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SPECIAL COMMISSION ON

UNEQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

INTERIM REPORT

I. Introductory Abstract

Background:

The Special Commission on Unequal Educational Opportunity

was established under Chapter 157 of the Resolves of 1973.

The Commission was charged with the obligation to investigate

the "existence and extent of unequal educational opportunity and

services in the commonwealth" and to recommend "ways and means to

increase and provide equal educational opportunity therein." This

charge, only partially fulfilled at this writing, focuses on one

of the foremost constitutitional issues affected by state govern-

ments. As the Commission's work to date indicates, Massachusetts,

like most states, faces a number of critical policy issues in this

important area.

Public education has occupied a special place in the history

of the Commonwealth. Not only is a Massachusetts son, Horace Mann,

frequently designated as the "father of public schooling in America"

but Massachusetts has grappled with nearly all the aspirations and

pitfalls of public education is formally recognized by the state

constitutional provision to "cherish the interests of literature and

the sciences" by, among other things, "spreading the opportunities

and advantages of education." (Chapter V, Section II)
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Public education, in short, has been viewed as a fundamental
responsibility of the Commonwealth. This view of education as a

state obligation coincides with Interpretations of the United

States Supreme Court, particularly In the obligation to provide all

citizens-to-be with an equal educational opportunity. In the historic
W-er**'

Brown v. board of Education decision In Chief Justice,,wrote for

the unanimous Court, "Today, education Is perhaps the most Important

function of state and local Governments."^
The Brown decision not only affirmed the requirement of universal

schooling, but placed the highest Court on record In support of equal

rights in the educational sphere. This stand has been solidified

over the years by a series of court decisions state and federal
as well as legislation designed to en hance equal educational

opportunity. In the process, the burden of responsibility for

achieving equal opportunity In schools has shifted in large part
to state legislatures, particularly In the area of school finance

reform. In 1973, the Supreme Court abandoned Its recent activist
2trend In the Kodrlguez decision. By a 5-A majority, the Court

ruled that Inequities In the fiscal resources available for school

expenditures based on variations In the local tax base did not

constitutes violation of Fourteenth Amendment rights. Although

the Court lamented "unfair" financing schemes, they charged individual
state legislatures with the responsibility to correct existing

Inequities.

Defining Equal Educational Opportunity:

In this context, the Commission's first task Is to define "equal

educational opportunity" a term which has Incited considerable
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political controversy and analytical disagreement. In Its review

of written material relating to this subject, the Commission has

Identified three basic elements of equal educational opportunity.

Each focuses attention on distinct policy areas, although all three

are frequently considered In combination. The three principles of

equal opportunity are as follows:

i 1) Equal Resources: The principle of equal resources
begins with the constitutional doctrine of "fiscal
neutrality" pronounced In Serrano v. Priest (1971)3
namely that the quality of an Individual's education may
not be a function of wealth, other than the wealth of the
state as a whole. From this premise, one can expand the
notion of equality to argue that equal resources ought to
be available for each child's education. A more common
conclusion, and one that increasingly Is becoming the
guiding principle of state reforms, is that equal dollars
do not guarantee an equal educational opportunity. Instead,
the distribution of school resources should take into
account variations in the educatloanal need of different
Identifiable types of students, reflected In differences
in program costs. Equalization of school resources
according to need focuses concern on the financing of
public schools, and thus on school finance reform -- the
primary object of Commission study to date.

2) Equal Involvement In Quality Educational Services:
Moving beyond the Issue of educational resources, this
principle bears on the quality of educational services
available to each pupil and the appropriateness of those
services to each pupil's needs and capacities. At its
core, the principle of equal Involvement reflects the
social aim of enabling each pupil to develop his or her
talents and potential to the fullest degree possible. A
less tangible principle than equal resources, equal
Involvement focuses on basic educational standards, on
pupil performance In class, on equal access to meaning-
ful learning experiences. It ranges from a finite concern
for universal mastery of essential skills, to a broad
determination of the "benefits" pupils receive from
their learning encounters.

