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INTRODUCTION 
One of the biggest sectors of the Commonwealth's economy is 

that devoted to the operation of public elementary and secondary 
schools. Over $2.043 billion was spent on local public schools 
during the 1974-75 school year.* The question of financing public 
schools in Massachusetts, and indeed in most other states, is 
inseparably connected to the acute fiscal crisis now threatening 
state and local governments, particularly in older urban areas. it is 
also related to the issue of the degree of equity with which the 
public service labelled education is offered to all school-children, 
regardless of the wealth of the communities in which they may 
happen to live. Finally, the issue of school finance in 
Massachusetts is intertwined with that of a generally excessive 
and inequitably distributed local property tax burden. 

The local property tax is almost the only source of revenue for 
municipal governments in Massachusetts. Approximately 64% of 
the cost of public schools in the Commonwealth during the 1974- 
75 school year was financed by the expenditure of local property 
tax revenues. The state contributed another 32% in the form of 
various programs of direct and indirect financial assistance to 
municipalities intended to aid them with the cost of local public 
schools. Programs of financial assistance from the federal 
government contributed the remaining 4%. The largest single 
category of expenditures of local tax revenues in the municipalities 
of most states - but particularly in the 351 cities and towns of the 
Commonwealth - is that devoted to the operation of local public 
schools. The $1.304 billion of local property tax revenues 
expended for public schools in Massachusetts accounted for 
approximately 56% of the total of $2.322 billion of local property 
taxes collected during the 1974-75 school year. 

In the nation as  a whole, the federal government provided only 
7.8% of the total amount spent on public elementary and 
secondary education during the 1975-76 school year. Assuming 
that there will be no dramatic increase in this federal share, it is 
clear that state aid first, offers the only significant source of 
potential property tax relief, and second, has a great deal of 
influence in determining the extent of possible differences in 
the amounts spent on school children living in different 
communities. 

This booklet presents a brief summary of the "taxes and 
schools" problem in Massachusetts and a proposed legislative 
solution submitted to the General Court by the State Board of 
Education. 

* all expenditures on local public elementary and secondary education, excluding the state's 
contribution to school employee retirement fund payments 



PAYING FOR SCHOOLS 

EDUCATION IS A CONSTTTUTIONALLY 
MANDATED STATE RESPONSIBlWTY 

LEFT LARGELY TO LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS TO FINANCE IN 

MASSACHUSET7S 

Support of local public schools in 
Massachusetts (1974-1975)" 

63.9% local revenues 31.8% State revenues 
$1,304.2 million $649 million 

4.3% federal revenues 
$87.1 million 

*excluding state contribution t o  teacher's retirement fund 

SOURCE: Massachusetts Department of Education, End of 
Year Pupil a n d  Financial Report, School Year 
1974-75. 



HISTORY OF SCHOOL 
FINANCE REFORM 

Public school finance laws that make the quality of a 
child's education heavily dependent on local property 
wealth have been challenged in the courts more and more 
in recent years. Based on  provisions contained in its own 
constitution and the equal protection clause (14th Amend- 
ment) of the United States Constitution, the California 
Supreme Court opened a new front in the legal battle for 
school finance reform: 

In the first decision requiring equalization of 
educational expenditures, the California Supreme 
Court declared in Serrano vs. Priest (1971) that a 
child's education must depend on the wealth of 
the state a s  a whole and not on the wealth of his 
parents and neighbors. 

Two years later in a decision rendered by its state 
supreme court, New Jersey's method of financing 
public schools was found to  be in violation of a 
state constitutional requirement for a "thorough 
and efficient school system". (Cahill vs. Robinson, 
1973) 

Reaffirming this trend, in 1973 the United States 
Supreme Court held in Rodriquez vs. San 
Antonio Independent. School District that school 
finance reform was an issue to be settled either in 
state courts on  the basis of state constitutionai 
provisions or by state legislatures, and not by the 
federal courts on the basis of any provision of the 
United States Constitution. 

These decisions, and others similar to them, have 
prompted legislatures in Maine, Kansas, Florida, 
Minnesota, Connecticut, Illinois, Utah, New Jersey, New 
Mexico, and California to revise their systems of financing 
public schools. To  date, such reforms have achieved the 
following goals: 

-increased state financial support for public 
educatio~i: 

-reduced the reliance upon property taxes to 
pay for schools; 

-produced greater recognition of local ability to 
pay for schools and the varying needs of school 
children in the determination of the extent of 
the state's financial contribution to the cost of 
schools in different communities. 



The property tax burden is caused mostly by schools. 

STATE - LOCAL FINANCES 
Local governments in Massachusetts are creatures of the 

state. The powers and structures of all local governments, 
including school committees, are determined by the state 
constitution and state laws. In particular, state law grants 
local governments only one source of local revenues to, 
finance their activities: the local property tax. 

Local property tax revenues contributed approximately 
64% of the total cost of local public schools during the 
1974-75 school year. That amount represented roughly 56% 
of all local property tax revenues collected during that 
same year.* 

Source: Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation, Inc., 
Municipal Financial Data (1976). 
Massachusetts Department of Education, End of 
Year Pupil and Financial Report, School Year 
1974-75. 



DIFFERENCES IN 
PROPERTY WEALTH 

-LARGE VARIATIONS IN 
SCHOOL BUDGETS 

The amount of local property wealth subject to taxation 
varies widely among the Commonwealth's 351 municipali- 
ties. For example, the richest community in the state has 

In Massachusetts the almost 76 times the local taxable property wealth per person 
as does the poorest community. amounts spent on each 

child's education depends 
to a great extent on local Heavy reliance upon local property tax revenues to 

finance schools has led to large differences in local property tax resources 
which vary greatly between property tax rates in different communities. During the 

communities. 1974-75 school year, local school tax rates varied by 473%. 
It has also caused large differences in the amounts of local - 
tax revenues spent on school children living in different 
cities and towns. Such per pupil expenditures of local tax 
revenues varied by 365% among the 351 cities and towns 
during the 1973-74 school year. 

Highest property value per 
person is in Rowe: $366,238 

(Lowest property value per 
person is in Chelsea: $4,833) 

(RATIO: 76: 1) 

Educational expenditures per 
pupil range from: $2,372 in 
Mount Washington to $650 in 
Dunstable 

(RATIO): 3.5: 1) 

SOURCE: State Tax Commission's estimate of full market 
value of local property (1974), divided by the 
total population of the city or town according 
to the state census (1975). 

