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Direct Phone (206) 447-8971 

Direct Facsimile (206) 7 49-1927 

December 6, 2013 E-Mail dijup@foster.com 

VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL 

Tony Perkins 
Lead Political Finance Specialist 
Washington State Public Disclosure Commission 
711 Capitol Way, Room 206 
Olympia, WA 98504-0908 

Dear Mr. Perkins: 

This letter is in response to your October 31, 2013 email request for additional 
information regarding PDC Case No. 13-097 (Complaint Filed by Roger E. Lenk). The Pasco 
School District responds to your further requests, as follows: 

Request No. 1: Attached is an email communication from Ms. Hill to Mr. Miller in 
response to his January 6, 2013 email. This email from Ms. Hill confirms what she 
previously reported regarding her instructions to Mr. Miller to refrain from 
communicating about Pasco Citizens' activities to the District, including through use of 
District email. The email also takes issue with the accuracy of certain statements made 
by Mr. Miller at the time those statements were made. 

As she previously reported, Ms. Hill also made return calls from her desk 
telephone asking Mr. Miller to refrain from sending further email correspondence to the 
District. Unfortunately, the District's telephone system does not retain telephone call 
history more than 30 days past, and the District is unable to provide a phone record of 
these communications. 

Request No. 2: The District does not maintain a historic list of payroll deductions by 
organization or benefit plan. The District did, in June 2013, query its payroll deductions 
for that month and found that the District administered payroll deductions for 36 separate 
organizations or benefit plans. The list is attached. The District does, however, maintain 
records of payroll deductions for individual employees. As an example, one 
recently-retired District employee had elected payroll deductions to Pasco Citizens as far 
back as 1982. 

Request No. 3: Attached is the article from the Journal of Real Estate Finance and 
Economics that Ms. Hill referenced as research regarding the connection between 
property values and year-round instruction, titled "Year-Round School Schedules and 
Residential Property Values," by Terrence M. Clauretie and Helen R. Neill. 
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Request No. 4: Attached is the fall 2011 community survey regarding alternatives for 
managing the District's growing student population (your reference was to a survey 
"following the 2011 bond"). For context, the District held a community engagement 
summit in November 2010. The direction out of that summit was to address increasing 
enrollments with additional schools. The summit also provided feedback regarding 
multi-track year round and double-shift scheduling. In January 2011, as a result of 
additional feedback from the summit, the District formed the Multi-Track Year Round 
Task Force to consider year-round or double-shift scheduling as an additional strategy for 
managing increasing enrollments. Later that spring, the District's bond measure failed 
and the School Board decided not to run another bond. After the Multi-Track Year 
Round Task Force presented its recommendations to the School Board in September 
2011, the Board requested this 2011 survey for additional community input to guide its 
consideration of the Task Force recommendation to implement a multi-track year round 
schedule. The results of this survey were included in Appendix No. 7.3 of the District's 
first response to the Lenk Complaint. 

Also attached is a community survey concerning boundaries for the proposed 
Chiawana High School. This second attached survey is another example of the School 
Board seeking community input on an issue unrelated to a levy or bond measure. 

Request No. 5: The District estimates the following staff time and other expenses 
associated with the September 2012 Survey: 

Staff Member Est. Hours 
Sept. 2012 Total Survey Cost per 
Hourly Rate Cost Question 

Morgan, Jessica 20.00 $20.08 $401.60 $57.37 

Warren, Annie 4.00 $20.93 $83.72 $11.96 

Martin, Jean 15.00 $20.83 $312.45 $44.64 

Zamora, Adela 4.00 $16.55 $66.20 $9.46 

Hill, Saundra 1.00 $68.75 $68.75 $9.82 

Thornton, Sarah 0.50 $51.14 $25.57 $3.65 

Cloud, Glenda 1.00 $59.18 $59.18 $8.45 

Bacon, Cal 0.50 $59.18 $29.59 $4.23 

Morgan, John 14.00 $57.18 $800.52 $114.36 

Flynn, Liz 0.16 $51.14 $8.18 $1.17 

Hayden, Kathy 0.16 $51.14 $8.18 $1.17 

Garrett, Mark 1.75 $44.11 $77.19 $11.03 

Roberts, Howard 0.25 $48.90 $12.23 $1.75 

Wilson, Tracy 0.25 $50.16 $12.54 $1.79 

Caul, Leslee 0.35 $30.66 $10.73 $1.53 

Whitney, Michelle 0.16 $50.02 $8.00 $1.14 
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Translation 10.00 $24.23 $242.30 $34.61 

Printing Cost* $17.50 $2.50 

TOTAL COST $2,244.44 $320.63 

*Printing handled by District Print Shop. Cost of copies $.0025 per page at an estimated 7,000 
copies. No postage costs. 

After your review of the 2011 Survey, please let us know if you would like the 
District to calculate staff time and other expenses for that 2011 Survey. 

Request No. 6: Attached is a series of emails related to the email between Ms. Hill and 
Ms. Caul regarding Mr. Miller's November 2011 PowerPoint presentation request. As 
previously reported, these efforts demonstrate the District's concern that Mr. Miller 
accurately represent District information. This concern is highlighted by the fact that Mr. 
Miller sometimes engages the public without the District's most current information. 
The District's primary concern here is that the community is provided with accurate 
information consistent with the District's website, from whatever source. 

Also attached is an email between Ms. Hill and Ms. Caul regarding updates to the 
PowerPoint in January 2012, which was then posted to the District's website. This 
second email is umelated to Mr. Miller's request and demonstrates regular 
communications between Ms. Hill and Ms. Caul regarding updates to the District's 
PowerPoint presentations and making sure those updates are available to the public. 

A third attached email was sent by Ms. Hill in December 2011 to another citizen 
who requested similar information from the District. This email is another example of 
the District's regular practice of ensuring that community members receive accurate and 
current information regarding the District, and that the District regularly makes available 
the District's presentation materials. The District has other examples to provide upon 
request. 

October 22. 2012 Vendor List Request: Mr. Roberts does not remember when he 
instructed Mr. Miller to request the District's vendor list from himself during the period 
of Ms. Caul' s extended leave. Because this instruction was verbal, there are no 
additional records. 
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Please let us know if the Pasco School District can provide any additional information. 

Very truly yours, 

F;;~~ 
P. Stephen DiJulio 

cc: Pasco School District 

51339248.5 
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From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2013 4:39 PM
To: Mike A. Miller
Subject: RE:

Mike 
 
Please remember that you cannot use this email address for this communication.  Also, some of your statements are not 
accurate. 
 
Thanks. 
 

Saundra L. Hill 
Superintendent 
(509) 546‐2800 
 

From: Mike A. Miller [mailto:mmiller@moonsecurity.com]  
Sent: Sunday, January 06, 2013 4:18 PM 
To: jreilly@washingtonea.org 
Cc: Saundra Hill 
Subject:  
 
Saundra      Joy 
 
We just received a check from PSD for the latest Payroll deduction efforts  
It was over $500 which for me is fantastic  
I believe this is best efforts from a  PSD Administrative push and PAE donations and leadership to get ground roots 
support  
For the Bond 2013 campaign   
 
We need to keep pushing to get support is the best way possible  
 
Do the schools need more PR Deduction forms  
What can be said in your newsletters  
 
We have signs going up this week  
 
We talk to Charter Channel 3 on Tuesday    but things have changed all over the place  
They normally have three of us on the interview  
This time we only get one  
Saundra    I believe it should be you or John Morgan  
The problem is it is Tuesday night  
This was a squeeze us in and only this time available situation so I apologize  
 
We have the pipefitters presentation  on Thursday night at 6:30 
 
I also have the TC Sunrise Rotary presentation on Friday at 6:45am    
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We meet with the TCH Editorial Board on the 15th of January  
 
We are on our Month of January campaign run      we have a lot on our plate  both for the campaign and our every day 
busy lives  
So first I want to thank you for your patience in advance as we set a pace for getting this election campaign passed  
And second keep asking the questions to make sure we are doing everything possible   
 
We are back on track for Monday night meetings tomorrow the 7th  
See you there  
 
Michael A. Miller 
President 
Moon Security Services, Inc. 
509-545-1881/800-722-1070 
 
Securing the future! 
 
We save lives and protect assets.  We uphold the highest level of industry standards with integrity, 
honesty, ongoing employee training and unmatched customer service.  We lead the way in providing 
peace of mind with innovative life safety and security solutions to our community.  
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O 2000 Kluwer Academic Publishers Manufactured in The Netherlmds.

Year-Round School Schedules and Residential
Property Values

TERRENCE M. CLATJRETIE
Deputrent of Fircnce, University of Nevada at, lns Vegas, lzs Vegas, Nevoda, 89154-6008
E -rcil : mike c @c cmil rwada edu

HELBN R. NEILL
Departrent of Environmental Studies, University of Nevadt at, lns Vegas, lns Vegas, Noada, 891544030
E-mil: neill@ccmil revada edu

Abstratt

Debate conceming the advantages and disdvmtages of yan-rcund schedules sunounds quality of education md
cost. The purpose of fiis afticle is to estimat€ tlte imprct of diffefenJ schedules on residential prcperty values after
controlling for schml extrrnditurcs, quality of education, md reighborhood swioeconomic conditions.
Rrrthermore, we explore th€ possibility that different size houses, basd on the nmber of bedrmms, may
experiene a differential price impact to a year-rcmd rcbedule. We fnd evidence that year-round rchmls may be
more of a nuisance for nonpuents than for fmilies with children for the Clark County School District which
includes Lm Vegm, Nevada-

Key Words: yea-round shml whedule, hedonic model, property value

l. Introduction

The positive relationship between the quality of local public schools and nearby residential
property values has been extensively explored by Oates (1969), Kain and Quigley (1970),
Harrison and Rubinfeld (1978), Li and Brown (1980), Jud and Waus (1981), Jud (1985a),
and, most recently, Hawin and Brasington (1996) as well as Bond and Seiler (1996). In
most of these papers, school quality is measured by student scores on standardized
examinations or expenditures per pupil. Generally, higher test scores have a positive
impact on property values. However, in one study, Jud (1985b) found that teacher
qualifications such :rs years of experience or degree held had no significant impact on
property values.

While the effect of school quality on residential property prices has been thoroughly
investigated, little or no research has been done on the effect of school schedules.
Rrthermore, no research has been done on the comparative impact on properties with
more ot fewer bedrooms (we assume families with more children will value additional
bedrooms more than childless households). We explore both these issues in this article. We
test for the effect of a school schedule on property values while controlling for school
quality, education expenditures, and neighborhood socioeconomic characteristics. Also,
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we develop a test to determine if some rypes of properties (more bedroorns) experience
differential price behavior in response to a change in the type of school schedule. The test
measures a possible difference in valuation between parents and nonparents.

