Identification’of studeats who require -
- _spociu‘g;lucatioj; is_sccomplished throp;h a detailed system of referral,.

" diagnosis, snd assessmgnt and evaluation. Services to be provided depend -

7 " ing o:( the hndicapping condition and severity, are the subject of State ’
] Board of Education Regulations. With the mcption of biungual education,

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

*
provided, all of tho progrm roeomized by cost differentials in the /
foraula have a structure in statute or regulation: for hé/th definition

of need -and gervices to be providod. Neither oxi;t' for alternative programs.

Mutim of Johas' "'Addod Cost Due to Sparsity" to New Hhx:l.co .

It is iﬁnoprtate aow to zbtum to Johns' study of Florida and deter-
mine if his formula “is pertinent to New Mexico. . -

LY

‘

‘Ha-ormdm to 'the nembers of th; Santa Fe Board of Education and
the Administrative Teu,[cubjoct Altomtive School [unding, dated
October 26, 1977, A

-~ - _ . _sél
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Joh:':s' "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 finan%e formula .is .siz;
adjustment units divided by program units which, for es of this
discussion, is called the size adjustment index--a faf:tor. ch could
be multiplied by the program units to obtain the additional units for
site-adjustment. . C B

The plos of the index for New Mexico districts is contained in~
Figure 4.15. The solid line is the Johas' curve of added costs: '

1101.8918 .
Y = oY .1101

District FTE

l The shape of theé curve is different from that ahon in Figure 3.1
t due to different coordinate systems: Figure 3.1 is plotted on rectangular
} coordinites; Figuro 4.15.1is plotted on s&lilogarithnic‘ coordinates. The
lattcr is nocossary in order to display adequately the index for :he small
school distr:lcts and yet show the full range of the New Mexieo districts. v
Each point on Figm 4.15 is the size. adjustment index for one of o
the 88 school districts. “The circled points. are those districts with
_/ wors. than one high school” and whose "measure Of .sparsity’--X-ois less
then 7308.1, the. threshold for recognition under the Johns' formila. |
18 i.a:instmly appcrent that the Johns' added cost curve does not
.. fit the siu sdjustasnt index for Now Mexico school Jdistricts.s If the
Jd;ns' formula wTe applied to New Mexico: ' o

»

-of the 8 districts with more than’ _ope high school and with X < 7308,
all would '"gain'; . -
- -67- -
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.

~of the 59 districts with 425' X < 7308, 8 would "lose" (3 only
© slightly); S1 districts-would "gain"; .

L -the 23 districts with X < 425 would "lose"--and lose substantially;
“ and

. -op(distriét,daving, would not qualify for consideration as it

~ . has no high school. ) o

.- . If there is any validity to the curreat New hcxico size adjustient

- facgors, it does not sppear that the Johns' formula would be an acceptsble

™

substituty. .
Johns cautions that his formula, basod on and designed for county
wnit school districts, may not be spplicable to other states:
‘In a county unit state, the three variables [of .school population
g of the district, the area in square miles of the district, and the
: scatter of pupil population in the district] can be gondensed into.
one variable . . . . In small unit states it may be necessary to
.include these three characteristics as separate variables in the
formula. (P 202.) ) S -
To determine if any possible relationships existed between-these g
res variables-in New Mexico, the \}a:iables wers plotted by pairs, ”; ’
in Figures 4.16 through 4.18. (These figures are plotted on
. lojarithaic coordinates and Figure 4.18 has as its abscissa the district
linent--in contrast. to Figures 4.16 and 4.17--due to limltations
of the construction paper.) Piguru 4.16 and 4.17 show little or no .
correlation betweén geographic size of the,district and either district
. .ugallmt or district density. There is, however, eorrelition between

, density and diqtrict enrollment, as shown .in'Figure 4,18, -

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

enrollment, the latter is sufficient for recognition of both variables.
Figures 4.16 and 4.17, hovever, suggest that geographic size of the
* ; ' ~69+
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district should be gonsfc'lorod as a posgblo separate variable. It is,
C of course, the fringeé'of the points plotted in Figure 4.16 which ar,: .

. : }
of interest: ; T / .
T - L _ _
~districts of low enrollment, regardless of the geographic-size; e
are recognized by both district 'size adjustment and school size .
adjustment for their inherently small schools;

-disiric;ts' sadll in geogr-a‘phic size hav; no need to operate '

- ’ ' ‘4 small, -isolated schools roga_r:ll};.sf the district enrollment; ’
N ~districts of 1&30 and dense enrollment nay have a.need i’or a :

o . density factor, but are of little concern for small size adjust-
ment except’ for\ln occasional isolated scheol; but

[

s | -districts of larke.enrollment and large geographic size u-_e. an
et area of coicern shown in Figure 7.16 which is not dismissed
© -z quickly. R -
i - v , ! -
: The numbered points on Figure 4.16 are 1. Gallup-McKinley County : Y
School District, 2.. Alamogordo, 3. Grants, and &. Roswell. These sre<
. @ . -
. ' the districts considered earlier in the discussion oY the rural/isclwtion

factor. From that discussion it was apparent that althc;ug'h Gallup- '
McKinley County is in ‘need of some’special recognition; the other three \

districts are not.

i

AN s It cad be concl;adod, therefore, that for New Mexico and w{tft the
. 1oxgcption of é'allup-McKinloy County, district enrollment i3 an adequat;

‘ -‘roco‘ghition'o.f all three varisbles of ;urollmt, geographic size, and
o~ . density. l(Glllup-McKi'nloy' County, of coufse, is recogmized with the
rural/isolation factor. o '
‘ There are some other ';:t;ns:j.dmt;ions. Johns used the number of ¢
spproved high sthools "not in excess of three" in his méasure of sparsity

‘ ’ - . ’
boc{mse "if more than three centers are approvod( in a district_:lt is due >

L

- A . - \&
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more 'to Eemity of population than to sparsity." (P 170 ) -In New Mexico

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

Johns' criterion; ‘ - Lo .
Albuquerque--10 high schools all due to density .

{ *Alamogordp ) -- two high schools due to isolation/sparsiz
( ) Grants . ) of which an isolated high school in the i
z . )

Central districts indicated (*) .has enrcllment of
* *Silver City ) less than 200 ADM and thus qualifies for
.o *Clayton )  school size adjustment. ’
- " Four, ﬁowdver, fail to meet the criterion: ‘
o N - - '
) / Gallup--five high schools due to isolation/sparsity )
' N Las Cruces )-

. . . _ Roswell: ) == two high schools dus to density

Carlsbtd—-two high schools due to density ‘and grnde-lovel ‘t
structm'e

£

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

2 had 777 FTE! In New Moxico, 40 of tho 88 districts have an enrollmnt of
loss thafl 777 ADM, Small--fn terms of enrollmt--in New Mexico:is vory
-uch differu:t fron small in Plorida Sg.(l’ms naking an application of the

i

.Iohns' forlula to New Mex:leo stricts difficult
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o J " . - CONCLUBIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

+ . »

-

' - " School Size Adjystment SN T ~

¢ 1}

"
[} . 4’ - ..

Elementary and Junior High School Sizegqiju;tmt, P
. R R s ) . ’ .
" Theére is o évidence to siggest that the current elementary and

._jumior high school siLe.u:ljustunf factQr should be changed. L \

]

Recosmendation 1. It\is recommended that the el'emtgye .
. or s 1 size adjustment factor be retained
e . | . without change. -

A3
-

.
’ -

. High School €4ze Adjustment -

There is con.sido\ratflo ovd.do:?co that the high school size adjustn/em
factor requires revision. The needed Tevisions include ‘bot{ the enroll-
ment at ‘which smallness-is rocbpxizod a'nd( the multiplier. ’ :

" A {Threshold size. The following evidence indifates that a change
g is required in the enrollment at which a hi'g'h school I8 recognized for

,

.

.+ * 7t -MthSugh the sdministrative expenditures as a proportion of the -
net operational expenditures increase as the district enrollment
decreases, the 133..:. S\m0st pronounced for districts of -
1000 ADM and fewer (Fi e 4.4). . ‘ :

smallness: ' ’ ' o
- ’

-The increased adiinistration expenditures in small districts’ .
occurs to the detriment of instructional support expenditures . N
r (Figure 4.6).. The dectease in the instructional support T
. . expenditures as a proportion of net operational expenditures ,
. is most pronounced foy districts of 1000 ADM.and fewer. \
.« . ' .

' -75-




" -'lhe pupil-professional ratié decrease is most pronouncod for
districts of 1000 Am and fewer (Figure 4 10).

-The secohdary school breadth of program is strongly comlatod
with school enrollment (Figure 4.14). 'The plot indicates both

& midrange and a median breadth of program at a’'school. enroliment
of 500 ADN.. From Figure 5.1, a high school enrollment of 500
ADM occurs in districts of 1000 to 2000 ADM, dcpendinz upon the
district orginization.

~ ~There is a discont:lmd;y in the dtgtribution of size sdjustnent
units as a proportion of grand total" ‘program-units (Figure 4.1).
This discontinuity occurs at district qxrollnents of between
S00 and 1000 ADM. .,
. .

In conpurison with other states which recognize Q‘qhool smallness:

~The enrollment at which small secondary schools in other states
are consi to be. small generally i’ larger thhp the 200 ADM
toeognizod oW Moad.co (Table 3.1). .

