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STATE OF ARIZONA
DEBRA K. DAVENPORT, CPA OFFICE OF THE MELANIE M. CHESNEY
AUDITOR GENERAL DEPUTY AUDITOR GENERAL

AUDITOR GENERAL

March 1, 2013
Members of the Arizona Legislature
The Honorable Janice K. Brewer, Governor

| am pleased to present our report, Arizona School District Spending (Classroom Dollars), Fiscal Year 2012,
prepared in response to the Arizona Revised Statutes §41-1279.03 requirement to determine the percentage
of every dollar Arizona school districts spend in the classroom. The report also analyzes nonclassroom
spending, which includes administration, plant operations, food service, transportation, student support, and
instruction support. New this year, the report includes a district financial stress assessment based on six
district-level measures of resources and financial management practices. Finally, analysis of six district-level
measures found 39 percent of Arizona districts had a moderate to high financial stress level. To provide a
quick summary for your convenience, | am also including a copy of the Report Highlights.

Between fiscal years 2001 and 2009, Arizona’s total operational spending per pupil increased 47 percent
before decreasing 5 percent between fiscal years 2009 and 2012. Despite this overall increase, Arizona’s per-
pupil spending continued to trail the national average by about $3,000. Arizona districts also allocated
resources differently than districts nationally, spending lower percentages of available operating dollars on
instruction and administration, and higher percentages on plant operations and student support services, on
average.

Arizona’s state-wide average classroom dollar percentage in fiscal year 2012 was 54.2 percent, the lowest
percentage in the 12 years our Office has been monitoring district spending. Each year since fiscal year 2004,
districts have decreased the percentage of their resources they allocated to the classroom. At the same time,
the percentage of resources allocated to administration, plant operations, food service, transportation, student
support, and instruction support have all increased.

Although factors outside a district’s control—such as district size, type, and location—can affect its efficiency,
some districts operate efficiently and have lower costs despite these factors, while others do not. As a result,
there are wide ranges of costs within peer groups of similar districts. Performance audits of school districts
have identified practices used by efficient districts, such as minimizing staffing levels, conserving energy, and
effectively managing vendor contracts. Audits have also identified practices that make other districts less
efficient, such as having costly benefits packages, operating schools far below designed capacity, and paying
employees for time not spent working.

My staff and | will be pleased to discuss or clarify items in the report.

Sincerely,

Debbie Davenport
Auditor General

2910 NORTH 44" STREET « SUITE 410 « PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85018 = (602) 553-0333 « FAX (602) 553-0051
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Our Conclusion

Between fiscal years 2001
and 2009, Arizona’s total
operational spending per
pupil increased 47 percent
before decreasing 5 percent
between fiscal years 2009
and 2012. Despite this overall
increase, per-pupil spending
in Arizona continued to trail
the national average both in
total and in the classroom,
with the classroom dollar
percentage dropping to 54.2
percent in fiscal year 2012,
the lowest point since we
began monitoring it in fiscal
year 2001. Each year since
fiscal year 2004, districts have
decreased the percentage of
their resources they allocated
to the classroom. At the
same time, the percentages
allocated to administration,
plant operations, food service,
transportation, student
support, and instruction
support have all increased.
Although factors outside

a district’s control—such

as district size, type, and
location—can affect its
efficiency, some districts
operate efficiently and have
lower costs despite these
factors, while others do

not. Finally, analysis of six
measures found 39 percent
of Arizona districts had a
moderate to high financial
stress level.
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Arizona school districts spent less overall and spent
differently than districts nationally

Despite large increase, overall spending still lower—Between fiscal years 2001
and 2009, Arizona’s spending per pupil rose 47 percent before declining 5 percent
between fiscal years 2009 and 2012. Despite this overall increase, Arizona’s fiscal year
2010 per-pupil spending of $7,609 was still $3,043 less per pupil than the 2010 national
average (most recent national data available).

Arizona spent lower percentage
in classroom—In 2012, Arizona
districts spent 54.2 percent of
their available operating dollars
in the classroom, 7.1 percentage
points below the national average
of 61.3 percent. Arizona’s lower
instructional spending is reflected
in Arizona’s larger class sizes. In
2009, Arizona’s class size was 17.1
students per teacher compared
to the national average of 15.3
students per teacher.

Arizona and U.S. spending by operational area
Fiscal years 2012 (Arizona) and 2010 (U.S.)

Administration
AZ9.9%,U.S.10.7%

Plant operations
AZ 12.4%, U.S. 9.5%

Food service

Instruction AZ5.1%, U.S. 3.8%

AZ 54.2%

U.S.61.3%

Student support
AZ7.7%,U.S.5.5%

Instruction support
AZ5.9%,U.S.5%

Arizona spent lower percentage

on administration but higher percentage in all other nonclassroom operational
areas—In 2012, Arizona districts spent 9.9 percent of their total operating dollars on
administration, 0.8 percentage points less than the national average. However, Arizona
districts spent a higher percentage of their operating dollars in all other nonclassroom
operational areas, especially for plant operations and student support services.

B
Continuing its long decline, instructional spending
dropped to 54.2 percent

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 54.2 percent of their available operating
dollars on instruction—the lowest percentage in the 12 years auditors have been
monitoring district spending. In fiscal year 2001, Arizona districts spent 57.7 percent
of available operating  “Arizona’s operational spending per pupil and change in
Then, in fiscal year Fiscal years 2001 through 2012
7 $7,908 g7

2002, districts began s T W

$7,000 soror So0ie 5555 s =T B B B B B - 3.0%
Site  Fund (CSF) g0 5 1
monies intended 10 sio0 - eie 0% 0% om e
spending. Soon after, oo L b L L L TN
and 2004, the State’s o
classroom dollar

dollars on instruction.  classroom dollar percentage since fiscal year 2001
$7,485 $7,475 [
. $6,833
receiving Classroom - " A5k [ HEEEE RS
increase classroom ~ $8000 FEEE e e
in fiscal years 2003 50

85% | 300
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
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Spending per pupil === Change in classroom dollar percentage since FY 2001




percentage increased to 58.6 percent. However, despite an overall increase in per-pupil spending, the
percentage spent on instruction has decreased every year since fiscal year 2004, down 4.4 percentage points.
At the same time, the percentages spent on administration, plant operations, food service, transportation,
student support, and instruction support have all increased. Had districts continued directing resources into
the classroom at the same rate they did in fiscal year 2001, they would have spent an additional $310 million
in the classroom in fiscal year 2012. One of the impacts of spending less in the classroom is larger class
sizes. Since fiscal year 2009, the number of students attending Arizona school districts has decreased 28,000
students, or 3 percent, while the number of teachers has decreased by 5,000, or 9.2 percent. As a result, the
State’s average class size has increased during this time from 17.1 to 18.1 students per teacher.

Efficient districts are able to allocate more of their resources to instruction—Performance audits of
individual districts have found that efficient districts are able to allocate more of their resources to instruction.

~
Efficient and inefficient districts come in all sizes, types, and locations

Although a district’s efficiency can be affected by its size, type, and location; wide ranges of costs among
districts grouped by these factors reflect a variety of efficient and inefficient practices. For example:

Administration—More  efficient  districts  monitored
performance measures and used staffing formulas, while
less efficient districts had costly benefit packages and higher

Cost variance examples

® A very large, urban, unified district

Arizona School
District Spending
Fiscal Year 2012

staffing levels.

Plant operations—More efficient districts typically had energy
conservation plans and monitored performance measures,
such as building capacity utilization. In contrast, less efficient
districts operated schools far below designed capacity and did
not monitor energy consumption.

Food service—More efficient districts maximized use of free
federal commodities and adjusted staffing levels based on
industry standards for meals per labor hour, while less efficient
districts did not obtain the best food prices and had poorly
written vendor contracts.

Transportation—More efficient districts monitored performance
measures and adjusted routes to ensure that buses were full,
while less efficient districts paid drivers for time not spent
working and failed to monitor vendors for accurate billing and
effective performance.

spent $496 per pupil for
administration, another spent $854 per
pupil.

® A medium-sized, rural, unified district

spent $3.01 per square foot for plant
operations, another spent $9.87 per
square foot.

® A medium-sized, rural, unified district

spent $2.25 per meal, another spent
$4.83 per meal.

Two medium-large, rural, unified
districts drove the same number of
miles per rider, one district spent
$2.54 per mile and the other spent
$5.04 per mile.

Assessment raises awareness on local issues impacting financial stress

In a new financial stress assessment for Arizona school districts, 61 percent  Number of districts by overall
of the districts assessed were found to have an overall low financial stress  financial stress level

level based on six district-level measures. However, the other 39 percent of ~ Fiscal year 2012
districts were found to have overall moderate or high levels of financial stress
based on those measures. District decision-makers can use the details of
this assessment in conjunction with other information, such as operating
efficiency, to determine possible actions to reduce financial stress.

