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Background

The state’s ability to continue to fund public education as required by the
Colorado School Finance Act (SFA) and Amendment 23 is in serious jeopardy.

This is evidenced by both the “fiscal emergency restrict reserve” requirement that was included in the
current SFA for 2009-2010 as well as the $260 million “net” cut to K-12 included in the Governor’s 2010-
2011 state budget proposal given to the Joint Budget Committee (JBC) on November 10, 2009. LPS was
already adjusting to new budgetary realities prior to the financial market collapse in 2008 followed by a
national recession and the state’s budgetary collapse.

Balancing strategies had been incorporated into LPS’s general fund budgetary plan during the last two
budgetary cycles. Cost increases for salary and benefits were outpacing additional SFA program
revenues even with the benefits to K-12 funding provided by Amendment 23.

School year 2008-2009

A long range financial projection indicated a $3.0 million on-going deficit for 2008-2009. The Board of
Education appropriated for a $1.5 million on-going deficit and asked administration to identify balancing
strategies for the remainder of the shortfall. In March 2009, the state reduced funding to K-12 by
requiring districts to return money in an effort to make up for the state’s mid-year deficit. LPS had to
return $532,000. Most of these cuts were kept away from schools.

School year 2009-2010

A larger on-going deficit totaling $4.8 million was forecasted for 2009-2010 even with the benefit of the
continuing budget cuts implemented in the previous year. The Superintendent charged the Financial
Advisory Committee (FAC) to provide necessary input to help balance the budget for fiscal 2009-2010.
The FAC issued a report to the Superintendent dated November 17, 2008 and recommended a plan for
cutting $4 million for school year 2009-2010 in order to maintain a balanced budget. The adopted
budget for 2009-2010 included the $4 million in recommended cuts with some modification. The budget
cuts included increased student/teacher weighted staffing ratios, two elementary school closures based
on the Facility Use Task Force study, fee adjustments, supply budget reductions, central administrative
position reductions, and minimal salary increases.



The following charts summarize the cuts made
in 2008-2009 & 2009-2010:

Cut central office positions $1,000,000
Reduced central office department budgets $500,000
Eliminated subsidy for Food Service program $100,000
Absorbed a mid-year cut from the state $530,000
Reduced staffing levels in the schools (31.5 positions) $1,700,000
Reduced district contributions for health benefits and $1,100,000
salaries

Closed two elementary schools $850,000
Reduced school supplies $67,000
Less heat, less air conditioning $60,000
Increased instrument rental fees $40,000
Reduced subsidy to athletic programs $118,000
Total of two-year budget cuts $6,065,000




2008-2010 ESC and School Non-Weighted Staffing Budget Reductions

(Includes Salary and Benefits)

2008-2010 Summary

Position Type FTE Total Salary & Benefits
Administrative 5.50000 $567,688
Certified 3.50000 $294,439
Classified 7.35403 $427,273
Pool Points 4.00000 $200,000
TOTAL 20.35402 $1,489,400

Note: 13.0 FTE in 2008-09; 7.35403 FTE in 2009-10

ESC Budget Reductions

Position/Type FTE Total Salary & Benefits

2008-2010 — ESC Administrative
Literacy Resource Specialist 1.0000 $101,221
Data Integration Specialist 1.0000 $98,119
Elementary Math Resource Specialist 1.0000 $94,046
* Secondary Math Resource Specialist 1.0000 $98,046
Assistant Director 1.0000 $127,673
Supervisor, Purch & Warehouse 0.5000 $48,583

Total Savings 5.5000 $567,688

2008-2010 ESC Classified
Grounds Foreman 1.0000 $76,880
Clerk, Central Records 1.0000 $46,738
Driver Trainer 1.0000 $41,331
Warehouse Foreman 0.5000 $31,027
Secretary, ELA Program 0.5000 $24,647
Parts 0.5000 $16,721




Accounts Payable 0.2500 $16,120
Accounting Technician 0.2500 $13,125
Plumber 0.97701 $79,810
Word Processor 0.48851 $29,594
Print Tech 0.40000 $26,440
Parts Control 0.48851 $24,840
Total Savings 7.35403 $427,273
School Non-Weighted Budget Reductions
Pool Points 4.00000 $200,000
2008-2010 Certified
Psychologist 1.0000 $94,059
Instructional Coach 0.5000 $47,915
Instructional Coach 0.5000 $19,830
Literacy Pool 1.0000 $89,845
Literacy Anchor 0.5000 $42,790
Total Savings 7.5000 $494,439

