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UNDERSTANDING K-12 EDUCATION FINANCE

A Taxpayer’s Guide to K-12 Education in Minnesota

Introduction

For several years, the Minnesota Taxpayers Association and its supporting research
and education organization, the Minnesota Center for Public Finance Research, have
produced various taxpayer guides to help citizens better understand how state tax and
spending systems work.

This guide, Understanding Education Finance, discusses the basics of Minnesota’s
education finance system. In this booklet, we provide a broad overview of the K-12
education finance system, along with a discussion of several major policy issues
shaping its future. We hope it helps citizens become more informed and engaged in the
discussion about our schools and how they are paid for.

Overview

Minnesota’s constitution specifically fixes responsibility for a public school system
with the state legislature in Article X111, Section 1, stating:

The stability of a republican form of government depending mainly
upon the intelligence of the people, it is the duty of the legislature to
establish a general and uniform system of public schools. The
legislature shall make such provisions by taxation or otherwise as
will secure a thorough and efficient system of public schools
throughout the state.

The fact that a public school system is provided for in the constitution shows how
high a priority the people of this state have put on public education. Census data
indicates that the single largest expense of Minnesota government is K-12 education,
with $8.9 billion spent during fiscal year 2005-06 at the state and local levels combined,
or roughly one-fifth of all government spending.

With the education of our children and this much money at stake, clearly it is in the
best interest of Minnesotans to learn as much as possible about how our public
education system works. You will not become an expert on the subject by reading this
booklet, but hopefully you will learn enough in these pages to:

e develop a better understanding of the important issues we are facing in the area of
education finance;

o stimulate your interest to learn more and have your voice heard; and
o be better equipped to help make K-12 education the best that it can be.

This quide is divided into three major sections:

e A question and answer portion to give you a start with the basics
o A “Hot Issues” section to give you a feel for the main points currently being debated

o Detailed Appendices containing important reference information
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Section 1. Questions and Answers about K-12 Finance
School Organization

Q: Before we start talking about dollars, 1’d like to know more about how schools are
organized. For example, what is a “school district”?

Public school districts are local units of government created by the state as public
corporations. At their most basic level, they are classified under Minnesota Laws as
“Common,” “Independent,” and “Special.” They are responsible for operating the
“uniform system of public education,” as the constitution says.

Even before Minnesota became a state, the territorial legislature made “every
township containing not less than five families” a corporate school district.” At one
time there were over 8,000 school districts in the state, but most of those consisted of a
single one-room school house (see the table on the next page). By 1970, most of those
so-called “common districts” had merged into 446 larger districts with usually more
than one school per district. Continued consolidations have brought that number down
to 340 districts for the 2007-2008 school year, plus 143 charter schools, as the only
entities to receive funding from the state directly. (See Section 2 “Hot Issues” for more
on the charter school concept.) Individual school districts can be part of additional,
cooperative school districts that are operated with funds from member districts.

Q: If the legislature has given districts the authority to operate the schools, who runs
the districts?

An elected school board is responsible for the “care, management, and control” of
independent districts (M.S. 123b.09) Local school boards, usually consisting of six or
seven members, are elected by the voters of the district usually for terms of four years.
School board meetings are open to the general public.

It’s important to note that schools are controlled by this separately elected
governing body; not by city mayors, city councils or county commissioners.

Q: What are some specific things school districts do?

School boards have the authority to make decisions over a broad range of areas that
relate to the operation of the district. For example, they may levy property taxes within
the limits set by the legislature, hire and fire teachers and superintendents, determine
curriculum, set discipline policies, provide transportation, and perform other functions
necessary for operating their schools.

When it comes to accomplishing the goal of educating children, the legislature sets
standards and guidelines but districts and school boards are ultimately accountable to
the voters for the quality of K-12 education in their districts.

! Laws of Minnesota Territory, 1849, Ch. 7, pp. 41-43. Quoted from Taxation in Minnesota by Roy G. Blakey,
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, November, 1932. p. 419.
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Table 1: Number of School Districts and Pupils, Selected Years

Year | Number of | Number of | Average Pupils
Districts Pupils per District
1900 6,896 399,207 57.9
1919 8,087 485,684 60.1
1940 7,685 514,886 67.0
1960 2,581 684,998 265.4
1970 446 934,032 2,094.2
1980 437 772,101 1,766.8
1990 432 733,338 1,697.5
2000 344 852,602 2,478.5
2005 343 825,261* 2,406.0
2006 340 826,994 2,432.3
2007 340 826,423 2,430.7
2008 340 825,336 2,427.5

* A large portion of the enrollment decline shown between 2000 and 2005 results from the limit
on average daily membership to not more than 1.0 after 2002.

Notes: 1900 and 1919 include duplicate counts for transfers. Numbers through 1970 are
enrollments. From 1980 on, Average Daily Membership is used.

Sources: Trends in Minnesota Education, 1954 edition for years 1900-1919; 1977 edition for
years 1940-1970. Minnesota School Finance: A Guide for Legislators, House Research
Department, various years, for years 1980-2008.

Even though districts do have discretion, they are not free to do as they please. The
restrictions or requirements placed on them are referred to as mandates. Mandates are
the set of laws and rules under which school boards must operate. Most mandates are
set by the state, but some are set by the federal government, and some even by the cities
in which the schools are located.

Whether mandates are good or bad depends on the specific circumstances and to
some extent your opinion. Requirements as to how the cafeterias handle food or the
establishment of fire codes for school buildings, for example, would probably be viewed
by most as important and needed. However, the state’s requirement that school boards
allow teachers to participate in collective bargaining and go on strike are more
controversial.

In terms of school spending, specific requirements on how grant and aid money
must be spent may reduce the ability of districts to use resources in the most efficient
and effective way to achieve educational outcomes.

In general, the consensus is that the system has recently tipped somewhat out of
balance and that school boards should have more flexibility to educate their students
rather than less. Greater flexibility offers the additional advantage of having school
boards become more accountable to the parents and citizens who elect them.
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Q: lunderstand there are a lot of requirements and mandates relating to special
education. Can you tell me more about this?

Special education is a widely known example of a federal mandate and one that is
very controversial. In 1975 Congress passed a law which requires districts to provide a
“free and appropriate education in the least restrictive environment” for any student who
is disabled and between the ages of 3 and 21. The original law promised that federal aid
would pay 40% of the cost by 1982, but in reality federal aid pays less than 12% of the
cost today. State aid and property taxes have to make up the rest, which in 2005 was
approximately $1.15 billion.?

There is little disagreement that this requirement has helped many disabled young
people who were not being helped before the law was passed, but there is growing
concern about the tremendous cost of this requirement and how it is implemented. For
additional information, see “Special Education” in the “Hot Issues” section of this
guide.

School Finance

Q: You have mentioned the “taxes” word a few times. Do the school districts get
most of their money from property taxes?

No, they don’t, and in fact, less of the money comes from property taxes than ever
before. In 2001, the legislature eliminated the general education levy—a state-required
property tax levy used to support local schools—and replaced it with aid from the state
general fund. If you look at all the sources of revenue for school districts for the 2007-
2008 school year, the breakout looks like this:

School District Funding by Revenue
Source, FY 2007
Local Fed erfl Aid
Property 5% Other Local
10%
Taxes
17%
State Aids
68%

Source: School District Profiles, Minnesota Department of Education

2 Preliminary figure, from 2005 Special Education Cross Subsidy Report, Minnesota Department of Education.
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Though this pie chart is a comprehensive accounting of where school district
revenues come from, it is not a commonly presented view. A more common
presentation is to include only state aids and local property taxes and their respective
shares. Following are the shares for the past several years:

Table 2: Trends in Total Education Revenue from State and Local Sources*

Year State Aids, Credits, Percent of Total
and Property Taxes | From State Sources
2000-01 $6,657,238,000 72.2%
2001-02 6,900,984,300 72.2%
2002-03 6,689,842,700 85.9%
2003-04 7,041,284,133 83.2%
2004-05 7,445,621,733 82.8%
2005-06 7,833,673,588 82.7%
2006-07 8,781,182,768 79.9%
2007-08 9,054,213,488 78.2%

* Percentages differ from the pie chart because other local sources and federal aids are excluded
and spending totals in this table include early childhood and family education, Department of
Education, State Academies, and other non-district related spending.

Source: Financing Education in Minnesota, Minnesota House of Representatives Fiscal
Analysis Department, various years.

Total state and local revenue available for education is expected to grow 36.0%
from 2000-01 to 2007-08. The revenue “dip” in 2002-03 was not an actual reduction in
revenue for school districts but rather the result of an accounting change regarding the
timing of payments for state appropriations that makes the state’s obligation appear
lower and is used to help balance the state’s budget.

Minnesota school districts have not always received such a high percentage of
revenue from state aid. In the 1930’s the state share was around 30%. By the late
1960’s it had grown to nearly 50%. Through most of the 1990’s, state share fluctuated
between 60%-70%. The long term trend towards greater state reliance culminated with
the takeover of the general education property tax levy which caused the large jump in
the state’s portion in 2002-2003.

Keep in mind that a percentage share is not the same as absolute dollars. Revenues
from state sources continue to rise. The recent decline in state share reflects the fact
that property tax sources of school revenue are rising a bit faster than the state aid
source of school revenue because of current state budget conditions and the recent high
rate of success of local school referenda.