Although the relationship between equal resources
and equal Involvement has been difficult to establish
beyond questioning In social science research, the two
are, at the very least, conceptually related. Equal
resources can be seen as a necessary. though not suffi-
cient step toward achieving full equal educational opportu-
nity. It Is also, as a number of state courts have
ruled, a principle which can be Justified as an end In
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Itself. As a consequence, the Commission has, to date,
concentrated primarily on school finance reform, touching
on equal Involvement concerns only insofar as they relate
to equal resources. Further examination of the quality
of public schooling in Massachusetts is, in the Commission's
view, crucial, if full equal educational opportunity is to
be realized in Massachusetts

3).. Equal Outcomes or Results: This last principle draws
on assumptions implicit in much of the concern for equal
educational opportunity, and focuses on the school's
instrumental function in the realization of full social
and economic equality. Behind many of the claims for
equal educational opportunity lie assumptions about the
role that education plays in opening access to employment
opportunities and ultimate occupational and economic
success. Two major, ana controversial, research efforts
the Coleman and Jencks study of Inequality
have raised serious doubts about the effectlvenss of
different school Inputs in realizing either greater equity
in school achievement or long range social and economic
standing (at least according to measures used thus far).
These concerns strongly suggest the need for greater focus on
social and economic inequalities as enas in themselves. As
an independent concern, however, social inequality lies
beyond the scope of this Commission's responsibilities, except
for the need to spell out its bearing on educational issues.

The complexity of equal educational opportunity concerns

particularly those targeted by the principles of equal resources

and equal involvement requires thorough and systematic study.

To date, this task has been undertaken by the Commission in its
partially completed study of scnool finance reform.

The Commission's Task:

Thus far, the Commission has concentrated on a thorough

study of school finance reform in Massachusetts. Fuel ed by

growing concern for inequities in the existing fiscal resources

avallaole for school expenditures the initiation of litigation

the Massachusetts courts challenging the current system of

public school finance, and a burgeoning property tax revolt,
school finance reform looms as the foremost, critical equal

educational opportunity concern for the General Court. At the
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same time, however, a number of additional Issues require study

by the Commission.

In deference to the urgent need for school finance reform

Commission raemoers voted at tnelr first meeting to target this

Issue as the Commission's first priority. Essentially, this

focus resulted from the members' concern for achieving two

basic objectives through a revised system of state school aid.

These two targets are:

1). Equalization of school resources achieved through
revision of the school aid formula, and

2.) Decreased reliance on the local property tax as
the basis for financing schools, provided by an
Increase In the over-all level of state ala.

While complex In themselves, these two objectives also bear on

a number of related concerns of great significance. Including

local budgetary autonomy, statewide tax reform, state municipal

aid programs, and state oversight of educational programs. In
addition, members have expressed an Interest in Investigating

resource variations within school districts, and future school

construction needs In light of equal opportunity considerations.

In addition to Issues Involving the equalization of school

resources, the Commission has singled out a number of concerns

requiring systematic study. Two major areas of concern are;

1) the quality of education In Massachusetts schools, and 2) the

possibilities for metropollt an cooperation to break down racial

and social Isolation in urban and suburban schools. The former

concern Incorporates a range of Issues, Including assessment of

basic educational standards and objectives, the quality of parties
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lar programs (such as career education, the general-education

track), Innovative and alternative educational programs and
approaches, accountability and assessment of state-mandated

programs, and teacher training. The second concern concentrates

on the state's role in encouraging cooperation and shared resources
between urban and surrounding suburban communities an Issue

of considerable immediacy.

Finally, Commission members have suggested a number of

additional items which might merit investigation, Including the

issue of discrimination In staff hiring In schools as well as In

curriculum, admissions, and tracking assignments; the assessment

of programs designed for special needs students; governance and

community control issues; and the impact of the desegregation

order on state funding and the quality of educational programs.

Summary of the Commission's Work To Date:

The Commission's Investigation of school finance reform In
Massachusetts has proceeded on four fronts thus far, as follows:

I. An examination of existing fiscal Inequities among the
351 local scnool districts and their bearing on school
resources.

11. A review of the shortcomings In existing school finance
statutes, particularly their failure to counter the In-
equities uncovered above.

HI. Analysis of legislation designed to revise the current
system of state aid to local school districts with
a focus on the three major bills filed In the 1975
session, ana a consideration of alternatives.

IV. A review of recent school finance reforms in other states
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In addition to these, the Commission has begun to look more closely

at the Commonwealth's tax ana revenue potential in light of a

coalition that has grown up around three related Issues: state

municipal aid, state educational aid, and local property tax

relief. The work accomplished thus far In each of the above

areas will be described briefly here, and in greater detail in the

main text of the Report.

I. The examination of fiscal inequities among the local

school districts has focused on measures of local wealth (property

values, personal Income), tax effort (equalized school tax, tax

payments as a function of income, and non-school tax rates or

the so-called "municipal overburden"), existing educational

expenditures. and variations in educational needs (proportions of

low-income, bilingual, or "special needs" children).

Based on the analysis of this data, a number of descriptive

conclusions result:

1). In the first place, there is a basic cleavage between
rich towns (high property value) and poor towns, and
the relative amount of school revenue each is able to
generate from existing property values. In the most
basic sense, the revenue available for a child's educa-
tion in a given town is a function of the relatively
arbitrary value of property in that community. The arbi-
trariness of property values is illustrated by towns made
"artificially wealthy" by the presence of a nuclear
power plant or other high tax sources. By virtue of such
an "accident", the “wealthiest" community (Rowe) has a
property base §2 times that of the Commonwealth's poorest
communities.

