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rem
oving the authority of the Secretary of Public Education over “functions relating to 

the distribution of school funds and financial accounting for the public schools,” w
ith the 

understanding that these functions w
ould be assigned by law

.

M
ost of the discussion of the original draft, D

r. H
arrell said, focused on the nature and role of the 

PEC
 as an advisory body to the Secretary of Public Education yet w

ith certain assigned duties, 
including oversight of federal C

arl Perkins funds and the authority to authorize state-chartered 
charter schools.  Som

e m
em

bers suggested that responsibility for public education should reside 
exclusively w

ith the Secretary and the Public Education D
epartm

ent (PED
).  W

hile 
acknow

ledging that doing so w
ould affect the

state-level authorizing of charter schools, task 
force m

em
bers agreed to have the draft am

ended to elim
inate the PEC

 altogether.  This am
ended 

draft w
as presented to the task force during the O

ctober m
eeting as one of several approved 

m
easures.

A
lso at itsO

ctober m
eeting, D

r. H
arrell continued, G

R
TF passed a m

otion to accept the report of 
the Subcom

m
ittee on B

oards and C
om

m
issions containing recom

m
endations about the 

elim
ination or consolidation of dozens of boards and com

m
issions.  Several G

R
TF m

em
bers 

clarified that the m
otion w

as m
erely to accept receipt of the report, not necessarily the 

recom
m

endations contained therein; and staff w
as directed to provide additional analyses.  A

t 
any rate, D

r. H
arrell said, nine of the entities w

ere categorized under Public Education, and there 
w

ere recom
m

endations about four of them
, w

ith a request from
 G

R
TF for the LESC

 to respond 
to each one:

elim
inate the Fam

ily and Y
outh R

esource A
dvisory C

om
m

ittee;
use the D

epartm
ent of Inform

ation Technology (D
oIT) instead of the C

ouncil on 
Technology in Education;
elim

inate the PEC
 (as noted above); and

com
bine the N

ew
 M

exico Public Schools Insurance A
uthority and A

lbuquerque Public 
Schools w

ith other insurance organizations, per a draft bill that G
R

TF is considering.

D
r. H

arrell then referred the com
m

ittee to A
ttachm

ent 2
of the staff brief, w

hich presented
tw

o 
lists of education-related topics for the LESC

to consider, developed by the C
hair and V

ice C
hair 

of G
R

TF.  H
e explained that 12

of the topics w
ere tw

o-year goals, w
ith

a target date of 2013; and 
the rem

aining seven
topics w

ere five-year goals, w
ith a target date of 2016.  D

r. H
arrell 

em
phasized that these item

s w
ere topics for LESC

 discussion and response, and not necessarily 
specific or defined recom

m
endations of G

R
TF.

The C
hair next recognized M

r. Peter van M
oorsel and M

r. C
raig Johnson,LESC

 staff, to present 
to the com

m
ittee the staff analysis of one of the education-related G

R
TF

recom
m

endationsfor 
w

hich legislation had been drafted.  The G
R

TF proposal w
as to am

end the Public School 
Finance Actto change the

criteria under w
hich school districts and charter schools qualify for 

sm
all school and sm

all district size adjustm
ents in the public schoolfunding form

ula.
Specifically, the G

R
TF proposallim

ited sm
all school size adjustm

ent units only to those schools 
that are:located in a com

m
unity of less than 3,000 residents and;

at least five
m

iles from
 another public schooloffering a sim

ilar academ
ic program

.
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R
egarding sm

all district size adjustm
ent units, the G

R
TF proposal:

reduced the criteria under w
hich a district qualifies for sm

all district units from
 a 

m
em

bership total (M
EM

)of 4,000 to a M
EM

 of 3,000; and
added a requirem

ent that district central offices be located at least 15
m

iles from
 the 

central office of another districtw
ith a M

EM
 less than 3,000.