A good way to examine the effects of budget problems is to compare recent trends
in school district general fund revenue per student (defined as “average daily
membership” or ADM).
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Table 3: School District General Fund Revenue: FY 2000-2009

Fiscal | Revenue per ADM | Cumulative | Revenue per ADM | Cumulative
Year (current $) Change (chained $2006) Change
2000 $6,650 N/A $7,815 N/A
2001 7,057 6.1% 8,021 2.6%
2002* 7,247 9.0% 8,093 3.6%
2003* 7,712 16.0% 8,426 7.8%
2004 7,898 18.8% 8,445 8.1%
2005 7,996 20.2% 8,300 6.2%
2006 8,319 25.1% 8,319 6.4%
2007 8,794 32.2% 8,606 10.1%
2008 9,384 41.1% 8,999 15.2%
2009 9,650 45.1% 9,077 16.1%

* Legislative-enacted accounting changes associated with timing of payments of state
appropriations reduced 2002 revenue totals while increasing 2003 totals.

Note: School district general fund includes transportation and capital expenditures but excludes
community service, debt service, and food service funds.

Source: K-12 Education Finance Overview for 2007-08, Minnesota Department of Education.

In 2000 and 2001 school districts were the beneficiaries of the Ventura
administration’s $1 billion increase in education spending, but the state’s fiscal crisis
was beginning to emerge. As the table on the previous page indicates, despite persistent
state budget problems district general fund revenue per student still increased by 24.6%
in current dollars from 2001 to 2007 and is projected to increase another 9.7% through
the current 2008-09 biennium. Adjusted for inflation, general fund revenues per student
increased 5.3% between 2001 and 2004, declined about 1.7% during 2005, grew again
by 3.7% through 2007 and are expected to increase another 5.5% through the current
biennium.

There are a number of possible answers to this question depending on your
perspective. Some see dramatically rising health care costs for schools (which are rising
much faster than the consumer price index) creating a burden for districts by siphoning
dollars away from educational activities. Some point to the growth in special education
spending. Others point to efficiency of district spending including concerns with the
structure of the compensation system for teachers. Still others see it as a distributional
problem—there is sufficient money but the aids do not flow to districts in the optimal
way.

In short, there are many potential factors explaining why school budgets seem
tighter than ever. See the “Hot Issues” section of this guide for a fuller discussion of
these and other issues affecting K-12 education finance.

Through a large number of education aid programs. The largest and most
significant for the general funds of school districts is the state’s general education aid
program. For fiscal year 2008, the state estimates that approximately $5.8 billion in
general education aid will go to Minnesota’s school districts. About 80% of this total
(roughly $4.6 billion) is distributed as a guaranteed minimum amount of funding per
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student for all 340 school districts and 143 charter schools. This amount, called “basic
education aid,” is increasing from $4,974 per pupil unit to $5,074 for the 2007-08
school year and to $5,124 for the 2008-09 school year and beyond.

We tend to think in terms of actual numbers of people when counting the number of
students in our schools. But for distributing aid, Minnesota gives different weights to
student counts to reflect differences in how much it costs to educate them. In 2008,
there are four different categories of students with different weights assigned to them:

e Kindergarten .612
e Grades 1-3 1.115
e Grades 4-6 1.060
e Secondary (7-12) 1.300

So if a high school had 100 students for the 2007-08 school year, the state’s per
pupil unit funding formula would treat this school as having 130 students and the school
district would receive $646,620 (130 times $5,074) in basic education aid for that
school. If this weighting system were eliminated, basic education aid would have been
$5,901 per student (measured as adjusted ADM) during the 2007-08 school year.

They are largely a function of the political process. Conceptually, it makes sense
that the cost of educating a half day kindergarten student could be less than a full-day
second grader. Similarly the number and associated cost of extracurricular activities for
high school students (sports, band, etc.) is likely greater than that of a fourth grader.
Some analysis was conducted years ago by the state which concluded that high school
students do require higher levels of spending. But there is little empirical evidence to
back up specific weights in place today. Regardless, weighted pupil counts have long
been a cornerstone of our education formulas and Minnesota is not alone in using such a
weighting system.

In addition to this basic education aid, the state also provides several other general
education aids to school districts. Some compensate districts for having higher
education costs because of the types of students they serve or district geographic
characteristics. Examples include aid to districts having large student populations living
in poverty, having limited English proficiency, or featuring low population density.
Another aid program provides funding for facilities and equipment maintenance. Still
another allows districts to increase the revenue available in their general fund with voter
approval of a general operating referendum levy. Each type of aid has its own, often
complex, distribution formula. These aids make up the remaining 20% of general
education aid. For a complete list and brief description of these other general
education aids, see Appendix 2.

There are approximately 20 other K-12 aid programs which are linked to specific
purposes and programs. Unlike general education aid, these “categorical aids” are
provided only to eligible school districts and schools. Categorical aids can only be

10
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spent on activities which support the program’s intended outcomes.

Special education aid is the largest example of a categorical aid. Districts are
reimbursed for a percentage of the different types of expenditures created by educating
special education students. Other examples of categorical aids include integration aids
to foster desegregation, aids to districts that serve nonpublic school students, school
breakfast and lunch aids, and aids to fix health, safety, or environmental problems at
schools.

Some categorical aids are distributed on a per eligible pupil basis while others have
quite complicated formulas to distribute the pool of available aid across eligible
districts. See Appendix 3 for a list and brief description of state categorical aids.

For Fiscal Year 2005 (the latest year available), the State appropriated
approximately $850.6 million for various categorical aid programs targeting K-12
students. This total does not include support for community education programs, family
and early childhood programs, and libraries which the state also categorizes as
education aids.

School districts still levy local taxpayers. As a matter of fact, there are some 30
separate levies that school districts may choose to assess against their taxpayers. These
levies cover all kinds of activities from general fund expenditures in special programs to
transportation, community service, equipment purchases, and debt service for buildings.
For the 2007-2008 school year, education property tax levies will generate over $1.9
billion in revenue for school districts in Minnesota.

Importantly, many of these levies are necessary in order to receive categorical aids
offered by the state and some general education aids as well. If the districts don’t use
the levy, they lose state aid that comes with the levy. This is done to make sure that
those who benefit from new or improved educational programs and services also share
in their costs. Only one, the debt service levy, is absolutely required by the legislature if
a district has bonds it must pay off. The amount of total school property taxes paid by
the taxpayers of the district will depend partly on which levies the districts chooses to
use and how much is levied.

For a complete list and brief description of the different levies available to school
districts, their totals, and the number of district using them, see Appendix 4.

Besides the debt service levy used to pay off those voter-approved district bonds,
two other levies are required to be approved by the voters. One of those is for
constructing new school buildings and is used only in districts where the school-age
population is growing or old buildings need to be replaced.

The other is for general school district operations. The legislature recognizes that
districts are different and that some communities may choose to spend more on
education than others. To allow for this, the legislature authorizes a general operating
referendum levy. A referendum just means that the levy is subject to a vote. This
“general operating referendum levy” is the levy most homeowners are familiar with and

11
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is the one that typically generates a lot of debate around election time.

The remaining levies can be approved by the school board without voter approval.
Recognizing the accountability problems this may create, the legislature has placed caps
on the allowable size of these levies. Some must be approved by the Commissioner of
the Department of Education before they can be adopted. On a per pupil basis these
levies are typically very small.

The state uses two primary strategies to mitigate the advantages of high property
wealth and reduce disparities across districts.

First, the state often places limits on revenue differences. This is done by placing
dollar caps on local referendum revenue and limiting the size of local levies -- both of
which effectively limit the amount of money that can be raised. The state also provides
something called “equity revenue” which reduces the disparity between districts on a
regional basis. Equity revenue is also part of the state’s general education aid program
described earlier and is distributed on a sliding scale basis.

Second, for programs that require a local levy in order to receive state aid, the state
uses equalization formulas to distribute the aid portion. Equalization factors are
incorporated into aid formulas with the result being that the state effectively guarantees
that a certain tax rate will generate a certain amount of revenue for a school district
regardless of the district’s property tax value.

The effect of equalization is that in a district with high per pupil property wealth,
most of the revenue will come from the property tax levy and the district will receive
little, if any, accompanying aid. Conversely, in poorer districts, more of the revenue
will come from state aid rather than the local property tax. “Referendum revenue” — the
state aid program that allows districts to increase the revenue available in their general
fund with voter approval of a general operating referendum levy — uses equalized
formulas to distribute the state aid.

As a general trend, more state aid programs are being replaced with programs that
combine state aid with equalized levies. In 2005, three general education aid programs
(equity revenue, transition revenue, and operating capital revenue— see Appendix 2)
which were funded entirely by state aid now require a new local levy effort in order to
receive the aid. This was done to increase local accountability and ease state budget
pressures without sacrificing equity objectives. The price of greater equity is greater
complexity. As you might imagine, distribution formulas based on levy equalization are
very complicated and difficult to understand.

Not perfectly. For example, operating referendum levies are not fully equalized.
After accounting for new school referenda voted on in the 2005 elections, the state’s
average operating referendum levy for the 2007-08 school year will be $901 per pupil.
State referendum aid only equalizes the first $700 per pupil (districts that qualify for
sparsity revenue can have the entire amount equalized).

But beyond these technical issues, the concepts of “local control” and “equalizing
revenue” are fundamentally at odds with each other. Regardless of how sophisticated
state aid formulas become, some school districts will always have, and spend, more
money than others as long as the legislature gives local voters the option to spend more.

12
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In fiscal year 2008, school districts comprising the top 5% in terms of general
education revenue will have approximately 25% more revenue to spend than the
districts comprising the bottom 5%. (This figure excludes district revenue from
compensatory aids designed to help offset higher education costs in some districts). In
1992, the difference was approximately 37%, so progress has been made in greater
district equity over the past decade.

Q: OK, so school district revenues are made up of state general aids, state categorical
aids, and local property tax levies. Anything else?