* Eliminated from General Fund and temporarily put in Designated Grant Fund

TOTAL SAVINGS FTE Total Salary & Benefits
ESC 12.85403 $994,961
School Non-Weighted 7.50000 $494,439




2009-2010 School Weighted Staffing Reductions Analysis

School Weighted Staffing Weighted Staffing Impact Weighted Staffing Impact
Formula Change Total

Student FTE

2008-09 Projections to

2009-10 Projections
Ames NA (7.1) (7.1)
Centennial (0.6) 1.3 0.6
East (0.4) 0.5 0.0
Field (0.6) 0.6 0.0
Franklin (0.7) 4.2 3.5
Highland (0.5) 1.6 1.1
Hopkins (0.4) 0.1 (0.3)
Lenski (0.8) 1.0 0.2
Moody (0.5) 3.8 3.3
Peabody (0.6) 3.0 2.5
Runyon (0.6) 1.2 0.7
Sandburg (0.6) 0.6 (0.0)
Twain (0.5) 0.1 (0.4)
Whitman NA (10.5) (10.5)
Wilder (0.8) 0.4 (0.4)
TOTAL Elementary (7.7) 0.8 (7.0)
Euclid (1.3) (0.8) (2.1)
Goddard (1.4) 0.3 (1.1)
Newton (1.3) (1.3) (2.6)
Powell (1.6) (5.3) (6.9)
TOTAL Middle (5.6) (7.1) (12.7)
Arapahoe (4.5) 4.1 (0.4)
Heritage (3.2) (1.6) (4.7)
Littleton (3.0 (4.8) (7.8)




TOTAL High (10.7) (2.3) (13.0)

GRAND TOTAL (24.0) (8.7) (32.7)

* Student FTE projections are used along with the staffing ratio and multipliers to determine weighted
staffing annually. Fluctuation in the projections from year to year impact weighted staffing.
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federal stimulus money as balancing
strategies. K-12 was impacted in the
2009-2010 SFA with a $110 million
state-wide “fiscal emergency restricted
reserve” mandate that required LPS to set aside $2.0 million. More than likely the General Assembly will
ask for these restricted funds to be returned prior to the January 29, 2010 deadline. The impact could

worsen for school year 2010-2011.

School year 2010-2011

The Governor’s budget plan proposal includes a 4.5% “net” cut to K-12 for 2010-2011. However, the
proposal incorporates cost avoidance by not funding both the estimated .6% increase required by
Amendment 23 (1% plus forecasted negative inflation of -.4%) and the estimated additional 9,132
student state-wide enrollment increase. The actual proposed reduction to the SFA program revenue is
effectively 6.12%. This reduction would be implemented through a change in the SFA cost of living factor
with an “equity adjustment”, so all districts are impacted the same percentage of overall program
revenues. With LPS’s funded student count average decreasing, LPS would receive $7.2 million less in
SFA program revenues for 2010-2011 under the Governor’s budget proposal. The general fund forecast
without a budget balancing plan would equate to an estimated $7.5 million general fund deficit.
Furthermore, as the Legislative Council and the OSPB update their forecast quarterly for the JBC, the
state’s financial outlook could deteriorate even more prior to the general assembly adopting the SFA
during the 2010 legislative session.

The following assumptions are made regarding these recommendations:
Decline in revenue

School Finance revenue loss

Loss of interest earnings

Decline of specific ownership tax

Uncertainty of funding for categoricals (e.g. special education, pupil transportation)
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Increase in costs

9 Increased PERA contribution costs

9 Increased premium costs for statutory coverage of workers compensation and district property
and liability insurance

Higher salary costs due to lower employee turnover and attrition savings in 2009-2010

No increase for salary or district contributions to health benefits

= =4

Budget considerations beyond school year 2010-2011

The multi-year long term forecast indicates that the general fund deficit will continue to grow without
substantive budget reductions to costs. Assumptions include the rescission of the $2 million fiscal
emergency restricted reserve for the current year, and the continuation of the proposed SFA per pupil
factor reductions for 2010-2011 in the subsequent years presented. The SFA program revenues are
increased for inflation as indicated by the Denver/Boulder Consumer Price Index (CPI) for fiscal 2012
through 2014. The Legislative Council has projected CPI for fiscal 2012 = 1.5%, fiscal 2013 = 2.0%, and
2014 = 2.3%. The SFA increase is offset somewhat by the projected decline in the funded pupil count.
Mandated PERA increases including the newly proposed amortization increases are included. The
employer share of health insurance is projected to not increase at all for 2010-2011 with minimal
increase in subsequent years. The 2010-2011 budget does not include any salary cost increases for cost
of living or salary schedule steps. For FY 2011 the net salary and benefits increase is forecasted at 0%,
above the negative inflation rate of -.4%. No new one-time cost, recurring expenditures, or other
inflationary factors are included in any of the years presented. The forecast reveals that the deficit will
continue to grow if left unchecked. Cost for salaries and benefits are simply out pacing the growth in
revenues.