$

Roco-ondation 2. It is roco-undod that high scha’c be
or size adjus‘tmt at enrollments pf 500 W
and fwor . 4

Y s

ndjustuut formula yiolds :

\

ﬂg‘mﬁ X.2.0,x ADM = additional units

The plot of this formula, compared® with the piot of the Lcu.rrent
‘high school size adjustment formuls, ‘is shown in Figure 5.2. It is
robdily spperent that all districts with high schools of 500 ADM or
" fower would gain under such a formula, but districts with high schools
of 100 ADM or fewer would not -gain as much as districts with high achools
of more than 100 ADM.

It also is ;ppufont from Figure 5.2 that no district would lose.

A
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. chlt 5.1 indicctcs thc cxtont of ‘the gain for each New Mexico
\scKool district for tho 1975 19‘;6 school,ycar. Districts of few an )
130 Am would have roclizcd a gain in total dnits of less than 10’5 the
greatest gcins Cfron 10% to as much as 34%) would hm oc;urred in districts
of from 137 to 782 ADM }viﬂz ono exception: Loving, hcving no high schooll,
fails to pcrticipstc in the benefits of this rpcomondstion--or of the 7 -
‘)omoht formula. \ Y ’ -
Excopt for the th:oe districts which oporate smah remote high - e

.. |

schools (Clcyton, Silvor City, Aluogordo), gains for districts of grcstbn

ona

than 950 ADM depend upon district orgonization, For example, Questa,

a 6-6.district with 975 ADN would have gained nothing. -Chama, - with™a ' ~
nixed ormizction, 977 ADM, and'a four-ycsr high school would hm ‘ -2
gained 16. 8* ‘ )

" In toto, 57 districts would havo gained, 31 would have Aeither giined .
nor lost, and none would have lost. S ‘ e 2R

P
" This recommendation would have incros.sod' the totcl Jnumber of units )

-

. by 7556 036--a 2, 1% increase in the ststowide total progran units for. .~ -

1975-1976. This incrocs‘o‘, at S;OS per unit, would have required an addi-

+ tional $S,382, 193.\ Although this .appears to be a large increase, it must

>

be cémsidorod in a context of totai program cost.

-
A}

Tho actual 1975-1976 total sizg,‘adjustmt/ Tecognition amounted to

89,125, 537 of a_total program cost of $256, 387,104--3.6%. The cost of

recognizing high schools at 500" ADM would havo ‘Tesulted' in 't'otal size

~

 adjustnent cost of $14,507,730 in a tokal Program cost of $261,769,297--
© or 5.5% S

L

I4
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. : ' : -~ . Tables.l . : ° .
A n ‘. . A - . . Ny . s . - l .
PRI N " - Effect of Recommendation 2 - 0 ) ‘ : - .
Y ‘0 - - . J . 4 .
. . . High Schoot Syo Mjustnnt (HSSA) “§ ﬂ%—mﬂ x 2,0 x ADM K'
- e - L .
. 3 - ° B - . 3
"-. - . . . ) <o Percent » . ‘ SR .) T v - . \\ Percent
. T Rec'n 2 1975.76 . Chenge  .1975-76 (hange in R ‘Rec'n 2 1975-76 - Change 1975476  Change In
< District - HSSA HSSA - ig Total-" , Total . District HSSA  HSSA in’ " “Total Total
N Y . AlM  Units _* Units - Units Units S Units \ 5 Nime * ADM . Usits  Unity Units Units Units
¢ * - ‘ [ . . ; . ) - . hd . .
h ‘50 Houss 9l 77.715  66.938 40.837 230.903 ., 4.7 7‘ . 79 Questa 978 0o - 0 0 1,375.169 ‘ 0 R
83 Encimo 105 107.116 84.790 - 22.326 260.861 8.6 . .53 -Chama 977  245.511 g " 245,511 1,45..125 16.8
28 TO - HI  110.871 86.678 24.193.° 290.553 . 8.3 P . 44 Mora 1,000 0 3 0 1,447,937 0
. 58 5113’” 129 110.871 96.678 ° 24.193 319.450 - 7.6 84 Clwyton 1,004 © 359,200 78.840  260.440  1,493.541 17.4°
"— 15 Grady 137, 130.284  94.710  35.574 . 328.361 le.s 62 " Cyba 1,053 192.879 0- 192.87 1,385.107, 1.9
52 San Jon 144 133,03 93.4D8 ° 39.538 . - 355.076 ll.1 . ©°, 25 senta Rosa 1,062 164.151 0 164151 1,477.448° 110
11 HMaxwell . 149/ 130,975 794,938 36.037- 352.332 . 36 Ruidoso 1,226 - -0 0 0 Lr'g]l.”; 0
38 Corona 152 137.104 96.760 40,344 354.721 1 29° lordsburg 1,249 208.791 0 208.791 _ 1,673.578 12,5
27 Roy -, 156 156.364, 99.910 56. 454 366.962  15. * 72 Pojosque 1,331 0 0 0¥ 1,708.52 0
85 Das Moines 179 167:056 $9.640 " 67.416  _ 403.861  16.7. " 47 Tularosa 1,535  60.775 0 60.775  1,983.559 3.6
- 59 Floyd - == - 182 164.736 . 98.840 64.896 410.148 - 15.8 .73 TorC 1,575  43.884 0 43.884 2,182,515 2.0
. - 51 Logan.'. 198 167.63] 99.578  $8.053 .  443.289 154 9 Raton’ 1,878 37,479 0 37479  2,598.952 1.4
7 Lake Arthur 199 163.564 99.910  63.654 436,263 146 . 64 Aztec - 1,931 0 o’ 0 " 2,648.823 0
3. do 218.- 168,204 99.510  68.604 477.628° 14,4 ‘74 Socorro ' 2,000 ¢ 0 0 2,693.972 0
39 Hondo & 2317 187.999 -93.478 94.521 489.137  19.5 49 Tucumcari'. 2,120  53.751 ’- 53.751 . 2,808.959 1.9
26 Vaughn - 240 190.464  92.162 98.302 459.123 2.4 66 Bloomfield 2,328 0 0 , 3,070.764 0
L 45 Mepon Momd 255 191.919  92.438 99.481 509.507 19.5 .. 69 B. Las Vegas 2,480- 0 (VY 0 3,466,970 0
60 Dora 256, 188.496 93.240 95.256 505,034 18.9 24 Cobre 2,537 . ¢ % o . 0  3,522.225 0
P. 40 cepitan 263 185.99% 94.478 91.5)3 517.977  17.7 57 Portales 2,607 - ot .0 - 0 3,632.788 0 .
48- Cloudcroft 297 223,756 . 52.390 171,366 539.934  31.7 68° W. Las Vegas 2,884 0 0 0 4,108.272 0
14 Melrose - ° 298 202.039 83,598  118.441 556.880 21,2 - - 61 Bermalillo” 2,904 o - o 0.4 3,895,354 0
"* 2 Reserve (365 220.416° 59.04Q 161,376 593.724 .27.2 31 lovingten 2,919 0 06 ' 0 4,99.010 Q
37- Carrizozo 377 185.99)° 4.4 91.513 752.034, 12.2 22 Artesia 3,323 0 0 0 4,395.854 0
* 21 loving > 388 0 -0 0 = 541.443 L 76 Teos 3,387 0 ) 0 4,511,021 0 .
5 Hagerman 425 219,024 61.560  157.464 806.338  19.5 23 Ssilver City ‘3,44 11 82.778  120.133  4,595.583 2.6
82 Mountainair 433 205.056 80.640 124.418 655.722 19.0 86 . Los Lunas 3,51 .0 0 0 4,516.515 0
13 Texico . 430 222.444  55.40  167.3M 769.482 217 42 Demipg 44 . 0 0 0 4,012,149 0 / .
35 Tstum © 440  201.600 84.000 u7.w¥ 796.253  14.8 + 87 Belen 3,790 0 0 0 8,061,966 ° o0
8 Cimarron 454 240.59} 0 240.59 707.654  34.0 41 los Alamos 4,637 o - o 0 6,204.352 0
16 Ft. Sumer _, 499 245.775 ¢ 238,775 712.593  34.4 o 19 Gadsden 4,846 0 0 0. 5,710,632 0
- 56 Jowez Mtn, - 551 248,775 0 248.775 740.135  26.5 . 67 Central 5,122 208.384 0 208 m 6,026,402 3.4
30 Animss 557 2497%24, - 0. 249.424 735,263 339 . ,° 88 Crents 5148 0 © 0 6,247.115 0
63 Jemez Springs. 5764 216.511 ;3 216.511 764.883  28.3 . 55 Espanbla 5,847 - 0 -0 " 8,107,124 o !
78 .0jo Caliente ’ 236.775  14.4 222,337 886,678 25.1 20 Carlsbed . 6,495 0 0 8,987,411 0
, "10 Springer _ 613% 236.77% < 0 236.775 923.613  25.6 66 Farmingtéh -6.918 0 g 8,631,703, 0
} . © 80 Estancis 630 237.231 Lo.° 237.2” .+ 852.624° 27.8 - - 33 Hobbs 7,395 0 9,770.862 o-
75 Magdalena 639  246.279 ~ 0 2462 842.083  29.2 46 (Alamggordo 8,344  120.956 90.390 20566 10,920.714 0.3
6 Mexter 659" 249.516 - 0  249.516  1,043.772 25.9 12 "Clovis . 4,794 0 0 — , 0 11,492,957 0
.54 Dulce . 671 23 0~ 2’37.900 917 243 23.9. 4 Roswell "9 751 - 0 0 0- 13,002.383 0
32 Eunice , 756 249.919 0  249.919 086.810 ° 23.0 71. Senta’Fe 11,757 0 0 0 15,092,067 0
34 Ik~ 782 244,224 0 244224 1190.% 20.5 43 Gallup. ¢ 12,30 . . 0 0 o 14,806.971 0
70 Pecos 811 110.871 ° 0 °110.871 1,157.740 9.6 17 Las Cruces 15,434 ) 0 19,595,307 0 f
" 77 Penasco 841  95.551 0 95.551 1,217.462 7.8 1 Albuquerque 82,277 233.616 25.178 (oo.m 109,739,321 0.2
81 Moriarty 947 223,104 0 223,104 1,289.162 ° 17.3 \ o . .
. 418 Hatch 966 . 57.279 0 5§7.279  1,326.867 4.3 Total - ' . - 7,556.036  366,927.744 2.1
S ' - o - r\
EM 1 O 7 ) . . . . « . . I O .
a .. - ) . . ' ~ “*. 7