Federal aid and fees are the remaining primary sources of school revenue. Federal
aid primarily goes to federally mandated programs like special education and school
lunches and is typically provided to districts through categorical aids. The federal “No
Child Left Behind” program targeting disadvantaged children provided at least $219
million in federal aid to the state in 2007. Fees are used by districts to supplement
revenues and typically have a “pay for participating” orientation to them. The state has
passed laws describing types of activities for which districts may and may not charge
fees.

Q: So how much money are we talking about in total?

For the 2007-2008 school year, all the school districts in the state averaged $11,393
per pupil (ADM) of revenue from all sources. That amount includes all local property
taxes including referendum (voter-approved) levies, all state and federal aid, bonds and
debt, and any other grants, fees, or fund raising moneys. On average, districts received
$7,707 of that amount from state aid (mostly from income and sales taxes you help pay
for), $631 from federal aid, and about $1,908 from local property taxes. The remaining
$1,147 per pupil is the average amount raised through other local sources such as
bonding, fees, tuition charges, food sales, interest earnings, gifts, and rental charges.

Q: That sounds like a lot of money. Where does it all go?

There are several ways of answering that question. If you said “to pay people”, you
wouldn’t be too far wrong. Data for the 2007-2008 school year shows that school
districts spent about 78% of their money for salaries and wages, employer benefits (such
as health insurance, social security, etc.), and “purchased services” or contracting.

School Expenditures by Object: 2006-2007
. Other
Debt S(:rwce Expenditures Other
9.3% 0 Financing
. 0.3%
Capital Uses
Expenditures 3.7%
2.9%
Supplies and Salary and
Materials Wages
5.6% 50.2%
Purchased
Services Employee
13.1% Benefits
14.9%

13
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About 5.6% was spent for supplies, materials, and equipment and 9.3% for debt service.
These kinds of spending categories are known as object categories.

Another way of looking at spending is by program category. For 2006-07, about
52.1% of the money was actually spent on “instruction”, or teaching in its various forms
including special education. School district administration and district support services
accounted for about 3.6% of spending. About 15.8% was spent on pupil and
instructional support services (e.g. food service, transportation, libraries, audio-visual
support, health and counseling services, etc.). Building costs, maintenance and
equipment accounted for about 18.8% of spending. Debt service was another large
item, at 9.7%.

School Expenditures by Program: 2006-07
Operations,
Maintenance

District Level
Administration
3.6%

Student

and Other

7.1% Instructional

Food Service and Pupil

3.7% Support
7.3%
Regular
Instruction Special
37.2% Education
Buildings and 14.9%

Debt Service Equipment
9.7% 11.7%

The table below shows specific school expenditures by program per Average Daily
Membership Served for the 2006-2007 school year, which correspond to the graph
above.

Table 4: School Expenditures by Program per Average Daily Membership Served, 2006-07

Expenditures
Category per ADM

Administration $395
Regular Instruction 4,124
Special Education 1,649
Instructional and Pupil Support 811
Operations and Maintenance 782
Buildings and Equipment 1,301
Pupil Transportation 529
Food Service 415
Debt Service 1,077
Total* $11,033

* The total of $11,003 does not match the revenue total of $10,333 on page 13 the excess $670
per ADM in revenue is largely used for reserves.

14
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Student Performance

Minnesota has historically ranked very high compared to other states on most
standard measures of student achievement, while spending only slightly higher than the
national average per pupil. The set of tables beginning below provide some perspective
on Minnesota educational spending and performance and how we compare nationally.
Minnesota has consistently ranked in the top ten nationally on math and reading tests for
4th and 8th graders and on college entry tests. Also noteworthy is the significant
improvement in Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) test scores over the past
five years. For example, in 5th grade reading and math, the percentage of students
scoring below basic skills level was cut by two-thirds between 1999-2000 and 2004-05
while the percentage of students achieving proficiency or advanced levels increased
significantly during that same period.

One area of major concern for Minnesota, however, is the size of the achievement
gap between students from low-income families and those who are better off and
between students of color and Caucasian students. For example, according the
Minnesota Department of Education statistics, in 2007 African-American students
earned an average raw score of 28.26 on the MCA-II’'s 3" Grade Math test (of a
possible 48); while Caucasian students earned a 36.42 on the same test — a substantial
difference. The disparity is also large when students are examined by income: third-
grade students eligible for the free or reduced lunch program earned a 31.45 while their
higher-income counterparts earned a 37.12.

No one measure or even combination of measures gives a complete indication of
school performance. These are simply those most readily available for comparison over
time.

Table 5: Minnesota Current Expenditures Per Pupil*

National | National Minnesota vs.
WEels (el Rank Average | National Average
1979-1980 | $2,387 19 $2,272 5.1%
1989-1990 4,971 21 4,980 (0.2%)
1999-2000 7,499 21 7,394 1.4%
2000-2001 7,960 21 7,904 0.7%
2001-2002 8,050 24 8,050 (2.5%)
2002-2003 8,440 24 8,600 (1.9%)
2003-2004 8,934 28 8,900 0.4%
2004-2005 9,273 30 9,305 (0.3%)

* Number of pupils calculated using average daily attendance.
Source: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.
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Table 6: Minnesota and National Rankings by Year, Topic, and Grade: National Assessment of
Educational Progress

. National Number of
Ul vedr | oreee Rank States Testing
Mathematics | 2007 8 2 (Tied) 50
Mathematics | 2007 4 8 (Tied) 50
Reading 2007 8 5 50
Reading 2007 4 12 (Tied) 50
Mathematics | 2005 8 2 50
Mathematics | 2005 4 2 (Tied) 50
Reading 2005 8 9 (Tied) 50
Reading 2005 4 7 (Tied) 50
Mathematics | 2003 8 1 50
Mathematics | 2003 4 2 (Tied) 50
Reading 2003 8 7 (Tied) 50
Reading 2003 4 9 (Tied) 50
Mathematics | 2000 8 1 38
Mathematics | 2003 4 1 (Tied) 47
Science 2003 8 6 (Tied) 36

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.

Table 7: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment Test Results,
3" Grade Math: 1998-99 to 2007-08

Year Average % Below % Proficient
MN Score | Basic Skills# | or Advanced##
1998-1999 1,460.4 17.8 35.2
1999-2000 1,478.3 10.5 46.4
2000-2001 1,494.3 9.5 52.6
2001-2002 1,486.0 9.6 47.9
2002-2003 1,518.5 7.6 56.3
2003-2004 1,522.6 7.6 55.3
2004-2005 1,568.1 6.0 65.5
2005-2006* 357.8 55 77.9
2006-2007 358.7 5.3 79.3
2007-2008 359.1 49 81.4

* The State of Minnesota introduced a second generation of the Comprehensive Assessment Test
(CAT-II) for the 2005-06 school year, with a radically different scoring system.

# Beginning 2005-2006: “Does Not Meet Standards” — may not be comparable to prior years.

## Beginning 2005-2006: “Meets Standards” and “Exceeds Standards” — may not be comparable
to prior years.

Source: Minnesota Department of Education.
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Table 8: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment Test Results,
3" Grade Reading: 1998-99 to 2007-08

Year Average % Belo_w % Proficient
MN Score | Basic Skills# | or Advanced##
1998-1999 1,427.9 20.7 39.9
1999-2000 1,460.7 17.8 44.6
2000-2001 1,486.6 16.0 49.0
2001-2002 1,486.2 16.1 48.8
2002-2003 1,511.3 12.5 55.9
2003-2004 1,535.3 11.8 60.4
2004-2005 1,542.3 9.1 65.1
2005-2006* 365.3 9.0 81.6
2006-2007 363.2 11.2 79.6
2007-2008 363.1 10.9 78.9

* The State of Minnesota introduced a second generation of the Comprehensive Assessment Test
(CAT-I) for the 2005-06 school year, with a radically different scoring system.

# Beginning 2005-2006: “Does Not Meet Standards” — may not be comparable to prior years.

## Beginning 2005-2006: “Meets Standards” and “Exceeds Standards” — may not be comparable
to prior years.

Source: Minnesota Department of Education.

Table 9: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment Test Results,
5" Grade Math: 1998-99 to 2007-08

Year Average % Belo_w % Proficient
MN Score | Basic Skills# | or Advanced##
1998-1999 1,416.8 18.4 36.4
1999-2000 1,469.8 135 45.6
2000-2001 1,492.4 11.2 50.5
2001-2002 1,502.6 10.2 52.7
2002-2003 1,533.8 8.3 60.1
2003-2004 1,538.5 5.0 59.0
2004-2005 1,569.8 4.3 68.1
2005-2006* 551.8 18.0 58.9
2006-2007 554.1 15.3 63.2
2007-2008 554.2 147 66.0

* The State of Minnesota introduced a second generation of the Comprehensive Assessment Test
(CAT-II) for the 2005-06 school year, with a radically different scoring system.

# Beginning 2005-2006: “Does Not Meet Standards” — may not be comparable to prior years.

## Beginning 2005-2006: “Meets Standards” and “Exceeds Standards” — may not be comparable
to prior years.

Source: Minnesota Department of Education.
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Table 10: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment Test Results,
5" Grade Reading: 1998-99 to 2007-08

Year Average % Belo_w % Proficient
MN Score | Basic Skills# | or Advanced##
1998-1999 1,451.4 18.1 44.6
1999-2000 1,493.2 14.5 51.7
2000-2001 1,545.2 11.1 62.9
2001-2002 1,552.4 10.5 64.0
2002-2003 1,564.1 9.6 63.9
2003-2004 1,579.1 9.2 64.3
2004-2005 1,608.8 7.9 72.8
2005-2006* 559.1 8.0 76.9
2006-2007 557.5 11.3 73.2
2007-2008 557.1 10.4 73.4

* The State of Minnesota introduced a second generation of the Comprehensive Assessment Test
(CAT-I) for the 2005-06 school year, with a radically different scoring system.

