PUBLIC EDUCATION FY 2006

Budget Brief — School Building Programs

NumBER PEDBB-05-03

SUMMARY

The Capital Outlay Foundation Program and Enrollment Growth Program provide revenues to school districts for
outlay bonding, construction, facilities renovation, and other capital facilities needs. School districts use the
monies provided solely for school district capital projects and debt service purposes.

For a school district to qualify for monies under the Capital Outlay Foundation Program alocal school board must
levy atax rate of at least 0.002400 per dollar of taxable value for capital outlay and debt service. A school district
levying less than the full 0.002400 tax rate receives proportional funding under the Capital Outlay Foundation
Program based on the percentage of the 0.002400 tax rate levied by the district. Capital Outlay Foundation
monies are distributed to school districts on the basis of a minimum guarantee per average daily membership
(ADM) using moniesin the fund and the assessed valuation per ADM in each school district.

In order to qualify for monies under the Enrollment Growth Program, a school district must be a recipient of
monies distributed under the Capital Outlay Foundation Program and must have an average net increase in
student enrollment over the prior three years. School districts receive Enrollment Growth Program moniesin the
same proportion that the district’ s three-year average net increased enrollment bears to the total three-year net
increased enrollment of al the districts which qualify to receive funds under the Enrollment Growth Program.

| SSUES

For anumber of years the Critical School Building Aid Program was funded at alevel of $6,458,000. With the
implementation of the new Capital Equalization Program by the 1992 L egislature additional state funds (Uniform
School Fund) have been appropriated under provisions of that law. Senate Bill 1 enacted during the 1993 First
Specia Session called for a continuing commitment of increasing state dollars to both programs. That statutory
commitment reached $28,358,000 in on going funding in FY 1999. The origina FY 2002 appropriation included
a$10,000,000 increase for atotal of $38,358,000. Because of revenue shortfals, the 2002 L egislature reduced
the appropriation to $28,358,000. For FY 2004 and 2005 the Capital Outlay Foundation Program received
$24,358,000 and the Enrollment Growth Program received $2,930,900 for atotal of $27,288,900 from the
Uniform School Fund. Historical funding isindicated in the table and graph.

School Building Funding History School Funding
Twenty Nine Years EY 1977 - EY 2005

Year Funding Year Funding
1977 $2,198,300 1992 $6,458,000
1978 12,400,600 1993 8,458,000 7 3500
1979 11,700,000 1994 8,958,000 = 2
1980 13,200,000 1995 21,416,000 § 30000 Teeeg,
1981 17,655,800 1996 24,116,000 £ 25000 |
1982 15,655,800 1997 26,358,000 =
1983 15,000,000 1998 26,358,000 = 20,000
1984 15,000,000 1999 30,858,000 15,000 Poee
1985 12,000,000 2000 29,358,000
1986 12,000,000 2001 28,358,000 10,000 "\'\M/J
1987 10,500,000 2002 28,358,000
1988 6,458,000 2003 28,358,000 5000 -
1989 6,458,000 2004 27,288,900 o &
iggcl) 212221888 2005 21,288,900 1977 1981 1985 1989 1993 1997 2001 2005
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At issue is whether to pursue the $10,000,000 increase that was not able to be appropriated in FY 2002 because of
declining revenues. The other issue that has been of discussion with the Legislature is the current formulafor
distribution of the funding and whether it should be changed. There are anumber of methodologiesto devise a
formulathat would distribute funds on a different basis.

LEGISLATIVE ACTION

The Analyst recommends the approval of the base budget of $24,358,000 for the Capital Outlay Foundation
program and $2,930,900 for the Enrollment Growth program for atotal of $27,288,900 for FY 2006.

Many options exist for modifying the School Building Program. The following lists many options the
subcommittee may wish to consider in greater depth to determine the impact such options may have on school
districts.

1.

2.

4.

Reward maximized building utilization by the districts. Such a system may allocate funds in a manner
that providesincentives for districts to maximize building utilization by factoring in usable square footage
per pupil. In such a system, districts employing year round use of schools would be rewarded for
maximizing capital spending.

Adopt building standards on new school construction and major school renovations funded with revenue
from the Capital Outlay Program. Standards such as cost per square foot requirements, use of certain
building materials, school size, etc. may be used to increase efficiency and better utilize existing funds.