A copy of the full report is available at:
www.azauditor.gov
Contact person:
Mike Quinlan (602) 553-0333

Number of
Stress level districts
High stress [
Moderate stress 69
Low stress 126

REPORT HIGHLIGHTS
SPECIAL STUDY
March 2013 ¢ Report No. 13-01
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Introduction
& Objectives

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §41-1279.03 requires the Auditor General to monitor the percentage
of each dollar spent in the classroom and conduct performance audits of Arizona’s school districts.
This report, the 12th annual report analyzing school district spending, has two main objectives:

® [t compares Arizona and national spending levels and analyzes state-wide spending trends in
instruction and six nonclassroom categories—administration, plant operations, food service,
transportation, student support, and instruction support. The following analyses of each of these
spending areas also identify performance measures, differences among district peer groups’
spending, and performance audit findings.

® |t also presents more specific one-page summaries of the State’s and each district’s
performance on various financial and student achievement measures. Specifically, each
district’s expenditure information, including classroom and nonclassroom spending, and
performance cost measures are compared with state averages and averages of efficiency peer
groups, which include either districts of similar size, type, and location or, for evaluating
transportation programs, districts with similar numbers of miles per rider and locations. In
addition, each district’s academic indicators and student and teacher measures are compared
with state averages and averages of a student achievement peer group, which includes districts
with similar poverty rates and of similar type and location. The district pages also include the
average amounts paid to teachers from Proposition 301 monies.! This year, the district pages
also include a financial stress assessment based on six district-level measures of resources and
financial management practices.

The Appendices provide lists of districts in each efficiency and student achieverment peer group
(Appendix A, see pages a-1 through a-16) and reference information, including scope, sources, and
methodology (Appendix B, see pages b-1 through b-11).

The information used to prepare this report was not subjected to all the tests and confirmations that
would normally be performed during an audit. However, to help ensure that information used in this
report was complete and accurate, auditors performed certain quality control procedures, such as
year-to-year comparisons of district-reported data. Appendix B (see pages b-2 through b-11)
contains a detailed discussion of the scope, sources, and methodology employed during this study.

The Auditor General and her staff express their appreciation to the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, the staff of the Arizona Department of Education, and the staffs of the Arizona public
school districts for their cooperation and assistance during this study.

T In November 2000, voters passed Proposition 301, which increased the state-wide sales tax to provide additional resources for education
programs. Under statute, these monies, also known as Classroom Site Fund monies, may be spent only for specific purposes, primarily
increasing teacher pay.

N
Office of the Auditor General
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Arizona instructional and nonclassroom
spending trends and the national context

Compared to national averages, Arizona school districts spent less
per pupil in all operational areas

Since fiscal year 2001, total operational
spending per pupil by Arizona school Table 1: Comparison of Arizona and U.S. per-pupil

districts has increased 39 percent, from spending by operational area
oL ’ . F | 2012 (A d 2010 (U.S.
$5,374 in fiscal year 2001 to $7,475 in scal years (Arizona) an (US)

fiscal year 2012." More specifically, State  National

average average

spending increased by 47 percent 2012 2010

between flscali years 2001 and 2009 Total $7.475 $10.652

before decreasing by 5 percent between

fiscal years 2009 and 2012. Despite this Classroom dollars 4,053 6,526

overall increase, Arizona school districts Ng””dassroom

. . ollars

stil Splent apprOXITart]ely I”;$2YOOQ tOI Administration 736 1,139

$3,000 less per pu‘pl than the nationa Plant operations 908 1012

average between fiscal years 2001 and Food service 382 405

2010—the most recent year for available Transportation 362 443

national data. As shown in Table 1, Student support 578 592
Instruction support 436 535

Arizona districts spent less per pupil in

total, in the classroom, and in every Source: Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-
| . | reported accounting data and National Center for Education

nonclassroom operatlona area Statistics Revenues and Expendiitures for Public Elementary and

Compared to national averages. Secondary Education: School Year 2009-10, November 2012.

Compared to national averages, Arizona school districts spent a
lower percentage of available resources on instruction and
administration and a greater percentage on all other operational
areas

Compared to national averages, Arizona school districts allocated their available resources
differently across operational areas. As shown in Figure 1 on page 3, in fiscal year 2012, Arizona
districts spent 54.2 percent of available operating dollars on instruction, the lowest percentage since
auditors began monitoring this in fiscal year 2001, and 7.1 percentage points below the most recent
national average of 61.3 percent. The relatively low classroom dollar percentage was not the result
of high administration costs, because Arizona districts allocated a smaller percentage of resources
for administration than the national average. Arizona’s higher percentage of noninstructional
spending was primarily due to higher percentages spent on plant operations and student support

*
! Operational spending is that incurred for day-to-day operations. It excludes costs associated with repaying debt, capital outlay (such as
purchasing land, buildings, and equipment), and programs such as adult education and community service that are outside the scope of
preschool through grade-12 education.

State of Arizona
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Figure 1: Comparison of Arizona and U.S. spending by operational area
Fiscal years 2012 (Arizona) and 2010 (U.S.)

Classroom Nonclassroom dollars

dollars Administration AZ9.9%,U.S.10.7%

Superintendents, principals, business managers, clerical, and other staff
who perform accounting, payroll, purchasing, warehousing, printing,
human resource activities, and administrative technology services

Plant operations AZ 12.4%, U.S. 9.5%
Heating and cooling, equipment repair, groundskeeping, and security

. Food service AZ5.1%, U.S. 3.8%
Instruction Costs of preparing and serving meals and snacks

AZ542% e Transportation AZ 4.8%, U.S. 4.2%
U S 61 37 Costs of transporting students to and from school and school activities
O, .0 /0

Student support AZ7.7%, U.S. 5.5%
Counselors, audiologists, speech pathologists, nurses, social workers, and
attendance services

Instruction support AZ5.9%, U.S. 5%
Librarians, teacher training, curriculum development, and instruction-
related technology services

Source: Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported accounting data and National Center for Education
Statistics Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2009-10, November 2012.

services. As reported in the fiscal year 2011 Arizona School District Spending report, Arizona’s lower
classroom spending was due, in part, to larger average class sizes, and its lower administration
costs were due to lower salary and benefit costs. Additionally, Arizona’s higher plant operations costs
appeared to be the result of higher energy costs, and its higher student support services costs may
have been related to the State’s higher poverty rate.

Continuing its long decline, instructional spending dropped to 54.2
percent

Instruction

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 54.2 percent of their available ~ Salaries and benefits for teachers,
operating dollars on instruction—primarily for teachers and instructional ~ instructional aides, and coaches;
aides. In fiscal year 2001, districts spent 57.7 percent on instruction. Then, COStS,related 10 II’lStrUC'[.IOﬂa|

in fiscal year 2002, districts began receiving Classroom Site Fund (CSF) erjlgp\/l\;z?l’(sgg:s?jitﬁenﬂ:" papet,
monies intended to increase classroom spending. Soon after, in fiscal years cocurricular acti,viti —_ éh as
2003 and 2004, the State’s classroom dollar percentage reached its highest band or choir; and tuition paid to
level during this 12-year period at 58.6 percent. As shown in Figure 2 on ot of state and private
page 4, despite an overall increase in per-pupil spending since that time, the institutions.
percentage of resources spent on instruction has declined every year since

2004, dropping an additional 0.5 percentage points in fiscal year 2012 to 54.2 percent, its lowest
point during this 12-year period. At the same time, as shown in Figure 3 on page 4, the percentages
of available operating dollars that districts allocated state-wide to administration, plant operations,
food service, transportation, student support, and instruction support all increased. By fiscal year
2012, one-third of Arizona school districts were spending less than 50 percent of their available
operating dollars in the classroom. Had districts continued directing resources into the classroom at

N
Office of the Auditor General
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Figure 2: Arizona’s operational spending per pupil and change in
classroom dollar percentage since fiscal year 2001
Fiscal years 2001 through 2012

$8,000
$7,000
$6,000
$5,000
$4,000

$3,000 +—

$2,000
$1,000
$0

Source:

the same rate they did in fiscal
year 2001, they would have

spent an additional $310 million
$7,813 $7.908 g7 609

0.5%

s6.838 7,382 57485 g7a75] 4% in the classroom in fiscal year
65791 $6045 96,355 96500 1 0% 2012.
: =——— A 2.0%
$5,374 1.5% . . I .
|| I I B B B B B The declines in instructional
| T 9% 09%  grs e B B B B N spending in fiscal years 2010

950 through 2012 occurred at a time

o when overall per pupil spending

-2.5% i ;
30% was also decreasing. This

-3.5% i ;
6 L 0% decrease in overall spending

-3.0%

2001

Auditor General staff analysis of district-reported accounting data and Arizona Department of Education
student membership data for fiscal years 2001 through 2012.

2002

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 and the impact of having certain

Spending per pupil e Change in classroom dollar percentage since FY 2001 noninstructional costs that may

be difficult to cut quickly in
response to reduced funding,

State of Arizona
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such as electricity or insurance
costs, partially explain the decline in instructional spending during these years. However, the
percentage of available operating dollars spent on instruction also decreased in fiscal years 2005
through 2009, when total operational spending per pupil increased 24 percent. In fact, between
fiscal years 2001 and

) when spendin Figure 3: Percentage change of expenditures by operational area
009, P 9 Fiscal year 2004 versus 2012

was increasing, 55 5
percent of the
increase went into the
classroom. In
contrast, in fiscal
years 2010 through -2%
2012, when spending  -3%
was decreasing, the 4o
entire decrease came o, | -4.4%

out of the classroom. ‘ . ‘ .