v O
g K P&ot*of’ the effect of Recommendation 2 in terms of éize' adjuétmtg
. ‘. units as a proportion of grand total’ progran Units is shown in i’igure 5.3.
Compared yith Figure 4.1: - | v

~The discontinuity which exists in Figure-4.1 at enrollments. o~
" between 500 and 1000 ADM has been softened considerably and .
o, ~ SPPeATS a3 a flexure in thefcurve. The flexure occurs between : -
. ¢ 800 and 1500 ADM. -
.. ~The shape of the curve his been altered between 100 and 1000 ADM.
— " Pigure 4.1 is quite lipear in this area; Figure 5.3,ha% aslight
curve. . ° :

’

B ) ) £
) There are-some specific.districts which stand out in Figure 'S.3 for
. the 'following Teasoiy: . -

L4 : . ~
. X
‘ . Loving (388.ADM, 18(%). Lacking a high.school, Loving does )

ndt share in the benefits ofieither the current high school size

‘ ustment - factorvor the size adjustment formula of Recommenda-
tion 2. -, : C ’ .
2. Jehez Mountain (551 ADM, 43.1%). Due to the isolated' nature

oPf the district, Jemez Mountain maintains six schools (five '

elementary and one high school). In c#ntrast, other districts \)
of similar éhrollment each maintaim a total of two or thres .,
schools. . : -

3. Chama (977 ADM, 28.7%). . Due to isolaticn and®he distribu-
o tion'-of the population centers in the district, Chama maintains
six sghools (three elementary, two mid, and one high school).
Other districts of similar enrollmedt ewch maintain three or .
four schools. ‘

[

4. Clayton (1014 ADM, 30.7%). The Clayton district maintains -
a small (54 ADM) /high school at Amistad, 39 miles south of Clayton.

Clayton is the-district with the smallest enrollment which main- .
= tains a se high school. !
’ 5. Lordsburg (1249 ADM, 23.0%). The Lordsburg district maintains o
five schools (three elementary--K-3, 1-3, 1-5--one mid, and one ° S .

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. °* o 3

‘ .
5 .
.

' ' -81-" - ' 4 ‘ R
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/

w}ih the oxfccptioﬁ of the above districts, all of the districts -

©
?

| tend to group around some continuous curve.

t . l R

B.. Multiplier.. The fo}léwing ,vido'nco indicates that the high

. school size u‘djust-unt lultiplilor -shou{ld be changed: .

—

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). . o

' . - ‘
-The .ratio of elementary-junior high school .pupil-professional
ratio to high'school pupil-professional Zatio (Figure 4.11)

- exceeds 1.2 only in districts with high schools of 310 ADM and
-fewer; only 12 high school attendance centers excna\a ratio of

L

- * ¢ ".-The average of s 7-9 in small districts is little
{ different from average cost in large districts and from the
State average; the average cost of grades 10-12 in small districts
does not exceed 1.40° times.the average-cost in large districts
and the state average (Table 4.1). , -

; [} /
/ ! -Thd comparative reco ion of high schools to elementary and
. / . junior high schools in New Mexico is at or near‘the median of
' wide range of comparative ‘yecognition in other states for schools
’ ‘of 25 and 100 ADN (Table 3.3). ;
© ©  + -Adoption of Recomsendstion .2, howsver, will increase the
' * comparative recognition in New Mexico.

-

L . Recommenddtion §. It is recommended that in con!unction
.« with Recommendation 2, the multiplier in the high school
size adjustaent formula be reduced to 1.5.

. > . .
. . . - A
. . Rnco-mda_tion 3.results in.a tiigh school size adjustment formul
where: o | ‘
. ‘ ' )
< additional units =

.
, . .
N . . A
[ RN . :

N

SR x 1.5 x ADM,

. . -The ph{il-tbﬁh&g ratio rationale used for justification of ‘the -
pl

- ~
s




A comparison of the w.ight per ‘sgudent in various size small schools
in New Moxico under the current size adjustment fomulas and undor the’

( ’
7 revised fomlu of Rocouendations 2 and. 3 is shown’in the following ,

LI ) L4 -

table: . ) : ; / .
\ : " Unit Weight per Student . o
S +  °< Curremt ., Current Rec'n 2° ™ Rec'n'3 '
School size Elem/JHS Hi: Sch. Hi Sch. _Hi Sch.
: v ,

'* \ " )
’ . B - 088 1.7 1/90 - T1.425
S ¢ 00 -  *0.50 “1.00 1.60 1.20
¢ . i )
\ 150 °* . 0.25 _ 0.50 ' 1.40 1.05 =, )
200 -0- -0~ ' 1.20 0.90 .
N {
250 -0-+ -0- °  1.00 0.75 f
, 400 -0- . =0 0.40.- - .30 L0

500 -0- . =0-- -0- -0- .

Figure 5.4 compares 'tho_rovisodifomla of Recommendation 3 with

the current high school size adjustment for’mla.. Comparing Figure 5.4

. w:l'th Figure 5.2;, it is{spparent-that the b?nofits of Recommendation 3 ’ N

i are not as great as tho benefits ;f Roco-'endation 2, -and that some |
districts would loso dué\ to the reduced l‘plior. _

Ttv crqssovor point is 71 Aw Thus tho districts with high schools

r - of fmr than 71 ADN will lose slightly undor Roco-endafion 3.
Tho district-by-district tabulations of the effect of Recommendation

3 for the 1975~ 1976 sehool year is shown in Table s 2.

-

~ There are Jsix b‘sdxoola with enrollments of fewer than 71 ADM.
. .Four of these hiﬂ} schools are located in one-high-;chool ctistricis

4 ' I -84 . ' ¥ .
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(House, Encino, Mosquoro, and Elida) which would have lost under the

revised formula. In the Cltyton district (1014 A.WJ tge high school
at . Amistad’ would have gdncutcd fewer units than under the currentw
i’onuia, but Cllyton High Scho:l would h‘avo~gaino‘d substantidlly
;'iolding a ‘net gain- to th; di‘strict. In the’ Almogortb district
(8344 ADM) ‘howovor, the loss to Woed High School would have resulted
" in a very slight decrease in total prozrm mits, to the aistr‘ict since
the othor high schools in Aumgordo do not and would not qualify for
size uljustunt mi/tT' . ' ‘
Districts of 129 ADN and fower would hqe lost slightly. Increases |
in total units of less than 10% would }uvo bodn rulized b}"distr}cts
with onrolllients S between 137 and 237 ADN--gistricts with 77 to 126 studemgs
in the hizh school and thus at the top of the ‘curve (Pi.gure 5.4) of units
goneratod dnder the present fornula. Greater gains would have been '
realized in dist:icts of 240 to 782 M four districts would hqe re(:eivod
more than a 25% increase. Tho,;four districts are those which have about
250 students in the high sch ﬂand thus would have generated nearly the
m}m nuaber of units ppuiblo \ljnder the proposed. .formulas. The maximum #,
- '/hrﬁouo of 25.9% conparos with a maximm 1ncrouJ of 34.4% which would

hav. accrued to Fort Sumor (499 ADM) under Recomdation 2.