SOURCE: Total revenues from all sources (federal, state, 
and local revenues) expended on public school 
pupils in net average membership during 1973- 
74 school year. Figures drawn from Massachu- 
setts Department of Education, Per Pupil 
Expenditures and Financial Profile, 1973-74 



LOW STATE AID 
- HIGH LOCAL 

PROPERTY TAXES 
The major reason why Massachusetts relies s o  heavily 

upon the local property tax to finance schools is that the 
state contributes a relatively low share of the cost of 
education. The Commonwealth ranked 43rd among all 50 
states during 1974-75 in terms of the percentage of the 
total cost of public education assumed by the state. The 
local property tax is therefore compelled to provide most 
of the revenues to support what is constitutionally a state 
responsibility. The result is that Massachusetts has the 
highest local property taxes of all 50 states. 

Massachusetts has 
the highest local 
property taxes of all 
50 states. 



INEQUITABLE 
DISTRIBUTION OF 

PROPERTY TAX BURDEN 
Many poor cities and towns must tax themselves at a high 

rate to raise low to moderate levels of financial support for 
schools. Other wealthier communities with low tax rates 
are often able to spend far more on their school children. 
The results are a lack of equity in the provision of educa- 
tional services and unfair differences in local property 
tax burdens among the cities and towns as demonstrated 
in the following chart: 

TAX RATES AND EXPENDITURES IN 
SELECTED COMMUNITIES (1974-75) 

Equalized Local Local Revenue 
Property Value School Tax Expenditure 

per Child' Rate2 per Child3 

. . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  BOSTON $ 23,248. $32.99. $ 966.14 
OXFORD. . . . . . . .  23,545. . . . . . . .  .29.39. . . . . . .  .743.61 

..., ....... . . . . . .  FALL RIVER 27,025. .25.43 .929.79 
. . . . . .  SCITUATE 37,371.. . . . . . .  .20.88 . . . . . .  .850.19 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  MILTON 53,510. .19.08 1,473.58 
DOVER . . . . . . . . .  74,555. . . . . . . .  .17.83 . . . . .  1,588.23 

. . .  BROOKLINE 100,997. . . . . . . .  .18.11. . . . .  2,206.15 
DENNIS . . . . . . . .  188,351. . . . . . . . .  .7.47. . . . . .  1,431.55 

STATE 
AVERAGE $40,860 $22.92 $1,079.14 

Local full market property value subject to local 
taxation, as determined by the State Tax Com- 
mission, per school-attending child residing in the 
community and enrolled in a private or public school 
anywhere during the 1973-74 school year. 

2 Full market property value local school tax rate 
during 1974-75. 

Local revenues expended for schools for all purposes, 
minus state and federal grants, per pupil in net av- 
erage membership residing in the community and 
enrolled in its public schools during 1974-75. 



STATE AID FOR SCHOOLS: 
AN INADEQUATE 
SOLUTION FOR 

THESE PROBLEMS 
As mentioned before, the state contributed approxi- 

mately 32% of the dollars spent on public schools in 
Massachusetts during the 1974-75 school year, while 
programs of federal financial assistance provided another 
4%. 

In the nation a s  a whole, states accounted for about 40% 
of funds spent on public education while the federal govern- 
ment contributed just under 8%. State aid to education in 
Massachusetts does particularly little to reduce inequities in 
the distribution of educational services and local property 
tax burdens: 

1. The state's largest program of school aid provided 
under Chapter 70 accounted for more than half of all 
state aid for schools in 1974-75. It is the only state aid 
program which seriously attempts to  reduce these tax 
and educational inequities. Yet its impact has been 
greatly eroded by the fact that it has been fully funded 
only twice (in 1970 and 1971) since its enactment in its 
current form in 1966. 

Poorer communities tax 
themselves very heavily, yet 
often still raise less funds for 
schooling. 

Largest s ta te  school aid 
program has been fully 
funded only twice. 

2. Most other state aid programs d o  not compensate for 
the relative differences in local property tax wealth and 
tax rates in determining the amounts distributed to 
different communities. The result is often higher proper- 
ty tax rates and lower per pupil expenditures in poorer 
communities. 



State reimbursement funding 
causes up to a two year wait. 

Three programs compete for 
the same dollar. 

Our state has a grossly unjust 
distribution of the tax burden. 

3. To qualify for state aid, municipalities must first expend 
funds raised through local property taxes and then wait 
up to two years to be reimbursed by the state. It is thus 
the local property tax which initially bears most of the 
normal growth in school budgets as well as the provi- 
sion of new or expanded school programs, such as 
those special education services first mandated by the 
enactment of Chapter 766. 

4. State aid dollars for bilingual, special, and regular day 
program education are all drawn from a single lump-sum 
appropriation. There is an unfair and illogical competi- 
tion for the relatively inadequate amount made available 
for all three major state school aid programs. Thus, for 
every additional dollar distributed as aid for the costs of 
special and bilingual educational programs, there is one 
dollar less available as aid to regular education under 
Chapter 70. The result is that regular educational pro- 
gram services are under severe financial pressure as 
local property tax rates increase. 

5. The local property tax is compelled to provide a greater 
share of the total revenues to support what is constitu- 
tionally a state responsibility in Massachusetts than in 42 
other states. The property tax is perhaps the most re- 
gressive of all taxes, taking a larger share of the 
incomes of poorer families than of wealthier families. As 
a result: the Commonwealth has the highest local prop- 
erty taxes of all 50 states; there are great differences 
between communities in local property tax rates and the 
educational services offered school children; and there 
is a grossly unjust distribution of the tax burden of 
financing public schools. 



THE GOALS OF THE STATE 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
FOR SCHOOL FINANCE 

REFORM IN 
MASSACHUSETTS 

1 The state share of education costs should be increas- 
ed in a manner which decreases reliance on the local 
property tax for the financing of public schools. The 
result would be substantial relief of local property taxes 
and a more equitable distribution of the burden of 
financing schools among the state's citizens. 

2. The objective of increasing the state share of education 
costs should be the elimination of existing inequalities in 
the educational opportunities available to school 
children in different cities and towns. This could be 
accomplished in a reformed state aid program by 
encouraging greater equality in the amounts spent on 
each child's education through a "levelling-up" process. 
This would not prevent any community from spending 
more than other communities, providing it did so solely 
out of locally generated property tax revenues. 