Long Term Forecast
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The forecasted 2010-2011 deficit of $7.5 million grows to $15.1 million by fiscal 2013/2014.

The “Funding Cliff's” impact on the long term forecast and student educational program is difficult to
predict. The “Funding Cliff” is being created by the sunset of Referendum C and certain Amendment 23
provisions along with the end of the federal stimulus funding being provided to the state and K-12
through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). All of these safety nets for K-12 will no
longer help the state or LPS’s financial position past fiscal 2011. The long term forecast could be even
more adversely impacted than what is presented as we proceed over the cliff.

Future Concerns

The budget realities outlined above could in fact become worse if the national and local economy are
slow to recover. State tax levels may remain low, which would cause district school finance act program
revenue to decrease even further. Increases in costs for other state agencies such as Medicaid, higher
education, and roads would mean even less funding for K-12 education. The degree to which the
Legislature will choose to eliminate various sales tax exemptions such as the Homestead Act and the
taxation of soda and candy will also impact K-12 funding. State revenue forecasts are available in mid-
December and again in mid-March; these forecasts will give us indications as to how much K-12
education and LPS will be impacted by these factors.

Process for budget decisions for school year 2010-2011

At the August 13, 2009 Board of Education meeting, Board members discussed the importance of
obtaining community input versus the time commitment necessary for a committee to complete such a
charge. The Board asked administration to have conversations with various district- and school-level
accountability committees regarding the realities of the 2010-2011 budget to gain community feedback.
The presentations to these committees focused on the district’s budget balancing problem, various
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conflicting values, and timeline for decision making. All employees of the district were encouraged to
attend one of the meetings. These conversations provided a venue to share current budget realities,
gain understanding of the issues, and also provided an opportunity for feedback for the Board'’s
consideration as it moves forward in the budget process for the 2010-2011 school year. The guiding
principles that were shared with these groups included:

Maintain safety

Keep staffing reductions to a minimum
Maintain support for those most at risk
Don’t use one-time money for on-going costs

=A =4 =4 4 =4

Consider a mill levy override election

Several themes emerged from the conversations that resulted from the Budget Matters presentations.
The Board of Education was provided with a detailed listing of the feedback at the November 12, 2009
meeting. The themes that emerged could be summarized into five categories:

Concerns about losing teachers, raising class size and losing programs
Concerns about additional school closures

Value for programs that make LPS the preferred choice

Concerns that solutions must be found at state level

= =4 =4 4 =

Interest in pursuing a mill levy override for additional local funding

Solutions and impacts

In order to balance the budget and prepare for the likelihood of a growing general fund deficit,
administration is recommending $7.5 million of budget balancing strategies into the 2010-2011 budget
strategic plan. Salary and benefits represent 81% or approximately $105 million of the general fund
budget in the current year. It is not possible to incorporate a budget balancing plan of this magnitude
without impacting employees. If salary and benefits were solely used to balance the budget, three basic
approaches could be pursued:

1. Pay less people with a loss of 150 full-time equivalents, which
would impact approximately 200+ full and part time employees. 2009/10 General

2. Reduction of all pay rates by 8%. Fund Budget

3. A combination of staffing cuts, salary reduction, and benefits

changes, and pay structure modifications.

Other

Many of the recommendations in the tables that follow are based on the 19%

third approach along with other reductions outside of salary and benefits.
Each recommendation includes implications and impacts along with the
number of estimated full time equivalent employees. Unfortunately, due
to the size of necessary budget reductions, classrooms will be impacted.
We also indicate in the table if the item would require labor negotiations.
Other reductions for future consideration along with items reviewed but

not being recommended are included at the end of this document.
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Recommendations for reducing the LPS budget by $7.5 million
for school year 2010-2011

Recommendation Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount

Eliminate LPS Foundation subsidy No 0.0 $50,000

Implications/Impacts:
1 Foundation fundraising revenue will be significantly decreased
9  Grants to LPS could be impacted