’

As with Roconendation .2, gd.u for districts with zreater than
950 ADN dopond on district orgmization.
.i In toto, under Ro%o-!ondation 3, 52 districts woulc'l\ have gained, .
31 districts would have neither gained nor bost,’and-givo districts would

have lost slightly.
/

0




» *
' Pistrict .
! Name ADM
'Y 50 House 91
83 Emcino * 105
28 Mosquero 113
58 Elids 129’
15 Grady + 137
52 San Jon 144
. 11 Maxwell 149
38 Corona 152
» 27 Roy -~ 156
85 Des Moines 179
" 59 Floyd 182
51 Logan - 198
7 Lake Arthur 199
- 3 218
39 Homdo. 237
26 'Vsughn © . 240
g 4S8 Wagon Mound 255
~ 60 Dors 256
' 40 Cepitan . 263
48 Cloudcroft 297
14 Melross 298
2 Reserve 365
37 Carrizozo 377
21 Loving 388
5 Hegerman 425
02 Mountsinair 433
13 Texico 439
35 Tatum 440
§ Cimarron 454
16 Ft. Sumer 499
56 Jeme: Mtn sS1
¥ Animes 587
63 Jeme: Springs 576
78 Ojo Caliente 539
10 Springer - 613
.80 Bstancias 630
7% Magdsiena 639
6 Dextar _  659.
$4 Dulgs 671
. 32 Eumice 756
34 Jal 782
70 Pecos 811
77 Penasco 841
81 Moriarty b oy’
18 Ihtih 966
. Q b’
CIRIC 116,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s

Rec’'n 3 1975-76

HSSA
Units Units
58.331 66.938
80.337 84.790
83.153  86.678 -
83.153  86.678
$7.713  94.710
99.777  93.498
98.231 94,938
102.028 96,760
117.273  99.910
125.292  99.640
123.552 - 99.840
125.723  99.578
122.673 | 99.910
126.153 ° 99.510
140.9990 93.470
142.848 92,162
143.939 92.438
141.372  93.240
139.493 94,478
167.817 52,300
151.529  83.598
165.312  §9.040
139.493  94.478
\ 0 0
164.268 61,560
153.792  90.640
166.833 55,110 -
151.200 84.000
180. 443 -0
184.331 0
186.581 0
‘187.068 0
162,383 0
177.501 ° 14.438
177.581 .0
177.923 0
184,708 0
187.137 0
178.425 0
187.439 0
183,168 0
83.153 0
71.663 0
167.328 0
42.959 0
'

23.712
26.145
22,763
26.643
47.521
50,686
51.501

48.132-

45.015
115.427
67.931
106.272
45.015
0
102.70%
73.152

- 111.723

67.200
180.443

104,331

186.581
187.068
162,383
163.143
177.581
177.923
184.709
187.137
178.425
187.439
183.168

83.153

. 71,663 °

167.328
42.959,

T Table 5.2

Effect of Recomsendation 3

Percent
1975-76  Change In

Total Total
Units . Units
230.903  (3.7)
260.861 (1.7)
‘200,553 (1.2)
319.450  (1.1)
328.361 0.9
355.076 1.8
352,332 0.9
354.721 1.7
366.962 4.7
403.961 6.4
410.148 5.8
443.239 :'9 .
436.263 .2
477.628 5.6,
489.137 9.7
459.123 . 11.0
509.507  10.1 ]
505.034 ° 9.5 !.
517.977 - 8.7 .
539.93¢ 21.4
550.880  12.2
593.724 . 17.9 -
752.034 6.0
$41.443 0
806.338  12.7
655.722 ¢ 11.2
769.482 14.5
796.253 8.4
707.654  25.5
712.593 25,9
740.138  25.2
735.263 ° 25.4
764.083 . 21,2 -
086,678 18,4
923.613  19.2 .
852.624  20.8
842,083 _ 21.9
1,048,772 7 17,9
917.243 ° 19.5
1,086.010— 17.2
1,190,281 ' 15.4
1,157.740 © 7.2
1,217.462 5.9
1,209,162 . 13.0
3.2

1,326.067 .

.

-

High Schoel Size Adjustsomt (HSSA) Units = ﬂsﬁ_‘! x

Total

Y

il
1.5 x K '
. Rec'n 3 1975-76
District : HSSA HSSA
t Name ADM Units Units
79 Questa 975 0 0
53 Chama - 977 184,133 )
44 Mors | 1,000 0 0
84 Clayton l.géd 254.460 70.840
62 Cubs 1,083 144,659 - O
25 Samts Rosa 1,062 123.113 . 0
36 Ruidoso 1,226 0 0
“29 lordshurg 1,249 186.593 0
72 Pojosque 1,331 0 - 0
47 Tulaross 1,538 45.581 0
73 TorC 1,578 . 32.913° 0
* 9 Ratoa 1,878 28.109 0
© 64 Aztec 1,931 0 0
74 Socorro 2,000 0 0"
49 Tucumcari 2,129 40,313 ]
66 Sloomfield 2,328 0 ]
69 B. Las Vegas 2,480 0 0
24 Cobre 2,5%7 0 9
57 Portales 2,607 0 0
68 N, Las Vegas 2,004 0 0
6L Bernalillo 2,904 0 0
31 Lovingtom 2,919 0 0
22 Artesty 3,323 0 0
76 Taos 3,387 0 0
23 Silver City 3,445 152.183 . 82,778
86 Los Lunxzs 3,5N N .0 0
42 Denming 3,744 - ] 0
87 belea 3,7%0 l 0 0
41 Los Alsmos ; 4,637 . 0 0
19 Gadsden 4,M6 . 0 0
67-—Contral 5,122° 156.28¥ 0
88 Gremts 5,148 0 0
55 Espamols 5,047 0. N
20 Carlsbad 6,495 0 0
65 Fatmington 6,918 0- - .0
33 Hobbs 7,395 0 0
46 Al 8,344 $9.217 90.390
12 Clovis _ " 8,794 | I ]
4 RMoswell 9,751 0 0
, *71 Samts Fe* 11,787 0 0
43 ‘Gallup . 12,310 0 0
17 lLas Cruces 18,434 0 0
1 Albuguerque 82,277 175.212 25.178

Change Percent
In Units 1975-76 Change In
Increase Totsl Total -
(Decrease) Units Units
. 0 +°'1,375.169 0
184.133 1,458.125 12.6
0 1,447.937 0-
175.620, 1,493.541 11.8
144.659  1,385.107 10.4
123.113 1,477.448 8.3
0 1,671.263 . 0
156.593 1,673.578 9.4/
0 1,788.528 0
) 45.581  1,983.559 2.3
32.913.  2,182.515 1.5
20.109 2,598,952 1.1
0 2,648.823 P
0 2,693.972 0
40.313 2,808.959 - 1.4
0 3,070.764 0
0 3,466.870 0 .
0 3,522,225 , 0’
0 3,632.708 0
0 4,108,272 0
0 3,005, 354 0
0 4,096.010 0
0 4,395,854 0
0 4,511.021 0
69.405 4,595.583 1.5
0 4,516.515 0
0 4,912.149 0
< 0 4,961,966 -0
"0 6,204,352 | 0
. 2 5,712.632 0
156. 6,026,402 2.6
si*;lb 6,247,115 <] *
. 0 8,107.124 0
.0 8,987.411 p
"0 8,631.703 0
: 0 9,770.562 -0
(1.173) 10, 20‘;14 ¢ 0.17)
0 ,492.957 0
0 13,002.383 0
0 15,092,067 0
0 14,806.971 0
0 19,595,307 o .
150.034 109,739,321 0.1
5,084,116

soo.ofl.]ft7 1.4 |
S ?
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} . . . \
Recommendation 3 would have incressed the total, number of uniég\
~ by SW.IIG--. 1.4%'1ncro;so in the statwi&g total program units }or s
1975-1976. At $703 per unit, an additional $3,574;134 would have been .

required.

®

' . The actual 1975-19’76 tqt;"l si‘zé adjustment repégnitioﬁ uoun'ted to

- $9,125,537 of a total prograa ;os‘t of 8256,38?,164--or 3.6%. The cost’, .

.» of recognizing high schools at 500 ADN and with a multiplier of 1,5 would'
have ru\;.lt:q in a total s.:lzo a'djustnon( recognition of $12,699,671.';ln '

" & total,program cost of $259,961,238--or 4.9%. . \ i
“The effect of Recommendation 3 on the size adjustment units as a '

: proportiﬁi of grand total program units as they wb}xl,d have existed .in - 3
1975-1976 1s shown in Figure 5.5:"~ o ’

—_

In comparison with Figurés 4.1 and 5.3:

-No district would have attributed more than 50% of jts total wnits
to size adjustment. . ' . ‘ . i
-In districts of fewer than 200 ADM, the curve of Figure 5.3 is
flatter than the curve of Figure 4.1 or Figure 5.3.

. | 2 0 ¢
-Nost of the districts show a higl\{or,p rtion 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 5.3 than to the configuration of

oS Figure 4.1.

-The ?ﬁ(ht curve which was apparent in Fi&ure 5.3 between 100
and 1000 ADM is apﬁrcnt still in Figure 5.5, but the curve is
not as obvious. =~

s

-The same five distYicts stand out in Figure 5.5 as in Figure 5.3
and for the same reasons. The differences from the general curve
formed by all of the districts, however, are not as great for the
five districts-in Figure 5.5 as they were i,n Figure 5.3.
v 2 *
. LY
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.o District Size Adjustment ’ ¢ - -

Althaugl{ the discussion of Chapter 4 indicates that the district

size adjustment factor is jusq'.fiod primarily on political grounds, there
. is 'stat:lstical nov:ldoacq to jﬁstify ‘the factor in its present forn: .