3. State aid should be on a forward-funding basis rather 
than reimbursement. 

4. A substantial portion of the state aid provided for 
certain specific educational programs (occupational, 
special, and bilingual education) should be earmarked 
for the additional costs of those programs. The aid 
formula should include a recognition of the differences 
in cost involved in providing services in different types 
of educational programs. Additional state aid should be 
given those urban districts serving concentrations of 
students coming from low income families. 

5. Any equalizing aid formula should be fully funded to 
achieve the maximum amount of equity in state aid 
distribution and local property tax relief. 

6. The overall percentage of the state's share of school 
costs will be determined primarily by decisions on 
revenue-raising. The additional revenues required to 
increase state aid should be based on a mix of tax 
sources rather than on any single one. 

7. Any school finance reform legislation should be phased 
in gradually over several years, to ease the assumption 
by the state of an increased share of the total cost of 
public education. 

Eliminate the wc::; i i r  sral-:< 
aid ,funds. 

Ear.,maik jiln&, 43.. :;pi?,::c;.: 
,) z,-r, -. ,,.* progi.am.5 ui;d i i r ~  .. .- sd 1 r : 

disr ricts. 

Gurlrcntee fuil jui?<;'rjcncj. 

Mlx cif the tax sal~c.::es. 



Key features of the foundation 
plan are: 

Aid will go directly to school 
committees in cities, towns, 
and regional school districts to 
offset local school appro- 
priations. 

At least 70% of all state aid will 
haw to be spent only on those 
services most directly benefiting 
students. 

No community may ever 
receiw less aid in the future 
than it received from Chapter 
70, Special Education, Voca- 
tional Education, and Bilingual 
Education aid during FY 1977 
(a "saw-harmless" provision ). 

School aid would be on a 
current funding basis, not a 
reimbursement system, thus 
eliminating the present lag 
between local expenditures and 
ewntual state reimbursement. 

Commencing in FY 1981, cities, 
towns, and regional school 
districts must raise from local 
taxation an amount equal to 
the state awrage expenditure 
per pupil minus their state aid. 
This will insure that ewry child 
will haw access to an 
adequately funded education 
regardless of the local property 
wealth of that pupil's commun- 
ity of residence (required local 
effort provision). 

MANY FEATURES OF STATE 
BOARD'S BILL SAME AS 

THOSE IN BILLS OF OTHER 
GROUPS, INCLUDING THE 
LEGISLATURE'S SPECIAL 

COMMISSION ON UNEQUAL 
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 

The State Board of Education, the Massachusetts Tax- 
payers Foundation, the Massachusetts Teachers Associa- 
tion, and a number of Boston legislators have filed 
several comprehensive school finance reform bills in recent 
years. The State Legislature established a Special Commis- 
sion on Unequal Educational Opportunity to  study these 
bills and recommend a sound compromise. The State 
Board's new bill is almost exactly the same a s  that finally 
recommended by the Commission. 

The bill would replace the separate Chapter 70, Special 
Education, Vocational Education, and Bilingual Education 
aid programs with a single comprehensive state aid statute 
which would utilize an  equalizing foundation formula includ- 
ing a system of pupil weights to  determine the amount 
of state aid to  be received by each community. 

FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
The state will share varying portions of local school costs, 
depending upon more accurate measures of the ability of a 
city o r  town to pay for schools and the educational needs 
of its students. In the state a s  a whole (and in the com- 
munity of average wealth), the state will pay in FY 1978 
35% of the statewide average expenditure per pupil. 
This state share will increase by 5% annually to an eventual 
50% in FY 1981 and beyond. Local property taxes will 
support the remaining share, which will be 65% in FY 1978 
and decrease by 5% annually to  an eventual 50% by FY 
1981 and thereafter. The additional costs of providing 
special programs for students in bilingual education, special 
education, and vocational education in each community will 
also be recognized. Through a system of pupil weights, a 
pupil's time in each of these special programs will entitle a 
community to  additional state aid based on the average 
costs of such programs across the state. A small additional 
weight and thus more state aid will be given for low income 
students in recognition of the added cost of providing 
quality education to  such pupils. 



Detailed Summarv of 
Proposed School ~ h a n c e  

Reform Bill 

(1) Funding The exact amount of aid to be 
distributed will be subject to 

FY 1978 annual legislative appropria- 
and thereafter tion with no suggestions as to 

the intended size of that 
appropriation. A new, more 
equitable system of proration 
will be applied in case of 
underfunding. 

FY 1978 will be the first 
year of a single new compre- 
hensive aid formula replacing 
the four present separate aid 
formulas, phased-in at 35% 
"state share" during FY 1978 
and increasing to an eventual 
50% by FY 1981. 

(2) "Save-Harmless" NO city, town, or regional 
school district will ever 
receive in any subsequent 
fiscal year less state aid than 
it received in FY 1977 under 
the aid distributions to be 
replaced by this bill (i.e., 
Chapter 70, special educa- 
tion, bilingual education, and 
vocational education aid dis- 
tributions). 

(3) Phase-In Program The new aid program will be 
phased-in gradually over the 
course of 4 years, with the 
"state share" of the cost of 
education in these programs 
in the local school district 
of average wealth increasing 
from 35% to 50% in 5% 
annual increments. 

Thus: 

STATE 
YEAR SHARE 

FY 1978 35% 
FY 1979 40% 
FY 1980 45% 
FY 1981 50% 

In FY 1975, the state share 
of the totul cost of public 
elementary and secondary 
education in the 
Commonwealth was only 3i.8?& 



TOTAL AID 
ENTITLE- 

MENT = 

(4) NEW COMPREHENSIVE FORMULA 
(Effective FY 1978) 

- 
Equalized 
Property Wealth 

1.00 - (p) per Person (local) 

Equalized 
Property Wealth 
per Person (state) - 

(p = local support %) 

Statewide Average 
Expenditure per 
Weighted Full Time 
Equivalent Pupil 

where: Fiscal Ability Index Total "pupil need" "X" dollars 
measuring each measured by the adjusted 

(1.00 - p) = state share: community's relative sum of full time equi- annually. 
FY 1978 = 35% ability to pay for valent pupils, 