Staff began discussion of the G
R

TF proposal by explaining
data sources, such as the 2000 

census, and assum
ptions that had

to be m
ade to define provisions of the draft legislation.  For 

exam
ple, the phrase

“sim
ilar academ

ic program
”

w
as assum

ed to m
ean

schools that serve the 
sam

e grade levels.  LESC
 staff presented the financial analysis of the G

R
TF proposal,w

hich 
indicated that the total im

pact of the change in sm
all school size adjustm

ents and sm
all district 

size adjustm
ents w

ould be a change of 10,575 units or $40,109,050,using a unit value of 
$3,792.65.  The change in sm

all school size units w
ould be 8,656 units or $32,829,136.  The 

change in sm
all district size units w

ould be 1,919 units or $7,279,909.

C
ontinuing the analysis staffpresented several lists: the 103

schools that w
ould not qualify for 

sm
all school size adjustm

ents due to
the com

m
unity size requirem

ent; the 13 schools that w
ould 

not qualify for sm
all school size adjustm

ents due to the five m
ile requirem

ent; and the 166 
schools that w

ould continue to qualify for sm
all school size adjustm

ent units.  The analysis also 
noted that, altogether, only six of the 65 charter schools currently receiving

sm
all school size 

adjustm
ent w

ould continue to do so under the G
R

TF bill.  Finally, staff presented sum
m

ary 
tables show

ing the im
pact of the change of both the sm

all school size adjustm
ents and district

size adjustm
ents by district and charter school.

C
om

m
ittee D

iscussion

A
s the com

m
ittee discussed the provisions of the bill and the findings of the LESC

 analysis, 
m

em
bers raised a num

ber of points, am
ong them

:

the question w
hether the

“savings” w
ould be

taken out of the form
ula or redistributed,

w
hich M

s.R
am

írez-M
aestas identified asa key policy question

and to w
hich the

C
hair 

noted her belief that the idea is to take the savings out of the form
ula;

that m
any of the sm

all districtsthat w
ould be affected by this bill are the very districts 

thathave been applying
for supplem

ental funding during
recent years, suggesting that the 

bill could adversely affectdistricts already having
trouble m

anaging their budgets;
w

hether the purpose of the bill is to address sm
all schools in general or to target charter 

schools in particular;
the historical purpose of sm

all schoolsize adjustm
ents, w

hich M
s.R

am
írez-M

aestas
explained asto assist districts that experience diseconom

ies of scale
due to their size; and

the bill’s likely effect of com
pelling som

e sm
all districts to consolidate, w

hich, as one 
m

em
ber noted, had been a point of discussion by G

R
TF.
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The C
hair recognized M

r.van M
oorsel and M

r.Johnson,LESC
 staff,w

ho presented
16

inform
ational item

s and cost-saving
m

easuresfor the com
m

ittee’s consideration:

1.
H

ighlights from
 the O

ctober C
onsensus G

eneral Fund R
evenue E

stim
ate

–
LESC

 
staff cited the O

ctober consensus revenue estim
ate in reporting that:

FY
10 recurring revenue w

as dow
n by $5.0

m
illion, but nonrecurring revenue w

as 
up by $27.0

m
illion com

pared to the July
2010 estim

ate.
Estim

ated FY
 11 recurring revenue w

as revised dow
nw

ard by $40.0
m

illion; and 
after considering fund transfers, FY

11 revenue fell short of appropriations by 
approxim

ately $17.3 m
illion.

For FY
 12, the consensus group revised the estim

ate dow
nw

ard by $81.4 m
illion;

and the shortfall betw
een FY

12 revenue and the cost of current services is $257.6 
m

illion, assum
ing a continuation of current cost-saving m

easures.

2.
FY

11 3.244 percentappropriation reduction
–

LESC
 staff provided the com

m
ittee 

w
ith a table show

ing FY
11 Public School Support and related appropriations from

 the 
G

eneral Fund and A
R

R
A

 funds after sanding and the 3.244
percentreduction.

3.
A

dm
inistrators, adm

inistrator-to-studentratios, and adm
inistrator salary and 

benefits cost projections–
LESC

staff provided the com
m

ittee w
ith 2009-2010

budgeted num
bers show

ing 20,767 teachers, 398 adm
inistrators, and

1,033 principals 
statew

ide.

4.
B

ilingual placem
ent assessm

ents–
LESC

 staff provided the com
m

ittee w
ith a PED

 
m

em
o indicating that the W

_A
PT test is used to screen potential English language 

learners (ELLs)and that PED
 is m

onitoring the increase/decrease in the num
ber of ELL 

students to ensure that cut scores are set properly.