Create a School Facilities Board that oversees school construction and maintenance. Other states have
instituted varied plans based on this model. Arizona has such a board that oversees three programs —
Deficiency Correction, assesses and defines minimum standards and ensures that al schools meet the
minimum standard; New School Construction, Prescribes a minimum square foot allotment per student
and school districts submit a capital plan each year. The board evaluates the plans and awards schools to
districts based on student growth need; Building Renewal, Provides funding for major renovations to
buildings and systems. Funds are distributed based on age, size, and replacement cost of the school.

Adjust the program formulato reach a better balance of inputs vs. allocation effort. By focusing on
inputs, key factors may be left out that impact capital outlay needs. On the input side the minimum tax
levy required to qualify for full program funding may need to be adjusted. Furthermore, the complete
reliance on property value as a measure of wealth may ignore other wealth attributes that affect school
quality. Should the formula consider the total tax burden of district residents? If the program were to
factor in the amount of income tax paid by local residents, it may create a measure of local ability to pay
that may suggest alterations to the formula.

With program focus on minimal inputs some districts may have to create larger levies to manage growth while
other districts can rely on Capital Outlay Foundation funds to cover gaps caused by lower levies. Many smaller,
rura districts have tax burdens that exceed the .0024

The FY 2004 distributions of the Outlay Foundation Program and Enrollment Growth Programs are shown in the
following tables.
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Capital Outlay Foundation and Enrollment Growth Program-FY 2003-04

Final
Prior Year Current Year Yield per
current ADM X 2

‘fear Tax | Collection | Losal Tax £534.035513 | Enroliment

Raleupio | Rate Rae ADM'S ADM Caplfal Levy to i Foundation Growth

Digsrict Prior ¥ear Tax Ratesi! Towal Levies | 0.002400 [ (S ¥rAvg Yigld Local 0.002400 Guarantes Proqram

[FY 2D02-03) (¥ 20030 Lewy  (wip HULZ): @ 0002400 [P J000-04) Generalions  Tax mabe ) on D.O024 Lewy
(G250, 24008G5) [CEICT) 1 (C4/0.002400) | 524 358,000
i E 3 4 3 3 7 3 ] 10 11