Eliminate HVAC technician position No 1.0 | $70,000

Implications/Impacts:
9 Increases the work load for other technicians
9 Slower response time to buildings

Reduce transportation fuel No 0.0 | $76,000

Implications/Impacts:
9 If prices return to 2007 levels, funding would be insufficient
9 Current fuel prices are below budgeted projections

Eliminate AVID program No 0.25 | $84,000

Implications/Impacts:
9 Targeted at-risk students at the secondary level may not be individually supported in their academic
studies
9 AVID is a key component in our district improvement plan to reduce drop-outs and increase the
graduation rate as required by the Post Secondary Act
May try to continue the program in some form without the additional resources

Eliminate general fund support for coordinator of instruction No 1.0 $100,000
and shift position funding to Title Il federal grants

Implications/Impacts:
9 Reduces ESC administrative positions by 1 FTE
9 District coordination of remaining professional development, instructional coaches, new teacher
induction will continue
9 Central support for school-based literacy interventions for students who struggle will continue

Reduce administration at designated school sites No 2.0 | $100,000

Implications/Impacts:
T Will need to place employees in other positions
9 Responsibilities of these positions will need to be shifted to others
T Reduces two assistant principal positions

Reduce Options/Pathways staffing No 2.0 | $100,000

Implications/Impacts:
I Class sizes will be increased
9 This change will not limit entrance into the program
9 These programs will now be subject to a modified weighted staffing formula
i 7" grade at Pathways will continue
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Recommendation Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount
Eliminate computer/AV repair support position and related No® 1.0 $100,000

supplies

Implications/Impacts:

9 Requires outsourcing and therefore shifts costs to schools/departments
I May reduce response time for repairs
Reduce professional/technical training for staff by 25% and No 0.0 $125,000

eliminate district funded out-of-state travel

Implications/Impacts:

9 Less training for administrators

9 Less teacher training for various literacy interventions for students; will delay efforts to meet the needs of
80-90% of students in Tier I literacy program

9 Less training for new teachers

9 Less training for school staff for school improvement efforts

9 Could potentially shift costs of licensures to employees in technical positions (ie. electricians, plumber,
etc.)

Reduce all supply/material budgets by 10% No | 0.0 | $300,000

Implications/Impacts:

=A =4 =4 -4 =4

Puts school supply budgets at the same level they were 20 years ago

Already lean budgets will be difficult to reduce

Spending will be on essential items only

Likely to reduce designated reserves at the school level

Greater inequities among schools will be created as some schools are more able to fundraise than are
others

Reduce custodial support services No 7.5 $310,000

Elementary — % FTE
Middle — % FTE
High — % FTE

Implications/Impacts:

9 Significantly reduced custodial FTE in the 1990s
9 Increases workload on remaining staff
9 Increases response time
Eliminate supplemental staffing for International Baccalaureate No 7.1 $355,000

(IB) program at Field and Newton

Implications/Impacts:

1

f
f
f

Impacts a choice program

Reduces teacher contracts at Field from 1.077 to 1.0 (2.8 FTE)

Aligns length of school day at Field with that of other elementary schools
Reduces FTE at Newton by 4.3
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Recommendation Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount

Reduce designat ed ad nwhithnednsaa No 4.0 $380,000
reduction in salary of 8.5% to 25%; eliminate designated
administrator and instructional support positions and associated
supplies

Implications/Impacts:

1  Reduces coordinated support and direct service to a variety of student populations and schools
(career/tech ed; curriculum, instruction, and assessment; data center management; English language
learners; gifted and talented; instructional technology; special education)

9 Reduces administrative and training support for math instruction through reduction in contract year and
changing position to a math TOSA

9 Reduces contract year, affecting as many as 13 central office positions and contracts

Eliminate district supported portion of dental insurance Yes 0.0 | $450,000

Implications/Impacts:
Would increase costs to employees
I Fewer employees choose dental insurance

Reduce instructional coach (ICs) and literacy staff support to No 14.0 $700,000
schools

Implications/Impacts:
9  Eliminates 5 IC FTE districtwide and leaves each school with minimal IC support (0.5 FTE per school)
9 Eliminates 9 literacy FTE (reading and writing grades K-3) districtwide and leaves each school with minimal
literacy support (0.5 FTE per elementary school)
1 Many literacy specialists serve as interventionists as Response to Intervention (Rtl), Pyramid of
Intervention (POI), and Student Intervention Team (SIT) members. Implementation of these programs will
be negatively impacted

