EDINA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
2019 LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

1. STABILIZE EDUCATION
FUNDING





Increase the basic formula allowance
by 3 percent per year and index the
formula to inflation in future years to
allow school districts to budget more
effectively.*
Reject legislative proposals that divert
money from public schools.
Allow locally-elected school boards to
renew existing operating referendum.*

2. INCREASE STATE FUNDING FOR
MANDATED SPECIAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS
 Increase special education funding to
reduce the district share of the special
education cross subsidy by 10%
annually.*
 Create a working group to develop a
plan to eliminate the state share of the
cross-subsidy by 2023.*
3. REDUCE MANDATES AND
INCREASE LOCAL CONTROL IN
ORDER TO RAISE THE
ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL OF ALL
STUDENTS
 Reduce mandated state standardized
testing.*
 Federal and state mandates should
have a clearly articulated purpose,
which is revisited regularly to check for
relevance and alignment with other
policy goals.*
 Policy makers should provide the
funding necessary to comply with
mandates.*

4. ENSURE SAFE AND MODERN
SCHOOL FACILITIES
 Establish a school facilities improvement
revenue program to allow school districts
to enhance safety.*
 Increase the Safe Schools levy and expand
the allowable uses to allow school districts
to enhance cyber security and increase
funding for counselors and mental health
services. *
5. INCREASE AND DIVERSIFY THE
TEACHER WORKFORCE
 Expand programs and incentives to
attract, develop, and retain teachers,
particularly teachers of color and teachers
in shortage areas.*
*Aligns with Association of Metro School Districts
(AMSD) legislative platform language.
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EDINA LEGISLATIVE ACTION COMMITTEE 2018 PLATFORM
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Stabilize Education Funding Proposals
 Increase formula
The State's General Education Formula, which provides 55% of the revenue received by
Edina Public Schools, has not kept pace with inflation for many years, resulting in a
growing budget gap for districts across the state in which the rising cost of expenses
annually outpace revenues. To help offset this gap, Edina Public Schools has made $8.5
million in budget adjustments over the last 10 years. It is very difficult for school districts to
manage the gap without cutting into direct instruction costs. The historical 2-2.3% increase
has not been sufficient for school districts to deliver on their missions without making
significant budget readjustments. The 3% adjustment has been proposed by the MSBA
(Minnesota School Board Association) and MASA (Minnesota Association of School
Administrators) for several consecutive years.


Index formula
Indexing the General Education Funding Formula would make forecasting budgets more
manageable for Edina Public Schools and all school districts. Our School Board and
Administration are charged with projecting revenues and expenses on a five- year
timetable, yet they have no way of accurately projecting per pupil revenue when the
General Education Funding Formula is a moving target. This short-term vision is not in the
best interests of students and school districts and a longer commitment for investment
should be adopted by legislators. The State of Minnesota indexes non-entitlement
programs to inflation and we propose K-12 Education have the same consideration.



Levy authority
Nearly every Minnesota school district relies on a local operating levy to support daily
operational expenses. It is imperative that our locally elected School Boards have the ability
to avoid potential financial ruin of their school district in instances of operating levy renewal.
Edina’s net tax capacity has increased over time, so it is entirely possible that the renewal
of an existing operating levy would not increase tax burden on individuals. The following 25
entities already have special taxing authority including: watershed districts under chapter
103D; sanitary districts under sections 442A.01 to 442A.29; regional sanitary sewer
districts under sections 115.61 to 115.67; regional public library districts under
section 134.201; park districts under chapter 398; regional railroad authorities under
chapter 398A; hospital districts under sections 447.31 to 447.38; St. Cloud Metropolitan
Transit Commission under sections 458A.01 to 458A.15; Duluth Transit Authority under
sections 458A.21 to 458A.37; regional development commissions under
sections 462.381 to 462.398; housing and redevelopment authorities under
sections 469.001 to 469.047; port authorities under sections 469.048 to 469.068; economic
development authorities under sections 469.090 to 469.1081; Metropolitan Council under
sections 473.123 to 473.549; Metropolitan Airports Commission under
sections 473.601 to 473.679; Metropolitan Mosquito Control Commission under
sections 473.701 to 473.716; Morrison County Rural Development Financing Authority
under Laws 1982, chapter 437, section 1; Croft Historical Park District under Laws 1984,
chapter 502, article 13, section 6; East Lake County Medical Clinic District under Laws
1989, chapter 211, sections 1 to 6; Floodwood Area Ambulance District under Laws 1993,
chapter 375, article 5, section 39; Middle Mississippi River Watershed Management
Organization under sections 103B.211 and 103B.241; emergency medical services special
taxing districts under section 144F.01; a county levying under the authority of
section 103B.241, 103B.245, or 103B.251; Southern St. Louis County Special Taxing
District; Chris Jensen Nursing Home under Laws 2003, First Special Session chapter 21,
article 4, section 12; an airport authority created under section 360.0426; and any other

political subdivision of the state of Minnesota, excluding counties, school districts, cities,
and towns, that has the power to adopt and certify a property tax levy to the county auditor,
as determined by the commissioner of revenue.
Ensure Safe and Modern School Facilities