1 Alpine 56,445,161,753 0.004035;] 00024007 100.00%; $20,.263.436 4E657 | 416.30 100.0%: 55,732,347 | 5571082
7 Baaver 183 867 850 0.D03538]  0.002400] 100.00% 945 353 7451 55135 J00.0% ] ]
i Box Elder 1,884 383100 0.002436;  0.002400; 100.00% £ ATE AEF 10,857 43384 100.0% 1,163,357 ]
4 Cache 1,981,525,370 0.002521] 0.002400) 100.00% 4 779,661 12017 367.13 100.0% 2,171,967 51,086
£ Carbon 1,564,043 506 0.002400 0.002400! 100.00% 3753720 3705 1013324 100.0% 1] 1]
£ Dagoet i71.655 563 O.007E7E]  G.001574) 100.00% 41EE3E 123 3556487 55.75% [ o
7 Dawis 10,667,349 577 0002654} 0.002400! 100 00% 35081 638 SEEST  A44ET 100.0% 5345 TEE I79543
_E Duchesne £14,733236 0.003303!  0.002400! 100.00% 1,475,372 3833 37517 100.0% 624,777 ]
& Emery 1,273,112,04D D.001ETT]  0.0024000 100.00% 3058 460 7438 125335 100.0% i ]
10 Earmeln 323,501,595 0.004270;  0.002400! 100.00% FTE, 404 989 7&5.23 100.0% 1] ]
11.rang Zozg28 108 0.003229]  0.0024007 100.00%! 1398788 LAss 3652 10.0% g .
16,323,610, 217 0002625 0.002400¢ 10 39, 176,665 67641 57708 a6 0% i ]
1,688,504 24E 0.004024]  0.002400] 100.00%) 4008307 7 150 5381 a0.0% [i :
16,300,128, 75¢ 0.004134] 0.002400] 100.00% 39,120,304 Tiiid 53333 100.0% EEEE 392,107
386,005,382 0.003671;  0.002400; 100.00% 950,412 1658 511.33 100.0% 42 110 26,217
SE4 TEL 258 0002247  0.002247! 100.00% 1,355 432 1237 110440 936% 1] 1]
{615,364, 053 O.002759] 0O.002169) 100.00% 4 504 358 EN T W a0.4% [ i
Sdh 171,843 0002187 0.0081671 100.00% 1310813 iEBa0 66140 a7 5% ] ]
3EEE 1EE ESD O.004ESE)  0.000400) 100 00% 5,774,845 3003 381.AT 100.6% 3508388 AL 755
20 Mo. Sanpete 433,831 301 0.002400 0.002400! 100.00% 1,041,195 2399 43403 100.0% 239,932 ]
21 Mo. Summit 411,320,456 0.002430]  0.002400! 100.00% 2ET, 168 968 1,01885 100.0% ] ]
5,115,985, 505 0003632 0.0024D0!  9083% 12,257 492 3049 310380 100.0% i 0
41,752 043 0.003255) 0.002400! 100.00% 100,301 311 322.33 100.0% 55,377 ]
24 Rlen 253,530,613 0002546} H.002400] 100.00% 608 473 475 126119 100.0% ] (]
25 San Juan 485 323 568 0.003063;  0.002400 0a% 1116777 ToE3 37844 100.0% 4E5 AT 241
26 Sevier 750,729,320 0.004096;  0.002400! 100.00% 1,501,774 4,314 21770 100.0% 501,304 ]
37 Eo. Sanpefs 363,053 656 0003520,  0.002400; 100.00% 373,555 Z761 316,36 100.0% 501,068 16,418
5o Summit £74, 5935 847 0003058 0.002400; 100.00% 3350533 1370 7R J00.0% [ (i
34 Tinile 34,160,438 0.005564;  0.002400; 96.30% SE gom a0 195 76 J00.0% 47,708 1,741
30 Toosle 1,702, 2968,517 O.005E76]  O.002400] 100 00% 41155438 fEanE0EET 1dii.o% 1,243 01 331,363
31 Uindzn 1,628,355,534 0.002400:  0.002400) 100.00% 3.908.053 £536 G934l 100.0% i 0
32 Wasaich 1,624,397 805 0.002262] 0.002400{ 100.00% 3,808 362 IEX 101837 100.0% ] ]
5,448,585 504 0003536 0.002400! 100.00% 13,076,568 12355 57582 100.0% i 0
159,360,533 0.002E30] 00024001 100.00% 3EZE1R E3 73477 100.0% i ]
5,336,060,107 0002527 0.002400{ 100.00% 12,806, 544 27T ES3 45879 100.0% 2,067,308 73,E32
12,792 479 a2 0001297 0.001957! 100.00% 20,701 350 24,190 1.263.19 53.0% i 1]
37 Cgden 2,629,015,001 0.002379;  0.002400! 100.00% 5,309,536 12603 492383 100.0% 527,545 94,405
3& Prove 3674253 E54 0.002137]  0.002400] 100.00% 5318 208 13037 &vead J00.0% ] 1]
& Logan 1,480,508, 058 O.053787;  0.002400; 100.00% 3553458 EE3E T E0AEE T00.0% [ (]
A0 Murray 7389 233 138 0.002637]  0.00@400) 100.00% 5734654 £337OnE 34 100.0% 1] 1]
Unalizcated 1 1]
TolalAverage: S117,172,293.570 0.003031 100.00%; 3261,191647 473636 59363 100.0%: 524,355,000 | 52,530,000

‘Soure: Tax Ral=s—Sale Tax Commission; Yiecs—Doumy Treasurers; ADM—School Distrids.
Complled oy LIB0E, Scnool Finance and Siadstics—Lamy Newion

EDATA EXCELSULDING EQUALLANWDSequal X5
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ENROLLMENT GROWTH--Capital Facilities Aid Based on Prior Three Year Average Met Enrollment Growth--FY 2003-04
Final
FY 2002-03
Base Guarantze

Eased on Local Tax 1-0ct-00 1-0act-01 1-0ct-02 1-0xci-03 Thres Year Enraliment

DHstrct Ylek Guaraniza™ Enrod iment Enmoliment | Met Fositee Enrciment Hes Fositve Enraimesnt el Poshmie AyErage =erzent