5.
C

ash balances–
LESC

 staff review
ed school district and charter school budgeted cash 

balances for school year 2010-2011.  Staff also explained the statutory provisions 
regarding cash balances.

6.
E

lem
entary breakfastallocations–

LESC
 staff sum

m
arized the elem

entary breakfast 
program

and provided inform
ation regarding w

hich districts w
ere currently in 

Provision
II status,in w

hich they m
ake free breakfast and lunch available to all students, 

regardless of their fam
ily’s incom

e status.

7.
E

m
ergency

supplem
ental distributions–

LESC
 staff discussed the statutory 

requirem
entsfor em

ergency supplem
ental distributions and provided a 10-year history 

of em
ergency supplem

ental fund distributions.

8.
State Support R

eserve Fund
–

LESC
 staff review

ed the purpose, history,and balance 
of the State Support R

eserve Fund, w
hich is intended to provide extra funds to keep the 

unit value w
hole in the event of an over-projection of credits.
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9.
H

igh school graduation assessm
ent and costs of standards-based assessm

ents–
LESC

 staff presented the com
m

ittee w
ith a potential cost-saving m

easure that w
ould 

suspend the high school exit exam
 (eleventh grade N

ew
 M

exico Standards-based 
A

ssessm
ent,or N

M
SB

A
) for one year, as this w

ould save the cost of students retaking 
the N

M
SB

A
.  A

ccording to PED
, this m

easure could provide a cost savings of 
approxim

ately $2.5 m
illion in FY

12.  LESC
 staff reported that the eleventh grade 

N
M

SB
A

 w
ould still be

used for purposes of determ
ining adequate yearly progress

(A
Y

P).

10.
Public school insurance

–
LESC

 staff presented the com
m

ittee w
ith a

staff brief 
regarding the FY

 12 insurance and appropriations requests from
 the N

ew
 M

exico Public 
Schools Insurance A

uthority (N
M

PSIA
) and

from
 A

lbuquerque Public Schools(A
PS).

A
s reported in the brief, N

M
PSIA

 requested no increase
for FY

12,and A
PS requested

$4,695,384 to provide for increases in insurance prem
ium

s for m
em

bers.

11.
N

ew
 charter schools and double funding

–
LESC

 staff discussed possible double 
funding of certain students.  B

ecause existing schools are funded on prior-year data
and 

new
 charter schools are funded using current-year data, those students w

ho
transfer from

 
a

traditional public school to a
new

 charter school m
ay be funded tw

ice, despite 
attending only one school.

12.
Public School Fund

–
LESC

 staff review
ed

statutory
provisions regarding the fund.

13.
R

etirem
ent sw

aps–
LESC

 staff provided the com
m

ittee w
ith inform

ation regarding the 
fiscal im

pact of delaying the increases in retirem
ent contributions and shifting 

contributions from
 the em

ployer to the em
ployee.

14.
C

ost estim
ates for instructional days and professional days–

LESC
 staff estim

ated 
the cost of an instructional day at approxim

ately $12.9
m

illion and a professional day at 
approxim

ately $11.2 m
illion.  Staff noted that savings could be realized by rem

oving 
these am

ounts from
 the State Equalization G

uarantee
and requiring districts to provide 

one few
er instructional or professional developm

ent day.

15.
Special education caseloads–

LESC
 staff discussed PED

 guidelines for special 
education m

axim
um

 caseloadsand proposed that lim
iting the funding of ancillary FTE 

at 1.5 tim
es the guidelines could generate a cost savings.

16.
Y

ield control–
LESC

 staff provided a brief background on yield control, w
hich lim

its 
the increase in property tax obligations to the rate of inflation plus 5.0

percent.  
R

em
oving yield control could increase property tax revenues, including the ½

 m
ill 

operational levy, w
hich in turn could increase credits taken by the state for local 

revenue, and reduce the G
eneral Fund cost of funding education.

C
om

m
ittee D

iscussion

R
egarding em

ergency supplem
ental distributions, M

s.R
am

írez-M
aestas noted

that LESC
 staff 

are review
ing the law

s and rules governing eligibility for those distributions, such as cash 
balance guidelines.  LESC

 staff w
ill research the requirem

ents as both the Legislative Finance 