In the next section we discuss the year-round schedule in general and in Clark County,
Nevada. The model is presented in Fart 3 and the data and empirical results follow in Part
4. Folicy considerations and conclusions are presented in the final part.

2. Year-round school schedules

The traditional school term is approximately nine months long with a three-month break
during the summer months. An altemative schedule, referred to as year-round schools,
permit students to attend the same number of daysl as a fiaditional schedule but reduces
the long summer vacation to shorter periods spread out over the entire year. According to
the National Association for Year Round Education in 1985 there were 410 year-round
schools in sixteen states, while in 1994 the number of year-round schools increased to
2,252 in thirty-seven states. The introduction of year-round schools within communities
across the United States has lead to both controversy and debate.2 According to Geisert
(1990) advocates argue that year-round schools improve the quality of education, provide
a more efficient use ofreal-esta0e capital, reduce overcrowding, enable teachers to work in
their main profession for more than nine months each year, and reduce unproductive
summer vacations for many students. Critics argue that year-round schools will not
improve the quality of education "unless time in the classroom is better spent" and is
nothing but a temporary solution to overcrowding. They claim that year-round schools will
cost taxpayers more money through higher salaries for teachers and staff as well as create a
logistical nightmare when children from the same family are on different schedules
(Geisert, 1990, p. 37). However, these arguments fail to address the question ofpreference
for schedule by parents and nonparents. If parents favor one schedule over another, their
preference should be reflected in property prices just as any amenity or disamenity. Also, it
is possible that parents may favor a year-round schedule while nonparents dislike it. The
additional traffic, noise, and presence of children may be considered a disamenity by
nonparents. In such a case, general property prices in year-round school zones may be
depressed, but larger properties with additional bedrooms may sell at a premium or at a
smaller discount.

The focus of this study is on year-round schools in Clark County, Nevada. The Clark
Crunty School district, covering the entire county, is the tenth largest in the country,
serving 190,892 pupils n 1997. The single school district is ideal for the type of study
contemplated here because schoollevel data arc not affected by differences in resource
costs (for example, teachers, salaries) or the property tax base. Also, there me a sufficient
number of schools that employ both the traditional and yem-round schedule such that
statistical inferences may be drawn from the data.

With a year-round schedule pupils are placed in one of several "shifts" or "tracks"
usually with a nine-week-on and three-week-off schedule. Tracks are staggered so that the
school facility is occupied on a year-round basis. This allows for considerable cost
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savings, especially in the area of real estate capital, as approximately 25 percent more
pupils can utilize the facilities. But it also means that there will be additional traffic. norse.
presence ofchildren, and so forth, beyond that found at a nine-month school.

In determining which schools are assigned a year-round schedule, the Clark County
School District sets several priorities according to school officials. First, schools are
assigned a year-round schedule according to their present condition in terms of
overcrowded ernollment. Second, elementary schools are assigned year-round schedules
before high schools. Next, the year-round schedule is assigned to schools with high future
expected growth in emollment. Finally, the disffict attempts to accommodate stakeholders
through public meetings. Where pdents arc well organized and vociferous, an unpopular
schedule may be avoided. Given these four priorities, it is unlikely that the year-round
schedule is assigned on the basis of income or other socioeconomic characteristics that
would otherwise have an impact on residential property prices.

3. Model and data

In this model we assume that the value of a residential property is a function of a set of
property characteristics, neighborhood characteristics, school quality, dollar expenditures
on both instruction and adminisfiation, school socioeconomic vmiables, and type of school
schedule.

P i,i,n : F (X;,i.*,N i, Q i, E i, Zk,S i).

Here, Pi,i,* is the market price of theTth property in the ith school zone and l1h zip code,
X;,;,p is a set ofproperty characteristics for theTth property in the fth school zone and the tth
zip code, N, is a set of neighborhood characteristics for school zone l, B; is a set of school
guality variables for school zone i, E, is a set of dollar expenditures on instruction and
administration for school zone l, Zo is a set of socioeconomic variables for zip code t, and
Sr is a dummy variable representing the type of school schedule (year-round or nine
month) for zone i. By including a sufficiently large set of school quality and cost data we
should be able to isolate the impact ofthe school schedule variable on residential property
values.

Data for our study are from several different sources. Information pertaining !o school
schedule, school quality, and dollar expenditures are from the Clark County School
District. Property characteristic data were obtained from the Clark County Assessor's
Office. Neighborhood characteristics are from the Las Vegas Chamber of C-ommerce and
the U.S. Census.

Figure I shows the locations and zones for nine-month and year-round schools in Clark
County, Nevada, for the 1995 to 1996 school year. The section oudined in Figure I
illustrates the area of Clark County sampled, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Area. There are
106 primary schools in the Las Vegas Metropolitan Area of which twenty-nine are year-
round schools. Table I reports the descriptive statistics provided by the Clark County
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School District including school schedule, school quality, and dollar expenditures.
YRDUM is a dummy variable representing schools with a year-round schedule for a
minimum of three consecutive years and YRDUMBEDS is an interaction term, the
product of YRDUM and BED. This variable is included to measure the effect of a year-
round schedule on properties that would :rccommodate more or fewer children. In other
words, if parents favor year-round school schedules then this variable should have a
positive impact on price regardless of the preferences of nonparents.

PDC Exhibit 5, Page 10 of 114



YEAR-ROUND SCHOOL SCHEDULES AND PROPERTY VALUES

Table I. Desciptive statistics.

3 1 5

Variables Mro Standud Deviation Minimm Muimm

Property characteristics
TIME
AGE
AGESQ
BEDS

BATH
FIREPLACE

SQFT

POOL
GARAGE

T.OT
LPRICE

Schml schedule
YRDUM
YRDUMBED

School quality
TEST

MILES
BUS
FREE

DRUGS

ENCHANGE
TRANS
ATTEND
SPEC
GIFT

Dollar expenditurcs
INSTR

ADMIN
OPRAT
STAFF

STDSIJ'P

Neighborhood chrrcteristics
PCTAFRAM
PCTSCAGE
VACANT

PCS96
POPCTIANGE
MINC

96.98
14.83

405.97
3.28
2.18
0.65

172t.04
0.19
0.80

779.36
11.69

0.19
0.61

55.46
t . t 2
0.06

35.27
o.o7
0 1 0
o.36
094

12.10
8.80

2A67.tr
624.7r
468.92
185.85
407 09

006
0.09
0.03
0.13
0.10

42446.16

0.33
t3.&

588.93
0.77
0.54
048

629.89
0,39
0.40

5038.65
o.43

0.39
1.28

13.69
1.69
9.23

m.n
o.37
0.09
o. l2
0.0r
3.39
3.9r

379.84
87.9
63.00
26.06
45.46

0.10
0.02
o.u
0.14
0.10

l 1400.88

96.49
0.09
0.01
1.00
0.50
0.00

318.00
0.00
0.00

1615.00
9.2r

0.00
000

13.33
0.00
0.00

10.00
0.00

- 0.40
0.13
0.89
6.00
1.00

2214.@
553.00
397.ffi
130.00
361.00

0.m
0.ot
0.00
0.00

- 0.01
18694.00

97 67
72.&4

5305.43
8.00
700
t.00

8378.00
1.00
1 0 0

43560.00
13.74

1 0 0
500

79.33
11 .30
1.00

100.00
2.N
073
o.72
096

31.00
1E.00

4681.00
1402.ffi
969.00
323.00
674.W

o.62
o.r2
0.10
4 1 8
0.48

6f746.M

TEST is the average percentile for the fourth-grade national test scores for the 1995 to
1996 school year on mathematics, language, and reading (the national average is 50
percent) and is our primary indicator variable for school quality. MILES represents the
distance in miles from a residential property to the school within the attendance zone. BUS
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is a dummy variable for homes that are zoned more than five miles away from a school.
FREE is the percentage of free lunches provided to students at each school. The variable
DRUGS measures the number of incidents of drug confiscation at each school while SPEC
and GIFT reflect the p€rcentage of special education and gifted students in each school,
respectively. ENCHANGE is the percentage change in enrollment, and TRANS is the rate
of tumover in the student population each year. ATTEND is the average attendance per
student for each school. INSTR. ADMIN. OPERAT. STAFF. and STDSUP. are.
respectively, the dollar expenditures per student for instruction, administration, operations,
staff, and student support.

With respect to neighborhood characteristics, there are twenty-eight different zip codes
that encompass the 106 school zones. Key variables are PCIAITRAN,I, the percentage of
African Americans living in a zip code; PCTSCAGE, the percentage of school age
children in a zip code; VACANT, is a measure of the vacancy rate defined as I minus the
number of resident families divided by the number of housing units; PCS96, the ratio of
number of new residential properties built in 1996 divided by the total numtrer of
residential properties existing in 1995; POPCHANGE, the percentage of increase in
population per zip code from 1995 to 1996; and MINC, the median level of income for
families in each zip code.

LPRICE is the log of the sales price of the home. TIME is a fend variable from May
1996 (96.49) to August, 1997 (97 .67). AGE and AGESQ are the age and age squared of the
property, respectively. BEDS and BATH are the number of bedrooms and bathrooms.
SQFT and LOT are the square footage of the home and square footage of the lot,
respectively. FIREPLACE, POOL, and GARAGE are dummy variables for those items.
Taken together, the variables for each school zone and for each zip code should provide
sufficient control to estimate the effect of school schedule on property values, We restrict
ow sample of properties to those sold in the 1995 to 1996 school year. The sample includes
11,580 fransactions,2,235 properties in year-round school zones for at least three years,
2,668 properties in year-round school zones less than three years, and 6,6'1'7 properties in
nine-month school zones (that is, never a year-round school zone). Again, a year-round
school schedule is considered as such only if the school has had the schedule for a
minimum of three years.

4. Empirical results

Tables 2 and 3 present the regression results for the 8,912 residential property sales of
properties that were in year-round school zones for at least three years and of
properties that were in nine-month school zones. The sample excludes any property
that was in a year-round school zone for less than three years.r The first column in
Table 1 shows the results of testing the equation with aU of the variables that one
would, a priori, expect to affect residential property values. Most of the physical
characteristics behave as expected with the exception of beds and baths, which could
be the result of well known multicollinearity problems associated with hedonic models.
In regards to the school quality variables, FREE (percent free lunches) and GIFT
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(percent gifted) are significant and have their expected signs. For education dollar
expenditures, the general results are as expected; property values are higher in school
zones that spend rnore per student on education. Finally, regarding neighborhood
characteristics, the percentage of African Americans, the percentage of families with
school-age students, change in population, change in the supply of housing, and
measure of overcrowding are all signilicant.