2.) This basic Inequality is underscored by the fact that
some poorer communities tax themselves more heavily than
do (property) rich communities, yet still are unable to
raise as much revenue for schools as the wealthier districts.
The wealthiest ten communities, for example, tax them-
selves at less than one-fifth the mlllage rate of the ten
poorest communities, yet they generate 150* of the school
revenue (per pupil) ralsed by the poorer districts.
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3.) Differences In taxable property values are further
compounded by Inequalities In the non-school tax "burden"
Cities, In particular, have a high non-school revenue
drain, since they must provide substantial municipal
services for densely populated areas, high concentrations
of lower-income peoples, and non-residents who make use
of the cities during the day-time. This non-school drain
makes the raising of school revenues more difficult, the
Ideal Illustration being Chelsea, where a high non-school
property tax comprises 90? of the total local tax.

9.) Based on these Inequities, school expenditures are
radically unequal among the local districts. Even with the
current Chapter 70 formula for state school aid, sub-
stantial Inequities exist among the local districts in
per pupil expenditures. The ten wealthiest communities,
for example, spend 133? of the amount spent on schools in
the ten poorest communities Including the state contri-
bution .

These basic Inequities have, in fact, given rise to litiga-

tion In the Federal District Court. The case of Tlmllty et al

v. Sargent et al, although held back by a lack of funds at this

writing, charges that the existing system of school financing

in Massachusetts, despite Cnapter 70, Is unconstitutional. In

its review of testimony, the Commission has yet to hear any party

argue that the current system Is fair or equal, or that reform

is unnecessary.

XI. The second area of Investigation has elicited a number of

basic shortcomings In the current Chapter 70 formula for dlstrl

butlng state school aid. Briefly, these are

1.) The low level of state contribution: In 1969, Massachusetts
ranked 95th In tne proportion of public school revenue
provided by the state. Despite improvements since tnat
time, Massachusetts has lagged behind many states which
have made substantial Increases In the level of state aid.
As a consequence of this low level technically 35?
of the average community's general school expenditures
a substantial portion of school costs depends entirely on
fluctuations in the local property base. All expenditures
over 110? of the state average, and most major categorl-
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cal aid programs are not subject to equalization at the
state level.

2.) A floor of 15 1 aid, and a celling of 75%, prevent state
aid from varying the full Agree that local wealth varies.
Both act as Impediments to equalization.

3.) The use of property valuation per pupil as an indica-
tor of local fiscal ability favors communities with a
high proportion of pupils in the total population by
de-emphaslzlng non-school drains on the property base.

4.) Because Chapter 70 Is funded with revenue remaining
after other categorical school aid programs are fully
funded, the level of the state’s contribution is further
diminished, as Is its equalizing effect.

5.) Since state ala Is based on the reimbursement of
past-year expenditures, school districts are handicapped
In their ability to undergo medium or long range planning.
Low wealth communities, are further handicapped by
their relative Inability to raise the Initial revenue to
get new programs off the ground.

111. The Commission has devoted substantial time to the study of

possible measures to counter the fiscal Inequities described above,
and to correct the shortcomings of current state aid programs. In
particular, much time has been given to In-depth study of the

three major school finance reform bills filed In the 1975 legisla-

tive session and recently referred to the Commission by the

Education Committee. The three are* Hl2B, filed by the Board

of Education, 5423/H2876, filed by the Massachusetts Teacher's

Association, and H3628, filed by the Boston "Coalition", a cross-

sectional group of Boston legislators and representatives from the

Boston School Committee and the Major's Office.

Much of this Investigation has focused on conceptual differences

ambng the three Bills and differences between them and the current

Chapter 70. In brief, these are depicted In Table I and are

summarized In the Appendix.
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In addition to these conceptual differences, each of the

three bills has distinctive fiscal effects. The Commission Is

engaged In an on-golng analysis of these, with the extremely

valuable technical assistance of the Legislators' Education Action

Project of the National Conference of State Legislatures. At the

time of this writing, enough data has been assembled In computer

simulations to predict basic distributive and cost effects of all

three bills. These, and the reasons for these, will be spelled

out In detail in the main Report text, with accompanying data In

the Appendix.

Thus at this Juncture, the Commission has the tools with

which to analyze the effects of different components in each of

the bills, and thus to work towards combining the most effective

and most desirable components Into a specific recommendation for

legislation. One advantage the Commission has enjoyed thus far Is

that It has been able to take the necessary time and summon the

resources required to examine a range of alternative reforms In

some depth. This process Is continuing; additional elements are
being Included In the distributive and total cost effects.