FY 1979 = 40% school costs weighted by 
FY 1980 = 45% program, enrolled 

FY 1981 = 50% in a community's 
public schools 

(5 ) Pupil Weights (i.e., weightings assigned to 
full time equivalent pupils according to 
the programs in which they are enrolled): 
Some kids cost more to educate than others. 
"Pupil weights" are measures of the costs of 
educating different types of students. 

a) Regular day program ............... 1.0 
b) Bilingual transitional 

education ...................... -1.4 
c) Special education .................. 2.5 

- regular day programs 
with modifications 

- regular day program 
with up to 25% time 
out 

- regular day program 
with up to 60% time 
out 

.................. d) Special education 3.5 
- substantially 

separate special needs 
program 

e) Special education .................. 5.0 
- special needs day program 

f )  Special education .................. 6.0 
- special needs 

residential program 
g) Specific vocational ................. 2.0 

education program 
h) Career development. ............... 1.4 

program 
i)  Career awareness .................. 1.1 

program 
j) Low income pupils (as .2 

defined in Title I of 
the federal Elementary 
and Secondary Education 
Act) are assigned another 
additional weight aside 
from that they receive based 
on the programs in which 
they are enrolled. 



(6) New Proration Mechanism 

Under the present structure of state aid, a single 
appropriation contains the total amount of revenues 
available for distribution as  aid to special education, 
bilingual education, and regular education (i.e., Chapter 
70). The first two aid programs have "first call" on the total 
amount of revenues available each year in the total appro- 
priation. The amounts remaining after these two programs 
are funded have in all but two years since 1966 been insuf- 
insufficient to fully fund state aid entitlements under 
Chapter 70. 

At present, Section 18A of Chapter 58 requires a "flat" 
proration of Chapter 70 state aid entitlements in the event 
of underfunding. In other words, if total funds available for 
distribution come out to only 80% of the total Chapter 70 
aid entitlements computed according to the formula, each 
city or town receives 80% of its computed aid entitlement. 
In the case of an aid formula like Chapter 70 that attempts 
to equalize aid by recognizing differences in local fiscal 
ability to pay for school costs (i.e., local property wealth), 
aid entitlements for poorer communities are generally 
greater than those for richer cities and towns. It is for this 
reason that across-the-board proration of aid entitlements 
causes poorer communities to lose larger amounts of 
dollars in state aid entitlements than wealthier ones, as 
shown in the example on the following page. 

The impact of the resulant underfunding of Chapter 70 has 
therefore fallen inequitably, with the greatest aid dollar 
losses being experienced by poorer communities. Should 
the state share of the cost of education increase during the 
course of a phase-in of any new aid equalization formula, 
underfunding of the larger aid entitlements that would be 
computed for poorer communities would mean even 
greater aid dollar losses for those same communities, 
thereby contradicting the presumed goal of any reform - 

greater equity in the distribution of state aid to education. 

The most equitable way to distribute the burden of 
possible underfunding would be to adjust the local support 
percentage (i.e, "p" in the formula outlined on the previous 
page) and thereby the state share of the cost of education 
as well. If underfunding occurs, the current bill proposes 
the mathematical computation of a new higher local sup- 
port percentage and thus a new state share somewhat 
lower than would be called for under a fully-funded formula 
which, after the application of the "save-harmless" pro- 
vision, would produce a total of aid entitlements for all 
districts exactly equal to the total funds appropriated for 
distribution as aid. That percentage would be mathema- 



School 

Aid 

Entitlement 

(6) New Proration Mechanism (con't) 

tically determined, and there would be one and only one 
such percentage for each given level of funding. The result 
would be that the burden of such underfunding would be 
distributed in a more equitable way, with those wealthier 
communities better able to support schools from local 
property tax dollars losing more aid dollars than would 
poorer communities - the exact reverse of the 
present system. 

EXAMPLE: Proration at 
85% Underfunding 
of Aid Entitlements 
Under New Formula 

Fully Funded 
New Proration - - - - 
@ 85% Funding 
Present Proration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
@ 85% Funding 

Poor Communities Wealthy Communities 

FISCAL ABILITY INDEX 
MEASURING COMMUNITY WEALTH 



EXAMPLE: 3 towns all having spent $1000 per pupil might have the 
following aid entitlements under an equalizing state 
aid formula: 

FULLY 85% FUNDING: 85% FUNDING: 
FUNDED PRESENT NEW 

PRORATION PRORATION 

1. poor town with a 
fiscal ability = 0.4 $800/pupiI $68O/pupil $77fi/pupii 

($120 loss) ($30 loss) 

2. average town with a $5OO/pupil $425/pupil $425/pupil 
fiscal ability = 1.0 ($75 loss) ($75 loss) 

3. wealthy town with a $20O/pupil $17O/pupil $8O/pupil 
fiscal ability = 1.6 ($30 loss) ($120 loss) 

Under the present proration system, the burden of underfunding of educational aid falls most 
heavily on the poorer cities and towns. The new proration system suggested in this bill 
would eliminate that inequity. 

(7) All aid will go directly to cities, towns, and regional 
school districts to  offset local school appropriations 

(8) School aid will be on a "current-funding" basis 
instead of the present reimbursement system, thus 
eliminating what is now up to a two year lag between 
local expenditures and eventual state reimbursement. 

(9) Cities, towns, and regional school distiicts choosing 
to receive their full state aid entitlements will have to 
raise from local taxation an amount equal to the state 
average expenditure per pupil minus their state aid 
entitlement. If a city, town, or regional school district 
does not choose to raise sufficient revenue from local 
taxation to meet their share as  called for, their state 
aid will be reduced by multiplying their state aid 
entitlement by the following fraction: the total amount 
of local revenues actually raised divided by the total 
amount of local revenues required as the minimum 
tax effort under this bill. This provision would not 
take effect until FY 1981 when the state will finally 
have assumed 50% of the cost of these programs in 
the comrr~unity of average wealth. 



(10) A 70% "earmarking provision" for state aid will 
ensure that no less than 70% of the aid received for 
each type of educational program will be expended 
for instructional services, attendance services, and 
health services in each program. Thus, a t  least 704 of 
every $1.00 in state aid will have to be spent on those 
services most directly benefiting pupils in each 
program. 