# Beginning 2005-2006: “Does Not Meet Standards” — may not be comparable to prior years.

## Beginning 2005-2006: “Meets Standards” and “Exceeds Standards” — may not be comparable
to prior years.

Source: Minnesota Department of Education.

Table 11: Minnesota College Test Scores and National Rank, 1982, 1992, and 2002-2008

MN SAT US SAT MN ACT US ACT

BT Score* Score Rank Score Score Rank
1982 1,028 997 7 20.2 18.4 3

1992 1,053 1,001 3 215 20.6 4

2002 1,172 1,020 5 22.1 20.8 7

2003 1,173 1,026 6 22.0 20.8 Tied 10
2004 1,180 1,026 6 22.2 20.9 Tied 9
2005 1,189 1,028 5 22.3 20.9 Tied 8
2006 1,765** 1,518 Tied 5 22.3 21.1 Tied 8
2007 1,776 1,511 Fkx 22.5 21.2 Tied 7
2008 1,784 1,511 NA 22.6 21.1 Tied 9

Notes: Many more Minnesota students take the ACT test than the SAT; in 2008 69% of
graduates took the ACT, while 8% took the SAT. When excluding states where 30% or fewer
graduates took the ACT, Minnesota ranked first.

* SAT scores may not match those in previous editions of Understanding Education Finance
because the scoring scale has been recentered.

** The SAT was modified to include three tests of 800 points each, rather than two such tests as
previous.

*** The SAT stopped providing a ranking of states by scores.

Sources: College Board (SAT), ACT.
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Section 2. “Hot Issues” in the K-12 Education System

The listing of issues is not exhaustive, but are generally those most visible to the
public and appropriate to be covered in a booklet such as this. The issues are presented
under the same groupings as the question and answer section and in the same order;
namely, issues related to “School Management and Organization,” “School Finance,”
and “Student Performance.”

School Management and Organization

There are several organizational issues regarding school districts that can be
grouped under the idea of improving school efficiency and performance. Four main
issues presented here are charter schools, school vouchers, expansion of site-based
management authority, and alternative teacher compensation and hiring strategies.

Arguments for each of the four issues are similar, with proponents pointing out that
greater competition and decentralized decision-making will improve school
accountability and performance. Proponents feel that without increased competition, we
are reduced to relying on the good intentions of educators to improve the schools,
because there is little or no risk to those involved with public education if they fail to
deliver the results the public wants.

Arguments against these changes also have shared themes. Defenders of the
historic pattern of public education note that it is important to invest in traditional public
education rather than support alternatives which siphon needed resources away from
public schools, tend to concentrate disadvantaged students even further, and saddle
individual schools with new responsibilities which take time and energy away from
educational delivery.

It is worth noting that Minnesota already scores quite high nationally in terms of
existing educational choice. Minnesota is tied for 3 nationally in a 2006 Cato Institute
report tf;at measures states based on the free-market friendliness of their education
policies.

Charter Schools

In 1991, the Minnesota Legislature enacted a bill authorizing school
districts to sponsor a limited number of charter schools. A charter school is one formed
by a group of individuals that operates within the public school system but has more
autonomy than other schools in the district regarding its mission, funding, teaching
methods, and administration. As of this writing, the Minnesota Department of
Education reported that 143 charter schools were approved and open for the 2007-2008
school year. A group that wants to form a charter school must have a sponsor, either the
district itself, the State Board of Education, or a postsecondary institution. The school is
defined by a contract between the group and the sponsor. Money for the school comes
from the state in the form of general education aid, transportation aid, capital equipment
aid, and other sources. The law requires each school to be:

e a legally autonomous entity, organized as a cooperative or non-profit, and
unaffiliated with any religious group or denomination
e operated primarily by licensed teachers

® The Cato Education Market Index, Coulson, Andrew J. Policy Analysis No. 585, Cato Institute.
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e sponsored by a local school board, the State Board of Education, a postsecondary
institution, or a 501(c)(3) charitable organization with a minimum end of year fund
balance of $2 million

o funded as a separate entity

o free from most state laws and rules by which traditional schools and districts are
bound

e designed to meet or exceed educational outcomes the state adopts for other public
school students

One major issue for debate during the 2009 legislative session will be the role of the
charter school sponsor. Legislators will almost certainly discuss whether the authority
of sponsors should be increased, whether sponsors should assume more accountability
for the schools they sponsor, and whether the state should set tighter restrictions on
sponsorship.

Charter schools provide more choice for students and parents than
a system without such schools. Teachers can be freed from rules and regulations which
hinder them from doing what they want to do anyway—teach students. The schools are
important laboratories for innovation, and successful strategies can be adopted by
traditional public schools. Because a group of individuals must form the school,
allowing charter schools promotes community involvement. As in all of the measures
allowing greater choice in public education, the charter school concept gives school
districts additional incentives to improve in order to keep students enrolled within
traditional schools. Charter schools can target special needs students who aren’t being
served well in the traditional public education system.

Charter schools require the state to direct scarce resources
away from traditional schools and thereby distract the state and communities from the
important task of reforming and improving mainstream public schools. When the
students leave to attend a charter school, the revenue leaves with them, but overhead
costs remain, making traditional schools worse off financially. When charters fail,
public schools must fix the problem they did not create. The absence of district
administrative and management support requires charter school leaders to invest
significantly more time and effort on infrastructure related issues like facility
management, transportation and other things not directly related to teaching and
learning that are going on in the school. Charter schools create unfair competition since
traditional schools are bound by numerous regulations that charters are not.

School Vouchers®

There has been a lot of interest nationally in the idea of giving parents
of students a certain amount of money (usually less than the per pupil general education
allowance) to be used in the private school of their choice. Several states have enacted
experimental school voucher programs, including Ohio and Wisconsin, whose programs
have survived state Supreme Court challenges.

The heart of any voucher system is to give parents a certain amount of money
redeemable only for tuition at a private school (a “voucher”) so that they may choose a
private school for their children if they so desire. If the voucher is less than is spent on

* Much of the material on school vouchers was taken from “School VVouchers” Minnesota House Research
Information Brief.
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average for the public school students, the district where the child would have attended
gets to keep the difference.

If parents have the power and resources to choose private schools,
public schools will feel the pressure to improve so they can retain students and the
money that goes with them. Since taxpayers are paying for the schools anyway, they
should be given more say in how the money is spent. Vouchers would be especially
helpful for those students doing the poorest in the public school system by giving them
a well-established education alternative and access to opportunities enjoyed by
wealthier families. Market forces such as vouchers are much better at promoting school
accountability than state regulations.

Vouchers are subsidies for private schools that economically
harm public schools by siphoning off resources and leaving them unable to fund
educational programs. Vouchers programs will draw good students away from poorer
districts resulting in public schools with even higher concentrations of disadvantaged or
difficult-to-teach students. Even if voucher programs were sized to attempt to
accommodate every student that wanted to take advantage of them, rationing of
available space by “desirable” schools would result in the same effect of concentrating
difficult-to-teach students. State support of religious schools is probably
unconstitutional. VVouchers would result in increased segregation, and the common
educational experience for Minnesota students would be lost. If private schools receive
money from the state through vouchers, it could threaten their freedom to conduct
school the way they think best. Increased regulation typically follows government
money.

Expansion of School Based Management

During the 1980°s many states and school districts began experimenting
with decentralized decision-making structures known collectively as school-based or
site-based management. It aims to give school constituents—administrators, teachers,
parents, and other community members—more control over what happens in schools in
order to enhance school performance and the quality of education provided to students.
Minnesota passed permissive legislation in 1987 allowing school boards to enter into
agreement with a “school site decision making team.”

In areas of curriculum design and educational delivery, many Minnesota schools
have already adopted site based management practices. In these schools “site councils”
comprised of parents, teachers, staff and community members advise principals and
help create school improvement plans. In terms of school finances, little has historically
changed under site-based management because the site councils typically have only a
very small portion of the school’s budget under their direct control.

A more controversial restructuring idea is to expand this decision-making authority
to include all areas of school budgets, staffing, and operations management. This would
allow individual schools to have far greater authority and flexibility over spending
decisions, staffing, and alternative, cost-reducing ways of delivering non-educational
support services such as outsourcing school lunch programs and janitorial services. As
an essential part of this restructuring, a site-based approach to school funding would be
established in which dollars follow students and schools would try to attract as many
students as they could.
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School-based management is a crucial strategy for empowering
teachers, increasing school efficiency and accountability, and creating greater energy at
the school level for change and improvement. Those closest to the student are most
capable of making important decisions that will lead to better educational outcomes.
Schools are best positioned to identify strategies to achieve desired educational
standards or outcomes and develop budgets which achieve educational outcomes at
lower costs.

While appealing in theory, school based management would
replace a highly functional and coordinated management system with one full of new
expense, risk, and uncertainty. There is only a vague understanding of what the
parameters are for the new roles and responsibilities school administrators and teachers
would have. Few individual schools have the expertise, time, and resources to invest in
the type of quality control and management oversight site-based management requires.
Especially in areas such as budget, staffing, and operations management, sites
themselves frequently may lack the skills to do these well. At a minimum, these
responsibilities would redirect resources and energy away from the primary purpose of
educating students.

Alternative Teacher Compensation and Hiring Strategies

Compensation for public school teachers is based on a system called
“steps and lanes.” The salary of a teacher is based both on length of tenure with the
school district (steps) and the amount of education the teacher has received (lanes).
Compensation increases by length of tenure (more steps), by receiving credits from
continuing education courses or getting advanced degrees (moving to new lanes), or by
a combination of both actions. Individual districts negotiate what level of compensation
each step and lane combination receives.