Change Change Change Change Change

i H E 4 3 3 7 E] E] i) 11

1 Alpins 36,555,193 A7 086 43,266 1,170 43,158 8931 51,118 1,953 1,341 231%
2 Eeaer ; R ; ; " : AL
2 Box Elder R 10,837 0,351 ] 10,860 O 10,529 1] 1] 10.0%
4 Cache 271,556 13,970 13,168 B 14061 EEEEE R 54 RS
£ Carbon 1] ] i] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] i] 0.0%
£ Dagaett ] ] 1] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 0.0%
7 Dawvis 5,645 632 SEEET £3,900 33 50 53E 36 A0,025 4ED 385 A
E Duchesne 8437713 4,740 40Ed 1] EEEH 1] 3600 1] i 0%
S Emany 1] ] i] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] i] 0.0%
10 Sarfield 1] ] ] 1] i 1} 1] 1] ] 0.0%
11 Grang 1] 0 ] ] [l o ] 1] ] 0.0%
12 Granfte ] ] 1] ] [ o 1] 1] 1] 0.0%
13 iran . 0 i 1] 0 1] 0 i i 0%
il 401 533 FEREN TA4T1 334 73,808 337 Td.7E1 03 541 134%
15 Juan i B30 1,544 14 7T ZE ol 3 35

16 K v ] i] ] [1] i] ] 1] i] I
17 Millard 1] ] 1] ] [1] o 1] 1] 1] 0.0%
1& Morgan 1 ] 1] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 0.0%
R 3539748 29 0ER B30T i 064 REN {06883 600 ] Gi5 2EEE
I Mo, Sanpele 270318 7459 FAE i TALE 1] 237 1] i (Y
21 Mo, Summit 1] ] i] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] i] 0.0%
22 Park Cily a i a o 0 o 1] ] ] 0.0%)
23 Plute 53,144 354 313 ] 312 o 307 1] 1] 0.0%
24 Rlch ] ] ] ] i 1] 1] 1] ] 0.0%
25 Zan Juan 289,93 38l 3na ] 2578 0 2d7a i ol ..ol
26 Sevlar £12 BE 4477 4443 1] 4370 0 4315 1] [i 0%
27 So. Sanpete 512 214 7 741 2724 1] 2797 44 2772 1] 23 5%
28 S0, Summit 1] ] 1] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 0.0%
9 Tinte E7a03 TET ] 47 ITE 1] 250 1] 1d 3%
i Tooele CLRE Kb 5507 330 i, 054 - [ AT Frr] 11.0%)
31 Uinidan i i i 1 i 1] i 1] i 0%
32 Wasalch 1] ] i] ] [1] 1] ] 1] i] 0%
33 Washingion 1] 0 i] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] i] 0.0%
34 Wayne ] ] 1] ] [1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 0.0%
35 Webar 2,570,608 28,009 23,101 ag 28,315 214 26,135 1] 102 2.5%
1] ] ] ] i 1] 1] 1] ] 0.0%
37 Ogden 440,748 12,750 12,858 08 13,141 236 120983 1] 130 E
35 Provo 1] 1] ] 1] [1] 1] ] 1] ] 0.0%
39 Legan 1] 0 [i] ] [1] o 1] 1] [i] 0.0%
A0 Murray 1 0 i ] [} 1] 1] i i 0.0%;

Unallozated 1

TotalAverags £28,353,000 4,045 100.0%

**4 schoal district that Is not a reciplent of Capkal Oullay Foundation Program monies In fiscal year 2003-D4_may qualify for manles unde-rme Enroliment Grcmnm Program

f the schaool disirici recelved Gapial Oullay Foundation Program monies in f50al Year 2002-05" 5 aA-o1-109.501 (5 H

" Juah school district did mot recelve Foundatlon funcs In FY 2002-03 but did qualify io recelve Fowndation fungs In FY 2003-04, and lhEI'E'I'[H"E Is aligile for Enmlr'nenl Grow]

‘Source: Tax Ral=s—Siake Taw Commission; Yieks—County Tressurers; ADM—3chool Districds.
Comgplled oy LIBOE, Scnool Firance and Sisdstics—Lamy Neston PDATAEXCELSULDING EQUM AN DL qusl X5
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