School Facilities Financing Work Group Recommendations
In 2013, the Legislature directed the creation of the School Facilities Financing Work Group
to recommend improvements in the financing of school facility projects. The group’s Final
Report in February 2014 included eight major recommendations: (1) establish a long-term
facilities maintenance revenue program to replace the current alternative facilities, deferred
maintenance and health and safety revenue programs; (2) increase the portion of debt
service revenue that is eligible for equalization, restoring the state share of equalized
revenue, and indexing future equalization; (3) equalize the capital projects referendum levy;
(4) establish a new school facilities improvement revenue program to replace and increase
the current building lease levy program; (5) increase the operating capital revenue
allowances and index operating capital funding for inflation; (6) provide enhanced debt
service equalization by replacing the current facilities grant program with enhanced debt
service equalization, (7) streamline the review and comment process for facilities projects;
and (8) address the facilities needs of other educational entities such as intermediate
districts, charters and education cooperatives.
Some of these recommendations have been implemented. The 2015 Legislature
consolidated the health and safety, alternative facilities, and deferred maintenance revenue
programs into the newly-created Long-Term Facilities Maintenance Revenue, a per pupil,
formula-driven revenue source beginning with the 2016-17 school year. The Education
Department’s review and comment process for facilities projects was streamlined, in part by
increasing the threshold for projects requiring Education Department review and comment
to $2 million.
However, recommendations relating to enhanced equalization and indexing have not been
fully implemented. As explained by the Working Group Final Report: “The purchasing
power of operating capital revenue has declined steadily for many years due to a lack of
adjustments for inflation. At the same time, the need for operating capital has increased
significantly due to growing use of instructional technology and the need for enhanced
school security. Indexing both the revenue allowance and the equalizing factors for this
program would ensure stability in purchasing power and state share of funding for the
future.”
Implementing the equalization and indexing recommendations of the Working Group would
allow districts additional facilities revenue to address important school building safety and
security needs.



Safe Schools Levy
This platform mirrors the recent position of the AMSB as it relates to an increase to the
Safe Schools Levy and the expansion of allowable uses for cyber security. The proposal to
identify funding for mental health services for students and staff aligns with the legislative
platform at least one other neighboring district, i.e., Wayzata.
The Safe Schools Levy, formerly known as the crime levy, allows school districts to levy for
costs associated with student and staff safety issues. However, the eligible expenses are
limited to police liaison services, drug abuse prevention programs (DARE), gang resistance
education training, school security, other crime prevention and student and staff safety

measures, and counseling, social working, and chemical dependency services provided by
licensed professionals.1
The Safe Schools Levy authorization is now at $36 per pupil unit. During the last legislative
session, both the Governor and the House/Senate Conference Committee supported
significant increases in the Safe Schools Levy to $54 per pupil unit for FY 2019 and
additional increases in FY 2020 and later using a combination of levy authority and state
aid under an equalization formula.
Currently, there is no dedicated state funding for school cyber security services despite the
growing threat of data breaches and ransomware, and the obligations of school districts to
protect the privacy of educational data and the integrity of the district’s information systems.
The Minnesota Data Practices Act defines educational data as private data on individuals
and requires school districts to “establish appropriate security safeguards for all records
containing data on individuals.” Minn. Stat. §§ 13.32, subd. 3 & 13.05, subd. 5(a)(2). The
federal Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act also includes a general obligation to
maintain student data as private.
School safety is closely tied to the mental well-being of students and staff.2 Sandy
Lewandowski, Superintendent of Intermediate School District 287, which on behalf of 11
Twin Cities school districts serves 1,000 of the highest-need students in the state, stated in
a recent StarTribune commentary3 that “Many students have serious, untreated mental
health diagnoses. At times, their behavior leads to injuries to themselves and to others.
Last year alone, there were 350 staff injuries in my district. . . . We need funding to pay for
the things that get at the root of the problem. . . . We need resources and training for school
staff to become more familiar with mental health issues and de-escalation techniques. We
need schools that are prepared to meet the wide variety of needs and challenges that
students bring with them every day.”
The demands placed on teachers and other staff to handle these stressful challenges also
should be addressed. This academic year, teacher absences in Edina have reportedly
increased as much as thirty percent over last year. The mental health of teachers and staff
is closely related to the ability of any school district to foster the well-being of students.
The Safe Schools Levy should be increased consistent with the proposals advanced during
the last legislative session, and allowable uses expanded to include cyber security and
mental health services for both students and staff.
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