Minnesota has entered into alternative teacher compensation through the “Q Comp”
program, a voluntary program that allows local districts and teacher representatives to
design and collectively bargain a plan. Under law, the plan must meet five components:
career ladder/advancement options, job-embedded professional development, teacher
evaluation, performance pay, and an alternative salary schedule. Approved school
districts receive $260 per student ($190 state aid; $70 in board-approved levy) for the
program. For the 2007-08 school year, 39 school districts and 21 charter schools were
approved for Q Comp.

Overhaul of the compensation and tenure system is necessary to
improve teacher quality and educational accountability. The current system fails to
adequately connect educational performance with compensation and heavily favors
established teachers over those entering the profession, resulting in very high turnover
rates among new teachers. Creating greater compensation system flexibility and
alternative hiring strategies is crucial for dealing with teacher shortages in areas like
math and science where private sector competition for these skill sets is so great.
Schools with large numbers of disadvantaged students are especially hurt by a system
that so heavily rewards longevity. Experienced teachers with higher salaries are able to
move to less challenging schools within a district leaving the challenging schools with
less experienced teachers.

Pay for performance will not work because it is impossible to
develop fair and reasonable criteria. Merit pay assumes poor performance happens

22



Understanding Education Finance

because something is wrong with the teacher when poor performance is usually the
result of many other factors—many of which are centered in the home. Teachers within
and across grades must collaborate to successfully educate students but cooperation
would be undercut by a compensation system which creates incentives for teachers to
withhold successful strategies from other educators. Large scale adoption of teachers
with “non-educational” backgrounds is not a solution because knowledge of child
learning and cognitive development, classroom management skills, communication
skills, and curriculum planning skills, are equally crucial to being a successful teacher.

School Finance Reform

Linking School Funding to Performance

Historically the concept of “equity”— treating all students more or less
the same—nhas been the primary factor in determining whether general education aids
were being fairly allocated in the state. It has also been the standard by which the courts
have evaluated the constitutionality of state education finance systems. The state has
won high marks for meeting equity goals through a largely state-financed system that
neutralizes the effect of local property wealth on the ability to provide a quality
education. It combines basic education aid (the flat $5,124 per pupil unit for all
districts) with some aid adjustments for necessary cost differences which exist across
districts.

In recent years, both states and the courts have began to examine the actual results
achieved by education spending and have begun to consider educational results in
evaluating school finance systems. The concept of “adequacy”—having enough
resources to achieve certain educational outcomes—has joined “equity” as overarching
goals of education finance. The increasing use of standardized tests that enable states to
identify test scores and quantify what an “adequate education” is has facilitated this
trend. A shift in school funding based on the amount of money needed to achieve
education standards defined by test scores has potentially profound implications for
both the amount of money dedicated to general education and how this money gets
distributed.

Linking school finance to outcomes is essential for improving
school accountability, especially since the state takeover of the general education levy
weakened the most powerful accountability measure that had been in place—the impact
of school spending on local property taxes. It is essential that we finally examine the
fundamental issue how much it really costs to provide an adequate education for our
children as defined by test scores and related measures rather than simply adjust
education funding year after year based on the political process.

There are simply too many non-school variables affecting
student performance that make linking finance to outcomes an ill-advised approach.
Without knowing how efficient existing school spending currently is or thoroughly
investigating alternative education delivery systems, it would be dangerous to estimate
how much funding is needed to achieve certain performance targets. It would be
politically impossible to pass school finance reforms that would result in highly
disadvantaged districts receiving many times more the amount of state aid than highly
advantaged districts.
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Special Education Finance Reform

Minnesota’s longstanding commitment to public education for all
children is perhaps best exemplified by our history with special education. Minnesota
enacted a special education program twenty years before the U.S. Congress enacted the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act which mandated a free and appropriate
education for every child.

Like many states, Minnesota provides districts with base special education revenue
distributed on a reimbursement basis to cover the additional costs of providing required
services to students with a disability. During fiscal year 2007, approximately 38% of all
district special education expenditures were reimbursed through this base aid. Since
school districts’” general revenue must make up the difference (federal support, although
recently increased, is relatively small), the state makes additional aid available to
qualifying districts which have significant non-reimbursed special education costs
relative to the district’s general fund revenue (called “excess cost aid”).

Concerns, however, have been raised about the rate of growth in special education
spending, how these programs are financed, and incentives created by the financing
system. A 1997 report by the Office of the Legislative Auditor found that special
education expenditures were growing twice as fast as total district expenditures.

Critics of the current special education finance system advocate for either lump sum
funding to school districts or the creation of scholarships for special education
students—either of which would prevent more money from automatically going into a
school district’s budget with increased special education enrollment.

Even with only partial reimbursement a district can still
financially benefit by placing more students in special education because more
incremental revenue can be obtained to cover fixed costs the district already has to pay
anyway. For example if a school has a full-time special education reading teacher, it
will pay the same cost whether the teacher handles three students a day or ten. But the
school collects a lot more money for teaching ten special education students than it does
teaching only three. Scholarships for disabled students would offer the extra advantage
of allowing families to choose for themselves which school will provide the best
education for their children. Absent this type of reform, growth in special education
spending will continue to draw dollars away that could otherwise be spent on better
education for all students.

The current system is the best way to ensure that if a child
needs special attention, they can get the help they need regardless of the district they
live in. Funding for special education cannot create perverse incentives because placing
a student in special education creates costs at least equal to the new funding it generates.
In addition, the number of restrictions and limitations placed on spending from special
education revenues makes it difficult for districts to use special education revenue as a
revenue enhancement strategy. High stakes performance testing, not supplemental
revenue, is the primary factor driving special education spending. Schools are under
enormous pressure to keep test scores up, and enrolling more-challenged students in
special education improves the pool of test-takers.

Student Performance

Minnesota Academic Standards
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How to improve Minnesota public schools has been a topic of debate
and discussion for decades. Initial reforms tended to take a traditional approach—that
of proscribing new course offerings, curricula, upgraded facilities, better pay for
teachers, etc. By the end of the 1980s, a “second wave” of reform began to take hold
focusing on the results, or “outcomes” of education rather than focusing exclusively on
the “inputs.”

The idea that educational outcomes should be defined by a set of academic
standards has been generally accepted by everyone, but the question of what the
academic standards should look like is a much more controversial issue. In the early
1990’s Minnesota State Board of Education (abolished in 1998), and the Minnesota
Department of Children, Families & Learning, (now the Department of Education)
began working together to develop a more rigorous K-12 education system. The
resulting graduation rule had two distinct components: Basic Skills and the Profile of
Learning. Basic skills tests in reading, writing, and math were developed to ensure that
students acquired the basic level of knowledge needed to function in a literate society.
The Profile of Learning proved to be much more controversial. It included 10 learning
areas, plus a requirement for vocational education.

Developing and implementing the Profile of Learning generated much debate.
Concerns with the content of the standards and with how the standards were taught led
to a compromise giving local school boards the authority to decide which content
standards students had to complete and how many standards were required for
graduation.

In 2003, the Profile of Learning was replaced with the Minnesota Academic
Standards. The new law defines five core academic content standards areas: language
arts, math, science, social studies (which includes history and citizenship), and arts. In
addition to the core academic standards areas, there are several elective subject areas.
The new law requires students to complete a specified number of course credits
covering both core and elective subject areas.

Content standards have been passed by the legislature. In order to graduate,
students must satisfy both parts of the graduation rule; they must pass the Basic Skills
Tests and must successfully complete the course credits mandated by the Minnesota
Academic Standards. There is a transition process giving districts flexibility while the
standards are being implemented and the Profile of Learning is phased-out, but
beginning with the 2007-2008 school year the new Minnesota Academic Standards will
be the only acceptable standards.

During the 2009 legislative session, one major issue will be where these standards
should be set, especially with regard to the mathematics test for 11" grade students.
Some believe that the standard has been set too high, and that too many students will
fail the test. Others argue that since the test is given in the 11" grade, there is a limited
amount of time to successfully remediate the students before graduation. Given these
issues, the dispute may include some sort of waiver process.

Unlike the other “hot issues”, there are very few
disagreements about a focus on educational results. However, there have been
disagreements about the standards themselves and how they were developed. The
commissioner of education is charged with reviewing them on a four-year cycle, but
may not change them without specific legislative authorization.

Supporters of the new standards herald them as a much needed return to fact-based,
objective assessments of student learning. They believe that previous standards placed
too great an emphasis on how kids learn and the development of critical thinking skills
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at the expense of subject content.

While many education professionals and teachers agree that standard reforms were
needed, the new standards have generated controversy as well. Critics have expressed
concern that new standards have discounted the contributions of experienced education
professionals. Some critics also argue that the new standards go too far in emphasizing
the memorization of facts at the expense of more holistic measures which evaluate
students’ cognitive development and problem-solving capabilities. They claim the
highly accelerated development schedule has made it difficult for a broader cross
section of Minnesota education professionals to contribute or review the new standards.
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Appendix 1: Essential Education Websites
GOVERNMENT LINKS

Minnesota Department of Education
www.education.state.mn.us

Here you can find the latest information on Minnesota education initiatives, policies
and school performance. Under the “Accountability Programs” menu you can find links
to enrollment, teaching staff, funding, test results and contact information. Compare
and contrast school data from different parts of the state by clicking on the links to
school test results or student demographics. You can also view the Department of
Education’s School Report Card and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Status.

Financing Education in Minnesota: 2008-09
http://www.house.leg.state.mn.us/fiscal/files/08fined.pdf

For those who really want to dive into the design and mechanics of state education
aid programs, this publication from the Minnesota House of Representatives Fiscal
Analysis Department provides all the detail you need.