Next, we delete from the full model those variables that are either statistically
insignificant or are highly correlated with other variables. The results of this more
parsimonious model is presented in the second column. There are no significant changes in
the variable coefficients or their importance. Both models I and II indicate that property
values in year-round zones are 5.3 to 5.1 percent less than comparable properties in school
zones with traditional schedules.a

Next, we explore the possibility that larger residential properties-that is, those with
more bedrooms-may exhibit price behavior different from smaller properties. The third
column in Table 2 shows the results of including a transaction variable, YRDUMBED,
equal to the product of beds and YRDUM. The coefficient on this variable is positive
(+0.025) and statistically significanr, while the coefficient on BEDS is negative
( - 0.032) and statistically significant. This means that if one is examining a property in a
year-round school zone, one must add the two coefficients together
(0.025-0.032: -0.007) to obtain the coefficient for BEDS in year-round school
zones. With a much smaller negative coefficient ( - 0.007) it appears that properties with
an additional bedroom in year-round school zone are not discounted to the extent that
smaller properties are. The interpretation of the coefficient on this variable does not allow
one to determine the effect of two, three, four, and five bedrooms, respectively. This is
done in Table 3.

There we estimate the model by resnicdng our sample by numbers of bedrooms and
deleting both the BEDS and YRDUMBED variables. These results indicate that properties
with two bedrooms and located in year-round zones suffer a greater discount (5.8 percent)s
than the average property. On the other hand, p,roperties with three and four bedrooms
suffer a discount less than the average (4.9 and 3.9 percent, respectively). These results
show that smaller properties are discounted more than larger p,roperties in year-round
school zones. To our knowledge this is the first test of a school characteristic on residential
properties of different size.

5. Policy implications and conclusion

The empirical results indicate that a year-round schedule reduces the value of residential
properties. This is consistent with the percepion that the added traffic, noise, and children
associated with this schedule represent a nuisance. The policy implications of these
findings suggest that any cost savings realized by the school distnct could be offset by a
reduction in property tax revenues due to lowered assessed house values. To obtarn an
indication of the net benefits to the political jurisdiction, we analyze the cost and property
tax data fiom one school zone that currently is on a nine-month schedule. The elementary

317
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Iable 2 Regression rcsults

CLAURETIE AND NEILL

Vuiables Model I T-Values Model II T-Values Model III T-Yalues

INTERCEPT

hoperty
chuacteristics

NME
AGE
AGESQ
BEDS

BAIH
FIREPLACE

SQFT
POOL

GARAGE
LOT

School schedule
YRDI.JM
YRDUMBED

School quality
TEST
MILFS
BUS

FREE

DRUGS
ENCHANGE
TRANS

AITEND
SPEC
GIFT

Dolla

expenditules
INSTR

ADMIN

OPRAT
SIAFF
STDSUP

Neighborhood
characteristics
PCTAFRAM
PCTSCAGE
VACANT
PCS96
POPCHANGE

MINC

SAMPLE SZE
ADJUSTED

R-SQUARED
F-VALUE
DURBIN
WATSON

14.17*** t4.33

_ 0.05*** -  6 .14

*  0.01* -  1.79
_ O.OZ*** _ Z0 35
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-  0.01*
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0.39**+
- 1.03*
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2620
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- 10.92
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Notes: ***, **, *d * represent significmce at the 0.01,0.05, md 0.10 levels, reryrctively
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Propedy chtracteristics
TIME
AGE
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FIREPLACE
sQFf
POOL
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School schedule
YRDUM

School quality
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TRANS
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Dolla expenditures
INS'IR
ADMIN
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PCTAFRAM
PCTSCAGE
PCS96
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F.VALUE
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1 65E-05 -o71

- 2 5 0 E - 0 4  - 1 4 8
9,38E _04***  334

0 0 1  2 5 2
-007***  . .5  13
- 1 4 9 E - 0 3  - 0 5 8

0 5 5  I  8 9
- 4 9 3  , 1 3 ' 1

2848-03 045

0 1 5
^  139
- 0 4 0
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- 1 6 3
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r ' 7 3
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4860 00
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290 9l

1 5 8

-  o '15
- l 6 l
- L67

_ 0 23***
- 0 0 5

002
0.35*

2682.N
0.69

z ) f . l J

1 8 3

- 0 1 3
0 1 5
l 8 l

| 738 _ O4*+4
3.87E - 05
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r.668- 04
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0 8 9
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65 t4
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2 '79
- 0.08
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- 023
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Nafes. ***, +*, md * reprcsent signiflcance at the 0.01,0.05, and 0 10 levels, respatively
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320 CLAURETIE AND NEILL

school selected at random had 581 pupils and was in a school zone with 670 single-family
residences. Because we do not have information on the tax paid by each residence in the
school zone (we only have price data), we selected a random sample of2,89l properties
countywide for which we have boththe price antax data. The sample is for properties sold
between May 1996 to August 1997,the time period for our study. For this sample of 2,891
properties a regression of property tax payments and property values (sales price) yielded
the following equation:

TAX:'74.93 + 0.00767 PRICE

(6.425)... (79.06).--

where adjusted R2:0.684 and F- value:62.50. The aveftlge sales price and tax
assessment in the sample was $113,130 and $9,14, respectively. This would imply total
propefiy tax collection of $632,480 ($94+ x 670) within the selected school zone. Now if
property prices decline by approximately 5.52 percent as the result of implementing a
year-round schedule that tax collections would decline, pari passu. There would, then be a
reduction in tax collection of $32,889 (0.052 x $632,480).

Elsewhere Clauretie and Daneshvary (1998) have found that a conversion to a year-
round schedule saves the in Clark County School District approximately $403 per pupil
(on a total cost of $5,162 per pupil). For the school selected here, this would imply a total
cost savings of $234,143 ($ ,lO3 x 581). In this case the cost savings would be significantly
larger than the reduction in property taxes.

The policy implications of a conversion of all school to a year-round schedule would be
different than those for a conversion of one school. This is so because a conversion of all
schools would eliminate the schedule difference, and property prices, in the aggregate, will
remain the same, as if no schools were converted to the year-round schedule. In other
words, if all schools are converted, there will be no adustment of house prices to reflect a
difference in preferences.

In summary, while year-round school schedules appear to reduce the sales price of
properties by approximately 5.2prcent, the interaction term between year-round schools
and the number of bedrooms suggest the impact is not uniform across different property
sizes. The reduction in property prices may reduce property tax collections, offsetting to a
certain extent, the cost savings to the school district. If all schools convert to the year-
round schedule, the costs savings would not be offset by a general decline in property
prices as a schedule difference would cease to exist. Rrture research should revisit the
issue of school quality and property size using the methodology employed here. Logically,
a quality school could be a disamenity for those except paxents.
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YEAR-ROTIND SCHOOL SCHEDI,]LES AND PROPERTY VALUES

Notes

321

1. Geisut (19O) claims that tbe most populu year-rcund shedule in the comtry is the 45-15 model where
students attend nine weeks of clroses and take thrc weks of vaerion

2. Woo (1987) repons results of m opinion suryey on yat-rcund rchools in the hs Angeles Metrolnlitan Area
The results indicate 38 percent of respondents with children favored yea-rcmd rchmls while 51 percent did
not. HoPever, of thorc respondents wiill childrcn in ym-round schmls, 51 percent of parcnts staied they
prefened yeu-round schmls while .14 percent opposd them. Nine yem later, Goldberg (1996) reports that 40

Percent Df schools in Los Angeles m yetr-round and thal mmy people that had once opporcd them have smce
gotien used to them over time to reduce overcrowding,

According to Toy (1996) facing overcrowding pressures simila to Los Angeles, the New York Board of
Education vot€d to t6t yff-round schmls in overqowded disFicts. Mmy prents, teachen, md politicims
vho verc orce opposed to year-rcund rchedules have chmged their minds md support the onept today to
reduce the number of students in each classmm without relying on busing. Goldberg (1996) rcports that in
Ils Angeles, the mmt overtrowded schmls tend to be in poor neighborhoods, which ha Ied to protests by
advocat€s for the poor across the country including thc New York aru.

3. An anonymous rcvicwer suggested testing tbe model by including only yw-rcund rchools for thm yem and
yeu-round schools for less than thre€ yffi to detemine if there is a partial capitalization. The results of the
regression, while not rcported here, revealed espntially similu coefficients, suggesting that there is little
capitalization in less thm 3 yean.

4. The imPact of yer-round schmls on price is calculated ro the mtiloguithm of the cefficient minus one.
M o d e l  l :  e  o o s -  1 : - 0 . 0 5 3 - ^ 5 . 3 V o  a n d M o d e l  2 : e  o o $  - l : - 0 . 0 5 1  - - 5 . 1 % - S w H a l v o r s e n

md Palmquist (1980) for more informatim reguding this gocedure.
5. Usingthe same formulaforinterprctationof adummy vriable: e oG - l: -0.058 : -5.8Va.
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PASCO SCHOOL DISTRICT HIGH SCHOOL PLANNING SURVEY 
 
Pasco School District is in the process of planning for another high school facility.  As a part of the 
process, the District is requesting input that will help them plan the best facility possible.  The input you 
provide by answering the survey questions below will be both valuable and useful. Please return survey 
by January 21, 2005.  Thank you. 

 
 
High School Grade Configuration/Location Option 
The Pasco School Board will need to make a future decision about how the high school grades will be configured and located 
in the District.  Please check the option listed below that is the most acceptable to you. 
  
1.  Would you support A, B, or C: 

  A: Two 9th-12th grade high schools on two separate sites WHY? 

        (one at Pasco High School and one at the new site) 

  B: 9th-10th at one site and 11th and 12th grades at the other WHY? 

        (Pasco High School would be split between two sites) 

  C: Other       WHY? 

 
2.  When a new high school facility is built, would you support improvements to the current Pasco High School facility?  

  YES     NO  

 
3.  What facility improvements at Pasco High School would you suggest? 

1.        3. 

 
2.        4. 
 

4.  What would you like to see in a new facility? 
 
 

ADVICE 

5.  If you could give the District one piece of advice as they plan for a new high school, what would it be? 

 
 
 

6.  What is the best way for the District to keep you informed? 
 District Newsletter   Mailer     Newspaper _____________________ 

 Newspaper    Web Site     TV  _____________________ 

 School Newsletter   Other _____________________  Radio  _____________________ 

 
Optional 

Name  ________________________________________ Telephone ____________________________ 

 

Address ________________________________________ Zip Code ____________________________ 

 

Which elementary school is closest to your home? ______________________________________________________ 
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 2:13 PM
To: Leslee Caul
Subject: Mike2.pptx
Attachments: Mike2.pptx

Please review for Mike. 
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What is a Levy?
What is a Bond?

Presentation November 3, 2011

Home Builders Association

Mike Miller, Vice President, Moon Security
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Every effort on behalf of children results in a 
lifetime of benefits.  Building strong schools is 
challenging and rewarding.  Everyone shares the 
opportunity—and the responsibility—to help 
children learn and grow into productive and 
contributing members of the community.

Strong Communities

build Strong Schools

Strong Schools

build Strong Communities

and
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• Replaces an expiring tax; it is not 
a new tax.