(11) The bill's enactment will eliminate the "expenditure- 
driven" nature of the four current aid programs and 
as  a consequence should slow down the present high 
rate of growth in educational expenditures. The 
indirect long-term result should be a lower total cost 
to  the state and local communities than would 
otherwise occur if the present "expenditure-driven" 
aid programs, which promise more aid to those who 
spend more, were t o  remain unchanged. 

(12) The reform will change the measure of local wealth - 

that is of a community's ability to  pay for its schools - 
utilized in the aid formula from equalized property 
wealth per pupil, a s  in Chapter 70, to  equalized 
property wealth per person. This will provide a fairer 
recognition of the total burden placed upon local tax 
revenues by both educational and non-educational 
municipal services, particularly in older urban areas. 



mbe Comnotrttleartlj of WmWtbS' 
IN THE YEAR ONE THOUSAND NINE HIJNDRED SEVENTY SEVEN 

AN ACT 
Revising the formula for state aid to 
the public schools in the 
Commonwealth. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives in General Court assembl- 
ed, and by the authority of the same, as  
follows: 

SECTION 1. Chapter fifty-eight of the 
General Laws is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out section 18A and inserting in place 
thereof the following: 

Section 18A. (a) The state treasurer 
shall, subject to appropriation and upon 
certification of the commission, annually 
distribute from the General Fund to the 
several cities, towns, and regional school 
districts for the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventy- 
seven, not less than the amount of four 
hundred and fifty-two million dollars 
increased by a percentage equal to the 

percentage, a s  determined by the commis- 
sion, by which the net sums received under 
chapters sixty-four H and sixty-four I for 
the last completed fiscal year, if the rate of 
tax is said last completed fiscal year had 
been three percent for the entire year and 
the applicability of the tax had been the 
same as that of January first, nineteen 
hundred and seventy-five, exceeded such 
net sums for the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventy- 
four. "Net sums", as  used in this subsec- 
tion, shall mean the total sums.received 
under or by reason of such chapters as  ex- 
cises, interest thereon, fees, penalties, for- 
feitures, costs of suits or fines, less all 
amounts refunded under said chapters, to- 
gether with any interest or costs paid on 
account of such refunds. 

In the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, 



nineteen hundred and seventy-eight and 
thereafter, the amounts distributed annual- 
ly shall be subject to appropriation. . (b) The amount determined under subsec- 
tion (a) shall be distributed on the 
following basis and in the order named on 
or before the dates specified, to the extent 
that sufficient funds are available on such 
dates, during the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventy- 
seven: 

(1) On or before November twentieth, 
reimbursement for the special education 
programs required to be paid by the 
commonwealth under chapters seventy-one 
A and seventy-one B; (2) From time to time 
as determined by the commission, the 
school aid required to be distributed under 
chapter seventy upon certification of the 
comptroller and the commission, but not 
less than approximately twenty-five per- 
cent thereof on or before the last day of 
each calendar quarter; and (3) From time to 
time as determined by the commission, the 
balance, if any, after providing for the pay- 
ments required by paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
this subsection, 'shall be distributed to the 
cities and towns in the proportion which 
the amount distributed to the cities and 
towns under paragraph (2) bears to the total 
amount distributed under said paragraph; 
but not less than approximately fifty per- 
cent thereof on or before June thirtieth. 

If upon any date of distribution, in the 
fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen 
hundred and seventy-seven, the amounts 
designated in this subsection are insuffi- 
cient to make the full distributions required 
by any paragraph of this subsection, the 
distributions thereunder shall be the 
amount otherwise due to each city or town 
under said paragraph multiplied by a frac- 
tion, the numerator of which shall be the 
amount remaining of the revenues desig- 
nated under this subsection and the de- 
nominator of which shall be the total 
amount otherwise due to the several cities 
and towns under said paragraph. 

(c) Commencing with the fiscal year 
ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred 
and seventy-eight, and continuing in every 
fiscal year thereafter, the state treasurer, 
upon certification of the commission, shall, 
subject to appropriation, annually distri- 
bute to the several cities, towns, and re- 
gional school districts the full amount re- 
quired to be distributed under chapter 

seventy, provided that not less than one 
quarter thereof shall be paid on or before 
August fifteenth, and not less than one 
quarter thereof shall be paid on or before 
December fifteenth. A third payment shall 
be made on or before April fifteenth and 
such payment, together with the payments 
previously made, shall equal seventy-five 
percent of the amount required to be distri- 
buted. The balance thereof shall be paid on 
or before June fifteenth. 

If upon any date of distribution in said 
fiscal years the amount appropriated for 
distribution is insufficient to make the full 
distributions as  required under the provi- 
sions of chapter seventy which become ef- 
fective on July first, nineteen hundred and 
seventy-seven, the provisions of section 
eleven of said chapter seventy shall be ap-, 
plied in determining actual distributions to 
the several cities, towns, and regional 
school districts. 

(d) The amounts distributable or distri- 
buted to the cities, towns, and regional 
school districts under this section shall be 
subject to verification, correction, and ad- 
justment by the commission in the event of 
any error or ommission in their determina- 
tion. Any adjustment which reduces or in- 
creases the amount to which a city, town, 
or regional school district is entitled shall 
be taken into account in the distribution to 
be paid to such city, town, or regional 
school district as soon as may be after 
June thirtieth of the fiscal year succeeding 
the one to which it relates. Amounts distri- 
buted or changed on account of such ad- 
justments in any succeeding fiscal year 
shall have priority over all other amounts 
distributable in such year. 
SECTION 2. The General Laws are 

hereby amended by striking out chapter 
seventy and inserting in place thereof the 
following chapter: 

Chapter 70 
SCHOOL FUNDS AND STATE AID FOR 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Section 1. The purpose of the financial 
assistance provided by this chapter shall 
be to promote the equalization of education- 
al opportunity in the public schools of the 
commonwealth, to provide relief for local 
property taxes, and to promote the equali- 



zation of the burden of the cost of school 
support to the respective cities, towns, and 
regional school districts. Assistance pro- 
vided under this chapter shall be designat- 
ed a s  school aid. 

