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Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. My nameid Fhompson
and | am the President of the Board of School Borscfor the Central
Dauphin School District in Harrisburg, Pennsylvanibwould like to take

this opportunity to thank the commission for allogime to speak today.

The contents of my comments will address the ecanéantors
relevant to the development of the new basic etucéinding formula as
they pertain to the Central Dauphin School Distridly purpose in
commenting before you today is to relay factorguaito Central Dauphin.
| hope that my testimony will serve as a meansseifstance to you in your

guest for information as you make this very impotidecision.

I'll begin with some background information on GehtDauphin
School District.

Background. Our District is located in Harrisburg, Pennsylzarand
we are the 14largest school district in the Commonwealth. District
encompasses 120 square miles. We have a popubditover 90,000
residents, a student population of nearly 11,0@Daastaff of almost 1,300.
The District’s budget is $168 million dollars arsdused to run 13



elementary schools and 6 secondary schools. Orketnaalue/personal
income aid ratio is .3726, placing us in the weaa#ththird of Pennsylvania
school districts. As you will see, this numbendsvhere close to
characterizing our district’s students and themifees.

Enroliment. Central Dauphin School District currently is
experiencing a period of growth in student popalatiWe expect to hit a 15
year high enrollment in the next fiscal year. Aslent populations
fluctuated from year to year, our basic educatidrsgly has remained
stagnant due to hold harmless provisions. Wetheglpart of the basic
education subsidy must be hinged to a measurableigior decline in

student population.

Enrollment by School Year
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Exhibit 1: Central Dauphin arttp://www.education.state.pa.us/portal/servergotiaunity/enroliment/7407

It is apparent that when the student populatioraegp more staff
must be hired to educate those students. Conyergleén the student
population contracts, districts are hampered iir tiality to furlough staff
for reasons other than a ‘substantial’ declingulent enrollment. The term
‘substantial’ has only been defined through cage énd not the public



school code. As a result, Central Dauphin Schostridt sought one
furlough during the last 25 years, and now duer@sargence in population
we have hired back nearly all of the furloughedifsta

If the commission deems student population as btieedactors for
funding, it is extremely important that correspargor companion
legislation be passed that allow school districtsaratitude to furlough
teaching staff during periods of contraction. Withthis tool, the

unintended consequences could be dire.

Relative Wealth. Wealth is measured by the Pennsylvania Department

of Education (PDE) in a variety of ways referrecsoan aid ratio. Market
Value Aid Ratio measures a district’'s wealth basedeal property values.
Personal Income Aid Ratio measures the wealthdidtact's residents. The
third measurement is called the Market Value/Peasimtome Aid Ratio
and is the blended rate of wealth which is useth@dasis for most PDE
documents and calculations.

Central Dauphin School District has more commern&al estate than
almost any other school district in Pennsylvar@ur Market Value Aid
Ratio is .3494. This places us in the wealthiest-third of all districts
based on market value. Central Dauphin’s property has a market value o

$6.8 billion broken out as follows:

Residential 65.79%
Industrial 5.04%
Commercial 26.36%
Agriculture 1.12%

Other 1.69%



However, the market value calculation is only ludilthe story. Each
year more of our students are considered to beoeaically disadvantaged.
Currently 40.3% of Central Dauphin School Diststiidents receive free or
reduced priced meals. This is a 55% increase 2008.

Percentage of Low Income Students
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Exhibit 2:http://www.education.state.pa.us/portal/servergutimunity/data_and_statistics/7202/loan_cancellatidow_income_schools/811106

When analyzing the relative wealth of Central Danjsiresidents,
one finds that the overall wealth has declined B8%e 2008. The district’s
Personal Income Aid Ratio is now .4075, placingnufie middle third of all
public schools. As you may know, under the Acutidet rules, school
districts are considered in the greatest need whenhave a combined aid
ratio of .400. What makes Central Dauphin uniquinat our real estate

makes us wealthy, but our community is not.
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We feel that the personal income aid ratio, NOTrttaeket
value/personal income aid ratio, is an importaat far the commission to
consider including in the calculation.

There is general agreement in most educationdesitbat School
Performance Profile (SPP) scores have an almostosaere correlation to
poverty. What is so staggering about this cori@tas that it is nearly a
perfect negative correlation. This means thahigber the poverty rate at
the school, the lower the SPP score. The reldtiprizetween these two
numbers is opposite nearly 100% of the time, vhthpiossible exception of
very small schools.

This makes separating the wealth of students’ famfrom wealth
derived of property even more important. Econoftyaisadvantaged kids
need more resources to succeed in the classrobeseTstudents arrive at
our door with less background knowledge, less voleap, less language

skills, and access to less technology. Often titheg are hungry and have



other basic needs that are unmet. These conceedlsto be addressed
before we can begin the education process, amad tlis costs money.

The juxtaposition of the market value of the datsi commercial
heavy real property against the much lower persioicaime of its residents
causes Central Dauphin to appear wealthier thanlnsofar as the basic
education subsidy is concerned, more weight mugian to the personal
income portion of the aid ratio.

Conclusion. In conclusion, Central Dauphin School District
recommends the commission take student populatidritee personal
income levels of residents into account as it sk fair funding formula
for public school districts. These are the mogiantation measures to
ensure districts have the means necessary to ptbh&estudents’ educational
equity. | would be happy to entertain any questims may have. Thank

you.