More speci fiCaIIy, Source: :ﬁglggleneral staff analysis of district-reported accounting data for fiscal years 2004
although total
operational spending per pupil decreased $433 since fiscal year 2009, spending in the classroom
decreased by even more, $444 per pupil. As a result, the percentage of available operating dollars
allocated to the classroom has decreased 2.7 percentage points since fiscal year 2009.

1.4%
1%

0%

-1%

One of the impacts of spending less in the classroom is larger class sizes. Since fiscal year 2009,
the number of students attending Arizona school districts has decreased by 28,000 students, or 3
percent, while the number of teachers has decreased by 5,000, or 9.2 percent. As a result, the
State’s average class size has increased from 17.1 to 18.1 students per teacher. By comparison, the
national average class size was 15.3 students per teacher in fiscal year 2009, the most recent
national data available.




Importance of declining classroom dollar percentage varies
depending on cause of decline

The importance of a declining classroom dollar percentage varies depending on the cause of the
decline. For example, by operating inefficiently, a district will have a lower classroom dollar percentage
and will have fewer dollars to spend in the classroom. On the other hand, a district that is receiving
and spending additional revenues that are specifically earmarked for purposes outside the
classroom, such as the National School Lunch Program monies, will also have a lower classroom
dollar percentage, but it will not spend less in the classroom because of having received these

monies.

Table 2: Comparison of per-pupil expenditures by
At a state level, the decline in the classroom dollar operational area
percentage is indicative of fewer dollars going into Fiscal year 2007 versus 2012
classrooms state-wide. In reviewing spending between 2007 2012 Difference
fiscal years 2001 and 2012, most of the largest yearly Total $7,382  $7,475 $93
decreases in the classroom dollar percentage have  Classroom dollars 4277 4,053 (224)
occurred during the last 5 years. Between fiscal years No:é:ﬁisnsi;?;r;iﬂoiollars 03 . 2
2007 and 2012, the state-wide classroom dollar Plant operations 835 928 93
percentage fell 3.7 percentage points, from 57.9 Food service 344 382 38
percent to 54.2 percent. As shown in Table 2, districts Transportation 316 362 46
spent $224 less per pupil in the classroom in fiscal Student support 542 578 36
year 2012 than in fiscal year 2007, despite spending Instruction support 365 436 4
$93 more per pupil overall. Source:  Auditor General staff analysis of district-reported accounting data

and Arizona Department of Education student membership data
for fiscal years 2007 and 2012.

Districts that operate efficiently are able to allocate more of their
resources to instruction

Districts that operate efficiently have more dollars available to spend in the classroom. Performance
audits of individual Arizona districts have found that efficient districts—meaning districts that perform
better than their peers on performance measures of operational efficiency—tend to have higher
classroom dollar percentages. The broader analysis conducted across all districts for this report
showed a similar result. When performance measures were compared across all districts in each
efficiency peer group, districts that outperformed their peers tended, on average, to spend higher
percentages of available operating dollars on instruction. This result indicates that districts should be
paying close attention to their efficiency in noninstructional areas to devote a higher percentage of
their resources to instruction, which may impact student achievement.

N
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Administration

Administration

Salaries and benefits for superintendents; principals; business
managers; and clerical and other staff who perform accounting,
payroll, purchasing, warehousing, printing, human resource

activities, and administrative technology services; and other
Admlnl StratiVe costs related to these services and the governing board.

spending increased
slightly

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 9.9 percent of available operating dollars on administration,
slightly higher than the 9.4 percent average spent during the previous 5 years. Administrative
spending increased from $703 per pupil in fiscal year 2007 to $736 per pupil in fiscal year 2012. Most
of the increase was in salaries and benefits, with benefit costs increasing at a much faster rate than
salaries. Purchased services, such as those for consultants, contracted employees, and legal
services, also increased. Administrative staffing levels did not increase and have remained relatively
stable during this time, with a similar number of students per administrative position.

Larger districts generally had lower per-pupil costs, but wide range

of costs indicates improvement is

possible across most district sizes Table 3: Administrative costs per pupil

by district size
Fiscal year 2012

Within Arizona, administrative costs per pupil are
associated with district size. That is to say larger
districts tend to have lower administrative costs per
pupil, primarily because of their economies of scale
and abilities to spread some costs over more students.
As shown in Table 3, as district size increases,

administrative costs per pupil tend to decrease. In source:

addition, as shown in Figure 4, there were wide
ranges of per-pupil administrative costs within most

Size Cost per pupil
Small $1,519
Medium 1,149
Medium-Large 800
Large 669
Very large 632

Auditor General staff analysis of district-reported

accounting data and Arizona Department of
Education student membership data for fiscal
year 2012.

efficiency peer groups, especially for small districts.

For example, administrative costs for small, rural high school and unified districts ranged from a low

Figure 4: Range of administrative cost per pupil by efficiency peer group
Fiscal year 2012

$4,000

$3,500

$3,000

$2,500 -
$2,000 -
$1,500 -
$1,000 -

$500

$0

Small
ESD

Medium Medium  Medium Large
Small Medium Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Large V.large V.large

HS/USD HS/USD ESD HS/USD ESD HS/USD HS/USD ESD HS/USD

Towns and rural areas Cities and suburbs

State
average
$736

Source: Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported accounting data, Arizona Department of
Education student membership data, and U.S. Census Bureau location designations reported in the National
Center for Education Statistics’ Common Core of Data.
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of $869 to a high of $3,736
per pupil. Even among very
large high school and unified
districts, administrative costs
varied from a low of $496 per
pupil to a high of $854 per
pupil. Wide ranges in
administrative costs indicate
that some districts have
achieved lower costs than
other districts of similar size,
type, and location. Districts



at the high end of the range should work toward improving their administrative efficiency using
performance measures and practices identified in the next section.

Audits identified efficient and inefficient practices

Performance audits of school districts have identified a number of practices used by efficient
districts, as well as practices that make other districts less efficient.

More efficient districts:

®  Monitor performance measures to identify areas for improvement (see textbox).

® Use staffing formulas to calculate the appropriate level of staffing needed.

e Employ staff who “wear multiple hats” to work in more than one operational area.

e  [Effectively use county services for legal guidance and accounting support.

e Purchase office supplies in bulk.

e Limit the use of outside consultants and contractors. Performance measures

® (Cost per pupil

Less efficient districts: ® Students per administrative staff

® Have higher staffing levels than peers. ® Benefit-to-salaries ratio

® Have more costly benefit packages and retirement programs.

®  Provide very generous stipends, such as vehicle allowances and tax sheltered annuities.

e Spend more than peers on meals and conference travel for employees and governing board
members.

o Allow employees to individually purchase office supplies instead of purchasing items in bulk
quantities.

Most districts with high or low administrative costs compared to
their peers in 2009 remained high or low compared to their peers
in 2012

Between fiscal years 2009 and 2012, most districts did not make changes that impacted how their
administrative costs compared to peer district averages. Districts that had either high or low
administrative costs compared to their peers in fiscal year 2009 (the first year such comparisons
were made in this report), also tended to have high or low costs compared to their peers in fiscal
year 2012. More specifically, of the 61 districts with low administrative costs compared to their peers
in fiscal year 2009, 47 districts were also low in fiscal year 2012, and of the 57 districts with high
administrative costs compared to their peers in fiscal year 2009, 46 districts were also high in fiscal
year 2012. Performance audits have identified reasons why some districts may remain high, such as
a reluctance to reduce administrative staffing even after a school closes or student enrollment drops.
Of the 11 districts with high costs in fiscal year 2009 that were able to reduce their administrative
costs relative to their peers, only 2 districts were able to lower their costs below the average of their
peer districts in fiscal year 2012, Officials at one of these districts indicated that their district was able
to lower costs by eliminating administrative positions through attrition and reassigning duties among
remaining administrative employees.
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Plant operations

P| J[ J[' Salaries, benefits, and other costs related to equipment repair,
an O De ra |O n S building maintenance, custodial services, groundskeeping, and

security; and costs for heating, cooling, and property insurance.

Increased spending for plant operations likely because of
additional building space

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 12.4 percent of their available operating dollars on plant
operations, up from the 11.3 percent spent in fiscal year 2007. Plant operations spending increased
from $835 per pupil in fiscal year 2007 to $928 per pupil in fiscal year 2012. The increase in spending
for plant operations is likely the result of additional building space per student. Between fiscal years
2007 and 2012, Arizona districts added nearly 12 million square

Table 4: Square footage per student and building
capacity usage

feet of building space, a 9.4 percent increase. During this same
period, the number of attending students decreased by 2

Fiscal year 2007 versus 2012 percent. As a result, and as shown in Table 4, square footage per
2007 2012 student increased 10.9 percent and building capacity usage
Square feet per student  [IEEZR decreased from 81 percent to 79 percent.