7 J ~The administrative expenditures as a proportion of net operational -
: expenditures (Figure 4.4) are greater for districts of 4000 ADM and °
- fower than for districts of more than 4000 ADN:. (It is nmot readily
spparent from Figures 4.5, 4.6, 4.8, and 4.9, however, if any other
line item suffers accordingly for districts with enrollment between .
. 1000 and 4000 ADNM.) ] . )

~

- -The PPR and PAR curves (Figure 4.10).indicste that these ratios -
gonerally decresde as .the district enrollment decreases. Although

~ a threshold, or breaking point, is not apparent, it is apparent
that sdditional costs are incurred by districts-shich operate with
low-PPR and PAR. ’ . . . :

'?_ - -With the'exception of four schools, the high school breadth of

® progran (Figure 4.14) is at or above the median For schools whose -
° . ‘enrollment is 500 or greater, corresponding to district enroll-
© % .. - ment of 1000 ADM or greater (Fijure 5.1). Although the~district

- -8ize adjustment. factor contributes less than 8% of the grand total
: program units to districts of 1000 to 4000 ADM (Figure 4.2), the
- v additional assistance may permit the decreased PPR and PAR (Figure
4,.10) necessary har‘;n the breadth of program. ,
# -Although New Mexico is unique (for practical purposes) in recogniz-
. , ing both school and district $ize as separate entities. the New o
e Mexico district recognition for districts of 500 ADM snd fewer is
b gonerally less than the recognition in states which recognize only
district size (Table 3.5). - : *

L' Thus the dis¥rict size adjustwent factor appears to be justified and
' adequitely dffsets the itigher administrative ’oxpond@s and the 'additiongl
costs of maintaining &fi- pdequate breadth of program at the high. sd?odi N

-, 1

. level through decreased PPR amd PAR. . : ..
: : . \- :

Recommendation 4. It is recommended that the district size 3
E}us,tunt be Tetained wi t change. . ;

-
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Roco-cndation 4 notwithstcndiug, it is of in.tsrcst to obscrve what
would happen if the district size adjustmt were removed while incorporat-
ing the school size cdjusmnt chnngo of Roconondction 3. Table 5.3
prov:ldn c tcbuhtion by district of the effect of such a revision for ’
the 1975-1976 schdol year. é ' ‘

TN .Undor this scheme, 35 districts would have 'rocg.’vod wore units .i:i ’
1975-1976, €2 districts would hcvc‘:eithor gﬁaod nor lost, and ‘i districts
would have lost. In xonoru districts with onrollunts of 218 Am and
fcwor--thc cpproxiutc point at which the increase in the cxt{dod high
School recognition offsets the loss in district size adjustment--would
have ]tos"t. The loss, in both absolute units and in percent of ‘total units,
increases as the enrollment decreases below 218 ADM. ' :

In districts with enrollments greater than 218 ADM the change gsnortlly

is positive, increasing to a maximum increase of 17 095 in Cimarron (454

| ADM); thereafter the increase falls off and at 811 ADM the chcngc':ls nega- ‘

tive. As the districts' enrollments increase thereafter, except for
few.districes which would have gained due to district organization, the
districts generally would have 'suffcrcd & loss mﬁl the enrollment
exceeded 4000 ADM--the cutoff point for the district size recognition,

“The. extended high school nmecognition wuld have requircd. an sdditional
S084.116 units snd 5623.625 units were attributod to the district-sizci
adjustmenf factor resulting in a not "saving" of 539, 509 wnits. At
$703 per unit, this would have amo;g}.ted to $379, 275--slight1y more than

.0.1% of the total program cost of S256 387,104, A-slight saving with a
'largc rcd:lstribution of resources throughout the districts of the state.

-91-




- % . Table 5.3 ’ : '

o ‘ Effect of Recomendation ¥ wm.’u.. District Size Adjustment Factor Removed . N 0.
Rec'n 3 ‘ - Rec'n 3 .
Changs In Porcdhe Change Ia ’ Perceat
HSSA Units 1975-7¢ Change 1975-76 _Change In HSSA Units 1975-76 Change 1975-76 Chenge Ia
District (Fa Table District In 8.A. . Total Total . District (Pa Teble District In §.A. ' Total Total
§  Name ADM 5.2) S.A. Units Units Units Uuits f  Name AM 5.2) S.A. Units Units Units Units
] A 3 A-B . A ] A-B .
50 House ) (8.607) 13.411 (22.018) * 230.903 (9.5) 79 Questa 975 0 110.602 (11Q,602)  1,375.169 (s.0)
83 Eacino 105 (4.453)  15.265 ,(19.718) 260.861 (7.6) 53 Chawa © 977 184.138  110.955  73.378 1,458,125 5.0
28 Mosquero 113 (3.525)  16.400 (19.925) 290.553 (6.9) ' 44 MNors 1,000 © 0 112,500 (112.500)  1,447.937 {7.8)
58 Elida 129 (3.525) 18.772 (22.297) $19.450 (7.0) 84 Claytom 1,014  175.620  113.506  62.114+  1,493.841 4.2
15 Grady 137 3.003 10.846  (16.843) 528.361 (5.1) 62 Cuba 1,053 144,659 116.370  28.289 1,385.107 2.6 -
$2 San Jom 14 6.279 20,753  (14.474) 355.076 (4.1) 25" Sants Ross 1,062  123.113  116.971 6.142 1,477.448 0.4
11 Maxwell 149 3.293 21,448  (18.155) 352,332 (5.2) 36 Ruidoso 1,226 0 127.506 (127.506) 1,671.263 7.6) .
38 Coroma 152 6.068 21.934  (15.866) 354.721 (4.5) 39 fTordsburg 1,249 156.593  128.822 27.’5’ 1,673.578 1.7
27 hoy 156 17.363 22,487  (5.124)° 366.962 1.4 72 Pojoeque 1,331 . 0 133,191 (133.191) 1,783.528 (7.4)
85 Des Motned™ 179 25.652 25.614 .038 403.861 0.1 47 Tularosa 1,535 45.581  141.874 (96.293)  1,983.559 (4.9)
59 floyd 18 23.712 26.081  (2.369) 410.148 . (0.6) 73 TorC 1,575 32.913  143.227 (110.314)  2,182.515 (s.1)
51 Logam - 198 26.145 28.162 (2.017) 443.239 (0.5) 9 Raton 1,878 28.109  149.440 (121.331)  2,508.852 4.7)
7 Lake Arthur. 199 22,763 28.%5  (5.602) 436.263. ' (1.3) 64 Aztec ° 1,931 0 149.819 (149.819)  2,648.823 (5.7
3 Quemado 218 26.643 30.051  (4.208)ns” 477.628 ' (0.9) 74 Socorro 2,000 . 0  150:000 (150.000)  2,693.972 (5.6)
39 Hondo 237 47.521 33.378 ° - 14.143 489.137 2.9 49 Tucumceri 2,129  40.313  149.381 (100.068)  2,808.959 (3.9)
26 Vaughn - 240 50.686 33.840  16.M46 459.123 3.7 66 Blovmfield 2,328 0  145.966 (145.966)  3,070.764 (4.8)
B 45 Wagom Mound 255 51.501 35.789  15.512 509.507 3.0 69 E. Las Vegas 2,480° 0 141,360 (141.360)  3,466.970 4.1
/60 Dora . 256 48.132 35.877 12.255 . 505.034 2.4 24 Cobre 2,537 0 139.186 (139.186)  3,$22.225 (4.0) S
! 40 Capitan 263 45.015 36.7191 8.224 517.977 1.6 57 Portales 2,607 "0 136.206 (136.206)  3,632.788 (3.7)
48 Cloudcroft 297 115.427 51.342  64.085 - 539.934 11.9 68 W. Las Vegas 2,084 0 120.729 (120.729) 4,108.272 (2.9)
14 Melrose 298 67.931 41.306  26.625 558.880 4.8 61 Bermalillo 2,904 0 119.388 (119.388)  3,895.354 (s.1)
2 Ressrye 106.272 49.693  56.579 \Sos.m 9.5 51 loviagton °2,919 0  118.363 (118.363)  4,096.010 (2,9)
37 Carpftoro-~ 70 45.015 51.220  (6.208) 752.034 (0.8) 22 Artesia 3,323 (] 84.114 (84.114)  4,395.854 .9)
21 g L] (] 52.885  (52.555) 541.443 (0.7 76 Taos 3,357 0  80.997 (80.997)  4,511.021 - (1.8)
§ Hagerman 425 107.708 56.917  $0.79) _806.338 6.3 23 Silver City 3,445 69.405 71.783 2.348  .4,595.583 0.1
82" Mountainsir 433 73.152 57.060  15.292 655.722 2.3 © 86 Los Lumas 3,871 0 57,507 7.507)  4,516.515' ¢ (1.3)
13 Texico 439  111.723 58.662  §3.061 769.482 6.9" - 42 Deming 3,744 0 35.942 .042) 4,912,149 (0.7)
¥ Tetum 440 67.200 59.382 7.818 796.283 1.0 87 belen 3,790 (] 29.846  (29.846)  4,961.966 0.6)
8 Cimarron 45¢  180.443 60.313  120.130 707.654 17.0 41 Los-Alsmos 4,637 0 ‘o ] 6,294,352 )
16 Ft. Sumer 499  184.331 65.812 118.819 712.593 16.7 19 Gadsden 4,846 " 0. 0 ] 5,710.632 (]
56 Jemez Mtn. 551  186.581 71.265 115.316 740.135 | 15.6 67 Ceatral 5,122° 156.208 0 156.288 6,026.402 - 2.6
30 Animas 557 187.068 - 71.916 115.152 735.263 15.7 88 Grants 5,148 0 (] 0 6,247.118 [
63 Jemez Springs 576 - 162.383 73.905  88.479 764.083 11.6 - 55 Espmols . 5,847 )} 0 0 0 8,107,124 0
78 Ojo Caliente 589  163.143 . 75.358 . €7.785 . 886.678 9.9 20 Carlsbad 6,498 (] 0 Q. 8,007.411 -0
10 Springer 613. 177.581 1 77.807  #9.774 - 923.613 10.8 65 Farmington 6,018 0 (] 0 8,631.703 o
‘80 Estencla 63  177.923 79.616  98.307 . 852.624 ' 11.5 33 Hobbs 7,305 6 ' 0 '] 9,770.862 0
~+ 75 Magdalena 639_  184.709 80.512 104.197 $42.083 12.4 - 46 Alamogordo 8,344 (1.173) ¢ 0  {1.173) 10,920.714 ( o0.1)
6 Dexter - 659  187.137 82.514 104.623 1,043.772 10.0 - 12 Clovis - 3,794 . .0 0 0 11,492,957 (]
54 bulce 671 178.42% 84.305 94.0%0 917.243 10.3 4 Roswell 9,781 (] (] 0  13,002.383 0
32 Bumice® 756  187.459. 91.967 95.472 1,086.810 ¢ 8.8 71 Seata Pe 11,787 (] 0 0 15,002.067 0o .
M Jal 782 103.168 94.348  88.000 1,190,251 7.5 ., 43 Gallwp 12,310 ] 0 0 14,806.971 % o =
70 Pocos sl $3.153 96.983  (13.832) 1,187.740 (1.¢) . 17 Las Cruces 15,434 0 o 0 19,505,347 o
* 77 Penasco 841 . 71.663 99.583 (27.920) 1,217.462 (2.3) 1 Albugperque 150.034 0 150.034 109,739.321 - 0.1 .
81 Moriarty 947  167.328  108.300  58.948 1,209.162 4.6 = . . .
18 * Hatch . 966 42.959  109.907  (66.948)  1,326.867 (5.0) Total 3 5,084.116 §5,623.625 (539.500) 366,927.744 10.1)
. s A . -