• Pays for the educational 
programs and day‐to‐day 
operations not covered by state 
or federal funds.

• Is a locally‐approved tax voted on 
every two years by citizens. The 
2012 levy will replace the current 
levy tax that expires in December 
2012.

• Requires a simple majority to 
pass—50% plus 1.

• Is typically a new tax that is added on 
to existing debt, repaid over 20 years 
like a mortgage.

• Funds new construction, remodeling, 
land purchase, design, and other 
capital needs.

• Dollars can ONLY be used for capital 
projects, NEVER for operations.

• Elections run only when a specific 
capital need exists.

• Requires a supermajority to pass—
60%.

ondBuildingevy
Learning
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 Election run in February 2012.

 Most districts on a two year levy cycle, but law 
allows for one to four years.

 The tax will be collected in calendar years 2013 and 
2014 and used in three school years:  2012‐13, 
2013‐14 and 2014‐15.

 The County charges districts for election costs, i.e. 
bill from Franklin county to run PSD bond election in 
April 2011 was $82,000.

evy
Learning 2012
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And From the State—
Levy Equalization Funds 

Why LEA? These state funds are to partially “level the playing field”
between property rich districts and property poor districts with low 
per pupil assessed value.  For example, Pasco’s per pupil AV is 
$311,000, Kennewick’s is ?? And Richland’s is ???

What is LEA?  Called levy equalization or local effort assistance, the 
state calculates these funds based on a formula that takes into 
account the ?  Because Pasco is one of the poorest in the state, the 
district receives significant LEA dollars.

IF the levy is approved by Pasco voters, the state will provide an 
estimated additional $12.5 million for district operations each year 
of the levy term. If the levy fails, the state will not provide the 
additional funds—a total of about $25 million over the two years.

Approval of the levy provides over 20% of the district’s general fund, 
approximately $30 million each year.  If the levy fails, PSD loses both 
the local and state revenue.

evy
Learning
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How are Levy and Levy equalization dollars spent?
Dollars 

53% for Teaching and Learning
•Curriculum and teaching 6,367,666 
•Art, music, and drama programs 3,805,408 
•Elementary assistant principals and nurses 1,705,858 
•Librarians, library clerks, and library books 2,100,516 
•Substitute teachers 1,483,763 
•Elementary Counselors 840,362 

Total 16,303,573
7% for Activities and Athletics

•Academic teams and clubs, athletics, and activities 2,101,814 

40% for Maintenance and Operations
•School security 1,415,408 
•Maintenance, custodial and district-wide support 3,761,815 
•Utilities and Insurance 2,104,237 
•Student transportation 2,781,575
•Portables 2,450,000

Total 12,513,035

Total $ 30,943,422 
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Levy funds provide for the following

district programs in Pasco
Each district has a little different priority

 All or part of music, drama, 
and art programs;
 Librarians, library clerks and 

library books;
 Counselors, nurses, partial cost 

of home visitors;
 Elementary assistant principals 

for large schools;
 Interscholastic sports, 

academic teams, and clubs;
 Teaching supplies;
 Gifted programs;

 Programs for special needs 
students;
 Paraeducators, crossing 

guards, bus aides;
 Maintenance and custodial 

supplies and equipment;
 Classroom equipment and 

furniture;
 Utilities, insurance, substitute 

teachers; and
 Partial cost of student 

transportation.

evy
Learning
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How Local Taxes Work for Levies 
and Bonds?

 Mythbusting:  School districts DO NOT get additional
money from new houses that are built in a community
to help build new schools and to operate levy‐funded programs.

 Truth:  School districts receive NO ADDITIONAL dollars toward bonds or levies 
with new homes.

 School boards set the total amount to be collected, which is approved by voters.  
The district can only collect that amount and not a penny more.

 More construction means additional assessed value which means that there are 
more people to pay the “bill,” so each person’s share of the bill is less.  The “bill” 
doesn’t change.  The district will still receive only the total approved by voters.

 However, more homes means need for more schools and expanded programs to 
serve the additional children moving into those homes.

 Clarification:  School districts get additional state money for additional students, 
but these are not funds to build schools, but to pay for classroom teachers and a 
portion of the other needs for a basic education program.
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Questions?
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Email No. 2 Between Ms. Hill and Ms. Caul Regarding 

November 2011 PowerPoint Request 
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 2:57 PM
To: Leslee Caul
Subject: Mike3.pptx
Attachments: Mike3.pptx

How about this one. 
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What is a Levy?
What is a Bond?

Presentation November 3, 2011

Home Builders Association

Mike Miller, Vice President, Moon Security
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Every effort on behalf of children results in 
a lifetime of benefits.  Building strong 
schools is challenging and rewarding.  
Everyone shares the opportunity—and the 
responsibility—to help children learn and 
grow into productive and contributing 
members of the community.

Strong Communities

build Strong Schools

Strong Schools

build Strong Communities

and
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• Replaces an expiring tax; it is 
not a new tax.

• Pays for the educational 
programs and day-to-day 
operations not covered by 
state or federal funds.

• Is a locally-approved tax voted 
on every two years by citizens. 
The 2012 levy will replace the 
current levy tax that expires in 
December 2012.

• Requires a simple majority to 
pass—50% plus 1.

• Is typically a new tax that is added 
on to existing debt, repaid over 20 
years like a mortgage.

• Funds new construction, 
remodeling, land purchase, 
design, and other capital needs.

• Dollars can ONLY be used for 
capital projects, NEVER for 
operations.

• Elections run only when a specific 
capital need exists.

• Requires a supermajority to 
pass—60%.

ondBuildingevy
Learning
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 Election run in February 2012.

 Most districts on a two year levy cycle, but law 
allows for one to four years.

 The tax will be collected in calendar years 2013 
and 2014 and used in three school years:  
2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15.

 The County charges districts for election costs, 
i.e. bill from Franklin county to run PSD bond 
election in April 2011 was $82,000.

evy
Learning 2012
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And From the State—
Levy Equalization Funds 

Why LEA? These state funds are to partially “level the playing 
field” between property rich districts and property poor districts 
with low per pupil assessed value.  For example, Pasco’s per 
pupil AV is $311,000, Kennewick’s is ?? And Richland’s is ???
What is LEA?  Called levy equalization or local effort 
assistance, the state calculates these funds based on a formula 
that takes into account the ?  Because Pasco is one of the 
poorest in the state, the district receives significant LEA dollars.
IF the levy is approved by Pasco voters, the state will provide 
an estimated additional $12.5 million for district operations 
each year of the levy term. If the levy fails, the state will not 
provide the additional funds—a total of about $25 million 
over the two years.
Approval of the levy provides over 20% of the district’s general 
fund, approximately $30 million each year.  If the levy fails, 
PSD loses both the local and state revenue.

evy
Learning
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How are Levy and Levy equalization dollars spent?
Dollars 

53% for Teaching and Learning
•Curriculum and teaching 6,367,666 
•Art, music, and drama programs 3,805,408 
•Elementary assistant principals and nurses 1,705,858 
•Librarians, library clerks, and library books 2,100,516 
•Substitute teachers 1,483,763 
•Elementary Counselors 840,362 

Total 16,303,573
7% for Activities and Athletics

•Academic teams and clubs, athletics, and activities 2,101,814 

40% for Maintenance and Operations
•School security 1,415,408 
•Maintenance, custodial and district-wide support 3,761,815 
•Utilities and Insurance 2,104,237 
•Student transportation 2,781,575
•Portables 2,450,000

Total 12,513,035

Total $ 30,943,422 
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Levy funds provide for the following
district programs in Pasco

Each district has a little different 
priority

 All or part of music, drama, 
and art programs;
 Librarians, library clerks and 

library books;
 Counselors, nurses, partial cost 

of home visitors;
 Elementary assistant principals 

for large schools;
 Interscholastic sports, 

academic teams, and clubs;
 Teaching supplies;
 Gifted programs;

 Programs for special needs 
students;
 Paraeducators, crossing 

guards, bus aides;
 Maintenance and custodial 

supplies and equipment;
 Classroom equipment and 

furniture;
 Utilities, insurance, substitute 

teachers; and
 Partial cost of student 

transportation.

evy
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How Local Taxes Work for Levies 
and Bonds?

 Mythbusting:  School districts DO NOT get additional
money from new houses that are built in a community
to help build new schools and to operate levy-funded 
programs.

 Truth:  School districts receive NO ADDITIONAL dollars toward bonds or 
levies with new homes.

 School boards set the total amount to be collected, which is approved by 
voters.  The district can only collect that amount and not a penny more.

 More construction means additional assessed value which means that 
there are more people to pay the “bill,” so each person’s share of the bill 
is less.  The “bill” doesn’t change.  The district will still receive only the 
total approved by voters.

 However, more homes means need for more schools and expanded 
programs to serve the additional children moving into those homes.

 Clarification:  School districts get additional state money for additional 
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Question
s?
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Email No. 3 Between Ms. Hill and Ms. Caul Regarding 

November 2011 PowerPoint Request (with
        duplicates) 
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 5:16 PM
To: Leslee Caul
Subject: FW: Mike3.pptx
Attachments: Mike3.pptx

Here’s what I sent to Mike. 
 

Saundra L. Hill 
Superintendent	
Pasco	School	District	
(509)	546‐2800	
 

From: Saundra Hill  
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 5:14 PM 
To: 'Mike A. Miller' 
Subject: Mike3.pptx 
 
Mike 
 
Here is a presentation.  See what you think.  Let me or Leslee know if you need anything else.  I am driving tomorrow 
and will be in a meeting in Seattle but can probably make adjustments or answer questions. 
 
I have charts of Pasco figures, if you want them. 
 
Good luck. 
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 5:16 PM
To: Leslee Caul
Subject: Mike3.pptx
Attachments: Mike3.pptx
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 5:15 PM
To: 'Mike A. Miller'
Subject: Mike3.pptx
Attachments: Mike3.pptx

Mike 
 
Here is a presentation.  See what you think.  Let me or Leslee know if you need anything else.  I am driving tomorrow 
and will be in a meeting in Seattle but can probably make adjustments or answer questions. 
 
I have charts of Pasco figures, if you want them. 
 
Good luck. 
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What is a Levy?
What is a Bond?

Presentation November 3, 2011

Home Builders Association

Mike Miller, Vice President, Moon Security
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Every effort on behalf of children results in 
a lifetime of benefits.  Building strong 
schools is challenging and rewarding.  
Everyone shares the opportunity—and the 
responsibility—to help children learn and 
grow into productive and contributing 
members of the community.

Strong Communities

build Strong Schools

Strong Schools

build Strong Communities

and
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• Replaces an expiring tax; it is 
not a new tax.

• Pays for the educational 
programs and day-to-day 
operations not covered by 
state or federal funds.

• Is a locally-approved tax voted 
on every two years by citizens. 
The 2012 levy will replace the 
current levy tax that expires in 
December 2012.