Building capacity usage [ IEIEG

Source:

Some of the increase in square footage per student is likely due

Auditor General staff analysis of School Facilities Board .
square footage data and Arizona Department of Education to unforeseen events and necessary time spans needed to

student membership data for fiscal years 2007 and 2012. construct new schools. After years of increases, student
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enrolliment began to decline in fiscal year 2009. Some districts
had new schools already under construction or had recently opened new schools with the
expectation of continued student population growth that did not materialize. On the other hand,
performance audits have identified school districts with high plant costs that built additional schools
when they already had low-capacity usage rates at their existing schools and districts that rebuilt
existing schools with much larger facilities when no substantial student growth was expected. Audits
have also identified districts with substantial, long-term excess building capacity that did not take
timely action to reduce the excess capacity.

Until recently, districts appeared reluctant to reduce excess space—even those districts with long-
standing stable or declining enroliments. However, that reluctance appears to have changed
recently, at least for some districts. State-wide, districts reported operating 26 fewer schools in fiscal
year 2012 than they did in fiscal year 2011. Five districts accounted for 19 of the 26 state-wide school
closures. Additionally, districts reported closing another 32 schools in fiscal year 2011, Although
decisions to close buildings or schools can be difficult and painful, these decisions are important
because school district funding is based primarily on the number of students enrolled at the district,
not the number of schools or amount of square footage maintained. Maintaining excess building
space requires districts to spend more of their limited resources on plant operations, using money
that otherwise potentially could have been spent in the classroom. Additionally, how districts close
their schools can impact potential savings. For example, some districts have completely closed
schools, including turning off utilities to the buildings. However, other districts continue to heat, cool,
and maintain closed buildings beyond minimum levels.




Wide range of costs within peer groups indicates improvement is
possible across all district types

Because high schools generally have more square footage per student than elementary schools,
they typically have lower plant costs per square foot. However, regardless of district type, evaluating
costs on a square footage basis helps all districts assess whether they are operating and maintaining
their existing space efficiently or not. As shown in Figure 5, for fiscal year 2012, within efficiency peer
groups, there were wide
ranges of costs per Figure 5: Range of plant operations cost per square foot by efficiency peer group

square foot, including Fiscal year 2012
L 12
both districts below and %11 i
above the state average. ‘39
This indicates that within 21 State
each group, some 27 puerage
districts  were likely el
operating efficiently, while 32
- $0
.Other districts ) need to Medium Medium Medium Large
Improve their plant Small Small  Medium Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Large V.Llarge V.Llarge
operations by using the ESD HS/USD HS/USD ESD HS/USD ESD HS/USD HS/USD ESD  HS/USD
serformance. measures
and practices identified in Source: Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported accounting data, School Facilities
i Board square footage data, and U.S. Census Bureau location designations reported in the National
the next section. Center for Education Statistics’ Common Core of Data.
Audits identified
efficient and inefficient practices
Performance audits of school districts have identified a number of practices that some districts have
used to reduce their costs and become more efficient, as well as practices that make other districts
less efficient.
More efficient districts:
®  Monitor performance measures to identify areas for improvement (see textbox).
® |mplement an energy conservation plan and educate students and staff about energy
conservation.
e When cost-beneficial, update old equipment with more energy-efficient Performance measures
models, such as lighting and programmable thermostats. . e Cost per square foot
® Employ staff who can serve multiple roles, such as perform custodial work ¢ et per student
and drive buses. ® Square footage per student
® Building capacity utilization

Less efficient districts:

e  Operate schools far below their designed capacity and fail to reduce excess space.
Do not monitor or try to reduce energy consumption.

Lack a preventative maintenance program to maintain buildings.

Fail to evaluate staffing and salary levels based on similar districts and market surveys.

N
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Food service

FOOd Se Ir\/i Ce Salaries, benefits, food supplies, and other costs related to
preparing, transporting, and serving meals and snacks.
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Increased spending for food service primarily because of more
meals served

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 5.1 percent of their available operating dollars on food
service operations, up from the 4.7 percent spent in fiscal year 2007. These higher food service
costs were primarily the result of school districts serving more meals rather than an increase in the
cost per meal. As shown in Table 5, the state-wide food service cost per meal was only 5 cents
higher in fiscal year 2012 than in fiscal year 2007, a 2.1 percent cost increase. However, districts
served 9.7 million more meals, and the
number of meals served per student Table5: Number of meals served and
increased 9.2 percent from 142 meals cost per meal

per student in fiscal year 2007 to 155 Fiscal year 2007 versus 2012

. Percentage
meals per student in fiscal year 2012.  Figcal year 2007 2012 increase
Theincreaseinnumberof mealsserved  \eals served 130,137,386 139,845,044 7.5%
per student is not surprising considering Meals per student 142 155 9.2%
the State’s poverty rate increased from Cost per meal $2.42 $2.47 2.1%
17.7 to 25.1 percent during that time Source:  Auditor General staff analysis of district-reported accounting and
and the percentage of students eligible meals-served data and Arizona Department of Education student

) membership data for fiscal years 2007 and 2012.
for free or reduced-price meals

increased from 50 to 59 percent.

This increased spending on food service operations decreased the state-wide classroom dollar
percentage, but should not have resulted in reduced actual spending in the classroom. However,
for some districts it did. For districts operating an efficient, self-supporting food service program in
which revenues of the program cover program costs, increasing the number of meals served will not
result in reduced actual classroom spending. However, for districts operating food service programs
that are not self-supporting, increasing the number of meals served can result in reduced classroom
spending because of the need to subsidize the program with monies that otherwise potentially could
have been spent in the classroom. In fiscal year 2012, 68 percent of districts operated self-supporting
food service programs. On average, these districts had a 25 percent lower cost per meal than
districts operating programs that were not self-supporting, indicating possible program inefficiencies
that, if addressed, potentially could free up monies to be spent in the classroom.

Wide range of costs within peer groups indicates improvement is
possible across all district sizes, types, and locations

Although food service costs are associated with district size, type, and location, there are certain
districts that operate more efficiently than other districts affected by these same factors. For example,
food costs per meal may be higher for districts serving high school students because of the larger
meal portions, but many districts that serve these students still operate efficiently and at costs below




the state average. As shown in
Figure 6, there were wide
ranges of costs within efficiency
peer groups, which are based
on district size, type, and
location. These wide ranges
indicate  that operational
efficiencies can be achieved
regardless of other factors and
that certain districts should
work toward improving their
programs’ cost-effectiveness
by  using performance
measures and practices
identified in the next section.

Audits identified efficient and inefficient practices

Performance audits of school districts have identified a number of practices used by efficient
districts, as well as practices that make other districts less efficient:

More efficient districts:

®  Monitor performance measures to identify areas for improvement (see textbox).
®  Monitor staffing levels based on industry standards for meals per labor hour.
e Limit waste by using student input and daily production and usage information to determine

meal production.

e  Maximize use of free commodities provided by the U.S. Department

of Agriculture.

Less efficient districts:

® Have poorly written contracts with food service vendors.

e  Fail to monitor contracted vendors’ performance.

e Failto identify best food prices, including failing to use or ineffectively
using purchasing consortiums.

® Have excessive waste due to poor inventory rotation and monitoring.
Set meal prices too low to ensure program self-sufficiency.

e Operate universal free program without a sufficient number of students eligible for federally
reimbursed free and reduced-price meals.

Figure 6: Range of food service cost per meal by efficiency peer group
Fiscal year 2012

$5
$4
$3 State
n average
$2 $2.47
$1
$0
Medium Medium Medium Large

Small Small  Medium Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Med-Lrg Large V. LlLarge V. large

ESD HS/USD HS/USD ESD HS/USD ESD HS/USD HS/USD ESD HS/USD
Source:  Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported accounting and meals-served data

and U.S. Census Bureau location designations reported in the National Center for Education
Statistics’ Common Core of Data.

Performance measures

® (Cost per meal

® Ratio of labor and supply costs

® Meals per labor hour

® Ratio of revenues and expenditures
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Transportation
T J[ J[ Salaries, benefits, and other costs related to maintaining
raﬂ S DO r a | O ﬂ buses and transporting students to and from school and

school activities.

Increased spending for transportation as both cost per mile and
miles driven increased

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 4.8 percent of their available operating dollars on student
transportation, up from the 4.3 percent spent in fiscal year 2007. As shown in Table 6, this increase
in spending was caused by both an increase in cost per mile and an increase in the number of miles
driven to transport students. Transportation costs per mile

Table 6: Transportation miles, riders, and costs increased because of a slight increase in salary and benefit

Fiscal year 2007 versus 2012 o costs and a substantial increase in fuel costs. According to
ercentage ; e :

Fiscal year 2007 2012 change thg u.sS. Energy Infqrmahon Administration, on avera.lgel, the

, price of diesel fuel increased from $3.04 per gallon in fiscal

Miles traveled 90,130,005 93,078,895 3.3% 2007 to $4.16 lon in fiscal 2012, Actual

Riders transported 353,902 332,186 (6.1%) year O $.10 per galion in fiscal year - Aclua

Miles per rider 255 280 9.8% district fuel costs per mile increased 63 percent between

Cost per mile $3.22 $3.50 8.7% fiscal years 2007 and 2012. Perhaps a more surprising

Source: Auditor General staff analysis of district-reported accounting data, reason for the increased spending for student transportation

miles driven, and riders transported for fiscal years 2007 and 2012. i the increase in miles driven. Districts drove nearly 3 million
more miles to transport students in fiscal year 2012 than in
fiscal year 2007 despite transporting nearly 22,000 fewer riders. As shown in Table 6, this represents
a 3.3 percent increase in miles driven to transport 6.1 percent fewer riders. As a result, transportation
miles per rider have increased nearly 10 percent, from 255 miles per rider in fiscal year 2007 to 280
miles per rider in fiscal year 2012.