Basic Information on K-12 Education: Minnesota House Research
www.house.leg.state.mn.us/hrd/issinfo/ed k12.htm

The Research Department of the Minnesota House of Representatives has prepared
a series of issue briefs on timely topics pertaining to K-12 education. Also provides
useful background information on Minnesota education requirements, students,
teachers, and legal issues.

U.S. Department of Education: National Center for Education Statistics
http://nces.ed.gov

A data clearinghouse on public education in the United States. Includes The
Nation’s Report Card — the only nationally representative and continuing assessment of
what America's students know and can do in various subject areas.

ADVOCACY, POLICY, AND RESEARCH LINKS

Educatio_n Mi_nnesota
www.educationminnesota.org

Website of the union representing Minnesota teachers.

MN Association of School Administrators
WWW.MmnNasa.org

Website of Minnesota school superintendents.

27



Minnesota Center for Public Finance Research

MN School Board Association
www.mnmsba.org

Website that promotes the work of Minnesota school boards.

University of Minnesota Center for School Change
www.Centerforschoolchange.org

Humphrey Institute center that focuses on public education reform and
improvement initiatives.

Brookings Institute: Brown Center on Education Policy
www.brookings.edu/brown.aspx

Research on topics in American education, with a special focus on efforts to
improve academic achievement in public elementary and secondary schools.

Manhattan Institute: Center for Civic Innovation
www.manhattan-institute.org/html/cci.htm#01

Research on education reform with an emphasis on introducing choice and free
market strategies into public education.

Cato Institute
http://www.cato.org/

Also provides research on education reform with an emphasis on introducing choice
and free market strategies into public education.
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Appendix 2: Other State General Education Aids

Besides basic education revenue — the $5,124 per pupil unit provided to all districts
for fiscal year 2008-09 ($5,074 for fiscal year 2007-08) — the state provides several
other forms of general education aid to school districts. Each of these aids has its own
unique distribution formula. For further information on the aids and their distribution
across districts, see Financing Education in Minnesota: 2007-2008 prepared by the
Minnesota House of Representatives Fiscal Analysis Department available on line at:

http://www.house.leg.state.mn.us/fiscal/files/08fined.pdf

Even though general education aids generally can be used for any district purpose,
operating capital revenue and basic skills revenue have legal limitations placed on them
which links district spending to the aid’s intended purpose. There are two other
limitations placed on general education revenue spending. First, a certain amount of
general education revenue must be reserved for class size reduction for kindergarten
through third grade. The amount districts must reserve is based on a formula which
factors in the number of elementary school students and pupil weightings.

Second, 2% of the basic per pupil formula amount must be spent for staff
development (.02 x $5,124 = $102.48 per pupil unit in 2008-2009). If there is a desire
to waive this requirement, the board and licensed teachers within a district must vote to
agree to it.

The table on the next page shows the general education aids available to districts.
Footnotes for the table are directly below the table.
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Table 12: General Education Aids Available to Minnesota School Districts

. . Total 07-08 Aid Districts
Name of Aid Purpose of Aid ($ millions) Receiving Aid
Compensates districts for students
Extended Time Revenue | enrolled for more than a standard school 52.7 120
year.
Compensates districts for extra costs for
Basic Skills Revenue® education limited English proficiency 370.4 All
students and students in poverty
Additional revenue to cover higher costs
. associated with small, isolated schools.
Sparsity Revenue Provided for both elementary and 211 86
secondary schools.
Operating Capital School capital expenditures, facilities
& . 194.1 All
Revenue maintenance, and book purchases.
Transoortation Sparsit Compensates districts for high
P 67 parsity transportation costs in serving 60.7 All
Revenue . :
geographically dispersed areas.
Reduces disparity between highest and
Equity Revenue® lowest revenue districts on a regional 95.4 All
basis.
Training and Experience | Assists in teacher training and
8 3.0 89
Revenue development.
Temporary aid program designed to
Transition Revenue® mitigate impacts created by 2004 30.2 201
legislative changes. Expires 2007-08.
Allows districts to increase revenue NA
Referendum Revenue’ available in their school general fund 642.7
(less than 300)

with approval of voters in the district.

> Basic skills features separate formulas for distributing aid for servicing limited English proficiency (LEP) students
($39.2 million) and students living in poverty ($331.2 million). An additional per pupil amount is provided to
districts with concentrations of LEP students which is included in the $39.2 million total.
® Beginning in Fiscal Year 2005 these aid programs now require local levy efforts.
" For purposes of distributing equity revenue, the state is divided into two “regions”: the seven-county metro and the

remainder of the state.

8 Based on faculty who were on district payroll prior to the 1996-97 school year. As teachers leave the district or
retire, the revenue is phased out.
® The formula used to distribute referendum revenue aid is an equalized formula — the state pays in aid the difference
between what is raised by a local levy and a guaranteed revenue amount. See discussion on pages 11-13.
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Appendix 3: State K-12 Categorical Aids

K-12 categorical aids are provided on an eligibility basis to achieve a specific

program outcome.

Unlike general education aids, these funds can be spent only on

program activities. Each of these aids has its own set of eligibility requirements and
distribution formulas, and several of the aid programs require a local levy to receive the

aid.

Districts receive other major categorical aids for adult, community, and early
childhood education. These aids are not included in the table below.

For further information on the aids and how they are distributed across districts, see
Financing Education in Minnesota: 2007-08 prepared by the Minnesota House of
Representatives Fiscal Analysis Department available on line at:

http://www.house.leg.state.mn.us/fiscal/files/08fined.pdf

Table 13: Categorical Aids Available to Minnesota School Districts

. . Total 07-08 Aid Districts
Name of Aid Purpose of Aid ($ millions) Receiving Aid
Partially reimburse districts for the
Special Education additional costs of providing required 599 1 445
Regular Revenue educational services to students with '
disabilities.
Compensates districts with high non-
Special Education Excess | reimbursed special education costs 917 307
Cost Aid relative to the district’s general fund '
revenue.
Additional revenue to cover higher costs
Miscellaneous Special associated with small, isolated schools. 211 86
Education Aids™ Provided for both elementary and '
secondary schools.
Compensation for health and safety,
Health and Safety Aid improvements and code repairs at 1.3 75
schools.
Charter School Lease Pays for building leases for new charter 20.6 104
schools.
Charter School Startup Pays for charter school startup costs. 0.0 0
Capital improvement aid for districts
Alternative Facilities with large, old buildings, significant 19.3 7
Aid* deferred maintenance needs, or large :
health and safety projects
. Assist in debt repayment of voter-
Debt Service approved district general obligation 29.6 105

Equalization Aid

bonds.

19 Alid programs include: 50% travel reimbursement for persons providing home-based educational services to
disabled children under five; servicing special needs children who have no school district of residence because
parental rights have been terminated or who have been placed by the court; and vocational programs. Also includes
a temporary aid program which helps mitigate financial effects of the 2003 legislative decision to remove growth
factor from special education revenues.
1 Qualifying districts may sell bonds and make a levy to repay them or may annually levy for the costs without
voter approval. State aid only goes to districts that participated in the program prior to 2000.
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. : Total 07-08 Aid Districts
Name of Aid Purpose of Aid ($ millions) Receiving Aid

Compensation for costs and

Integration Aids™ transportation expenses associated with 58.7 74
state or court ordered desegregation '
plans.
Provide education-related services and

Non-Public Pupil Aids*® | instruction materials to nonpublic school 33.2 228
students.

Em(éﬁl ABirdeSakfast and Offset costs of providing meals. 115 409

. Provide full day kindergarten or half day

(FSIrr;;tcs; rade Preparedness programs for four-year olds in areas with 7.25 43
high concentrations of poverty.

Postsecondary Provides payments for students enrolled 19.2 NA

Enrollment Options in qualifying postsecondary classes. ' o

Other Miscellaneous Smaller aid programs targeting special 334 Varies

Categorical Aids"

circumstances

2 Includes $53.4 million for integration aid and $5.3 million for transportation grants for interdistrict desegregation.
3 Includes $13.2 million for education materials and services and $20.0 million for transportation expenses.
 Larger aids include private alternatives program, aid for tribal schools, compensation for districts losing property
tax revenues because property values declined after levy was certified, shared time aid, and abatement aid.
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Appendix 4: Local Levies Available to School Districts

The accompanying table lists the 30 property tax levies available to Minnesota
school districts. They are organized by three categories: general fund levies (directed at
K-12 education) community service levies (directed at adult, community, family, and
early childhood education programs) and debt levies. Totals are certified gross amounts
for taxes payable 2008.

Levy names appearing in italics are linked to state aid programs in that a local levy
is necessary in order to receive any state aid related to the program. Levy names
appearing in boldface require review and approval of budgets, plans, or expenditures by
the Commissioner of the Department of Education prior to their use.

Beginning in FY 2005, three general education aid programs that had been funded
entirely by state aid became funded instead by a combination of state aid and new local
levies. They are operating capital revenue, equity revenue, and transition revenue. See

Appendix 2.