123 . . o 124
| R R




- | . r
. Figure 5.6 is tho plot of the total si;e adjusmnt units with

school sizo adjustunt forlulu as per Recommendations 1 and 3, but

without the. distFict size adjustaent. - :
In comparison with Fi&uros 4.1, 5.3, and 5.5:

district would attribute more than 47% of its total un:l.ts to
‘sdjustment. .

-All of the d:l.stticu shov a lower proportion of size ﬁjustnnt
mitsinl’iguroSGthnninPimss. _

3
-The dhcont:lnuity of Figure 4.1 is sharpened in Figure 5.6. 'mo
benefits of size adjustment mdor the schou of Figure 5.6 ars

very apparent. . A

~The same five di.str:tcts stand out as in Figure 5.3 and for the
same reasons. . .

~—

* »

The ;osus would bo pu'ticuhrl)" severe for districts whose enroll-
_ments are bom? 750 and 4000 ADM, including some of the districts which
_may be best assisted by‘th.'/:xp.‘ag.d high sc13w1 rotognition formula. \
For these districts the needed benefits of the expanded high school.
recognition would be offset--completely, or nox:o, for some districts--

-by the loss of the district size adjustment units.
. .-

£ 4

Rural/ Isolation" Fattt;r

As discussed in Chapter 4, the Gallup-McKinley County School district
Tealizes some economies of s*!o in central office administration, but-

encounters diuconoﬁ.os’of isolated attendance areas. Lacking mOTO

definitive data, it appears approprihte to, recognize thusit;ntion at
-iou point between no recognition and the additional units which the
conbinod destricts would Teceive for district sizq /hu«ﬂunt were the
district to be doconsolidatod around’ each high school attendance center.

-93-
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/s

Which is exactly what the current m:lllgti:n factor S B

-

" does.

a
Information prnoatod in Chaptor 4 also indicates that by at

least three lusmi" (geographic size, mumber of high sch.ools and

feeder schools maintained, and cnrcllmt in relation to gootuphic

size and number of high schools and fooders)_, th Gallup-McKinley County - -~
district is llliqt’ and should be recognized uniquely. There is no evi-

dence that indicates the rnru/uontion factor should bo revised 'so \

tat it is applicable to sy other dstrices. ™ : N

-

> | Recommendation 5. Itisroco-endodthcttﬂocmrmt
-Kural/ Isohﬂou factor be retsined without change.

-\ j - : A
School and Dutrtct Couolidctioa ) ) s i ..».
The current district lnd school size adjustunt ftctors and the

roeo-ndat_im made thus far offer no inccntivo for school or districy .
consolidation. Yot it appears inefficiént to provide large uounts of \/
size adju:tunt moy to many of the districts with low, cnrollnent and |
to.districts with small schools located near largor attendance centers.

In the case of very mu neondn.ry schools. it sppears from Figures
4.10, 4,13, and 4.14\thut even with very low PPR it is possible to offer
only a relatively narrow progrn. It)is doubtful that sufficient money
could be provided to the very sull districts to provide a ucondary , . 4
school breadth of program cpproqching th, sf.(twido median of 35 programs.
Thus, those districts w:l.th very small enrollments and/or‘- very small
secondary schools should be gncoura{ed ~t,‘o consolidate schools and districts

4

wheréver possible. Indeed: - ‘
o , 1 -95- '
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~ which similar districts do not enjoy.

-1f it is the desire of the .state to provide équal ociuzt'ional
opportunity to students throughoug the state (an assumption
firaly supported by the public s 1 funding formula); and

-If oqual dducational opportunity can be defined in terms of
breadth of 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

~It is incumbent upon the legislature to adopt measures which
‘will provids strong incentives for the consolidation of small
secondary schools and small school districts other than those
schools which are considersd to be npcessarily existent.

The incentives may be internal to .the oecrational funding for;uh,

. ¢xternal to the formula, or both. This investigation is limited to the-

operational funding mechanisms; external incentives are not eon.sidutod.ll‘
-+ In Chapter 34t was mentioned thet within the 6pu:atioa;1 budg(ot
pegalties appear to be more effective than rewards. Rewards generally
Bust come to an end--it is ndt equitable to continue forever a benefit,
wthe possible penalty is a rodu::‘tﬁ'm in the amount of siz; adjustment
units which a secondary school may generate unless the school is declared
to be necessarily oxistmt. Since 'any roduct}on in funds may reduce <
further, to~the detriment of the students,. the breadth of program and -
instructional support services provided, the e.onssl.idation pressures
sho!;lld be q:glio"a ificreasingly with, m:, .eventual phaseout of 311

i

" laccdrding 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 districts through congplidation. - :

V4

!
'

-96- . 2
\

129 -




/

¢ \—4chool size adjustment units to small secondary schools which are not
nmssir:lly existent. * g .

Plenning time, however; must be provid.dfwuh:: should not be
imposed until one or two years after enactment of :such provisions.

Not all secondary schools wh:lcp qu:lify for sebool, size adjustment
need be subjected to the.penalties. The breadth'of programs for,secondary
schools (i’iguro 4.’14) may be iiprovod considerably for secondary schools
whose enrollments range from 250 to 500 ADM_through l’d0pt139 of Recom-

md’at'ion 3. It would be ippi-opriato, tiwn. to roquire“o‘n‘ly 'secondary’ ‘
schools of less than 250 ADN to be declared as necessarily éxistent in

»

T\ordun to qualify for full school sizesadjustment bepefits.
5 - .
If consolidation of small secondary. schools and small districts

is to be encouraged, each district should be required to be wnified,

i.e., offer grades K through 12. Thus if the penalties are successful ‘
’ . " . f

in forcing consolidation of the secondary schools in small districts,

the districts, too, should be consolidated. '

<

Recommendation 6. It is recommended tlat New Mexico incorporate
Teq ts. that secondary schools of fewer than 250 ADM Just

be declared "necessarily existent" 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 té its regulations; .
. i3
~the penalties not be imposed for two years aftér enactment,
and that the penalties be increasingly severs so that after
some few years (perhaps five years after imposition) school
size adjustaent units would be eliminated for small secondary- )
schools not declared to be necessarily existent; and

-a11 school districts be required by.law to be unified, i.s.,
offer grades K-12. . ’ . ' : :

-
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+  Criteria for determining a "necessarily existent," school sheuld
* be based on bus-ride tﬁe. distance, or combination tho’roof,b by the
usually-traveled toute from the sohool to a larger, similar-level I
attendance center. / ) ’

In rogo.rd to the l:ln:lting size for nocossarily existent, the school.
which hovors about the cpt-off point must be protected from periodic
flip-flops. Some steady-state below the cut-eff point for some period
of t:l;no should be considered, as well as current trends and projections
for the near future. o ‘ ‘ - '

In regard to‘oousolifhtion, it is not necessary--nor necessarily :
desirable in »any instucos-- small districo to consolidate entirely
with one larger distrigt, nor for & small secondary school to consolidate
K ontiroly with one larger socom}ory school. Geography, road pattorns,

oounty ;ims. ano.jl residence locations of the district population u?"

suggest that a distri:ct be consolidated with two, three, or even more
el -

‘ neighboring districts. ;
§1tMu¢h an infinito set of combinations of ti\o above factors ooold .
be 'sol\octod, one pos‘sibloy set which is chosen for dnal}sis' consists of: ' = o
stzv secondary schools of 250 Am or fewor‘.
| Distance/time to larger sinilar-lovol attendance centor
. L hour 15 minutes but not less than 30 miles oxcept under
. ) unusugl circumstances.
. Had the above Tequirements been in effect in 1575-1976 and assuming .
tho 1975-1976 ADM had been steady over the imoduto past few years with
little ch.nco of increasing, and assuming the 30-mile’ limitation (road

conditions not well known to this researcher), the districts whose

-98-




- . ’7
secondary schools would havg to he proven to be nécessarily existent

and the possible school size adjustmeht liability would have been as
shown in Table 5.4. All of the districts with secondary schools’ with - -
uu-oul_cnts of fewer than 250 ADM are listed in the table, together with *
the name of and the distance to the negrest larger secondary Sghool.
Lisbility computations are made, however, only for those schools which
are within 30 ii'los of the larger secondary school. j B
‘- f‘hblo 5.4 incorporites Recommendation 3.
From Table 5.4 it may be noted that:
/ - N .
( -There are 23 secondary schools with enrollments of fewer than
250 ADM.which are located within 30 miles of larger secondary :
schools. : - —
. -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 amounted to $2,288,588.