District officials and performance audits have identified some situations that would support the
overall increase in mileage. For example, officials at one district indicated that mileage increased
after they closed one of their schools and needed to transport students to a more distant school,
and a performance audit found that a small district experienced a large increase in mileage to
transport certain special education students a long distance for a particular program. However,
performance audits also have identified some districts that have over-reported their miles, which
would contribute to the state-wide increase in miles traveled.

Funding for transportation in Arizona is not closely tied to transportation costs, and evaluating
whether transportation revenues cover transportation costs is not necessarily a good indication of
program efficiency. However, transportation funding is not required to be used for transportation
costs, and therefore, improved transportation program efficiencies can translate into additional
monies that can be spent in the classroom.

High costs related to location and student populations are largely
outside of district control, but efficiency can be improved

Location is an important factor affecting a district’'s cost per mile. For example, in fiscal year 2012,
the average cost per mile for urban districts traveling between 231 and 280 miles per rider was

State of Arizona
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$3.80, while rural districts traveling a similar range of miles per rider averaged $2.87 per mile. Rural
district buses likely travel on roads with higher speed limits and travel greater distances between
stops, thereby traveling more miles in less time. This would result in lower salary and benefit costs
per mile. Also, districts in urban locations tend to be geographically smaller and more compact, with
higher populations of special needs and homeless students who require more transportation
services. These districts tend
to have higher costs per mile  Figure 7: Range of transportation cost per mile by efficiency peer group
because of driving slower Fiscal year 2012

with more frequent stops in ig
urban areas and also likely g7
because of higher costs ig
associated with  special ¢4
education routes such as %3
additional bus aides to assist 2‘12
these students. However, as  $0

shownin Figure 7, regardless

State
average
$3.50

Less 141 231 281 337 421  More Less 141 231 281 More

o . ) than to to to to to than  than to to to than
of district location, the wide 141 230 280 336 420 510 510 141 230 280 336 336
ranges of costs within all Miles per rider

that many districts could use , L . . Lo
Source:  Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported accounting data, miles driven, and
performance measures and riders transported and U.S. Census Bureau location designations reported in the National Center for

practices identified in the Education Statistics” Common Core of Data.
next section to operate
more efficiently.

Audits identified efficient and inefficient practices

Performance audits of school districts have identified a number of practices used by efficient
districts, as well as practices that make other districts less efficient.

More efficient districts:

®  Monitor performance measures to identify areas for improvement (see textbox).

e Limit overtime and unproductive time by having employees perform other duties such as
custodial or cafeteria work.

Ensure fuel pumps are secure and limit bus idling to lower costs.

Plan routes to ensure, where possible, that buses are filled to at least 75 percent of capacity.
Partner with other local governments for bus maintenance and fuel.

Evaluate bus barn locations for excessive miles driven without riders.

Less efficient districts: Performance measures

® (Cost per mile

Cost per rider

Miles per rider

Bus capacity utilization

Pay drivers for time not spent working between routes.

Rely on gas stations for fuel and do not negotiate discounts.

Use full-sized buses on routes with small numbers of riders.

Do not monitor or adjust routes for efficiency.

Have no contract or a poorly written contract with transportation vendors.
Fail to monitor vendors for accurate billing and effective performance.
Lack a consistent preventative maintenance program to help mitigate costly repairs. ¢
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Student support

Student support
Salaries and benefits for attendance clerks, social workers,
counselors, nurses, audiologists, and speech pathologists and

other costs related to these support services to students.

7.7 percent spent on student support services, mostly for staffing
and purchased services

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 7.7 percent of available operating dollars on student
support services, up from the 7.3 percent spent 5 years ago in fiscal year 2007. This increase is likely
a reflection of the overall increase in the State’s poverty rate, from 17.7 to 25.1 percent, and increase
in the percentage of students with special needs, from 11.4 to 11.8 percent during the same period.
Most student support service costs—82 percent—were for the salaries and benefits of attendance
clerks, social workers, guidance counselors, nurses, and specialists such as audiologists and
speech pathologists. Another 15 percent of the districts’ support service costs paid for these
services from contracted vendors, and the remaining 3 percent of costs paid for supplies.

Student support services directed toward economically
disadvantaged students and students with special needs

Many student support services are directed at student populations with economic disadvantages,
such as living at or below the poverty level, and at students with special needs. Accordingly, a
district’s level of spending on student support services is related to the percentages of district
students who live in poverty or have special needs. Districts with higher percentages of students in
these categories spent more per pupil on student support services, on average, than districts with
lower percentages of students in these categories. For example, on average, the districts with the
highest poverty rates spent $832 per pupil on student support services, $305 more per pupil than
the $527 spent by the districts with the lowest poverty rates.

Figure 8: Student support spending by category
Fiscal year 2012

Speech,
audiology,
and therapies __—
24%

Health
12%

Psychological
12%

Attendance
and social
work
15%

Other/

20% Guidance

17%
Source: Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported
accounting data for 119 districts that classified student support costs in
detail.

Costs were spread across a variety of support services

Although state-wide detail on student support spending
was not available, Figure 8 shows this detail for fiscal year
2012 for 119 districts that classified their student support
spending at a more detailed level. These districts’ costs
represented 74 percent of the State’s spending in this
area. As shown in Figure 8, about one-quarter of these
districts’ support service costs paid for specialists in
speech pathology, audiology, and occupational/physical
therapy. The remaining spending was spread fairly evenly
across a variety of support services, including health,
psychological services, attendance and social work,
guidance, and other, unspecified types of student support
services.
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Instruction support

Instruction support apocil sdcation crotors, teacher aners,

librarians, media specialists, and instruction-related
IT staff and other costs related to assisting

59 percen’[ Spen’[ on ins’[ruc’[ion Suppor’[’ instructional staff in the delivery of instruction.

mostly for staffing

Majority of costs were for improving instruction

In fiscal year 2012, Arizona districts spent 5.9 percent of available operating dollars on instruction
support. Most costs—83 percent—were for salaries and benefits of employees who train teaching
staff and develop curriculum, and staff who provide library/media and instruction-related information
technology services. Thirteen percent of the costs were for contracted services, such as teacher-
training workshops, and the remaining 4 percent were for supplies and other costs.

Although the percentage spent on instruction support in fiscal year 2012 is almost 1 percentage
point higher than the 5 percent spent in fiscal year 2007, the increase was primarily due to a change
in the way districts classified their costs. In fiscal year 2008, instruction support service costs were
revised to include instruction-related technology services that had been previously grouped with
noninstruction-related technology services in administration.

Although detail on instruction support spending was not available state-wide, Figure 9 shows fiscal
year 2012 instruction support spending detail for 116 districts that classified their expenditures at a
more detailed level. These districts’ costs represented 49 percent of the State’s spending in this
area. As shown in Figure 9, the majority of these districts’ spending on instruction support—68
percent—was for the improvement of

Figure 9: Instruction support spending by category instruction, such as developing
Fiscal year 2012 Academic instructional materials and curriculum,
student and training instructional staff. Costs
assegf/me”t related to library and media services
" Other represented 14 percent of instruction
7% support spending in fiscal year 2012, a
Instruction- decrease from the 29 percent spent in
related this area 5 years ago in fiscal year

technology )
9% 2007. The reduction appears to be
, , driven by a decrease in the number of
Improvement "~ Library/media librari . hat fi | In i |
of instruction services ibrarians since that fiscal year. In fisca
68% 14% year 2007, districts reported employing

Source:

413 librarians, and in fiscal year 2012
that number had decreased to 204
librarians, with some districts reporting

Auditor General staff analysis of fiscal year 2012 district-reported accounting ~ that they hired lower-paid library aides
data for 116 districts that classified instruction support costs in detail. to work in libraries.
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Financial stress assessment

Assessment raises awareness of local issues impacting district
financial stress

In both prosperous and difficult economic times, situations arise that can cause financial stress for
school districts. To determine the financial stress level of Arizona school districts, this report assesses
six district-level measures that impact resources and financial

Financial stress assessment measures management practices. Analyses of these measures provide information
e Number of students attending on distric"t finances, identify lpotential problems_, ahd suggest the need
e Operating and capital overspending for possible corrective action. Although reviewing these measures
e Spending increase election results alone cannot cover all possible financial problems a district may have,
® Operating reserve percentage it can raise awareness on key measures that impact districts’ financial
® Years of capital reserve held stress. Further, having an overall high financial stress level does not
® Financial and internal control status mean a district is “going out of business”; it simply means the district

State of Arizona
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may need to change the way it operates, find additional resources, or
make some difficult spending decisions in the near future. District decision makers should consider
additional information in conjunction with this analysis, such as operating efficiency as described in
this report, to plan for and react to financial stress conditions.