IV. Finally, the Commission has been ably assisted by the

Legislators' Education Action Project In reviewing and profiting

from the reform experiences In a number of other states. In

addition to hearing testimony from Representative Joseph Oraba of

Minnesota and Representative Robert Johnson of Florida, the L.E.A.P

researchers, John J. Callahan and William Wllken have bought to the

Commission their familiarity with the national picture of school

finance reform. In addition, staff person, Edward Morgan attended
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the National School Finance Conference in March, and conveyed

useful Information of national scope to Commission members.

The perspective of school finance reform in other states has

been particularly useful in two ways: 1) by suggesting elements

of school finance reform packages that ought to be weighed in

Massachusetts, and 2) by providing a back-drop against which the

three reform bills, or any alternatives, can be evaluated. The

national perspective has been especially helpful in determining

drawbacks or ommlsslons shared by all three of the reform bills.

In this regard, tne experience of other states has pointed the

way to a number of Issues yet unstudied, as is discussed in the

final section of this Introductory abstract.

Finally, the Commission members have been greatly concerned

about tne fiscal context of school finance reform in particular

the existence and relative desirability of various state revenue

sources required for any increase in state school aid. As of

this writing, the Commission has heard testimony from a number of

parties Involved in tax Issues and tax reform, and will be meeting

on April 7 with Secretary of Administration and Fiaance, John

Buckley. Additionally, Commission members have been extremely

mindful of the over-all issue of tax reform, particularly the

need for property tax relief. The Commission has, in fact, heard

testimony relating to state municipal aid, in addition to school

aid, and the relation of both to posslbllties for a diminished

local property tax burden. As is spelled out below, this area

requires further study.
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Future Study Needs:

Although the Commission has accomplished a great deal

In the analysis of school finance reform, a number of Issues

relating to school finance reform require considerable study in

the coming months. In addition, as mentioned In the Introduction,

number of additional equal educational opportunity Issues urgently

require thorough examination.

In terras of school finance reform, the Commission feels that

the following areas require further careful study:

1). School Aid Formula: Computer simulations and adjust-
ments to combine elements contained in the three reform
bills and alternatives Into a "best" formula.

2.) State Standards and Accountability vs. Local Control:
Careful examination of the many Issues arising out of
the conflict between state standards for state funds
and local autonomy and control of scnools -- Including:
targeting state funds for particular programs, limita-
tions on tax efforts and Inequities, directing state funds
to local property tax relief.

3.) Tle-ln wltn Tax Reform: Continuing examination of
tax revenue possibilities, the effect of school aid and ,

general municipal aid, and a continuing dialogue with the
Executive branch about tax needs.

.
) Planning: Study of the likely Impact of greatly In-

creased state aid on local school systems and budgets,
Including assessment of ways of channeling funds Into
both equalized school expenditures and property tax relief.

5.) Phase-In: Study of ways to phase In the increase in
state aid In an equitable manner.

6.) Administration: Study of administrative needs grow-
ing out of complexities Inherent In proposed reforms,
most notably the need for oversight of local pupil place-
ments .

7.) Additional Insight Into the fiscal history of Massachusetts
local school districts.

8.) Cost assessments of weighted programs particularly
Special ducatlon programs.
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9.) Further examination of the relationship between
spending and program quality.

These additional needs, it is felt, will require considerable

staff input and time. The Commission looks forward to continuing

cooperation with the Legislators Education Action Project. In

addition, members of the Commission have felt that other

critical equal educational opportunity Issues require study in the

very near future, if not immediately. These, too, will require

staff input as well as considerable time to examine all pressing

Issues thoroughly. In particular, other future study needs are;

1.) School Construction: The need to assess future con-
struction neecs in the Commonwealth, and the state's
funding formula, particularly in light of declining sub-
urban enrollments and the need for replacement structures
in the cities.

2. ) The Quality of Education in Massachusetts' Schools:
The need for a thorough examination of the quality of
education in Massachusetts schools, focusing particularly
on variations in that quality which work to the detri-
ment of some groups of students. Attention needs to be
given to particular types of programs (sucn as career
education) as well as to alternative and innovative approaches

3.) Metropolitan Cooperation: A number of proposed bills
suggest the urgency of examining the alternatives for urban-
suburban cooperation in overcoming racial and social isola-
tion in the schools of each community-type.