—t - - e - ,

-The cost of transporting all of the secondary school students - .
to the larger $chool would have been $365,816; thus, .

-The schools could have been closed and the students bused to
~larger schools with their inherently broader program, with -,

T 'Fﬁ?ﬁij of $1,922,772. . .
| Further savings could be possible: sizq adji\s}i‘ont units’ to éhe
) larger, consolidated schools and districts wouid be less-than ;'or the
schools and districts as currently configured. ‘
I is not tho.in,tcntion of this r:coutndati:on‘ to force the g{esi.ng'
. 4of sully elementary schools. Dosis:lons ;n closing small elementary schools
nay b; made by the idcu-,b,ouc}s of education'of' the larger (geographically)
~ and bigger (enrollment) school ‘districts nsultiﬂz from the consolidation
" of s:;lf secondary schools and small «school districts. If the recommendation

S D TR ) ' /
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District See
1 Nand “ADN
50 House 3
.
83 Encino 61
28 Mosquero 64
58 Elida .
15 Grady 77
‘11 Maxwell 78
52 ;-; Jon 7
34 Corolu 2
27 Roy 97
7“ Lake Arthur 103
$9 Floyd - 104
85 Des Moines 106
.Sl Logan 107
3 Quemsdo 107
40 Cspitan 123
37 Carrizozo 124
39 Hondo 126
60 Dors 126
26 vVaughn 128

the route-mile cos

\ “h . . i .
! Effect of "Necexsari]y Existeat” Criteria b School Districts with Secondary School Enrollments of
250 ADN or sad with Distance to Nearest Larger Sqcondary School Loss than 30 Miles
1975-7¢ B . . 1975-76 i ‘.
Nearest Total : . Possible Possible Nearest " Total Possible Possible
Larger Units HSSA sible Pemalty Add') ] Larger Units: HSSA  Possible Penalty Add') -
Sec Schdol/; with Units Pemalty at $703/ Trans. District  Sec Sec School/  with Units Penslty st $703/ Trans.
Distance(mi) Rec'm 3 Rec'a 3 ) ‘Unit($) Costa* 7 Name ADM Distance(mi) Rec'n § Rec'n3s (¥) tnit(f) ' Costse
Ft. Sumner- - . Springer- . e T
36 N . 45 Wagom Moumd 130 24 562.148 143,939 25.6 101,189 15,0 .
Vaughn- . dovington-
’ll:; 256.440 80.337 31,3 56,477 5,638 35 Tetum 140 22 o, 863,453 151.200 17.5 106,294 , 20,671
- s . Clovis- “ . ) ) .
18 207,028 83.153 29.0 58,487 5,638 14 Melrose 4 626.811 151,529 24.2 106,535 22,550
Portales- \ . Estancls- - - - . . '
u 515.925 83,153 26.3 °  SW,457 7,517 82 Moatsinair 144 33 ’ .o, ;
Clovis- . A - Artesia- . . -
- 38 L. - : ) * ‘S Hegermen ‘162° 16, P09D46  164.268 18.1 115,480 15,034
Springer- z \ . Silver City- : 3
13 355.625  98.231 27.6 69,055 . 8,143 ° 2 Reserve 164. 92 - L
Tucumcari- B L - * Clovis- . .
U 359.263 99.777 27.8 70,143 © 15,034 13 Texico 167 9 881,205 166.8033 .18.8 - 117,284 8,456
Vaughn- - B : - Alamogordo-~ . . ) . L
3] ) ~ v 48 Cloudcroft 169 19 * 685.361 167.817 25.6- 117,975 17,852
See . . R \ ‘. ) [P “Ml!: - - . .
Mgsquero : : ' 78 pjoCnlhnto 183 .27 1,039.821 171.581 17,1 124,839. 25,369
Artasis- \ .o Springer- : . .
s 458, 306 .122.673 26.8 86,239 5,011 8 Cimarron 209 2 . 888,097 180.443 20.3 ' 126,851 31,320
Portales- . . o © Cuba-* ek "
1 433,860 123552 28.5 96,857 11,275, 56 Jemez Mtn. 233 2§ . 1,126,717 186.581 16.6 131,166 31,320
Raton- N . Roswell- - ' : L
37 v . v 6 " Dexter 240 17 1,230.955 " 187,183 18.2 131,500 21,298
Tucumcari- ) -\ . - Hobbs- . ) .
22 - 469,384 125.723 26.8 88,383 13,781 \32 Bumice 246 .18 - 1,274,249  187.439 4.7 131,770 22,550 .
Magdalena- . i Carlsbad- Lo - .
” « - Loving - o W §41.443 -— C . ) v
Carrizozo- ’ , Claytom . Claytom- ot . - .
20 . 560.992 139.495 24.9 98,063 12,528 \ Amisted 7 )
See’ . 23 “'6ilvédr City Silver City- 9,839.967 , -
Copitmn . Cliee 42 2 152.183 1.5 306,985 27,248 .
Ruidoso- o« Clovdcroft- : :
2, 536.638 140,999 26.3 99,122 13,781 46 Alapogordo 2 - If Weed area were comsolidated .
Portales- E . Alsmogordo- w/Cloudcroft, Clouderoft mey
" » 553,166 141:372 25.6 99,385 8,770 ‘ 6 4a remain as "necessarily existent."
See - - .- ¢ . :
Enéino £ . Totaf

-’ ‘

v

Table 5.4 .

*‘Determined by the state inﬂ'go route-mile cost ($.87) in 1975-1976 and the
-assumed that one bus would be used for up to 65 studeats, 2 buses for 67 to 132 st
. figures are higher than would have been'reslized, fof in all but four of the
t was less thaa the state sversge.

. \\

districts ‘or which tunlp.oﬂauoa cos

W-trip distance betwesa the schools. It was .
udents, etc, On & route-mile cost basis, these . - .
ts were calculatod‘,h » .

v : .

24_,3‘6.516 3,256.459 13.2 2,288,588 365,816

«
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> B o 4
is adopted it is anticipated that a nunbe of the./ secondary schools
listed in Table 5.4 will ge consolidated into larger districts.
Bven if savings were not as zreat as might bc indicated from Table s. 4
{ i 4@_.«1 if there were ho monetary savifgs at all, ;his investigator would
‘ recpmend efforts to force consolidatior of snall secondary schools in
Y 4 order to improve the availabi lity of equal educationel oppo:tunity as

neasured by breadth of progran at the- secondgy level .

) Alternative Schools\ Ve : . . ¢ - :

A

. . ‘ It was stetg\in Chapter 4 that for alternative schools to ‘be recog-
7 nized within the-progran, structure of the funding formuls, it would be,
, ” necessary to provigd? stetutory and/or regulatory definition of need and ,‘
- services to- be provided L \l S o L e

\d .
)

T In his study of transfornetion in alternative sam‘lest 1977} .

- points out that : - £ o
”(PO ‘ s%ou s - % \ ‘
 Ya . .. alternative schbols are not all of a kind. T!!ex,appear e

& variety of formats ranging from Free Schools and Schools
withou? Nalls to Ledrning Centers and-Schools Within Sthdols.

' (r'7.) s .
. m order t‘urvive without draséic transfomtion, Nest believes g"
F .‘ ‘

.o J "that an alternetive school must. be protected from the bureaucratic

. structure, ffee. to serve s’tudents according to the studedts' needz .. .
e e S
N “ " Part of the success of an alternetive school can be attributed

- to tbnﬂruggle--a struggle of stuﬁnts and staff--to meot their needs
‘ .,' Success in the struggle may cmtr;@te to transformation. ‘I‘he alternative ¢
‘ " " school zeneral‘ly becones institutionalized must neet specified \(often
o . external) goals, and is i.'.;bjected to the same or similar ‘poiTcies and ' .
—~

: -101-
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reguiations as the other schools in the system. Thus many alternative

" schools are short lived--at least as alternatives. The sc.hools may be
'disbanded or they continue to exist not as alternatives, but as eau-'
cra.tic,) as str\tgcttn‘ed, and as institutionalized as the "regell.r“ scﬁools.
To.recognize alternative schools in statute and by regulation (assum-
ing that such schools must be "appro'ved"--neet external stihdards--‘ﬁi -
ﬁ order’ to qualify for fmding gogniticn) is to place severe limitations °
on the eltemtive schcols in developing programs which meet the needs
of their students. Limiting statutes and Tegulations are antithetical

7

To provide fu'ndiing recognition by'statute but without delineationm

-to .the concept of alternative schools.

of services-'-linim standards--would permit and ehcourage a ,school -
district to establish a separate facility, label it ‘an altemative school '
rup the nonetary benefits, and prov1 e no.more or no different services

than are prwided in the "regular" school.