Section 2. When used in this chapter 
the following words shall have the 
following meanings: 

"Commissioner", the commissioner of 
education. 
"Equalized valuation per person in a city 
or town", 

the equalized valuation of all property in a 
city or town subject to local taxation, as  
most recently reported by the state tax 
commission to the General Court under 
section ten C of chapter fifty-eight, divided 
by the number of persons who reside in 
such city or town. I n  the case of a regional 
school district, the equalized valuation per 
person shall be determined in the following 
manner: first, the equalized valuation per 
person of each member municipality in the 
regional school district shall be multiplied 
by the percentage of all pupils enrolled in 
the regional school district who are resi- 
dents of that  municipality; and second, the 
equalized valuations per person in all the 
member municipalities as  so modified shall 
be summed. For the purposes of this chap- 
ter, the schools maintained by the counties 
of Bristol, Essex, and Norfolk shall be 
deemed to be regional school districts; in 
addition, independent vocational schools 
under the jurisdiction of a board of local 
trustees for vocational education shall be 
assigned the equalized valuation per person 
of the city or town in which they are 
located. 

"Equalized valuation per person in the 
commonwealth", the equalized valuation of 
all property in the commonwealth subject 
to local taxation, as most recently reported 
by the state tax commission to the General 
Court under the provisions of section ten C 
of chapter fifty-eight, divided by the num- 
ber of persons who reside in the common- 
wealth. 

"Full-time equivalent pupil", the compu- 
tational unit used for the purpose of deter- 
mining the number of pupils enrolled in a 
city, town, regional school district, or inde- 
pendent vocational school in each of the 
programs hereinafter described in the defi- 
nition of "weighted full-time equivalent 
pupil." Such unit shall be computed as  
follows: 

(1) a pupil enrolled full-time in only one 
such program shall be counted a s  one full- 
time equivalent pupil in that program; pro- 
vided that  a pupil enrolled a t  the kinder- 
garten level shall be counted a s  one-half of 
a full-time equivalent pupil in  the program 
in which such pupil is enrolled; (2) a pupil 
enrolled separately in  two or more said pro- 
grams shall be counted a s  a fraction of a 
full-time equivalent pupil in each program 
with each such traction equal to the num- 
ber of hours the pupil spends in each pro- 
gram divided by the total number of hours 
the pupil spends in all programs; (3) a pupil 
enrolled in two or more said programs 
which are carried on simultaneously and 
are tltiezefore consolidated into one program 
shall be counted as  one full-time equivalent 
pupil in  that  one of the programs in which 
the pupil is enrolled which has  the highest 
pupil weight, a s  hereinafter provided in t,he 
Jefinition of weighted full-time equilvalent 
pupil; and (4) a pupil enrolled in a program 
*2f more than one hundred and eighty-five 
ii..ys duration shall be counted as one full- 
time equivalent pupil plus a fraction of one 
f~zll-time equivalent pupil in that  program, 
with such fraction equal to the number of 
days in excess of one hundred and eighty 
divided by one hundred and eighty. 'The 
commissioner may, by regulation, further 
define the computation of "full-time eqniva- 
lent pupil" as  he  deems advisable. 

"Weighted full-time equivalent pupil ", :I 

full-time equivalent pupil enrolled in any 
regular day, special education, vocational 
education, or bilingual education progranl, 
or in a program of auxiliary services for 
the disadvantaged, multiplied by the pupil 
weight cost factor for the program or pro- 
grams in which the pupil is enrolled, a s  set 
forth below: (1) "Regular day programs" are 
all public school day programs not defined 
as special, vocational, or bilingual. Fuli- 
time equivalent pupils in regular day pro- 
grams shall be assigned a pupil weight of 
1.0; (2) A full-time equivalent pupil enrolleci 
in a bilingual program in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter seventy-one A 
and the regulations promulgated there-. 
under shall be assigned a pupil weighf of 
1.4; (3) A full-time equivalent pupil enrol i~d 
i n  a "regular education program with modi- 
fications", a "regular education prograin 
with no more than 25% time out", or a "r~:g- 
ular education program with no more than 
60% time out" as defined in the regulations 



for children with special needs promulgated 
under chapter seventy-one B shall be as- 
signed a pupil weight of 2.5; (4) A full-time 
equivalent pupil enrolled in a "substan- 
tially separate program" as  defined in the 
regulations for children with special needs 
promulgated under chapter seventy-one B 
shall be assigned a pupil weight of 3.5; (5) 
A full-time equivalent pupil enrolled in a 
"day program" as  defined in the regula- 
tions for children with special needs pro- 
mulgated under chapter seventy-one B 
shall be assigned a pupil weight of 5.0; (6) 
A full time equivalent pupil enrolled in a 
"residential program" as defined in the 
regulations for children with special needs 
promulgated under chapter seventy-one B 
shall be assigned a pupil weight of 6.0; (7) 
A full-time equivalent pupil enrolled in a 
"vocational education program" as  defined 
in chapter seventy-four and the regulations 
promulgated thereunder shall be assigned a 
pupil weight of 2.0; (8) A full-time equiva- 
lent pupil enrolled in a "career development 
program" to be defined by the board of edu- 
cation shall be assigned a pupil weight of 
1.4; (9) A full-time equivalent pupil enrolled 
in a "career awareness program" to be de- 
fined by the board of education shall be as- 
signed a pupil weight of 1.1; (10) A pupil 
whose family income is below the poverty 
level as  defined in Title I of the federal 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965, a s  amended, shall be assigned an  
additional .2 full-time equivalent pupil 
weight for auxiliary services for education- 
ally disadvantaged pupils in addition to 
being counted in the regular day, special, 
vocational, or bilingual program in which 
the pupil may be served. Such auxiliary 
services shall seek to enable educationally 
disadvantaged pupils to fully benefit from 
regular day, special, vocational, and bi- 
lingual programs. Approval criteria for 
auxiliary services for such educationally 
disadvantaged pupils shall be established 
by the board of education. The board of 
education shall also bienniaily recommend 
to the General Court appropriate revisions 
and adjustments to said pupil weights. 

"Sum of weighted full-time equivalent 
pupils" in a city, town, regional school 
district, or independent vocational school 
shall be the total number of weighted full- 
time equivalent pupils in each program 
defined in section two in schools under the 
jurisdiction of a regional school district 

committee, the school committee of a city 
or town, or a board of local trustees for vo- 
cational education, as  the case may be,and 
the totals so derived for each program then 
added together to produce a single sum for 
all said programs in each city, town, re- 
gional school district, or independent voca- 
tional school; provided, however, that any 
full-time equivalent pupils residing in a city 
or town who are receiving education in the 
schools of another city, town, regional 
school district, or independent vocational 
school on a tuition basis shall be deemed to 
be full-time equivalent pupils of their city 
or town of residence. 