Finally, additional areas related to equal educational

opportunity have been suggested for study and possible future

recommendations. Others^ likely to arise as current study continues
In light of these related and complex concerns, the Commission

strongly urges that study continue unabated for the forseeable
future.
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11. SCHOOL FINANCE BACKGROUND:

As suggested in the introductory section, much of the litigation

and legislation relating to equal educational opportunity has focused (

school finance reform. Following a brief overview of the

national picture of school finance reform, the balance of this

examines school finance reform in Massachusetts, focusing

in particular on three reform bills.

1. School Finance Kcform - The National Picture

Although school finance reform has a long history tracing

back to early in the century, the momentum for mucli of the

reform in recent years can be traced to the landmark Serrano

Priest decision handed down by the California Supreme Court

on August 30, 1971. In that decision, the California system

of financing public schools was found to be unconstitutional

According to the court opinion, a pupil's education cannot be

subject to the arbitrary wealth of his parents and neighbors, or

any wealth other than that of the state as a whole. In brief

the Court stipulated that education is a fundamental interest
protected by the Constitution, that wealth is a "suspect

classification," like race, and that there is no compelling

justification for making a child's education dependent upon the

wealth of his local school district. Federal courts made similar

rulings in Minnesota in October and Texas in December of that

year.

The"fiscal neutrality" principle of the Serrano case

triggered a wave of legislative reform efforts and litigation
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in number of states. Lawsuits in some states resulted in

pronouncements that the states have an obligation, backed

by judicial decree, to reform existing systems of school

finance to provide “equal educational opportunity.” In
6

Robinson v. Cahill, decided January 19, 1972, the Superior Court

of New Jersey, adopted the "fundamental interest" thesis and

held that the New Jersey system of public school financing

violated the requirement for equality contained in both the

state and federal constitutions. On appeal, however, the

Supreme Court of New Jersey took a somewhat different view and

decided that the Hew Jersey system of financing schools violated

the state constitutional provision requiring a "thorough and

efficient" system of public education for all school age children

Another case based on state constitutional grounds occured

in Michigan. The Supreme Court of that state in Milliken v.
7

Green (1972) struck down the state's system of financing public

schools because it denied equal protection of the laws guaran-

teed by the Michigan Constitution. The court held, "The right

to an education in Michigan is a specifically enumerated consti-

tutional mandate." The court went on to define the limits of

its decision, being careful that the opinion did not

infringe on local control.

The momentum of school finance reform at first appreared

to by stymied in March, 1973, when the U.S. Supreme Court

refused to uphold the Serrano principle as fourteenth amend-

ment right. The 5-4 majority in San Antonio School District

v. Rodriquez argued that wealth inequalities reflected in
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district school expenditures did not constitute a deprivation

of the 14th amendment, guarantee of "equal protection."

Essentially, the majority declared that it was not the role of

the Federal Courts to provide the impetus for correcting

injustices in state school finance.

Contrary to the expectations of some observers, school

finance reform continued unabated after the Rodriguez decision.

In fact, during the year after the Supreme Court decision,

no fewer than eleven states passed major school finance reform

packages. Eight of these - notably those in Florida, Kansas,

and Michigan - include some measure of “district power equali-

zation", and allocation aid to high-need districts by means
3

of pupil weighting systems. In general, the reforms since

Rodriquez have had three basic fiscal effects:

1. Expanded state funding of local school costs,
increasing state appropriations by an average of over
$lOO million.9

2. Increased per pupil aid, especially in low
wealth, high need areas, thus enhancing equalization
of school resources.

3. Reduced property taxes in four states
(Colorado, Kan%a, Montana, and North Dakota), and
general property tax relief ' - as compared to those
states not passing school finance reform measures.

In addition to the movement of state legislation follow-

ing Rodriquez, a number of suits have been filed concentrat

ing on state constitutional guarantees. Most recently, in
January, 1975, a Connecticut Superior Court ruled that the

Connecticut system of school finance violated both the equal
10

protection and education clauses of the 3tate C onstitution.
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The ruling - now under appeal - followed the recent trend of

Court decisions, focusing on the fact that districts with

high property values can raise excessive school funds on relatively

comfortable tax rates, while others must tax themselves

heavily to attain minimal expenditure levels.

Litigation in Massachusetts:

In January, 1972, State Senator Joseph Timilty and others

District Court. Admitting thatfiled a complaint in the Federal

plan reflected an effort tothe Massachusetts school finance

the suit argued that theequalize educational opportunity,

in violation of the Fourteenthresulting system was nonetheless

Amendment. Timilty v. Sargent was outlined for the Senate

Select Committee on Equality of Educational Opportunity as

follows (December, 1971. Page 248);

Plaintiffs claim that the Massachusetts statu-
tory scheme for financing primary and secondary educa-
tion results in wide disparities in the financial re-
sources available per pupil, the amounts expended
per pupil among the various Massachusetts public schools,
and the rate of taxation between districts as a direct
result of the reliance in the Massachusetts scheme upon
local property taxation and that the selection, with-
out regard to variations in equalized valuation per
pupil, of local cities and towns as the taxing unit
violates the 14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

After Rodriquez, the Timilty case was refiled by private

attornies Goodrich and Marcellino, arguing that the educa-

tional inequities in Massachusetts violated State Constitutional

provisions. The case is still pending in the Superior Court in

Suffolk. Due to a lack of financial resources for further
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research on the part of the plaintiffs (despite aid from the

Lawyer's Committee for Civil Rights), the case has lain dormant.