As shown on the individual district pages that follow, auditors assessed each of the six district-level
measures to indicate a low, moderate, or high financial stress level based on each district’s
circumstances during the 3-year review period, which included fiscal years 2010 through 2012 and
the election results from calendar years 2010 through 2012. The results were then combined to
determine each district’s overall financial stress level. As shown in Table 7, only 13 districts were
found to have a high level of financial stress as of
fiscal year 2012. Although state-wide, 69 districts Table 7:  Number of districts by overall
had a moderate level of financial stress, most financial stress level
L . . Fiscal year 2012
districts, or 126, had a low level of financial stress.

Some districts found to have an overall moderate or Stress level Ngiztgi::f
low financial stress level may have already taken High stress 13
actions to reduce their financial stress but may Moderate stress 69
need to take additional actions to further reduce Low stress 126
financial stress, operate efficiently, or address other

i Source:  Auditor General staff analysis of district financial
areas of concern. For example, this report shows stress measures.

that 33 districts with an overall low financial stress
level operated inefficiently compared to their peers in two or more operational areas. These districts
often had access to additional resources not typically available to most districts, such as
desegregation monies or federal impact aid monies that contributed to a low financial stress level.
However, these districts could further reduce their financial stress level by operating more efficiently.
A more detailed description of the six measures considered and the state-wide results follows.

Decreases in student enrollment can cause financial stress—School districts

experiencing a decline in student enrollment can be under financial stress because their funding
is based primarily on the number of students they serve. In fact, over 60 percent of the districts




found to have an overall high or moderate financial stress level had decreases in their student
enrollment during the 3-year period.

Overspending is not common but a definite sign of district financial stress—
Arizona school districts are required to budget and spend within legally specified limits in the
Maintenance and Operation, Unrestricted Capital Outlay, and Soft Capital Allocation Funds. If a
district spends beyond these limits without authorization, it is required to reduce its budget in one
or more subsequent fiscal years to compensate for that overspending. During the 3 years
reviewed, 33 districts spent beyond their limits in one or more of these funds. The 3-year
overspending amounts for those districts ranged from $634 to nearly $382,000, with 16 districts
overspending by more than 10 percent of the annual budget limit in at least one of the funds. Eight
of the 13 districts with an overall high financial stress level spent beyond their legally specified
limits at some point during the 3 years reviewed.

Voter-approved spending increases can reduce financial stress—School districts
can seek voter approval to increase their spending limits and revenues through operating and
capital budget overrides and bond authorizations. Approval of these increases by voters allows
districts to increase spending levels or maintain previously approved higher spending levels for
several years at a time while rejections show a lack of current support among voters for additional
district spending. During the 3 years reviewed, 48 of the 96 districts seeking voter approval to
increase district spending limits and/or issue bonds received voter approval to do so. Additionally,
13 of the 96 districts received voter-approval for at least one type of spending increase but not all
types requested, showing mixed voter support for additional district spending. Over 70 percent of
the districts that received full voter approval for spending increases were found to have an overall
low financial stress level.

Districts with an overall high financial stress level had lower than average
operating and capital reserves—under Arizona law, school districts may carry forward a
portion of their unspent Maintenance and Operation Fund budget for use in the next fiscal year.
This unspent amount or operating reserve is limited to a maximum of 4 percent of their Revenue
Control Limit—a component of their operating budget. Districts may also carry forward any
unspent Unrestricted Capital Outlay and Soft Capital Allocation Fund budget at fiscal year-end for
use in future years. However, of the 13 districts found to have an overall high financial stress level,
12 carried forward on average less than half of their allowable 4 percent operating reserve. In
addition, 11 of these 13 districts held less than 3 years of savings for future capital spending. In
contrast, the state-wide, 3-year average operating reserve was 3 percent and the state-wide
average amount of capital reserve was equal to 4.8 years of savings.

Districts with a low overall financial stress level complied with financial and
internal control requirements—=arizona school districts are required to follow the Uniform
System of Financial Records for Arizona School Districts (USFR) jointly prescribed by the Office of
the Auditor General and the Arizona Department of Education. The USFR provides the minimum
internal control policies and procedures to be used by districts for accounting, financial reporting,
and various other compliance requirements. Only 1 of the 126 districts found to have an overall
low financial stress level was noncompliant with USFR requirements. In contrast, of the 13 districts
found to have an overall high financial stress level, 3 were noncompliant with USFR requirements
and 3 others were only marginally compliant. .
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Figure 10: Number of Arizona school districts by county
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Source: Auditor General staff analysis of ADE-provided county data.
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State of Arizona

Total operational spending®: $6,741,709,840
Number of districts: 239

901,861
1,396

Students attending:
Number of schools:

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
9.9%

Classroom

Plant operations
dollars

12.4%

Food
service

51%
Instruction

54.2% Transportation

AT

Student support

—
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Instruction
support
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5-year spending trend
Total spending per pupil increased by 1 percent. Spending in
the classroom decreased from 57.9 to 54.2 percent. Spending
on plant operations, transportation, and instruction support
increased, and spending on administration, food service, and
student support increased slightly.

Cost measures

Operational
area Measure 2010 2011 2012
Cost per pupil $721 $728 $736
Administration
Students per 66 66 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $6.25 $6.10 $6.09
operations Square footage per 146 150 150
student
Food service Cos.t per meal $2.41 $2.45 $2.47
equivalent
. Cost per mile $3.35 $3.39 $3.50
Transportation :
Cost per rider $944 $958 $982
Per-pupil spending by operational area
National
State average
2010 2011 2012 2010
Total $7,609 $7,485 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 4,253 4,098 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 3,356 3,387 3,422 4,126
Administration 721 728 736 1,139
Plant operations 914 927 928 1,012
Food service 366 Sl 382 405
Transportation 342 352 362 443
Student support 581 571 578 592
Instruction support 432 434 436 535

1 See page b-1.
N

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools’ schools
A 292 20%
B 490 34%
C 403 28%
D 147 10%
F 9 1%
Not rated 106 7%

1 Includes schools that share a campus and on-line schools.

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%

90%
80%
70%
60% - m2010
50% %_ 2011
40% 2 m2012
30% g
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Measure 2010 2011 2012
Attendance rate 94% 95% 94%
Graduation rate 78% 78% N/A
Poverty rate 22% 25% N/A
Students per teacher 17.9 18.1 181
Average teacher salary $47,077 $45,637  $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $3,140  $3,081 $3,195

Average years of teacher experience 10.6 10.9 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 20% 16% 16%

Financial stress assessment .
Number of districts

Overall financial stress level: 126 69

Measure: 2010 through 2012

Number of students attending 126 44
Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets 175 6
Spending increase election results 48 13
Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend 136 39
Years of capital reserve held 98 97
Current financial and internal control status 149 85)
Stress level
Low Moderate (NS
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Agua Fria Union High School District

Maricopa County District size / location: Medium-Large, Suburb
Efficiency peer groups 3 and T-4, Achievement peer group 9 Students attending: 6,687

Legislative district(s): 4, 13, 19 and 29 Number of schools: 4

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

Spending by operational area

Nonclassroom dollars District grade:

Administration Number
9.2% of Percentage of
Classroom
dollars Plant operations Grade schools schools
14.9% A 0 0%
B 4 100%

Instruction Food service
51.9% 5.1% C 0 0%
D 0 0%

~_ Transportation
5.5% F 0 0%
“\_ Student support Not rated 0 0%

8.6%

Instruction
support
4.8%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

5-year spending trend

Total spending per pupil decreased by 4 percent. Spending in
the classroom decreased from 53.8 to 51.9 percent. Spending

o m District
on administration decreased and spending on plant operations 28;" .
and instruction support increased. Spending on other a0 eergroup
nonclassroom areas remained stable. 30°/° " State-vide
20%
: 10%
Cost measures relative to peer averages 0
Operational o Peer  State Math Reading  Writing Science
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $619 $736 $736
Atiisieien P Student and teacher measures
uaents per 59 71 66 Peer State
administrator Measure District average average
Plant Cost per square foot $7.17 $5.88 $6.09 Attendance rate 95% 94% 94%
operations Square footage per 141 158 150 Graduation rate (2011) 82% 86% 78%
student Poverty rate (2011) 15% 18% 25%
: Cost per meal Students per teacher 20.3 20.4 18.1
Food service . 2.52 2.74 2.47
equivalent $ $ $ Average teacher salary $44,702 $44,813  $45,193
T ati Cost per mile $3.90 $3.62 $3.50 Amount from Proposition 301 $4,352  $4,459 $3,195
ransportation Cost per rider $1,183 $1,088 $982 Average years of teacher experience 8.3 9.7 11.0
. in fi 19% 16% 16%
Very low Low Comparable High _ Percentage of teachers in first 3 years
Per-pupil spending by operational area Financial stress assessment
Peer  State  National Overall financial stress level: Moderate
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010 Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment
Total $6,813  $6,748 $7,033 $7,475 $10,652 Number of students attending Increase
Classroom dollars 3,616 3,501 3,759 4,053 6,526 Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets No overspending
Nonclassroom dollars: 3,197 3,247 3,274 3,422 4,126 Spending increase election results Mixed election results
Administration 624 619 736 736 1,139 Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend 3.3%, Increasing
Plant operations 990 1,009 920 928 1,012 Years of capital reserve held 1 to 3 years
Food service 321 341 338 382 405 Current financial and internal control status Marginally compliant
Transportation 385 375 426 362 443
Student support 574 578 546 578 592 Stress level
Instruction support 303 305 308 436 535 Low Moderate ~ Hgh
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Aguila Elementary School District