"Persons who reside in a city or town", 
the population of the city or town as enu- 
merated in the most recent official state 
census conducted by the state secretary. 

"Pupil", a person who is educated a t  the 
expense of a city, town, or regional school 
district. 

"School aid percentage" for each city, 
town, regional school district, and inde- 
pendent vocational school, the amount by 
which one hundred percent exceeds the pro- 
duct, to the nearest tenth of one percent, of 
the local support percentage, as hereinafter 
defined, times the valuation percentage. 

"Local support percentage" shall, except 
as  provided in section eleven, be sixty-five 
percent for the entitlements to be distribut- 
ed in the fiscal year nineteen hundred and 
seventy-eight, sixty percent for the entitle- 
ments to be distributed in the fiscal year 
nineteen hundred and seventy nine, fifty- 
five percent for the entitlements to be disti- 
buted in the fiscal year nineteen hundred 
and eighty, and fifty percent for the entitle- 
ments to be distributed in the fiscal year 
nineteen hundred and eighty-one and in 
every fiscal year thereafter. 

"Total expenditures for all pupils in a 
city, town, regional school district, or inde- 
pendent vocational school", the total 
amount expended by such city, town, re- 
gional school district, or independent voca- 
tional school during the previous fiscal 
year for the support of public schools ex- 
clusive of expenditures for transportation, 
for food for school food services programs, 
and for capital outlays, after deducting 
therefrom any receipts for tuition, reciepts 
from the federal government, the proceeds 
of any invested funds, and grants, gifts, 
and receipts from any other sources, to the 
extent that such receipts are applicable to 



such expenditures; provided, however, that 
amounts received by a city, town, regional 
school district, or independent vocational 
school under this chapter a s  school aid 
shall not be so deducted. The commissioner 
of education may, by regulation, further de- 
fine the expenditures and receipts that may 
be included hereunder. 

"Valuation percentage of a city, town, 
regional school district, or independent 
vocational school7', the proportion to the 
nearest tenth of one percent which the 
equalized valuation per person in a city, 
town, regional school distiict, or inde- 
pendent vocational school bears to the 
equalized valuation per person in the 
commonwealth. 

"Average expense per pupil" in the 
commonwealth shall mean the sum of the 
total expenditures for all pupils in all cities, 
towns, regional school districts, and inde- 
pendent vocational schools in the common- 
wealth during a given fiscal year, a s  
defined in section two, divided by the total 
of the sums of weighted full time equiva- 
lent pupils in all cities, towns, regional 
school districts, and independent vocation- 
al schools in the commonwealth during a 
given school year, provided that the addi- 
tional weight assigned to pupils whose 
family income is below the poverty level as  
provided in the paragraph following clause 
(10) in the definition of weighted full-time 
equivalent pupil in section two shall not be 
included in said number of weighted full- 
time equivalent pupils. 

Section 3. The amount of school aid to 
be paid each city, town, regional school 
district, and independent vocational school 
shall be determined by multiplying toge- 
ther the following factors: (1) the school aid 
percentage for each city, town, regional 
school district, or independent vocational 
school, (2) the average expense per pupil in 
the commonwealth for the previous fiscal 
year, and (3) the sum of the weighted full- 
time equivalent pupils in the city, town, 
regional school district, or independent 
vocational school for the school year du- 
ring which aid under this chapter is to be 
paid. 

Section 4. The cities, towns, regional 
school districts, and independent voca- 
tional schools shall report to the commis- 
sioner in such form and as  of such dates a s  
the commissioner may require the informa- 

tion necessary to compute the amount of 
state aid to be paid under this chapter. The 
information required by this report shall be 
subject to approval, verification, and ad- 
justment, and any adjustment which re- 
duces or increases a s  the case may be, the 
school aid to which a city, town, regional 
school district, or independent vocational 
school is entitled shall be taken into ac- 
count in the school aid to be pait1 to such 
city, town, regional d ~ s t ~ ~ c t ,  or independent 
vocational sc l i~ol  as  sdclr, as mny be after 
the adjustment is maae aild certified to the 
comptroller and the state tax ct,mmission. 
The commissioner may request such other 
reports as  he deems f i r  c,rssary in order to 
carry out the purposes of this section. 

Section 5. The comnlissioner shall 
certify to the comptroller and to the state 
tax commissiol~ no later than December 
thirty-first prior to the fiscal year in which 
the aid is to  be p ~ i d  the estimated amount 
of school aid tit f ~ e  paid each city, town, 
regional school ,i:strict, and independent 
vocational schocj LZcfore the final distribu- 
tions are made under the provisions of sec- 
tion eighteen A of chapter fifty-eight, the 
commissioner shail make a final certifica- 
tion to the comptroller and to the state tax 
commissioner of the full amount due the 
cities, towns, regional school districts, and 
independent vocational schools. 

Section 6. The aid to paid to any city, 
town, regional school district, or indepen- 
dent vocational sciiool under this chapter 
shall not be less than the amount paid by 
the commonwealth to said city, town, re- 
gional school district, or independent voca- 
tional school during the fiscal year ending 
June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seven- 
ty-seven as  school aid under this chapter, 
plus any grants and reimbursements paid 
in such year for bilingual and vocational 
education under the provisions of chapters 
seventy-one A and seventy-four, and for 
special education under the provisions of 
section thirteen of chapter seventy-one B, 
excluding therefrom reimbursements for 
expenditures incurred in the transportation 
of pupils. In determining the amounts paid 
by the commonwealth in the fiscal year 
ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred 
and seventy-seven, the amount of school 
aid paid under this chapter to cities and 
towns which were members of regionai 
school, districts other than regional voca- 
tional school districts during said year 



shall be deemed to have been paid to their 
respective regional school districts in the 
same proportion as the current operating 
assessments levied by each regional school 
district upon each such member city or 
town during said fiscal year bear to the 
total current operating expenditures for all 
pupils in each such city or town as defined 
in section two during the fiscal year ending 
June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seven- 
ty-seven. The amount of aid so computed 
shall be deducted from the amount deemed 
to have been paid by the commonwealth to 
such member cities and towns under this 
chapter during the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventy- 
seven. 