In addition to the Timilty suit two Massachusetts commu-

nities (Cambridge and Malden) have filed suit against the

Commonwealth, again claiming that the current system is un-

constitutional. There is some indication that these communities

will be joined by others. At this point, Agawam is considering

joining the suit.

2. Educational Inequities in Massachusetts

Despite the effort to equalize school resources by means of

Chapter 70 of the General Laws, the current school finance system

exhibits all the qualities of fiscal and educational inequity

which have resulted in successful litigation and/or consider-

able reform in other states. As enumerated in the introductory

section. Chapter 70 contains several shortcomings which under-

mine the effort to equalize school resources throughout the

Commonwealth (see pages 8-9) . The purpose of thus section

is briefly to outline and illustrate the range of existing

inequities.

According to fairly recent school finance data, Massachusetts

fares badly when compared to her sister states. Most notably,

by all relevant measures, the current school finance structure

relies extremely heavily on the local property tax. Massachusetts

ranks 45th in the nation in the relative proportion of school
revenues provided by the state. And a 1971 estimate of the
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equalizing impact of that state share ranked the Commonwealth
12

33rd of the 50 states. In terms of the proportion of all state

and local revenue generated by the local property tax.
Massachusetts ranks 2nd in the nation in per capita terms, and

13
as high as 4th, when personal income is taken to account. In

other words, although the state is wealthier than average (in

personal income), the property tax bite for schools is still

4th highest in the nation even when this income measure is

accounted for. Finally, general education expenditures ($ per

capita) place Massachusetts in the middle of the state rankings

(27th), but drops the Commonwealth to 47th when the state's
14

income level is taken into account.

In light of this general picture of the Massachusetts

school finance and property tax structure, it is hardly

surprising that considerable inequities exist in school re-

sources, these are illustrated by Tables 11-VIII in this sec-

tion

The most fundamental inequality (yet one which still

does not take into account differences in educational need)

is illustrated by discrepancies in the total per pupil expendi-

tures in towns which tax themselves at nearly equal rates for

their schools. Table II illustrates the differences between two

such towns, Weston and Rutland. Although Weston has nearly three

times the property wealth of Rutland, and almost three times
the income wealth, both towns tax themselves at about the same
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Table II

Illustration of School Finance Inequities; Two Towns*

Weston

Population 10,870

Equalized Valuation Per Capita
(Ratio to State Average) 2.MS

Equalized School Tax Rate 18.68 ml 11s

Locally Raised Revenue Per Pupil sl7ot
State Aid Per Pupil $ 137
Total Expenditures Per Pupil slBm

Rutland

3.198Populatlon

Equalized Valuation Per Capita
(Ratio to State Average) 900

18.53 millsEqualized School Tax Rate

Locally Raised Revenue Per Pupil $462

$362State Aid Per Pupil

$7BBTotal Expenditures Per Pupil

Per Capita Income Ratio to State Average

2.238Weston

.930Rutland

Median Years of Schooling Ratio To State Average:

Weston; 1.25

Rutland 1.01
* Aid figures are based on 1972-73 levels.
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rate. The result is a glaring difference in revenue available

for school expenditures. Weston's per pupil revenue is almost

four times that of Rutland. The state provides aid to Rutland

that more than doubles the aid to Weston, but the resulting

total per pupil expenditures remain grossly unequal. Pupils

in Weston have more than twice the school revenue available

for their education than pupils in Rutland are able to benefit

from. State aid, in other words, fails to close the educational

gap in a significant manner.