Maricopa County

Efficiency peer groups 11 and T-13, Achievement peer group 20

Legislative district(s): 13

District size / location: Very small, Rural
Students attending: 140
Number of schools: 1

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
9.1%
Classroom

dollars Plant operations

19.8%

Ins5t;u50‘3°n Food service
~ 5.5%
Transportation
= 27%
\ Student support
Instruction 0.9%
support
3.5%

5-year spending trend
Total spending per pupil increased by 24 percent. Spending in
the classroom varied year to year, increasing slightly overall from
57.9 to 58.5 percent. Spending on most nonclassroom areas
also varied year to year, as is common for very small districts.
Overall, spending on plant operations increased substantially
and spending on instruction support decreased substantially.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $1,056  $2,472 $736
Administration
Students per 37 30 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $10.15 $6.93 $6.09
operations Square footage per 557 300 152
student
Food service ~ COSt per meal $2.44  $488  $2.47
equivalent
) Cost per mile $0.81 $1.53 $3.50
Transportation :
Cost per rider $585  $1,171 $982
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $10,739 $11,622 $15,082 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 6,922 6,804 7,880 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 3,817 4,818 7,202 3,422 4,126
Administration 1,175 1,056 2,472 736 1,139
Plant operations 1,104 2,300 2,126 928 1,012
Food service 832 638 756 382 405
Transportation 340 308 970 362 443
Student support 136 108 541 578 592
Instruction support 230 408 337 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools schools
A 0 0%
B 1 100%
C 0 0%
D 0 0%
F 0 0%
Not rated 0 0%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% | State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 95% 94% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) N/A N/A N/A
Poverty rate (2011) 30% 29% 25%
Students per teacher 14.0 12.6 18.1
Average teacher salary $37,953 $45,750 $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $1,157  $2,292 $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 16.2 13.0 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 13% 13% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress leve!l: [ EEEIN
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment
Number of students attending Steady

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results No election held

Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend
Years of capital reserve held

Current financial and internal control status Compliant
Stress level
Low Moderate |G
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Ajo Unified School District

Pima County

Efficiency peer groups 6 and T-9, Achievement peer group 8

Legislative district(s): 4

District size / location: Small, Town
Students attending: 434
Number of schools: 2

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
11.5%

Classroom

dollars Plant operations

10.4%

Food service

Instruction 3.9%

50.3%

\_Transportation
0.7%

Student support
9.4%

Instruction
support
13.8%

5-year spending trend

Total spending per pupil increased by 28 percent. Spending in
the classroom varied year to year, decreasing overall from 56.7
to 50.3 percent. Spending on plant operations decreased and
spending on student and instruction support increased
substantially. Spending on other nonclassroom areas remained

fairly stable.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $1,131  $1,487 $736
Administration
Students per 47 43 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $4.15 $5.04 $6.09
operations Square footage per 247 299 150
student
Food service Cos.t per meal $3.02 $3.19 $2.47
equivalent
: Cost per mile $2.09 $2.47 $3.50
Transportation i
Cost per rider $586 $704 $982
Very low Low Comparable High  INERIRGEN
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $8,117 $9,833 $9,872 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 4,513 4,950 4,866 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 3,604 4,883 5,006 3,422 4,126
Administration 1,097 1,131 1,487 736 1,139
Plant operations 1,140 1,025 1,438 928 1,012
Food service 359 383 454 382 405
Transportation 60 67 510 362 443
Student support 522 918 636 578 592
Instruction support 426 1,359 481 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of

schools

Percentage of

Grade schools

A 0 0%
B 1 50%
C 0 0%
D 1 50%
F 0 0%
Not rated 0 0%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% | State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 93% 92% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) 71% 69% 78%
Poverty rate (2011) 48% 49% 25%
Students per teacher 13.3 14.8 18.1
Average teacher salary $38,024 $42,031  $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $1,433  $3,203 $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 14.0 115 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 22% 19% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment
Number of students attending Steady

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results
Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend

No overspending
No election held
3.4%, Varying

Years of capital reserve held 1to 3 years
Current financial and internal control status Compliant
Stress level

Low Moderate [N
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Alhambra Elementary School District

Maricopa County

Efficiency peer groups 7 and T-1, Achievement peer group 16

Legislative district(s): 29 and 30

District size / location: Large, City
Students attending: 13,309
Number of schools: 15

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
8.4%

Classroom

dollars Plant operations

9.2%

Food service

Instruction 8.3%
55.5%
 Transportation
3.8%
l_Student support
7.5%

Instruction
support

5-year spending trend 7.3%

Total spending per pupil increased by 5 percent. Spending in
the classroom decreased from 61.2 to 55.5 percent. Overall,
spending on administration and instruction support increased,
while spending on other nonclassroom areas remained fairly
stable.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $608 $695 $736
Administration
Students per 68 67 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $5.74 $6.05 $6.09
operations Square footage per 116 131 152
student
Food service Cos_t per meal $2.79 $2.41 $2.47
equivalent
Cost per mile B 5500 s350
Cost per rider _ $569 $982
Very low Low Comparable High  INEHIRGR
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $7,523 $7,226 $7,2564 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 4,173 4,013 3,944 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 3,350 3,213 3,310 3,422 4,126
Administration 600 608 695 736 1,139
Plant operations 779 664 794 928 1,012
Food service 603 602 489 382 405
Transportation 259 278 299 362 443
Student support 545 541 526 578 592
Instruction support 564 520 507 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools schools
A 2 13%
B 4 27%
C 4 27%
D 4 27%
F 0 0%
Not rated 1 6%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% H State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 95% 95% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) N/A N/A N/A
Poverty rate (2011) 47% 49% 25%
Students per teacher 23.9 18.3 18.1
Average teacher salary $62,649 $45,716  $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $2,571  $2,541 $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 9.4 9.3 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 19% 23% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment
Number of students attending _

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results

Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend
Years of capital reserve held

No overspending
Voter-approved
2.5%, Varying
More than 3 years

Current financial and internal control status Compliant
Stress level
Low Moderate |G
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Alpine Elementary School District

Apache County

Efficiency peer groups 11 and T-13, Achievement peer group 20

Legislative district(s): 7

District size / location: Very small, Rural
Students attending: 55
Number of schooals: 1

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER

MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration

Classroom 15.3%

dollars Plant operations

11.8%

Food service
0.5%

Instruction
57.9%

Transportation
9.9%

\_ Student support
1.1%

Instruction
support
3.5%

5-year spending trend
Total spending per pupil increased by 7 percent. Spending in
the classroom varied year to year, increasing overall from 51 to
57.9 percent. Spending on some nonclassroom areas also
varied year to year, as is common for very small districts.
Overall, spending on plant operations and student support
decreased substantially.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools schools
A 1 100%
B 0 0%
C 0 0%
D 0 0%
F 0 0%
Not rated 0 0%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $2,199  $2,472 $736
Administration
Students per 37 30 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $6.33 $6.93 $6.09
operations Square footage per 268 300 150
student
Food service Cos.t per meal N/A $4.88 $2.47
equivalent
) Cost per mile $0.76 $1.53 $3.50
Transportation :
Cost per rider $1,337  $1,171 $982
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $14,830 $14,357 $15,082 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 8,633 8,309 7,880 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 6,197 6,048 7,202 3,422 4,126
Administration 2,448 2,199 2,472 736 1,139
Plant operations 1,435 1,699 2,126 928 1,012
Food service 68 63 756 382 405
Transportation 1,400 1,423 970 362 443
Student support 189 162 541 578 592
Instruction support 657 502 337 436 535

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% u State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 96% 94% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) N/A N/A N/A
Poverty rate (2011) 29% 29% 25%
Students per teacher 12.3 12.6 18.1
Average teacher salary $54,315  $45,750 $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $2,822  $2,292  $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 15.4 13.0 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 20% 13% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment

Number of students attending

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets

Spending increase election results

Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend

Years of capital reserve held

Current financial and internal control status

Stress level
Low

State of Arizona
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Altar Valley Elementary School District

Pima County

Efficiency peer groups 9 and T-10, Achievement peer group 21

Legislative district(s): 2 and 4

District size / location: Medium, Rural
Students attending: 667
Number of schools: 2