• Requires a simple majority to 
pass—50% plus 1.

• Is typically a new tax that is added 
on to existing debt, repaid over 20 
years like a mortgage.

• Funds new construction, 
remodeling, land purchase, 
design, and other capital needs.

• Dollars can ONLY be used for 
capital projects, NEVER for 
operations.

• Elections run only when a specific 
capital need exists.

• Requires a supermajority to 
pass—60%.

ondBuildingevy
Learning
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 Election run in February 2012 by most local districts.

 Most districts on a two year levy cycle, but law allows for one to 
four years.

 The tax will be collected in calendar years 2013 and 2014 and 
used in three school years:  2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15.

 The Counties charge districts for election costs, i.e. bill from 
Franklin county to run PSD bond election in April 2011 was 
$82,000.

 In 2010, the Legislature raised the levy lid from 24% of a 
district’s budget to 28%, further pushing the state’s 
responsibility for basic education onto local communities. 

 Pasco has never asked for the maximum at 24% and is even 
farther away from the 28%.  The current Pasco request is for 
about 22%.

evy
Learning

2012
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And From the State—
Levy Equalization Funds 

Why LEA? These state funds are to partially “level the playing field”
between property rich districts and property poor districts with low per 
pupil assessed value.  For example, Pasco’s per pupil AV is $311,000, 
Kennewick’s is $379,438 and Richland’s is $529,328.

What is LEA?  Called levy equalization or local effort assistance, the 
state calculates these funds based on a formula that takes into account 
the low AV which impacts the ability of local taxpayers to raise local 
dollars as compared to other communities.  Because Pasco is one of the 
poorest in the state, the district receives significant LEA dollars.  All Tri-
Cities districts receive LEA dollars at varying levels.

IF the levy is approved by Pasco voters, the state will provide an 
estimated additional $12.5 million for district operations each year of the 
levy term. If the levy fails, the state will not provide the additional funds—
a total of about $25 million over the two years.
Approval of the levy provides over 20% of the Pasco’s general fund, 
approximately $30 million each year.  If the levy fails, PSD loses both the 
local and state revenue.

evy
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How are Levy and Levy equalization dollars spent in Pasco?
Dollars 

53% for Teaching and Learning
•Curriculum and teaching 6,367,666 
•Art, music, and drama programs 3,805,408 
•Elementary assistant principals and nurses 1,705,858 
•Librarians, library clerks, and library books 2,100,516 
•Substitute teachers 1,483,763 
•Elementary Counselors 840,362 

Total 16,303,573
7% for Activities and Athletics

•Academic teams and clubs, athletics, and activities 2,101,814 

40% for Maintenance and Operations
•School security 1,415,408 
•Maintenance, custodial and district-wide support 3,761,815 
•Utilities and Insurance 2,104,237 
•Student transportation 2,781,575
•Portables 2,450,000

Total 12,513,035

Total $ 30,943,422 
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Levy funds provide for the following
district programs in Pasco

Each district has a little different priority

 All or part of music, drama, 
and art programs;
 Librarians, library clerks and 

library books;
 Counselors, nurses, partial cost 

of home visitors;
 Elementary assistant principals 

for large schools;
 Interscholastic sports, 

academic teams, and clubs;
 Teaching supplies;
 Gifted programs;

 Programs for special needs 
students;
 Paraeducators, crossing 

guards, bus aides;
 Maintenance and custodial 

supplies and equipment;
 Classroom equipment and 

furniture;
 Utilities, insurance, substitute 

teachers; and
 Partial cost of student 

transportation.

evy
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How Local Taxes Work for Levies 
and Bonds

 Mythbusting:  School districts DO NOT get 
additional money from new houses that are built in a 
community to help build new schools and to operate 
levy-funded programs.

 Truth:  School districts receive NO ADDITIONAL 
dollars toward bonds or levies with new homes.

 School boards set the total amount to be collected, 
which is approved by voters.  The district can only 
collect that amount and not a penny more.
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How Local Taxes Work for Levies 
and Bonds (cont.)

 More construction means additional assessed value which 
means that there are more people to pay the “bill,” so each 
person’s share of the bill is less.  The “bill” doesn’t change.  
The district will still receive only the total approved by 
voters.

 However, more homes means need for more schools and 
expanded programs to serve the additional children moving 
into those homes.

 Clarification:  School districts get additional state money for 
additional students, but these are not funds to build schools, 
but to pay for classroom teachers and a portion of the other 
needs for a basic education program.
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Questions?
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Email Between Ms. Hill and Ms. Caul Regarding 

January 2012 PowerPoint Updates 
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2012 1:36 PM
To: Leslee Caul
Subject: 1-26-12 Levy Presentation FINAL2.pptx
Attachments: 1-26-12 Levy Presentation FINAL2.pptx

Please put this on the web site in place of the old one, today. 
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Election Day: 
February 14, 2012

2012
Maintenance & Operations

LEVY
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LEVY 2012
 On February 14 Pasco citizens will vote on the regularly 

scheduled two-year Maintenance & Operations Levy. 
 This is not a new tax. It would renew the levy that was 

approved in 2010 and that expires in 2012.
 This levy would be collected in calendar years 2013 and 2014 

and provide for programs in three school years—2012-13, 
2013-14, and 2014-15.

 The estimated rate is $4.51 per $1,000, a decrease of 4 cents 
per $1,000 from what voters approved in 2010. 

 The actual assessed rate has typically been less than the 
advertised rate.
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What is the Difference Between 
a Levy and a Bond Election?

A Levy is for Learning A Bond is for Building
 Levies pay for basic education 

programs for the day-to-day 
operation of schools.

 Levies don’t build schools.
 Levy funds bridge the gap 

between state and federal 
funding and what it actually 
costs to run a district.

 Levy funds are collected over 
a 2-year period and must be 
renewed every 2 years.

 Our current levy approved in 
2010, expires in December 
2012. 

 Bond monies can only be used 
for construction, major 
facility upgrades, repairs or 
property acquisition. 

 Bonds are repaid over a 20-
year period, like a mortgage.

 Bond funds do not and cannot 
pay for educational programs 
or operations, only capital 
projects.  

 Pasco voters approved a bond 
in 2006 to build CHS and 
upgrade PHS.  

 Pasco voters failed a bond in 
2011 to build new schools.
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And with Pasco’s Levy Comes 
Levy Equalization.  What Is It?

 State funds that are intended to partially level the playing field 
between property poor and property rich districts across the state.

 Pasco has one of the lowest per pupil assessed value in the state (274th

out of 295 districts).
 Currently, Pasco receives about $12,400,000 per year of levy 

equalization funds.
 A 28% levy lid is permitted by state law.  Pasco has never asked for all 

that it could legally ask. To ask for the maximum would mean an 
unrealistic rate to taxpayers.

 Proposed levy is at 22%.
 Pasco collects about $1174 in levy dollars per FTE, well below the 

state average of $1657.
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Where do Levy and Levy Equalization 
Dollars Go?

52% of levy dollars support 

teaching and learning, including:

• Curriculum and teaching

• Substitute teachers

• Elementary counselors

• Dropout prevention

• Art, music, and drama programs

• Elementary assistant principals and nurses

• Librarians, library clerks, and library books
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41% of levy dollars fund 
maintenance and operations 
needs, including:

• School security

• Utilities and Insurance

• Housing student growth

• District-wide maintenance and custodial services

• Student transportation, including rising fuel costs
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7% of levy dollars fund student activities,  

including clubs and athletics.

Athletics are only one part of the 
student activities that keep our 
students engaged and in school.

Clubs include our award winning 
Chess Club, Speech and Debate 
clubs, the Kiwanis Key Club and 
others.

Students do better academically 
when they are involved in clubs, 
athletics, the arts or other 
productive 3-5 p.m. activities 

A3=Academics
Activities, Arts and Athletics = Academics
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Responsible Stewardship, 
Recognized by State Auditor’s Office

“We are hoping to identify what is going on in 
the Pasco School District so that other 
districts can emulate these efforts to bring 
down non-instructional costs so that more 
money can go into instruction.”  Washington 
State Auditor’s Office, 2011

State Auditor to report Pasco’s responsible practices as an example to 
other districts.  Report to be issued in March 2012
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Levy 2012 Numbers

2013 Local Collection *Estimated LEA Total 2013
$20,100,000 $12,413,422 $32, 513, 422

2014 Local Collection *Estimated LEA Total 2014
$20,300,000 $12,413,422 $32,713,422

 Estimated rate of $4.51 per thousand, a 4 cent decrease from the last approved rate.
 Local levy and Levy Equalization make up 21% of the district’s annual operating 

budget.
 Pasco has never asked voters for the maximum allowed by law, 28% levy lid.

* Estimation based on current formulas. Governor proposed LEA for tiered reduction, cutting PSD 10%.
* State funds that are received only if the local tax levy is approved by voters.
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TAX  LEVY ASSESSED LEVY RATE
YEAR AMOUNT VALUE PER $1,000

PROJECTED 2000 2000 6,264,000 1,427,866,056 4.39
ACTUAL 2000 6,264,000 1,537,273,268 4.07

PROJECTED 2001 2001 6,650,000 1,583,391,466 4.20
ACTUAL 2001 6,650,000 1,655,499,462 4.02

PROJECTED 2002 2002 6,850,000 1,630,893,210 4.20
ACTUAL 2002 6,850,000 1,739,283,313 3.94

PROJECTED 2003 2003 7,525,000 1,792,769,054 4.20
ACTUAL 2003 7,525,000 1,878,844,908 4.01

PROJECTED 2004 2004 7,750,000 1,846,552,126 4.20
ACTUAL 2004 7,750,000 2,024,784,145 3.83

PROJECTED 2005 2005 9,550,000 2,146,271,194 4.45
ACTUAL 2005 9,550,000 2,423,550,561 3.94

PROJECTED 2006 2006 10,125,000 2,275,047,465 4.45
ACTUAL 2006 10,125,000 2,686,824,000 3.77

PROJECTED 2007 2007 11,900,000 2,821,165,000 4.45/4.25
ACTUAL 2007 11,900,000 3,038,100,000 3.92

PROJECTED 2008 2008 12,475,000 2,962,233,000 4.45/4.25
ACTUAL 2008 12,475,000 3,253,596,364 3.83

PROJECTED 2009 2009 15,900,000 3,570,250,639 4.45
ACTUAL 2009 15,900,000 3,813,170,222 4.17

PROJECTED 2010 2010 16,375,000 3,677,358,158 4.45
ACTUAL 2010 16,375,000 3,941,318,409 4.15

PROJECTED 2011 2011 18,450,000 4,054,000,000 4.55
ACTUAL 2011 18,450,000 4,232,325,783 4.36

PROJECTED 2012 2012 19,000,000 4,175,500,000 4.55
ESTIMATED 2012 19,000,000 4,359,500,000 4.36

PROJECTED 2013 2013 ? 4,490,500,000 ?