Discrepancies in per pupil expenditure after receipt

of state aid, can therefore be used to indicate basic inequities

in the current system. As illustrated by Table 111, these ex-

penditures range widely among the Massachusetts cities and

towns. Although the expenditure levels of certain individual

towns (Gosnold and Chilmark) are affected by unusually low

pupil counts. The median expenditure level of the top ten

districts is more than two and a half times that of the low

expenditure districts. These discrepancies do not take into

account differences in educational need (and therefore the

cost of equality). "High-need" students tend to be located in
the cities and poorer rural towns, yet under the current funding

system, the wealthy suburban towns are bettor able to draw on

state support for high-need students.
The measure of local wealth most traditionally associated

with educational inequities has been that of property value.
According to Table IV, the measure currently used in calculating
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Table 111

Disparities In Educational Program Expenditures Per Pupil, 1973
by Ten Highest and Ten Lowest Districts

Educational Program
District Expenditures

Per Pupil 1973-74

Ten Districts With Highest Expenditures

$4620
2796

Oosnold
Chilmark
Brookline
Weston

2235
IBitl
1719Rowe
1681Lincoln

Wayland 1665
1661*Tyringhara

Newton 1593
1526Oakham

Ten Districts With Lowest Expenditures

$ ?88Rutland
Freetown
Spencer
Plalnvllle
Billerica
Millville
Dunstable
Norfolk

787
775
773
766
762
760
691
663Athol
646East Brookfield

Ratio of High Median to Low Median » 2.6:1
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local fiscal ability reveals a dramatic gap between wealthy

and poor communities. Districts with highest property wealth

(generally resort communities) have more than eleven times

the property base on which to draw for school expenditures

as the poorest property districts (generally rural towns).

Per pupil property value correlates significantly (.33) with

final per pupil expenditures (based on a sample of Massachusetts

districts).

Using a broader measure of local wealth - per capita

property value - the gap between richest and poorest districts

widens. As illustrated in Table V, the wealthy towns (mostly

resort) now exhibit more than thirteen times the property

base as the poor towns (mostly cities). Significantly this

measure reflects the overall demand on property wealth in each

community. Although it registers a correlation of only .09

with per pupil expenditure, this measure correlates significantly

(.44) with expenditures per full-time equivalent pupil, a figure

which takes into account educational need. (At the same time.

EV/SAC exhibits a .63 correlation, per capita income .77, and

median years of schooling .61, with expenditures per FTE.)

Per capita income differences are far less dramatic (Table VI)

than those in property values. The wealthiest towns (suburbs)

have somewhat more than twice the income wealth as the poorest

towns (rural, and Fall River). Per capita income correlates

most significantly of any measure tested (.71) with differences

in per pupil expenditures, in part because the two reveal a

comparable range of variation.
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Table IV

Disparities In Property Wealth Per Pupil (SAC), by
Ten Highest and Ten Lowest Districts

(Equalized Valuation as of January 1, 1975)

EV/SACDistrict

Ten Highest Districts

1,560,274
378 ,182
272,727
271,762
271,290
258,312
250,985

,065
227,542
205,628

I Rowe «

Chllmark
Gosnold
Edgartown
Truro
Wellfleet
Mashpee
Orleans
Chatham
Nantucket

Ten Lowest Districts

22,950
22,556
22,547
22,229
22,198
21,906
20,939
19,124
18,893
17,036

Dracut
Harvard
Leicester
Templeton
Blackstone
Wlnchendon
Chelsea
Orange
Millville
Ayer

Correlation of EV/SAC with Per Pupil Expenditures = .33

Ratio of High Median to Low Median « 11.4:1

Note: Values In Rowe reflect the rresenoe of a nuclear
power olant In a small town.
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Table V

Disparities in Property Wealth Per Capita,
As a Ratio to the State Average, by Ten Highest and Ten Lowest Districts

(Equalized Valuation as of January 1, 1975)

District Ratio to Average

Ten Districts with Strongest Tax Bases

Rowe 92 .795
New Salem 28,620
Kashpee 9.257
Easthara 8.660
Edgartown 7.363
Truro 7 .089
Mount Washington 6.996
Gay Head 6.931
Orleans 6.383
Chllmark 6.359

Ten Districts with Weakest Tax Base

North Adams
Lowell
Lawrence
Athol
Somerville
Fall River
Orange
Harvard
Boston
Chelsea

Correlation of EV/CAP with Per Pupil Expenditures - .09

Ratio of High Median to Low Median = 13-3:1
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Table VI

Disparities In Per Capita Income by Locality
based upon the state average (1970 census)

District Ratio to
State Average

Ten Districts with High IncomeI 2.25*1Hinsdale
Weston 2.238

2.16HDover
Longmeadow
Brookline
Wellesley
Lincoln

1.793
1.789
1.7 1*!
1.621

Newton 1.572
Marblehead
Concord

1.569
1.553

Ten Districts with Low Income

Achushnet
Fall River
Honson

.779

.779

.778
Wareham .778
Blackstone
Templeton
Bridgewater
Salisbury
Belchertown
Otis

.771

.752

.7^6

.7*tl

.677

.591

Ratio of High Median to Low Median » 2.3:1

Correlation of Per Capita Income to Per Pupil
Expenditures ■ .71
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Finally, substantial differences in school tax effort can

be seen in Table VII. (Although "equalized", these tax rates

are based on current, unequal assessments.) The ten high tax

communities (rural and average wealth towns) have a median

tax rate that is more than eight times that of the low tax

districts (resorts and Rowe). Not surprisingly, the tax rate

measure correlates significantly (.37) with per pupil expend!-

tures.