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
15.1%

Classroom
dollars .
Plant operations

. 12.1%
Instruction

44.1%
Food service

6.1%

Transportation
7 10.7%
"~~~ Student support

Instruction 6.9%

support

o,

5-year spending trend

Total spending per pupil decreased by 11 percent. Spending in
the classroom decreased from 46.5 to 44.1 percent. Overall,
spending on administration and instruction support increased,
and spending on transportation decreased. Spending on other
nonclassroom areas remained fairly stable.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil - $951 $736
Students per 46 61 66
administrator
Cost per square foot - $6.40 $6.09
Square footage per 134 142 152
student
Food service ~ COStPermea $2.57  $2.49  $2.47
equivalent
: Cost per mile $1.91 $2.26 $3.50
Transportation -
Cost per rider $680 $935 $982
Very low Low Comparable High  INEHIRGR
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $10,642 $8,864 $7,482 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 4,437 3,906 3,712 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 6,205 4,958 3,770 3,422 4,126
Administration 1,545 1,338 951 736 1,139
Plant operations 1,453 1,069 881 928 1,012
Food service 551 540 512 382 405
Transportation 1,318 952 498 362 443
Student support 774 611 429 578 592
Instruction support 564 448 499 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools schools
A 0 0%
B 2 100%
C 0 0%
D 0 0%
F 0 0%
Not rated 0 0%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% | State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 93% 95% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) N/A N/A N/A
Poverty rate (2011) 38% 39% 25%
Students per teacher 17.5 14.4 18.1
Average teacher salary $37,772 $40,820 $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $3,176  $2,313 $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 8.6 1.7 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 31% 12% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment
Number of students attending Steady

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results
Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend

No overspending

3.4%, Varying

Years of capital reserve held 1to 3years
Current financial and internal control status Compliant
Stress level

Low Moderate |G
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Amphitheater Unified School District

Pima County

Efficiency peer groups 2 and T-4, Achievement peer group 3

Legislative district(s): 3, 9 and 11

District size / location:
Students attending:
Number of schools:

Large, Suburb
13,915
20

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration

8.1%
Classroom °

dollars

Plant operations
14.4%

Food service

Instruction 3.9%
54.9%
L Transportation
5%
\_Student support
8.1%

Instruction
support
5.6%

5-year spending trend

Total spending per pupil increased by 6 percent. Spending in
the classroom varied year to year, decreasing overall from 56.8
to 54.9 percent. Spending on plant operations and student
support increased, and spending on instruction support
decreased. Spending on other nonclassroom areas remained

stable.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $637 $636 $736
Administration
Students per 55 68 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $6.23 $6.49 $6.09
operations Square footage per 144 150
student
Food service Cos.t per meal $2.50 $2.34 $2.47
equivalent
: Cost per mile $2.99 $3.62 $3.50
Transportation i
Cost per rider $864  $1,088 $982
Very low Low Comparable High  INERIRGEN
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $7,766 $7,830 $6,835 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 4,375 4,300 3,705 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 3,391 3,530 3,130 3,422 4,126
Administration 615 637 636 736 1,139
Plant operations 1,072 1,125 929 928 1,012
Food service 291 304 316 382 405
Transportation 368 388 352 362 443
Student support 614 636 510 578 592
Instruction support 431 440 387 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:
Number
of Percentage of

Grade schools schools

A 5 25%
B 9 45%
C 4 20%

D 1 5%

F 0 0%

Not rated 1 5%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% u State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 94% 94% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) 85% 80% 78%
Poverty rate (2011) 25% 24% 25%
Students per teacher 171 18.2 18.1
Average teacher salary $46,443 $45,442  $45193
Amount from Proposition 301 $4,251  $3,594 $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 12.8 11.8 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 12% 14% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment
Number of students attending _

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results

Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend
Years of capital reserve held

No overspending
No election held
3.2%, Decreasing
More than 3 years

Current financial and internal control status Compliant
Stress level
Low Moderate [N
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Antelope Union High School District

Yuma County

Efficiency peer groups 6 and T-12, Achievement peer group 11

Legislative district(s): 4 and 13

District size / location: Small, Rural
Students attending: 291
Number of schools: 1

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
11.1%

Classroom

dollars
Plant operations

13%

Instruction
47.7% Food service
6.7%
Transportation
9.3%
Student support
) 51%
Instruction
support
7.1%

5-year spending trend

Total spending per pupil increased by 7 percent. Spending in
the classroom varied year to year, increasing overall from 43.7
to 47.7 percent. Spending on administration decreased
substantially and spending on transportation, food service,
student support, and instruction support increased substantially.

Spending on plant operations increased slightly.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $1,176 $1,487 $736
Administration
Students per 61 43 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $3.66 $5.04 $6.09
operations Square footage per 299 152
student
Cos_t per meal $3.19 $0.47
equivalent
: Cost per mile $1.45 $2.02 $3.50
Transportation -
Cost per rider $995  $1,181 $982
Very low Low Comparable High  INEHIRGR
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $9,962 $10,602 $9,872 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 5,047 5,056 4,866 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 4,915 5,546 5,006 3,422 4,126
Administration 1,051 1,176 1,487 736 1,139
Plant operations 1,222 1,376 1,438 928 1,012
Food service 582 707 454 382 405
Transportation 797 988 510 362 443
Student support 627 538 636 578 592
Instruction support 636 761 481 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools schools
A 0 0%
B 0 0%
C 1 100%
D 0 0%
F 0 0%
Not rated 0 0%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% m District
50% Peer group
40% H State-wide
30%
20%
10%

0%

Math Reading Writing Science
Student and teacher measures
Peer State
Measure District average average
Attendance rate 95% 94% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) 79% 86% 78%
Poverty rate (2011) 19% 22% 25%
Students per teacher 15.2 14.0 181
Average teacher salary $45,770 $39,650 $45,193
Amount from Proposition 301 $3,002  $3,669  $3,195
Average years of teacher experience 15.3 10.6 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years 1% 31% 16%
Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment

Moderate decrease
No overspending
No election held

3.9%, Steady

Number of students attending

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results

Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend

Years of capital reserve held 1to 3 years
Current financial and internal control status Compliant
Stress level

Low Moderate |G
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Apache Elementary School District

Cochise County

Efficiency peer groups 11 and T-13, Achievement peer group 19

Legislative district(s): 14

District size / location: Very small, Rural
Students attending: 10
Number of schooals: 1

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Administration
9.2%

Classroom
dollars

Plant operations

. 15.2%
Instruction

51.7%

Transportation
16.3%

Student support
7.3%

Instruction
support
. 0.3%
5-year spending trend

Total spending per pupil decreased by 22 percent. Spending in
the classroom decreased from 54.6 to 51.7 percent. Spending
on most nonclassroom areas varied year to year, as is common
for very small districts. Overall, spending on administration,
plant operations, and transportation increased, and spending
on student and instruction support decreased.

Cost measures relative to peer averages

Operational Peer State
area Measure District average average
Cost per pupil $1,685  $2,472 $736
Administration
Stud_ents per 7 30 66
administrator
Plant Cost per square foot $16.33 $6.93 $6.09
operations Square footage per 170 300 150
student
Food service Cos.t per meal N/A $4.88 $2.47
equivalent
. Cost per mile $2.27 $1.53 $3.50
Transportation -
Cost per rider $3,329  $1,171 $982
Per-pupil spending by operational area
Peer State  National
District average average average
2011 2012 2012 2012 2010
Total $20,570 $18,236 $15,082 $7,475 $10,652
Classroom dollars 10,771 9,426 7,880 4,053 6,526
Nonclassroom dollars: 9,799 8,810 7,202 3,422 4,126
Administration 1,812 1,685 2,472 736 1,139
Plant operations 3,379 2,778 2,126 928 1,012
Food service 0 0 756 382 405
Transportation 3,212 2,964 970 362 443
Student support 1,396 1,333 541 578 592
Instruction support 0 50 337 436 535

ADE-reported district and school letter grades

District grade:

Number
of Percentage of
Grade schools schools
A 0 0%
B 1 100%
C 0 0%
D 0 0%
F 0 0%
Not rated 0 0%

Percentage of students who met state standards (AIMS)

AIMS scores are not shown because
the District had 10 or fewer students.

Student and teacher measures

Peer State

Measure District average average
Attendance rate 97% 95% 94%
Graduation rate (2011) N/A N/A N/A
Poverty rate (2011) 25% 23% 25%
Students per teacher 10.1 15.3 18.1
Average teacher salary N/A  $43,358  $45,193

Amount from Proposition 301 N/A  $2,716 $3,195
Average years of teacher experience N/A 12.2 11.0
Percentage of teachers in first 3 years N/A 1% 16%

Financial stress assessment

Overall financial stress level: Low
Measure: 2010 through 2012 Assessment

Number of students attending

Spending exceeded operating/capital budgets
Spending increase election results

Operating reserve percentage (max. 4%), trend
Years of capital reserve held

Current financial and internal control status

Small school adjustment
No overspending
No election held
4.0%, Steady
More than 3 years
Not assessed

Stress level

Low Moderate
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Apache Junction Unified School District

Pinal County

Efficiency peer groups 3 and T-3, Achievement peer group 3

Legislative district(s): 8 and 16

District size / location: Medium-Large, Suburb
Students attending: 4 554
Number of schools: 6

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, TEACHER
MEASURES, AND FINANCIAL ASSESSMENT

Spending by operational area
Nonclassroom dollars

Classroom
dollars

Instruction
54.6%

5-year spending trend

Administration

8.9%

11.5%

4.7%

6.1%

8.2%

Instruction
support
6%

Plant operations

Food service

\_ Transportation

\_ Student support

After initially increasing, total spending per pupil decreased
back to 2007 levels. Spending in the classroom increased
slightly overall from 54.4 to 54.6 percen