-

Recommendation 7. .It is reoomended that at least for the v
present; alternative schools not be recognized for additionsal

funding either by program cost differemtial or by school size .-
adjustlent.~ . e ‘

- -

School - districts mst mset a\‘Mriety of needs If there is a nsed
for an- alternative school -the local school board«\us\ determine if the
\} .

need is of sufficient priority to allocat ecessary resources from within-

the operational budget .

- Johns' Added Cost Due to Sparsity

Neither the Johns' forxmla nor any modification thereof is appropr?ate
0., A]}though some modification of the formula may have
. -102- '

[ )

136
o

<




, applicability to New Nexico districts with enrollments of 750 ADM or

!

' greater, the formula doés not meet adequately the needs of districts.
: w:lth 425 ADM and fower.j '

The many differences between Florida, New Nexico, and other states
argue that fundinz distribution plans should be designed specifically ‘
' for the bonditions present in each state. The current formula structure
in New Me:d..eo 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 vigbiiity.

“of the formula. This study is an analysis of one portion of the New Mexico

~-

funding formula; the recomdatioﬁs of thls study are 'presented for the
continued hprovement of the fomuh in meeting tne needs of the students -

* of New Mexico.

S_tLarz’\ of Recommendations

Despite the dearth of data on which to base the recognition of .sull

. . . 7/
echools and small districts. the designers(of the funding formula inedtd--

ing the school, district, Mer--the rm-al/isolation size adjustment
factors planned exceedinzly well. In regard to the three size adjustment
factors, the analyses presented in this: study indicate changes only in
the high school size adjustnent formula The other reconendations
(cpnsolid?tion ingentives me Yecognition of alternative schools) are.

L

\integrnl- to the study,' but are sepagate from the recomendation; concern-

~

ing t;ie 'size adjustment factors, per se. .

For tie convenience of the re;der and future analysts, the recommenda-
L) - "‘ ' v .

tions based onthe findings.of this arislysis are listad below: ‘
.10 ’
* L \,=\
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- Bducation according to its r

. .y
~

1. It is recommended tlut the olmntary-junior high 'school size

' -adjustment factor be rouinpd without ounco

2. It is recommended that h:l.gh schools be rooognizod for smallness
at onrollunts of 500 ADM md fewer. _ )

.~ 3. It is recommended that in conjunction with Rooomondation 2,
the multiplier in the high school size adjustment formula be
reducsd.to 1.5. \ w ' .

4. It is ?oco-endod that thb district sizo,@ijustnwt bo

rotoinod without chmo L

S.. It is recommended that the curront rural/isolotion foctor
" be rot;inod without chanje..

6. It is rooomdod that New Mexico in rate roqﬁrouuts -

that secondary schools of‘fom than 250 must be declared
"necessarily existent" in order to qualify for full school size

adjustnont units. : It is further recommended that:

.-the criteria ¥or "nchoss ly existent" be established in
law, that the law place the -of proof upon the local school
board, and that the decisions made by the State Board of <

~-the ponzltios not be

and- that the penslties be
few years ’(perhaps five y Y
merrt units would be eli ed for small secondary s.chools not
declared: to be necessaril existent; and - .
ﬁstﬁcts be required by law to de unifiod i e.,
12:

-all sch
offér grades

I d

od thot 'at least for the present, alternative
gnized for additional funding eithor by progrsa
or by school size a.djustmt

Z« It is
schools not be
cost dif?oronq
The recommendations are dosi,gnod to provide the resources or the
neans for small schools and districts with small schools to' provi% an
adoquuto brudth o‘f progranm, pmicularly at the seoondary level, and
thoroby 2nhance the nvnilability of oqual cducationaI opportunias to

all gtu;l:nts of New Mexico.

oo s -104-
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N -~
Mutim for Purther Anuxsis
In ordor to uintdn tlu viab:l.uty of the size u.djustunt rocognition.

-

.1t is suggested tlut 'y stl:llu- study be eonductod two or three years follow-' 7 ,
.ing any chlncu in the aizo cdjustunt forlulu to deternine the cffoct: .
- of the chmu and. to uko roeo-ondatim for further adjustunts.
¢ ﬁ If the ion mmiug school and district eonsoudatiog
" incentives (Recommendation 6) is sdopted within ‘the operdiional funding
~ formula, it is suggested that a study of possible concurrent ‘incentives T T

oxtmu to the oporttiaml formula be couductod

<

L

¢ S s
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. . . = Appendix A
7. - = - \ . 0
‘ Al - ~
. t -
- - n ¢ . ‘
. ’ . .
. S GLOSSARY! —~
Y . -
A - . *

Lo r

Adjusted Prur‘ mu-tbqyroduct of the sym of the program units and
.. the Training add Experieiice (T4E) Index. - £ L
Coy e LT, N A . = . .
‘ . ¢ Average ‘Daily Attendance. (ADA)--the sum of tlie pumber of students in
"7 attendsnce esch school day over & given period divided by the mumber
~ . of days in the period. - D e, .

¢ .. Averagy Daily Membership. (ADN)--the. total enrollment of studenti for each
) school day of the 'school year used, minuf withdrawals of s ts,
| . divided by the number of school days in the- year used. W ] .
- of-students, in addition to students formally withdrawn from the school, .
- includes students absent from the school for as_many as ten consecutive .
. ‘."o . . : - i i .- - .
- " Basic Program ADN--the sverage daily sembership of students in the basic
_ plogram and includes the ADM in special ‘education Classes A and B but
- ) m:m the full-time equivalent ADM in-early childhood education
and ADN in special education programs Classes C and D. -

‘Cost Differential or Cost Diffd'nti;l Factor--the numerical expression
of the ratio of the cost of a part cular segment of the school progrsa -
to the cost of the basic prograa grades four through six;

. Grand. Total Prograa Units--sum of the adjusted program units and the
- size adjustment Illi.tl.'. L ’ ot , '

-

Line- Item--a budm or oxpu;uturi clagsification as spociﬁod in the
Menual of Procedure for Uniforam Financial Accounting and - Budgeting
for New Mexico School Districts. The line items are subsummed under .

. the following mejor classifications:

l.xxx Administrstion - .. )

2.xxx Direct Iastruction , . r - C .
3.xxx Instructional Support C ¢
4.xxx

5.xxx

-~

Health Services -
Pupil-Transportation Services

«*

—

e definitions reflect, as appropriate, the Public School Finance
Act (Sectjons 77-6-1 through 77-6-46 NMSA 1953); the Manual of Procedure
for Unifora Financial Accounting and Budgeting for New Mexico School
Districts; and L?Instructim for Budget Preparation 1975-76.

. sA=1 ' ; !
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6.xxx” Operstion of Plant : : \ \
7.xxx Jdaintenance of Plant ) .
S.xxx Fixed Charges - - A
i . 9.xxx Food Sexvices : =
.- W.xyx Noainstrutctiona] Stwdent Support : '
: ll.0x Commmity Services :
12.xxx Capital‘Outlsy - L= ’ '
14.xxx - Qutgoing Transfer Accounts) ' -
. 1::m 'ijm ’ -
16. xxx Emsrgency Accoumt -
20.xxx Building Pund ' : ’
2l.xxx Debt Service -
22.xxx.  Special -Projects (other funds) )

Net Operstionai-Budget (Expendi )--the money budgeted (expended) in
line items 1.xxx through 4.xxx 6.xxx through 8? (see Line Item).
v ; . .. .
Operational Budget--the money budgeted in line items 1.xxx through 16.xxx
(see Line Item). ' . . .

Operstional Expu_:dﬁnu--tho Joney expended in line items 1.xxx throﬁtb'
- 15.xxx (see Line Item). : ' R ' ’

Progran Element--that component of & public 'school system to which a cost.
differential factor is applied to determine the nmumber of program units
to which a school district is entitled, incjuding but not limited to
ADM, full-time -equivalent ADM, teacher, classroom or public school. - -

spplicable cost differential factor.

*.( Pupil-Adult Ratio (PAR)--the mumber 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 mumber of certificated professionals (FTE) employed in.
- the distzict (school). A

Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR)--the number of pupils in the district (school)

o - divided by the number of certificated classroom instructors (FTE) employed
: in the district (school). -

. Total Program Cost--the product of the grand total program units to which
& school disgrict is entitled and the dollar value per program unit
. established by the legislature. - -

Training and Experience (TSE) Index--a factor obtained by use of a TAE
matrix which recognizes instructor scademic hours and degrees and years
of experience. .

\&u Value--the dollar valus per unit assigned annually by the legislature
in the General Appropriations Act.

- .

~

~

A-2

'7‘\)‘ ’ . ) 141 l . -

.
k LR I

Program Units--the product of the mmber of program elements and the T
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