PROJECTED 2014 2014 ? 4,625,000,000 ?

Assessed Values for 2012, 2013 and 2014 are based on a 3% increase each year.

Approved Levy Rate vs. Final Rate Paid
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District Enrollment History
October 1st Count Dates

8850 9227
9785

10353
11028

11992
12516

13071
13701

14437
15127

15633

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Since 2000, 
enrollment has 
increased by over 
6700 students—
77%, or an 
average of over 
600 new students 
a year—enough 
students to open a 
new school 
annually.

4.3% 5.7% 5.8% 6.5% 7.3%
Increase

5.8% 4.5% 4.8% 5.1%  4.7% 3.2%
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October 1, 2011 Enrollment—15,633
506 students over 10/10

Pasco  WA (5/11)
Latino/Latina  69% 19%

White 25% 61%

 Black 2.4% 4.7%

Asian/Pacific Islander 1.8% 8%

 Native American  .4% 1.7%

 Other/Multiracial 1.4% NA
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Uniquely Pasco
October 1, 2011

Pasco   WA(5/11)

 Free/Reduced Meals 72% 44%

 Non-English or Bilingual Homes 67% NA

 English Language Learners 33% 8.6%

Transitioning English Learners 18% NA

Migrant 7% 2%

 Special Education 12% 13%
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Art, Music and 
Drama

 Instrument for loan program allows all students to participate in music.

 Pasco art students have gained regional awards for their work.

 Pasco named one of the Best Communities for Music Education in the 
nation by the NAMM Foundation for our commitment to and support 
for music education in schools four years. 

 Chiawana High School’s Drama students have been invited to perform at 
the Edinburgh Fringe Festival in Scotland. Pasco High participated in the 
past.
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Continually improving
graduation  rates

PSD Extended Rate Beats 
the State
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Beating the Odds
2010 PSD Disaggregated Graduation Rates
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70% 72% 75%

KSD RSD PSD

2010 On Time Graduation Rates

77% 76%

86%

KSD RSD PSD

2010 Extended Graduation 
Rates

PSD 2010 Cohort 
Graduation Rates 

Compared to 
Neighboring Districts

Source:  Washington State Office of Superintendent of 
Public Instruction Website
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2011-12 State Assessment
Reasons to Celebrate

Every school     in at least one area

Markham 29.8 points in science

Angelou 27 points in science

PHS/PSD Graduation rates highest ever!

African American extended graduation rate is 99%

Every school in math

All Elementary schools       in science
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2011-12 State Assessment
Reasons to Celebrate

6th grade math   at all three middle schools

Livingston exceeded the state average in every 

subject at every grade level

Robinson the highest scores ever in 5th

grade math and science, more than triple 
last year

Longfellow grade 5 math  

31.7 points

Twain up in reading, math & science, 

which is the highest ever

CHS up in every subject

31 points in math

Delta High School exceeded the state in every subject!
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More 2011-12 Accomplishments

 All three middle schools met all three AMAO targets for their ELL 
students.

 Two Pasco schools named Schools of Distinction and in top 5% of WA 
elementary schools—Livingston for the 2nd time and McGee for the 
3rd time.

 Two Pasco schools named Schools of Innovation—just 22 in state.  
Delta High School and New Horizons High School

McGee 2011 School of Distinction Livingston 2011 School of Distinction
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QUESTIONS?

Captain Gray Early 
Learning Center

Class of 2024
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Transportation Facts at a Glance
 The District implemented efficiency strategies through the 

move to a staggered start and dismissal schedule in 2011-12.
 The District has119 buses. Seven buses are used exclusively for 

field trips and sports.
 Each day 112 buses carry students to and from school.
 The District employs about 120 drivers and 31 transportation 

aides.
 Roughly one-third of our student population (5,250 students) 

rides the bus each day.
 In 2010-11 Pasco school buses traveled 1,432,703 miles.
 Increased fuel costs must be paid through levy dollars.
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Closing the Achievement Gap…
10th Grade Reading
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Math—Our work has 
paid off

10th Grade Math
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Closing the Achievement Gap…

10th Grade Writing
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Email Between Ms. Hill and Community Member 

Regarding Request for PowerPoint 
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1

From: Saundra Hill <SHill@psd1.org>
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 10:31 AM
To: 'Wagoner, Nick F'
Subject: 11-14-11 Levy Presentation FINAL2.pptx
Attachments: 11-14-11 Levy Presentation FINAL2.pptx; 12B Presentation-Levy Proposition 

12-13-11.pptx

Nick 
 
Sorry.  I haven’t been in my office since we saw you.  Here’re the levy ppts.  Let me know if you want anything else. 
 
Saundra 
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Election Day: 
February 14, 2012

2012
Maintenance & Operations

LEVY
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LEVY 2012
 On February 14 Pasco citizens will vote on the regularly 

scheduled two-year Maintenance & Operations Levy. 
 This is not a new tax. It would renew the levy that was 

approved in 2010 and that expires in 2012.
 This levy would be collected in calendar years 2013 and 2014 

and provide for programs in three school years—2012-13, 
2013-14, and 2014-15.

 The estimated rate is $4.51 per $1,000, a decrease of 4 cents 
per $1,000 from what voters approved in 2010. 

 The actual assessed rate has typically been less than the 
advertised rate.
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What is the Difference Between 
a Levy and a Bond Election?

A Levy is for Learning A Bond is for Building
 Levies pay for basic education 

programs for the day-to-day 
operation of schools.

 Levies don’t build schools.
 Levy funds bridge the gap 

between state and federal 
funding and what it actually 
costs to run a district.

 Levy funds are collected over 
a 2-year period and must be 
renewed every 2 years.

 Our current levy approved in 
2010, expires in December 
2012. 

 Bond monies can only be used 
for construction, major 
facility upgrades, repairs or 
property acquisition. 

 Bonds are repaid over a 20-
year period, like a mortgage.

 Bond funds do not and cannot 
pay for educational programs 
or operations, only capital 
projects.  

 Pasco voters approved a bond 
in 2006 to build CHS and 
upgrade PHS.  

 Pasco voters failed a bond in 
2011 to build new schools.
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And with Pasco’s Levy Comes 
Levy Equalization.  What Is It?

 State funds that are intended to partially level the playing field 
between property poor and property rich districts across the state.

 Pasco has one of the lowest per pupil assessed value in the state (274th

out of 295 districts).
 Currently, Pasco receives about $12,400,000 per year of levy 

equalization funds.
 A 28% levy lid is permitted by state law.  Pasco has never asked for all 

that it could legally ask. To ask for the maximum would mean an 
unrealistic rate to taxpayers.

 Proposed levy is at 22%.
 Pasco collects about $1174 in levy dollars per FTE, well below the 

state average of $1657.
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Where do Levy and Levy Equalization 
Dollars Go?

52% of levy dollars support 

teaching and learning, including:

• Curriculum and teaching

• Substitute teachers

• Elementary counselors

• Dropout prevention

• Art, music, and drama programs

• Elementary assistant principals and nurses

• Librarians, library clerks, and library books
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41% of levy dollars fund 
maintenance and operations 
needs, including:

• School security

• Utilities and Insurance

• Housing student growth

• District-wide maintenance and custodial services

• Student transportation, including rising fuel costs

PDC Exhibit 5, Page 92 of 114



7% of levy dollars fund student activities,  

including clubs and athletics.

Athletics are only one part of the 
student activities that keep our 
students engaged and in school.

Clubs include our award winning 
Chess Club, Speech and Debate 
clubs, and the Kiwanis Key Club.

Students do better academically 
when they are involved in clubs, 
athletics, the arts or other 
productive 3-5 p.m. activities 

A3=Academics
Activities, Arts and Athletics = Academics
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Responsible Stewardship, 
Recognized by State Auditor’s Office

“We are hoping to identify what is going on in 
the Pasco School District so that other 
districts can emulate these efforts to bring 
down non-instructional costs so that more 
money can go into instruction.”  Washington 
State Auditor Brian Sontag, 2011

State Auditor to report Pasco’s responsible practices as an example to 
other districts.  Report to be issued in March 2012

PDC Exhibit 5, Page 94 of 114



Levy 2012 Numbers

2013 Local Collection *Estimated LEA Total 2013
$20,100,000 $12,413,422 $32, 513, 422

2014 Local Collection *Estimated LEA Total 2014
$20,300,000 $12,413,422 $32,713,422

 Estimated rate of $4.51 per thousand, a 4 cent decrease from the last approved rate.
 Local levy and Levy Equalization make up 21% of the district’s annual operating 

budget.

* Estimation based on current formulas. Governor proposed LEA for tiered reduction, cutting PSD 10%.
* State funds that are received only if the local tax levy is approved by voters.
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TAX  LEVY ASSESSED LEVY RATE
YEAR AMOUNT VALUE PER $1,000

PROJECTED 2000 2000 6,264,000 1,427,866,056 4.39
ACTUAL 2000 6,264,000 1,537,273,268 4.07

PROJECTED 2001 2001 6,650,000 1,583,391,466 4.20
ACTUAL 2001 6,650,000 1,655,499,462 4.02

PROJECTED 2002 2002 6,850,000 1,630,893,210 4.20
ACTUAL 2002 6,850,000 1,739,283,313 3.94

PROJECTED 2003 2003 7,525,000 1,792,769,054 4.20
ACTUAL 2003 7,525,000 1,878,844,908 4.01

PROJECTED 2004 2004 7,750,000 1,846,552,126 4.20
ACTUAL 2004 7,750,000 2,024,784,145 3.83

PROJECTED 2005 2005 9,550,000 2,146,271,194 4.45
ACTUAL 2005 9,550,000 2,423,550,561 3.94

PROJECTED 2006 2006 10,125,000 2,275,047,465 4.45
ACTUAL 2006 10,125,000 2,686,824,000 3.77

PROJECTED 2007 2007 11,900,000 2,821,165,000 4.45/4.25
ACTUAL 2007 11,900,000 3,038,100,000 3.92

PROJECTED 2008 2008 12,475,000 2,962,233,000 4.45/4.25
ACTUAL 2008 12,475,000 3,253,596,364 3.83

PROJECTED 2009 2009 15,900,000 3,570,250,639 4.45
ACTUAL 2009 15,900,000 3,813,170,222 4.17

PROJECTED 2010 2010 16,375,000 3,677,358,158 4.45
ACTUAL 2010 16,375,000 3,941,318,409 4.15

PROJECTED 2011 2011 18,450,000 4,054,000,000 4.55
ACTUAL 2011 18,450,000 4,232,325,783 4.36

PROJECTED 2012 2012 19,000,000 4,175,500,000 4.55
ESTIMATED 2012 19,000,000 4,359,500,000 4.36

PROJECTED 2013 2013 ? 4,490,500,000 ?

PROJECTED 2014 2014 ? 4,625,000,000 ?