Many students will not receive the literacy support they need
9 Many teachers will not receive the training and support they need
1 Impacts student learning and achievement
9 East, and Centennial still supported by Title | funds
Furlough employees 3 days Yes 0.0 | $1,300,000

Implications/Impacts:
9 Does not impact student/teacher contact time
Must be negotiated for teachers
No financial or time impact on families, as these days eliminate non-student contact days
Represents the maximum days possible without affecting student/teacher contract hours
Could impact PLC days
Means a pay reduction for all employees
Reduces teacher planning time on non-student days; contract days reduced

=A =4 =8 -4 -4 -4
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Recommendation Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount

Reduce weighted staffing formulas by 6.53% at all levels No 58.0 $2,900,000

Implications/Impacts:

Reduces FTE by 58 across the district

This represents a 10% school staffing reduction in weighted staffing over the past two years
Increases teaching time

Increases class size

May reduce instructional time for art, music, and P.E.

May reduce number and variety of elective courses

May reduce time for meetings with parents

May change the way in which other services are delivered

=A =8 =4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -9

Total 97.85 | $7,500,000
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Alternative considerations

Alternative Consideration Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount
Decrease in salaries and related benefits to all employees Yes 0.0
district wide
1% $940,000
2% $1,880,000
3% $2,820,000
4% $3,760,000
5% $4,700,000
Implications/Impacts:

9 Must be negotiated

9 LPS continues to lose ranking with comparable districts

9 Savesjobs
Lobby state to reduce number of statutory student contact Yes 0.0 Additional
minutes; if approved, increase furlough to 5 days rather then 3 $800,000
Implications/Impacts:

T Must be negotiated with teachers

Could impact PLC days

9 Saves jobs

1 Theincrease could have a financial impact on parents for childcare needs
Eliminate middle school intramurals and activities and move to No $175,000

parent-paid school activities and club sports

Implications/Impacts:

I Could mean that all middle school after school activities and clubs would become fee based
T Could mean that all middle school intramural programs would potentially become the responsibility of

club teams or completely fee based

Could potentially mean the loss of some sports programs altogether

f
f
f

Could mean significantly higher fees for families, which creates inequity
Activity bus costs need to be fully funded by the programs that use them
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Major reductions reviewed and not included for future consideration

All taxpayers of a state and a local school district share the responsibility of funding public schools. Itis
our belief that when excessive fees for basic services are imposed on one particular segment of the
population, that becomes an unfair burden to that population and is fundamentally against the basic
right to an education. The following cuts were considered, but due to their impact on families and the
impracticality of implementing such cuts, they are not being included for future consideration.

Not being recommended Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount

Implement instructional supplies fee of $125 per student No 0.0 $1,800,000

Implications/Impacts:
9 Activity fees were increased for the 2009-2010 school year
I  Creates an unfair burden on families for basic educational services
9 Conflicts with district priority for equity
T May cause negative impact on future budget elections

Reduce transportation | No

Several variations were investigated including:
1 Increase high school walk distances - SO
9 Eliminate high school transportation in its entirety - $380,000
9 Eliminate all transportation except as mandated by law - $2,000,000
All transportation routes were redesigned to increase efficiency as a result of school closures

Implications/Impacts:
9 Transportation serves many students with the most needs
1  Would potentially require our youngest students to walk differential and sometimes long distances and
cross major urban thoroughfares, a direct conflict with district priority for student safety and potentially
also in conflict with state law

9 All 178 school districts in Colorado provide some degree of student transportation

I 174 of 178 school districts in Colorado provide regular route service for students. The four that do not are
in rural areas.

Close additional schools No
Elementary - $425,000
Middle - $1,000,000

Current elementary and middle school enrollments do not meet criteria as established by Facility Use Task Force
and/or there is not enough excess capacity to absorb a complete school or absorb portions of a school with
efficiency.
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Not being recommended Negotiated FTE Impact | Amount

Change purchasing practices to multi-district co-ops for best No
pricing

Implications/Impacts:
9 Already being done in major areas, such as student lunch supplies, school supplies and equipment,
copiers, property/liability/workers compensation insurance, and school buses

Increase athletic fees No

Implications/Impacts:
9 Fees were already increased by 50% for the 2009-2010 school year

Future study considerations

Reduce vacation payouts
Does not providéscal savings for 201R011 school year and may have initial costs

Conduct a classified salary market comparability study
This is a longerm studyand fiscal cost impacts are unknown and may be greater