Table 14: District General Fund Levies for Payable 2008 School Year
(ltalics = linked to state aid; Boldfaced = Department of Education approval required)

Total Le Districts
Levy Name Purpose of Levy $ miIIior\lls); Using

Referendum General operating revenue for districts (voter 6333 306
approved levy)

Integration To promote school desegregation 26.2 97

Equity™® Reduces d_|sp_ar|ty betwee_n hlghest_ and lowest 743 338
revenue districts on a regional basis

T Temporary program to mitigate financial impacts

Transition created by 2003 legislature; expires 2007-08 245 200

Health and Safety School health and safety improvements 118.3 322

Abatement To make up for revenue lost from property tax 17 232
abatements

Capital Projects To pay for school capital projects (voter approved 338 20

Referendum levy) '

Operating Capital™® School capital expenditures, facilities maintenance, 115.2 337
book purchases

Operating Debt To enable districts to eliminate negative general 0.0 0
fund balances

Reorganization Operating | To enable districts with negative general fund 0.0 0

Debt balances to consolidate with other districts '

Reemployment Insurance To pay district obligations to state unemployment 6.0 287
insurance trust fund

Safe Schools To pay for crime prevention and drug abuse 8.5 318
programs

Career Technical To fund vocational education programs 144 310

Disabled Access To enable handicapped access to school buildings 0.3 6

Building/Land Lease To rent or lease a building or land for instructional 451 204
purposes

15 Since the levy amounts include both current levy amounts and adjustments from previous years, “number of

districts using” may include districts affected by adjustments that no longer utilize a levy.

1° L evy required to qualify for an aid listed in Appendix 2.
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Total Levy | Districts
Levy Name Purpose of Levy ($ millions) Using
Alternative Eacilities To fun_d deferred mamte_nance and large health and 00 0
safety improvement projects
Judgment To pay for lawsuits against districts 0.8 22
Health Insurance (MPLS) | To make contributions for school district shares of 37 21
and Health Benefits health insurance and benefits for retired employees )
Additional Retirement To help fund retirement plans for Minneapolis and 114 2
St. Paul school districts
Severance To pay for teachers’ severance 2.2 10
Swimming Pool To pay for new swimming facilities 0.6 4
Ice Arena To pay for new ice skating facilities 0.9 9
Tree Growth T_o n_1ake up for Iost_revenue previously recelvec_j by 06 49
districts from counties as a result of forest taxation
. To make up for lost revenue due to property tax
Economic Development . )
Ab abatements stemming from economic development 0.9 10
atement
programs
Various Vquous smaller levies and prior year levy (7.3) 26
adjustments
Table 15: District Community Service Levies for Payable 2008 School Year
(ltalics = linked to state aid; Boldfaced = Department of Education approval required)
Total Levy | Districts
Levy Name Purpose of Levy ($ millions) Using
Basic Community To support community education programs
: 38.2 337
Education
Early Childhood and
Family Education To support ECFE programs 13.4 337
Home Visiting To pay for ECFE targeting high risk children 0.6 298
Adults with Disabilities To support e(_juca_tl_o_n and vocational training for 0.7 63
adults with disabilities
School-Age Care To pay for gxtra dlstrlct_costs of providing child 129 155
care to special needs children
Various other Assorted small levies and prior year adjustments 1.7 266
Table 16: District Debt Service Levies for Payable 2008 School Year
(Italics = linked to state aid; Boldfaced = Department of Education approval required)
Total Levy | Districts
Levy Name Purpose of Levy ($ millions) Using
Debt Service (voter To repay district general obligation bonds 5755 273
approved)
Debt Service (non voter To repay other district general obligation and other 1625 105

approved)

bonds'’

" The Minneapolis and St. Paul school districts do not need voter approval for issuing district general obligation

bonds.
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Appendix 5: How to Get Informed and Involved

The Minnesota Center for Public Finance Research and its parent organization, the
Minnesota Taxpayers Association believe that effective citizen control over
governmental processes and finance remains the cornerstone of our democratic system
of government.

Unfortunately, the citizen in Minnesota who tries to exercise some degree of
oversight over government costs is confronted with a bewildering array of complexities
which hinder the investigation and discourage further involvement. Only those who are
paid to do so (both public and private lobbyists) become informed and confidant enough
to engage public officials, but quite naturally they are confined to promoting their more
narrow interests rather than those of the public at large

Though becoming an informed and involved citizen isn’t as difficult as it might
seem to be at first glance, there isn’t a quick and easy path to follow. One commitment
that is necessary is perhaps the one most difficult to make, and that is the commitment
of time. The cost of good citizenship is primarily one of investing the time necessary to
learn enough about schools (and cities and counties, too) to exercise more effective
oversight and become a more informed voter.

Our number one recommendation in getting involved that applies to every idea in
this appendix is that you work together with others in a group of interested and
motivated taxpayers. Working with others will help keep you motivated, allow
members to develop specific areas of expertise, and help make your collective voices be
heard.

In a booklet this size, we aren’t able to go into much depth on this subject, but we
want to present some of the budgeting mechanics and timelines, plus ideas for how you
can be more effective in monitoring the budget developments in your school district.

More than ever the State Legislature has tremendous influence in determining the
amount of money available for schools to budget. Budget sessions of the Legislature
are held in odd numbered years, so for the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 school years, the
amount of money appropriated for education aids was set in the 2007 legislative session.
Adjustments either desired or required by updated forecasts of state revenues or policy
initiatives can be, and usually are, made in even-year sessions.

About 80% of school district budgets, on average, come from state appropriations.
A major element of school district budgeting is a discussion of how to distribute the
money available to them to the various schools and programs in the district. Even
though it may seem daunting, there are ways to make your voice heard at the Capitol.

Since so much of the K-12 budget is determined by the
Legislature, it is imperative that you get familiar with who your legislators are. You are
represented by one member of the Minnesota House of Representatives and one
member of the Minnesota Senate. If you do not know who they are, call House
Information at (651) 296-2146 or Senate Information at (651) 296-0504. They will be
able to tell you who your legislators are based on your address. Be sure you get their
phone number and mailing address.

Each legislative body has its
own committee which deals with K-12 education issues. Both chambers also have K-12
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Education Funding Divisions which deal primarily with financial issues. Your
legislators may be on those committees, but whether they are or not, it is important for
you to know who the committee members are. They are the ones closest to the K-12
legislative issues of interest to you, and are the most able to influence the direction of
K-12 education policy and funding. See the list in Appendix 6 in this booklet.

It is important in trying to influence education
policy at the state level that you pick one or two major issues and get as familiar with
them as possible. The “Hot Issues” section in this booklet (Section 2) gives an overview
of several “big picture” issues. How these issues are resolved over the next several
years will have tremendous implications on the cost of K-12 education as well as how
students perform.

Once you pick the issues you want to learn about, here are additional things to do:

. For example, if you are interested
in school choice, search your local library catalog (or the Internet, if you have access)
under that subject to see what others are saying about that issue around the state and the
country. Ask a librarian if you’re not sure how to do a search.

First, you can check
with  the  Minnesota  Department of  Education, Internet  address
(www.education.state.mn.us) or one of the Education Committee chairs to see if there
have been any recent legislative changes regarding your issue. You may also ask the
committee chairs for any legislation or proposals that are currently being considered that
affect the topic you have chosen. Legislative staff can do topical searches on the
Legislative Revisor’s computer system for a list of bills, or you can access them directly
via the Internet at www.leg.state.mn.us.

As you get more familiar with your topic, pass
what you have learned along to your group. This will help you learn even more.

As you develop convictions about your
issue, find out where your legislators stand on it and write or call them with your
concerns.

Just because only about 25% of K-12 funding is primarily determined at the local
level does not mean that it is not important for you to get involved at the local level. In
fact, it is even more important, because what local school officials hear from people in
their districts will affect what happens at the state level, too.

One of the most visible ways for you to be involved with local school finances is at
the annual Truth-in-Taxation (T-N-T) budget hearings held in late November or early
December each year. Truth-in-Taxation notices are mailed to all property owners after
November 10" and before November 25" annually. These notices show how the
property tax on your home will change in the next year if the budget decisions being
proposed by your school (and your city, county, and any special taxing districts) are
approved. These T-N-T notices contain the announcement of your city, county, and
school district budget hearings. One way for you to be involved in your school district’s
finances is to attend that meeting. (For more on how property taxes work, see our
Understanding Your Property Taxes publication, available at www.mntax.org.)
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What you will be presented with at that meeting is a proposed school levy that will
be used primarily for the following school year. As Appendix 4 in this booklet shows,
there are 30 property tax levies authorized by the Legislature and available to school
districts. Part of what you can learn at a school district TNT meeting is which levies
your district is proposing to use and how much is planned to be raised by each levy.
Your questions will indicate to your school board that you are paying attention and want
to learn how they raise school revenues and how they will be spent. School officials,
however, have complained that the TNT meetings occur at the very end of a long
process and that citizens who show up for these meetings are frustrated about how little
they seem to be able to affect the levy decisions that have already been made.

There is a lot of truth to this complaint. Therefore, we suggest a few more important
tips.

School districts set the preliminary levy amounts in August or
September. The maximum total levy must be certified to the state before the end of
September. Find out from your school board when they do the work on setting the
preliminary levy amounts and how you can watch and learn. All of the school sites and
school boards plan far ahead of the school year for the budget. Below is a school year
budget sample timeline. (Your school district will have its own timeline. This is
presented only as an illustration.)

Example Timeline for School Budgeting Process
2008

September: Begin processing information to set preliminary levy.
Board of Education sets preliminary levy for 2008.

November: Budget forms for sites completed. Review site allocation
formulas.

December: Public hearing for levy. Board sets levy for property
taxes payable in 2009.

2009
January: Review and update strategic direction, program study
resolution by school board. (Also specific sites begin their budget
planning in earnest usually during this month.)

February: Complete formula review by school board. Budget
priorities discussed.

March: Site council recommendations due to superintendent. Smaller
districts have budget presentation to the school board.

April-May: Board makes preliminary allocations to schools. (Smaller
districts may actually approve the budget by April. Larger districts can
still be discussing allocations to sites.)

June: Budget presented to School Board.
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As you can see, there is much work before the December T-N-T meeting, and the
actual budgeting process for schools begins in January for the following school year.
You can be involved from the beginning for the whole district, or, if your district has
site or leadership councils, you can concentrate on one school (see Site Based
Management in the “Hot Issues” section of this booklet for more on leadership
councils.) This leads to the second idea for involvement.