Assessed Values for 2012, 2013 and 2014 are based on a 3% increase each year.

Approved Levy Rate vs. Final Rate Paid
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Art, Music and 
Drama

 Instrument for loan program allows all students to participate in music.

 Pasco art students have gained regional awards for their work.

 Pasco named one of the Best Communities for Music Education in the 
nation by the NAMM Foundation for our commitment to and support 
for music education in schools four years. 

 Chiawana High School’s Drama students have been invited to perform at 
the Edinburgh Fringe Festival in Scotland. Pasco High participated in the 
past.
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Continually improving
graduation  rates
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Beating the Odds
2010 Disaggregated Graduation Rates
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Transportation Facts at a Glance
 The District implemented efficiency strategies through the 

move to a staggered start and dismissal schedule in 2011-12.
 The District has119 buses. Seven buses are used exclusively for 

field trips and sports.
 Each day 112 buses carry students to and from school.
 The District employs about 120 drivers and 31 transportation 

aides.
 Roughly one-third of our student population (5,250 students) 

rides the bus each day.
 In 2010-11 Pasco school buses traveled 1,432,703 miles.
 Increased fuel costs must be paid through levy dollars.
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QUESTIONS?

Captain Gray Early 
Learning Center

Class of 2024
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2013-14

Maintenance and Operations 
Replacement Levy

December 13, 2011

PDC Exhibit 5, Page 103 of 114



Budgeted Revenues 
2011/12 General Fund

Revenue Source Amount Percent

State - General $ 75,194,708 50.9

State - Levy 
Equalization Funds*

$ 12,413,422 8.4

Local Levy $ 18,530,000 12.5

Other Local $   2,172,046 1.5

State & Federal –
Special Purpose

$ 39,501,262 26.7

Total $147,811,438 100.0

*State funds that are received only if the local tax  
levy is approved by voters
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How are Levy and Levy equalization
dollars spent? 

Dollars 
52% for Teaching and Learning

•Curriculum and teaching 6,367,666 
•Art, music, and drama programs 3,805,408 
•Elementary assistant principals and nurses 1,705,858 
•Librarians, library clerks, and library books 2,100,516 
•Substitute teachers 1,483,763 
•Elementary Counselors 840,362 

7% for Activities and Athletics
•Academic teams and clubs, athletics, and activities 2,101,814 

42% for Maintenance and Operations
•School security 1,415,408 
•Maintenance, custodial and district-wide support 3,761,815 
•Utilities and Insurance 2,104,237 
•Student transportation 2,781,575
•Portables 2,450,000

Total 30,943,422 

Source: 2011-12 budget
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Assumptions

• Assessed Value growth – 3%

• Inflation – 2.5%

• State-mandated increases in employee 
costs which are not covered by increased 
state funding

• Portion of new elementary operations

• Dropout prevention

• Increased fuel costs

• Student housing options
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2013-14 Levy Calculation Option A: Option B: Option C:
Similar to Current Reduce by .05 Reduce by .10

~ $4.55 ~ $4.50 ~ $4.45

2012 LEVY AMOUNT (Current) 19,000,000 19,000,000 19,000,000 
Less prior period reductions:

COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT NOT FUNDED 2009-2012 (980,000) (980,000) (980,000)

NO NEW ELEMENTARY COSTS (SEP-DEC 2012) (303,000) (303,000) (303,000)
2012 LEVY AMOUNT (Adjusted) 17,717,000 17,717,000 17,717,000 

INFLATION/COLA (2.5%) 442,925 442,925 442,925 

RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION CATCH-UP (.025 RATE INCREASE) 300,000 300,000 300,000 

DROPOUT PREVENTION 600,000 600,000 600,000 

INCREASE IN TRANSPORTATION FUEL COSTS 500,000 500,000 500,000 

STUDENT HOUSING OPTIONS 220,000 90,000 -

2013 LEVY AMOUNT NEEDED (Estimate) 19,779,925 19,649,925 19,559,925 

2013 LEVY REVENUE GENERATED BY RATE 20,235,290 20,101,577 19,789,579 

2013 LEVY REVENUE OVER/(UNDER) AMOUNT NEEDED 455,365 451,652 229,654 

% OF LEVY LID 82% 82% 80%
PROJECTED TAX BASE (1% Increase) 4,457,112,396 4,457,112,396 4,457,112,396 
RATE PER $1,000 4.54 4.51 4.44

2013 LEVY AMOUNT (Estimate) 19,779,925 19,649,925 19,559,925 

INFLATION/COLA (2.5%) 494,498 491,248 488,998 

RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION CATCH-UP (.025 RATE INCREASE) 307,500 307,500 307,500 

NEW ELEMENTARY COSTS (SEP-DEC 2014) 315,188 315,188 315,188 

2014 LEVY AMOUNT NEEDED (Estimate) 20,897,111 20,763,861 20,671,611 

2014 LEVY REVENUE GENERATED BY RATE 20,437,643 20,302,593 19,987,475 

2014 LEVY REVENUE OVER/(UNDER) AMOUNT NEEDED (459,467) (461,268) (684,136)

% OF LEVY LID 81% 80% 79%
PROJECTED TAX BASE (1% Increase) 4,501,683,520 4,501,683,520 4,501,683,520 
RATE PER $1,000 4.54 4.51 4.44

LEVY REVENUE OVER/(UNDER) AMOUNT NEEDED (4,102) (9,616) (454,482)
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Levy 2013-14 Numbers

2013 Local Collection *Estimated LEA Total 2013
$20,100,000 $12,413,422 $32,513,422

2014 Local Collection *Estimated LEA Total 2014
$20,300,000 $12,413,422 $32,713,422

Estimated rate of $4.51 per thousand, a 4 cent decrease from the last 
approved rate.

• Estimation based on current formulas. Governor proposed levy 
equalization for tiered reduction, cutting PSD 10%.
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Levy Rate History

Historically, the actual collection rate has been less than 
the ballot language rate because the community’s 
collective assessed value increased.

Year Ballot Rate % Ballot 
Rate Change

Actual Rate

2006 $4.45 0 $3.77

2007 $4.45 0 $3.92

2008 $4.45 0 $3.83

2009 $4.45 0 $4.17

2010 $4.45 0 $4.15

2011 $4.55 2% $4.36

2012 $4.55 0 $4.31 (Est)
2013 $4.51 -1% ?
2014 $4.51 0 ?
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Action:  Request Approval of Resolution 830

Questions?
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Always under the levy lid

• Pasco School District asks voters 
for the local amount it needs to 
maintain programs that this 
community has determined are 
important for its children.  

• The district has never asked voters 
for 100% of the dollars it can legally 
request.  

• This levy continues that tradition by 
asking voters to approve just 93% 
of the possible maximum request, 
thereby balancing the cost to the 
taxpayers with the learning 
programs for students.

PDC Exhibit 5, Page 112 of 114



Community Forums

Be on the lookout for levy information 
sessions at the Booth Building:

• Thursday, January 7
• Monday, January 11
• Tuesday, January 19

All forums begin at 6 p.m. 
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When do I vote?

• Ballots will be mailed
to Pasco voters on 
approximately January 
22.

• Election Day is 
February 9 and ballots 
must be returned by 
that date.

• Deadline for online or 
mail-in registration is 
January 11 and walk-in 
is February 1.
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l'LLC 

June 3 2014 

VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL 

Tony Perkins 
Lead Political Finance Specialist 
Washington State Public Disclosure Commission 
711 Capitol Way, Room 206 
Olympia, WA 98504-0908 

Dear Mr. Perkins: 

Direct Phone (206) 447-8971 

Direct Facsimile (206) 7 49-1927 

E-Mail dijup@foster.com 

This letter responds to your April 8, 2014 email request for additional information 
regarding PDC Case No. 13-097 (Complaint filed by Roger E. Lenk and Mr. Lenk's Second 
Supplement to Complaint, dated December 17, 2013). The Pasco School District responds to 
your further requests, as follows: 

1. Request No. 1 ("Exhibits 1, 3, and 8"). 

Exhibit 1 is an email from February 2006 that, while informal, did not serve the purpose 
of assisting a candidate's campaign or promoting or opposing a ballot proposition. 
RCW 42.17 A.555. It merely inquired into predictions regarding election results. Such 
predictions would not actually assist a campaign or promote or oppose a ballot proposition. We 
also note that any action to enforce a contrary interpretation would be time-barred. 
RCW 42.17A.765(4)(a)(iv) and .770. 

Exhibit 3 is an email .from September 2007 that contains information generated and 
provided by Pasco Citizens. Accordingly, District time and resources were not used to generate 
those materials. To the extent that the Pasco Citizens' materials indicate that Superintendent Hill 
or other District staff served as volunteers, those personal activities would be permitted activities 
on their own time. PDC Interpretation 01-03 at 7-11. In the District's July 15, 2013 Response, 
we detailed Superintendent Hill's practice of limiting her activities with community or campaign 
groups to after-hours presentations during her personal time. See Response at 11-12 (July 15, 
2013). Further, her practice was (and continues to be) to limit her presentations to facts 
regarding District initiatives. The same is true for other District staff. 

To the extent that Superintendent Hill forwarded the information from a District email 
account, the District concedes that this may be contrary to PDC guidelines. P DC 
Interpretation 01-03 at 10 (a superintendent may "inform staff during non-work hours of 
opportunities to participate in campaign activities") (emphasis added). However, we note that 
the email was sent during the lunch hour and the actual cost to the District would have been 
minimal. See District Policy 5221 attached at Appendix 1 ("Unless otherwise specified, the work 

TEL 206.4474400 FAX: 206.447. 9700 1111 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 3400 WASHINGTON 9s101-J299 www.FOSTER.coM 

51372568.6 
SEATTLE WASHINGTON SPOKANE WASHINGTON 
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Mr. Tony Perkins, Public Disclosure Commission 
June 3, 2014 
Page 2 

day for administrators, supervisors, and all classified employees exempt from overtime 
provisions shall be eight (8) hours per day exclusive of the lunch period") (emphasis added). We 
also note that any action under Chapter 42.17 A RCW with respect to this email is now time­
barred. RCW 42.17A.765(4)(a)(iv) and .770. 

Exhibit 8 is a November 2009 congratulatory email from Superintendent Hill to 
then-recently elected School Board members. A personal email of this nature does not serve the 
purpose of supporting a candidate or candidates. PDC guidelines recognize that similar 
post-election activities are permitted. P DC Interpretation 01-03 at 17 ("Districts may thank 
citizens for their support after an election in district publications"). Consistent with District 
Policy 1720, communications like the November 2009 congratulatory email serve to foster a 
relationship of "trust, good will and candor" between the Board and Superintendent. See Board 
Policy 1720, attached at Appendix No. 1. 