Reduce technology costs

52Say Qi I RRNBaa OdaNNByid ySSRa F2N YFAyGlFrAyAy3
outdated phone systemsvould reduce support to teachemad staff for the vast majority of

classrooms and hundreds of district computers

Concerns for maintaining our investments

LPS continues to struggle to find ways to fund routine building maintenance and the district technology
infrastructure. In addition, there is no longer a long-term financial plan in place to fund future
curriculum material needs. There are very few opportunities to fund the most basic needs in these
areas, and our concerns grow as further budget cuts seem likely in the years to come.
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Time Line

December 10

Board of Education Meeting — Budget Recommendation Report for the 2010/11
school year

January 14 Board of Education Meeting — Financial Plan and Recommendations for 2010/11
school year discussion and decisions

January 21 Budget Workshop

January 28 Board of Education Meeting — Concluding conversation regarding financial plan
and recommendations for 2010-2011 school year

January 29 General Assembly — SFA 2009/10 “Restricted Fiscal Emergency Reserve”
rescission decision deadline

January 30 Allocation of school weighted staffing points for 2010-2011

March 10 Board of Education Meeting — Discussion of public opinion survey results

April/May General Assembly — Adopts School Finance Act for 2010/11

May 20 Completion of Employee Compensation Negotiations (Tentative)

May 27 Board of Education Meeting — Proposed 2010/11 Budget presented

June 24 Board of Education Meeting — Adoption of 2010/11 Budget
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Observations regarding these budget recommendations

There are no “good” solutions to be found in these recommendations. Every possible effort has been
made to minimize the impact these cuts will have on direct services to students. These
recommendations keep the focus on student achievement, health, and safety. They keep intact the
academics, the arts, the activities, and the athletic programs that provide a well-rounded education,
although some may look and operate differently than they have in the past. These recommendations
make every attempt at keeping people in positions that support direct services and their core support
functions

All 178 K-12 school districts in Colorado are facing similar challenges, but some of the solutions that
might be proposed in other districts cannot be found here. That is because those options are no longer
available to us; they were cut or minimized in one of the many budget reductions in the past and were
never reinstated. Previous budget-cutting strategies included and were not limited to:

9 Closed two elementary schools

1 Reduced district bus fleet and drivers by 35% and increased number of routes each remaining
bus runs

9 Eliminated district support of vision insurance for employees

9 Cut central administration positions and budgets at a much higher rate than schools
0 Cut 30% of ESC business office staff
0 Cut 30% of ESC administrative staff
0 Cut 40% of ESC warehouse staff
0 Cut print shop, office technology, school/community relations staff by 65%
0 Cut maintenance and operations staff

Furloughed all 12 month employees by six days

Furloughed all custodians by three weeks

Closed ESC one additional week

=A =4 =4 =

Cut overhead costs through multi-district co-op purchasing, self-funded workers’ compensation
programs, and competitive bids for fuel and natural gas

Cut overhead costs by outsourcing lawn care and trash removal

Eliminated financial support for food services and print shop

Allowed school supply budgets to grow only 10 percent in the last 20 years

=A =4 =4 =

Endured the negative financial consequences of declining enroliment through yearly
adjustments to individual school staffing levels as well as in support areas

As a result, LPS has had one of the lowest administrative costs among Denver metro area school district
for years.
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Previous budget cuts and mill levy elections

1988

1992-1993

1993-1994

1994-1995

1995-1996

1997

2001-2002

2004-2005

2004

2008-2009

2009-2010

2010-2011

2011-2012

$3 million mill levy passed
$2.7 million in cuts

$2.6 million in cuts

$1.3 million in cuts

$3 million in cuts

S5 million mill levy passed

$3 million in cuts

$3.5 million in cuts

$6.5 million mill levy passed
$1.5 million in cuts; $1.5 million from reserves; $532,000 mid-year rescission
$4 million in cuts

S 7.5 million in cuts proposed

S3 million+ in cuts forecasted

In spite of a long history of budget reductions, LPS has maintained a clear focus on meeting the changing

needs of its students and increasing student achievement. Alternative education programs were

developed. Literacy support was provided for students of all ages. Self-funded preschools were

founded. Magnet programs grew from grassroots efforts. Class sizes were lowered, and art was

reinstated. This was done at a time when federal mandates (No Child Left Behind) and expectations for

achievement and special education services were increasing. Charter schools were implemented

during this time, as well.

LPS is running out of options to keep core functions of the district and its facilities operating at levels the

LPS community expects and deserves. Solutions can and will be found, but none of those solutions are

what we would choose to do in better financial times.
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