Many school districts are using leadership
councils to get more involvement from parents and members of the community. You
probably have an opportunity to volunteer as a member or alternate on your leadership
council even if you don’t have a child in that school, because many leadership councils
want members who represent the community at large. Even if you can’t become a
member of the council, the meetings are open to the public. Budget discussions for
specific school sites usually begin in January for the following year, as was mentioned
above. The leadership council is where you can learn about a particular school’s
operations from the ground up.

In recent years Minnesota has
invested heavily in enabling parents to access all sorts of information about school
districts and individual schools within districts. The website of the Minnesota
Department of Education is an invaluable resource for information on enrollment,
teaching staff, funding, expenditures, test results and contact information. The site also
features the “School Report Card” and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Status. You
can also compare and contrast school data from different parts of the state by clicking
on the links to school test results or student demographics. Visit the website at:

www.education.state.mn.us

Whether you get involved and informed at either the state or local level or both, it is
important to know the main issues that affect both the cost and quality of K-12
education. Here are a couple of final thoughts to guide your efforts:

The biggest expense for schools is related to salaries, wages, and benefits.

It is easy to forget when talking about cutting the costs of education or providing
more money for education that “people costs” are the number one expense by far. In
2007-2008, salaries and personnel costs comprised about 78% of the average school
budget. Pay scales are negotiated every two years between the teachers’ and other
employees’ unions and the school boards, district by district. In addition to adjustments
in pay scales, step increases for longevity, job classification changes, for additional
educational attainment, and benefits paid are all negotiated items. School boards are
under pressure to keep costs down when negotiating, but are also under pressure from
parents to avoid a strike if at all possible. By letting the school board know you are
informed and care, you can influence the negotiations. Each board member is elected, so
the more people that contact them, the more attentive they will become.

The most important result of spending on K-12 education must be children who are
schooled to the peak of their abilities. This may sound obvious, but sometimes it gets
lost in the rhetoric. Policy makers have had a tendency to focus on inputs (money,
courses offered, “seat time”, training, pupil to teacher ratios, etc.) and have assumed that
if the inputs were right, the outcomes would be desirable. By focusing more on the
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results of education, that is, what students are learning, and allowing more flexibility on
how that result is achieved, Minnesotans who are both cost-conscious taxpayers and are
concerned about the quality of K-12 education have a greater chance to be even more
pleased with K-12 education in Minnesota.
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Appendix 6: House and Senate Education Committee
Membership

Minnesota House of Representatives K-12 Finance Division
(2007-08 Members)

Phone (651-)

Chair: Mindy Greiling (DFL) 296-5387
Vice Chair: Terry Morrow (DFL) 296-8634

Lead-GOP: Sondra Erickson (R) 296-6746

Tom Anzelc (DFL) 296-4936
John Benson (DFL) 296-9934
Robin Brown (DFL) 296-8216
Jim Davnie (DFL) 296-0173
Randy Demmer (R) 296-9236
Bob Dettmer (R) 296-4124
Denise Dittrich (DFL) 296-5513

Augustine “Willie” Dominguez (DFL) 296-8659

Tim Faust (DFL) 296-0518
Pat Garofalo (R) 296-1069
Bud Heidgerken (R) 296-4317
Debra Hilstrom (DFL) 296-3709
Carlos Mariani (DFL) 296-9714
Paul Marquart (DFL) 296-6829
Carol McFarlane (R) 296-5363
Will Morgan (DFL) 296-4212
Mark Olson (IR) 296-4237
Marsha Swails (DFL) 296-1147

Ex-officio: Mary Murphy (DFL) 296-2676
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e-mail address

rep.mindy.greiling@house.mn

rep.terry.morrow@house.mn

rep.sondra.erickson@house.mn

rep.tom.anzelc@house.mn

rep.john.benson@house.mn

rep.robin.brown@house.mn

rep.jim.davnie@house.mn

rep.randy.demmer@house.mn

rep.bob.dettmer@house.mn

rep.denise.dittrich@house.mn

rep.augustine.dominguez@house.mn

rep.tim.faust@house.mn

rep.pat.garofalo@house.mn

rep.bud.heidgerken@house.mn

rep.debra.hilstrom@house.mn

rep.carlos.mariani@house.mn

rep.paul.marquart@house.mn

rep.carol.mcfarlane@house.mn

rep.will. morgan@house.mn

rep.mark.olson@house.mn

rep.marsha.swails@house.mn

rep.mary.murphy@house.mn
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Minnesota House of Representatives E-12 Education Committee
(2007-08 Members)

Phone (651-)

Chair: Carlos Mariani (DFL) 296-9714
Vice Chair: Denise Dittrich (DFL)296-5513

Lead-GOP: Sondra Erickson (R) 296-6746

Jim Abeler (R) 296-1729
John Benson (DFL) 296-9934
Robin Brown (DFL) 296-8216
Jim Davnie (DFL) 296-0173
Randy Demmer (R) 296-9236
Bob Dettmer (R) 296-4124
Steve Gottwalt (R) 296-6316
Mindy Greiling (DFL) 296-5387
Bud Heidgerken (R) 296-4317
Frank Hornstein (DFL) 296-9281
Larry Hosch (DFL) 296-4373
Carolyn Laine (DFL) 296-4331
Bud Nornes (R) 296-4946
Sandra Peterson (DFL) 296-4176
Nora Slawik (DFL) 296-7807
Linda Slocum (DFL) 296-7158
Marsha Swails (DFL) 296-1147
Tom Tillberry (DFL) 296-5510
Dean Urdahl (R) 296-4344
John Ward (DFL) 296-4333
Lynn Wardlow (R) 296-4128
Andy Welti 296-4378

Ex-officio: Mary Murphy (DFL) 296-2676
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e-mail address

rep.carlos.mariani@house.mn

rep.denise.dittrich@house.mn

rep.sondra.erickson@house.mn

rep.jim.abeler@house.mn

rep.john.benson@house.mn

rep.robin.brown@house.mn

rep.jim.davnie@house.mn

rep.randy.demmer@house.mn

rep.bob.dettmer@house.mn

rep.steve.gottwalt@house.mn

rep.mindy.greiling@house.mn

rep.bud.heidgerken@house.mn

rep.frank.hornstein@house.mn

rep.larry.hosch@house.mn

rep.carolyn.laine@house.mn

rep.bud.nornes@house.mn

rep.sandra.peterson@house.mn

rep.nora.slawik@house.mn

rep.linda.slocum@house.mn

rep.marsha.swails@house.mn

rep.tom.tillberry@house.mn

rep.dean.urdahl@house.mn

rep.john.ward@house.mn

rep.lynn.wardlow@house.mn

rep.andy.welti@house.mn

rep.mary.murphy@house.mn
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Minnesota Senate Education Committee
(2007-08 Members)

Phone (651-)

Chair: Charles Wiger (DFL)

Vice Chair: Sandy Rummel (DFL)296-1253

296-6820

Lead-Minority: David Hann (R) 296-1749

Terri Bonoff (DFL)
Jim Carlson (DFL)
Sharon Erickson Ropes (DFL)
Debbie Johnson (R)
Michael Jungbauer (R)
Ann Lynch (DFL)
Geoff Michel (R)

Rick Olseen (DFL)
Gen Olson (R)

Kathy Saltzman (DFL)
LeRoy Stumpf (DFL)

Patricia Torres Ray (DFL)

296-4314

297-8073

296-5649

296-3219

296-3733

296-4848

296-6238

296-5419

296-1282

296-4166

296-8660

296-4274
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e-mail address

sen.chuck.wiger@senate.mn

Use mail form on Senate website
Use mail form on Senate website

sen.terri.bonoff@senate.mn

sen.jim.carlson@senate.mn

sen.sharon.erickson.ropes@senate.mn

sen.debbie.johnson@senate.mn

sen.mike.jungbauer@senate.mn

sen.ann.lynch@senate.mn

sen.geoff.michel@senate.mn

sen.rick.olseen@senate.mn

sen.gen.olson@senate.mn

sen.kathy.saltzman@senate.mn

Use mail form on Senate website

sen.patricia.torres.ray@senate.mn
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Minnesota Senate E-12 Education Budget Division
(2007-08 Members)

Phone (651-) e-mail address

Chair: LeRoy Stumpf (DFL) 296-8660 Use mail form on Senate website
Vice Chair: Terri Bonoff (DFL) 296-4314 sen.terri.bonoff@senate.mn
Lead-Minority: Gen Olson (R) 296-1282 sen.gen.olson@senate.mn

Ellen Anderson (DFL) 296-5537 Use mail form on Senate website
Tarryl Clark (DFL) 296-6455 Use mail form on Senate website
Kevin Dahle (DFL) 296-1279 sen.kevin.dahle@senate.mn
Chris Gerlach (R) 296-4120 sen.chris.gerlach@senate.mn
David Hann (R) 296-1749 Use mail form on Senate website
Amy Koch (R) 296-5981 sen.amy.koch@senate.mn

Claire Robling (R) 296-4123 sen.claire.robling@senate.mn
Sandy Rummel (DFL) 296-1253 Use mail form on Senate website
Kathy Saltzman (DFL) 296-4166 sen.kathy.saltzman@senate.mn
Tom Saxhaug (DFL) 296-4136 sen.tom.saxhaug@senate.mn
Linda Scheid (DFL) 296-8869 Use mail form on Senate website
Dan Skogen (DFL) 296-5655 sen.dan.skogen@senate.mn
Patricia Torres Ray (DFL) 296-4274 sen.patricia.torres.ray@senate.mn
Charles Wiger (DFL) 296-6820 sen.chuck.wiger@senate.mn
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