Finally, the District does not require as a component of any job (from administrative 
employees to Board members) that staff or District officials support or oppose ballot measures or 
assist political candidates. Attached to Appendix No. 1 are relevant District policies, job 
descriptions, and job postings, none of which require as an official duty the participation in any 
campaign committee. As indicated in the District's first response to Mr. Lenk's complaint, the 
District regularly trains and instructs employees never to engage in campaign-related activities 
while on District time or with District resources. See Response at 2. Additionally, the District, 
as part of its training, emphasizes that campaign participation is not required of any employee. 

From time to time, certain District administrators do attend Pasco Citizens meetings to 
ensure that accurate information is provided to the public regarding District proposals. As 
indicated in prior responses and interviews, there is an ongoing District concern that Pasco 
Citizens volunteers do not always provide the most current or accurate information during their 
public presentations. See, e.g., First Supplemental Response at 3. When attending Pasco 
Citizens meetings in these capacities, District staff limit their participation to statements of facts 
regarding District initiatives. See, e.g., Response at 12. 

To the extent that Pasco Citizens' materials indicate that certain District staff volunteered 
to support a particular ballot proposition, that is the Pasco Citizens' representation and not the 
Districts. Further, any participation by District personnel was voluntary and consistent with 
PDC guidelines. PDC Interpretation 01-03 at 4, 6, 8-9 ("School district employees do not 
forfeit their rights to engage in political activity because of their employment"). Indeed, no law 
prohibits a public employee, while on the employee's own time, from engaging in 
community-based activities, including campaign activities. PDC regulations protect freedom of 
speech. WAC 390-05-040 ("No provision of chapter 42.17 A RCW (Initiative 276) shall be 
construed in such a manner as to require any person to act or refrain from acting where such 
action or nonaction would violate any provision of the state or federal constitution or any federal 
law"). Moreover, a law that restricted an employee's private activities would either force public 
agencies to hire less-involved members of the community or deprive civic and community 
organizations of active volunteers. See Barry v. Johns, 82 Wn. App. 865, 870, 920 P.2d 222 
(1996). In discussing this issue under the Code of Ethics for Municipal Officers, Chapter 42.23 
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RCW, the Washington Court of Appeals concluded that "neither option is required by the law or 
common sense." Id. 

2. Request No. 2 ("Exhibits 2, 4, 5, and 6"). 

Exhibits 2, 4, 5, and 6 all concern notices from Superintendent Hill to Board members 
regarding candidate filing deadlines. Similar to the congratulatory email discussed above, these 
notices foster a close, effective working relationship between the Superintendent and the School 
Board. It is not hard to imagine the animosity that would ensue between the Superintendent and 
the Board should the Superintendent fail to remind Board members of the filing deadline and one 
or all of the members misses the deadline. This would certainly undermine the "trust, good will 
and candor" required by Board Policy 1720. See Appendix No. I. 

This is a particular worry for School Board elections because board positions are not 
highly sought-after seats in many communities. And, in the past, filing deadlines have changed. 
Accordingly, filing deadlines might be missed and a board position might not receive a candidate 
filing at all. For example, Exhibits 4-9 reference three board positions up for election in 2009. 
All three were uncontested. See Sample 2009 Ballot at Appendix No. 2. In other words, in that 
2009 election, there was a real possibility that no candidate would file to run for one of the 
positions. By conveying this general information, Superintendent Hill's primary concern was to 
ensure that School Board positions were filled and that the essential working relationship 
between the Superintendent and the Board was maintained. This is a regular practice for 
Superintendent Hill. 

Moreover, these notices are similar to the District's longstanding practice of providing 
the School Board with general information and announcements regarding upcoming dates of 
significance to Board members. For example, the District has also provided notice to Board 
members of official District events (e.g., student sporting, theater, and other public 
performances), community events hosted by civic organizations (e.g., Rotary, Chamber of 
Commerce, etc.), and dates of general interest (e.g., election days, holidays, etc.). Sample 
notices are available upon request. These regular activities are similar to advertising election 
dates and reminding employees to vote, both of which are approved activities under PDC 
guidelines. PDC Interpretation 01-03 at7-8, 10, 12, 14, and 17. A simple notice of a filing 
deadline does not actually assist a candidate in vote getting; it is purely informational and related 
to the particularities of serving as a school board member. District facilities are not used to assist 
campaigns. 

3. Request No. 3 ("Exhibit 7"). 

The District confirms that it issued the survey referenced in Mr. Lenk' s Second 
Supplement to Complaint (at 5 and Exhibit 7). The question posed in the draft survey was 
ultimately used. A printout of the final electronic version of the survey is attached to Appendix 
No 3. The District did not incur any vendor costs associated with the electronic survey. Due to 
the passage of time, the District cannot confirm that it sent hard-copy versions home with 
students, although this is likely from the correspondence on file. Based on the survey's length, 
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the total staff costs for production and distribution would likely be substantially less than the 
estimate provided for the September 2012 Survey. See First Supplemental Response at 2. The 
cost of photocopies would not have exceeded $17.50 (estimated at a maximum of 7,000 copies at 
$0.0025 per page). 

The District notes that the survey simply asked whether the individual's pnont1es 
included maintaining the District's then-current programs by increasing the District's levy. No 
specific amounts or levels of taxation were referenced in the survey. Although PDC guidelines 
make clear that the District is permitted to request information regarding "priorities for both 
programs and/or facilities and their associated total costs and projected dollars per thousand 
assessment,'' even that level of detail was not inquired in this survey. P DC Interpretation 01-03 
at 18. In essence, the question was whether maintenance of then-current District programs was a 
community priority. 

4. Request No. 4 ("Exhibit 9"). 

Upon request by outside organizations, including the Pasco Association of Educators, the 
District has provided a venue for, and invited the public to attend, school board candidate 
forums, including the October 24, 2013 candidate forum referenced in Mr. Lenk's Second 
Supplement to Complaint. Second Supplement to Complaint at 6-7 and Exhibit 9. Attached to 
Appendix No. 4 is a version of the announcement in flyer form. Importantly, District facilities 
were not used to support or oppose any candidate or ballot proposition at the October 2013 
forum. RCW 42.17 A.555. All of the 2013 candidates received letter invitations to participate 
from the Pasco Association of Educators. Indeed, all candidates were listed on the flyer. See 
Sample 2013 Ballot at Appendix No. 4. And, all candidates participated. 

As PDC Guidelines note, school districts "are charged with education and instilling civic 
virtue." PDC Interpretation 01-03 at 4. The political and electoral process is a central 
component of American civic life. The hosting of an open, non-partisan, non-preforred 
candidate forum supports this virtue and encourages students, parents, and community members 
to engage in the important civic activity of political participation. Encouraging engagement 
among students, parents, community members, board candidates, and the District itself aids the 
District in fulfilling this important duty. 

Moreover, WAC390-05-271(2) specifically states that "RCW42.17A.555 does not 
prevent a public office or agency from ... making facilities available on a nondiscriminatory, 
equal access basis for political uses .... " More specifically, the PDC has held that a municipality 
is not prohibited from organizing and broadcasting a candidate forum to educate voters about 
candidates for office if each candidate is provided an equal opportunity to participate and the 
forum is unbiased and nondiscriminatory. P DC Declaratory Order No. 13 at 3-4 
(Oct. 24, 1995) (citing WAC 390-05-271). This is precisely the District's practice and what 
occurred at the October 24, 2013 forum. 
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We trust that the foregoing is responsive to your in inquiry. Please let us know if the 
Pasco School District can provide any additional information. 

Very truly yours, 

FOSTER PEPPER PLLC 

P. Stephen DiJulio 

cc: Pasco School District 
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5/19/14, 9:28 AM[SURVEY PREVIEW MODE] Maintenance & Operations Levy Survey

Page 1 of 2http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?PREVIEW_MODE=DO_NOT_USE_THI…OLLECTION&sm=NlE0CbH8s1r9t3nkaDnvGokPsbJOuse%2bPyfWx10GDiQ%3d

Maintenance & Operations Levy

HERE'S&HOW&YOU&CAN&HELP

The&Board&wants&your&opinion.&&Please&take&a&moment&to&complete&this&survey,&and&return&it
to&your&school&office&or&the&Booth&Building&by&October&7,&2009.&&Or,&you&can&log&on&to&the
district's&web&site,&www.psd1.org,&and&answer&the&survey&on&the&home&page.&&Thank&you.

ESTO&ES&COMO&USTED&PUEDE&AYUDAR

La&Mesa&DirecPva&desea&su&opinión.&Por&favor&tome&un&momento&para&contestar&esta
encuesta&y&devuélvala&a&la&oficina&de&su&escuela&o&al&Booth-Building-a&más&tardar&el&7&de
octubre&de&2009,&o&usted&puede&conectarse&al&siPo&de&Internet&del&distrito:&www.psd1.org&y
contestar&la&encuesta&en&la&página&principal.&&Gracias.&

*

What&would&you&be&willing&to&consider&in&the&upcoming&levy&elecPon?
¿Qué&estaría&usted&dispuesto&a&considerar&en&la&próxima&elección&de&recaudación&de
impuestos?

I&am&a&Pasco&voter&or&resident./Soy&un&votante&o&residente&de&Pasco.

1

I&would&be&willing&to&consider&raising&the&levy&rate&to&maintain&most&of&the&district’s&current&programs&and
commitments./Yo&estaría&dispuesto&a&considerar&un&aumento&al&porcentaje&de&los&impuestos&para&mantener&la
mayoría&de&los&programas&y&compromisos&actuales&del&distrito.

I&would&hold&the&levy&rate&as&previously&approved&by&voters&since&2004,&knowing&it
would&mean&reducPon&or&eliminaPon&of&programs./Yo&mantendría&el&porcentaje&de&los&impuestos

según&fue&aprobado&previamente&por&los&votantes&desde&el&2004,&a&sabiendas&de&que&esto&significaría&la
reducción&o&eliminación&de&los&programas.

Other/Otro

2

Yes

No

Exit this survey
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I&have&children&aeending&Pasco&schools./Tengo&niños&que&asisten&a&las&escuelas&de&Pasco.

DoneDone

Powered by SurveyMonkey 
Check out our sample surveys and create your own now!

 

No

3

Yes

No
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Time Matters Phone Records

DATE FROM SUBJECT TO FROM

4/19/2011 15:59 Pasco Cit for Better Schools KMURPHY Valerie Moffitt 509‐539‐9021

contacted Valerie because committee had no filings for April 26, 
2011 special elecƟon (school bond for Pasco SD)
she is a committee chair ‐ had previously tried to contact 
treasurer

she said there had been some personal issues for some on 
commiƩee that were supposed to be filing
she didn't realize things hadn't been filed unƟl I contacted her
she will make sure filings happen

contacted me to let me know they are also having computer 
trouble 
I asked that the committee at least email a detailed listing of the 
committees contributions and expenditures to the PDC so that 
the info could be posted online for the public to see before the 
election and when they sort out computer and personnel issues 
to contact our Filers Assistants to file correctly.
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