Section 7. A city or town shall raise as  
a minimum, from local taxation, a n  
amount equal to the product of the follow- 
ing factors: (I) the "average expense per 
pupil" in the commonwealth for the pre- 
vious year minus the state aid per weighted 
full-time equivalent pupil received by said 
city or town under this chapter in the cur- 
rent year, and (2) the "sum of weighted full- 
time equivalent pupils" in the city, town, or 
independent vocational school during the 
immediately preceding school year. If the city 
or town fails to raise such an  amount, the 
commissioner shall certify to the treasurer 
an amount equal to the state aid to be paid 
under this chapter multiplied by a fraction, 
the numerator of which is the actual 
amount raised and the denominator of 
which is the required amount set forth 
above. 

A regional district school committee shall 
include in its annual budget, before any de- 
ductions are made therefrom, on account of 
the amounts received under this chapter, 
an  amount a t  least equal to the prodiict of 
the following factors: (I) the "average ex- 
pense per pupil" in the commonwealth for 
the previous fiscal year, minus the state aid 
per weighted full-t~me equivalent pupil due 
under this chapter in the current year. and 
(2) the "sum of weighted full-time equiva- 
lent pupils" in the regional school district 
during the immediately preceding school 
year. If the regional school district fails to 
include such an  amount in its budget, the 
commissioner shall certify to the treasurer 
an  amount, equal to the state aid to be paid 
under this chapter, multiplied by a fraction, 
the numerator of which is the actual 
amount in the regional school district 

budget and the denominator of which is 
the required amount set forth above. The 
provisions of section seven of this chapter 
shall not apply to any city, town, regional 
school district, or independent vocational 
school which receives aid under the 
provisions of section six. 

The provisions of this section shall apply 
only to the computation of aid entitlements 
and the distribution of said entitlements 
commencing with the aid distributed dur- 
ing the fiscal year ending on June thirtieth, 
nineteen hundred and eighty-one and con- 
tinuing in every fiscal year thereafter. 

Section 8. Notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of law to the contrary, the school aid 
paid to a city, town, or regional school 
district, or independent vocational school 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
chapter shall be deposited with the treas- 
urer of the city, town, or regional school 
district, and shall be expended by the 
school committee or board of local trustees 
for vocational education for current operat- 
ing costs during the fiscal year in which 
payments are so made. The amount which 
is deposited in the case of a city, town, or 
independent vocational school shall he 
used as  an  offset against the total appropri- 
ation which a city or town is required to 
make under the provisions of section thirty- 
four of chapter seventy-one. The amount 
which is so deposited in the case of a re- 
gional school district shall be deducted 
from the total budget of the regional school 
district before the assessments are levied 
upon the member municipalities under sec- 
tion sixteen B of chapter seventy-one. The 
commissioner shall determine the portions 
of the state aid received by each city, town, 
regional school district, or independent 
vocational school which are allocated on 
account of the total number of weighted 
full-time equivalent pupils reported for each 
program listed in section two. Not less than 
seventy percent of the aforesaid state aid 
portions so determined for each said pro- 
gram and received by each city, town, re- 
gional school district, or independent voca- 
tional school under this chapter shall he 
expended for instructional services, attend- 
ance services, and health services in each 
program listed in section two in which full- 
time equivalent pupils were reported by the 
city, town, regional school district, or inde- 
pendent vocational school during said 
fiscal year. 



Section 9. The present school fund of 
the commonwealth, known as the Massa- 
chusetts School Fund, with future addi- 
tions shall continue to constitute a perma- 
nent fund. The commissioner of education 
and the state treasurer shall continue to be 
commissioners to invest and manage said 
fund, and they shall report annually the 
condition and income thereof. All invest- 
ments shall be made with the approval of 
the governor and council. The annual in- 
come thereof shall be paid to the several 
cities, towns, and regional school districts 
under the provisions of section eighteen A 
of chapter fifty-eight, as part of the school 
aid required under this chapter. 

Section 10. The income of the Todd 
Fund shall be paid to the board of trustees 
of state colleges, and applied by it to 
specific objects, in connection with the 
eta+ colleges, not provided by appropria- 
tion. 

Section 11. If in any fiscal year, com- 
mencing with the fiscal year nineteen hun- 
dred and seventy-eight, there are insuf- 
ficient funds available for distribution 
under section eighteen A of chapter fifty- 
eight to pay the entitlements as computed 
under this chapter, the entitlements for 
every city, town, regional school district, 
and independent vocational school 
shall be recomputed by modifying the local 
support percentage, to the nearest tenth of 
one percent, which percentage shall be the 
same for every city, town, regional school 
district, and independent vocational school, 
so that the total entitlements as so recom- 
puted shall be equal, so far as practical, to 
the amounts actually available for distribu- 
tion under said section eighteen A after 
deducting the amounts to be paid under the 
provisions of section six. 

SECTION 3. Reimbursements as pro- 
vided for in chapter seventy-one A of the 
General Laws are hereby terminated, 
except reimbursements for expenditures 
incurred for the transportation of pupils 
enrolled in any programs provided for in 
said chapter; provided, however, that the 
reimbursements which are thereby termi- 
nated shall hereafter be made in accord- 
ance with the provisions of chapter seventy 
of the General Laws as appearing in sec- 
tion two of this act. 

SECTION 4. Reimbursements as pro- 
vided for in section thirteen of chapter 
menby-one B of the General Laws and 

payments provided therefor under section 
fourteen of said chapter, except reimburse- 
ments for expenditures incurred for the 
transportation of pupils enrolled in any 
programs provided for in said chapter, are 
hereby terminated; provided, however, that 
the reimbursements which are thereby ter- 
minated shall hereafter be made in accord- 
ance with the provisions of chapter seventy 
of the General Laws as appearing in sec- 
tion two of this ad .  
SECTION 5. Reimbursements as pro- 
vided for in sections nine, ten, eleven, and 
twelve of chapter seventy-four of the Gen- 
eral Laws are hereby terminated; provided, 
however, that the reimbursements which 
are thereby terminated shall hereafter be 
made in accordance with the provisions of 
chapter seventy of the General Laws as 
appearing in section two of this act. 

SECTION 6. Section one shall take 
effect upon passage of this ad .  Sections 
two to five, inclusive, shall take effect on 
July first, nineteen hundred and seventy- 
seven, and shall apply to distributions to 
be made in the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventy- 
eight and in every fiscal year thereafter. 
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