An overview of these discrepancies can be gained by examining

characteristics of the districts with highest and lowest

per pupil expenditure levels. As can be seen in Table VIII, the

ten high expenditure districts have much higher property values

(calculated in terms of both per pupil and per capita value)

and substantially higher income and schooling levels. The low

expenditure districts exhibit the opposite tendencies (although

Dunstable has a high per capita property base).

In light of these basic, and frequently dramatic. Inequities

Massachusetts prepares to revise her system of financing public

elementary and secondary education. Against a backdrop of

considerable inequality, and two court suits, the first step has

been filed and referred to the Commission. The final portion

of this report draws on the study of these bills completed to

date by the Commission.
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Table VII

Disparities In Local School Tax Rates in Mills
based upon equalized valuations

Equalized Tax RateDistricts

Ten Districts with Highest Tax Rates

27.91Blaokstone
RowleyI 28.03
Barre

28.67Merrlmac
Holllston
Millville
Groveland
Whitman

28.72
28.93
29.08
29. 'll
30.16Wlnchendon

Orange 31.95

Ten Districts with Lowest Tax Rates

2.25Rowe
2.72Gosnold

Ervlng
Orleans
Mashpee
Truro

3.13
3.30
3.59
3.74
3-90Barnstable

Chllmark 3.95
14

. 1^4Sandwich
Nantucket .15

37Correlation of Tax Rate to Per Pupil Expenditures

Ratio of High Median to Low Median * 8.3:1
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HI. ANALYSIS OF THREE REFORM BILLS:

Three major school finance reform bills have been filed
16

during the 1975 legislative session, and formally referred to the

Commission by The Joint Committee on Education. The three are:

1. (H.128) by the Board of Education.

2. (H. 3628) by a cross-section of Boston legislators, a
representative of the Mayor's Office, and a member of
the Boston School Committee - hereafter referred to
informally as the Boston Coalition.

3. (£. 423/11.2876) by the Massachusetts Teachers Association.

All three bills share basic objectives. In essence they

aim at:

1. Equalization of School Resources from district to
district within the Commonwealth. All three bills make
substantial changes in the present Chapter 70 school aid
formula, redirecting school aid to communities with low
per capita wealth and extraordinary educational need.

2. Decreased Reliance on the Local Property Tax as the
basis for financing schools. All bills would increase
the average state share of school expenditures from the
statutory 35 percent (Chapter 70) to 50 percent or more.

In addition, all three bills would require at least $6BO

million in state revenue in 1975-76 if aid were paid on the basis

of 1972-73 expenditure levels. Thus, the state would have to

raise a minimum of $l7O-200 million beyond the anticipated

$513 million level required for 1975-76 anticipated under exist-
ing legislation.

1. Summary of Bill Components

The proposed revisions in school aid include the following:
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Increased State Share: All three bills call for an average
state contribution to school costs at the 50 percent level
in 1973-76. The average state share would rise to 75 level
percent in the Massachusetts Teachers Association (MTA)
bill by 1931-32 and thereafter.

Program Consolidation: The Board of Education and Boston
Coalition bills would consolidate present vocational,
special, and bilingual education funding programs into a
new Chapter 70 formula. The MTA bill would consolidate
present Chapter 74 vocational education programs into a
new Chapter 70 proposal.

New-Program Funding: All three bills call for the creation
of a new aid program for disadvantaged children operating
within the new Chapter 70. Aid for this program is
distributed by means of weighting for "low-income" pupils,
defined differently in each bill. The MTA bill calls for
additional aid for educationally disadvantaged children
whose educational performance is substantially below
statewide average.

Aid Limitations: All three proposals place restrictions
on the amount of aid that a district can receive under
the new Chapter 70 program. The I ITA bill will share in
a school district's expenditures at a minimum of 30 percent
of state average up to a maximum of 110 percent of state
average per pupil expenditure, while the board and Boston
bill contribute aid based on the state average per pupil
expenditure.

All three bills guarantee that no city or town will
receive less Chapter 70 aid than it did in the 1974-75
school year. The MTA bill provides for increasing this
save-harmless” guarantee by six percent a year to keep

pace with inflation.

New Measures of School District Wi
local fiscal ability in all three
from present Chapter 70 formula,
and MTA bill measure the relative
by its per capita property value,
bill calls for an averaging of pe
and per capita income in order to
wealth of the local community. T1

a Ith: The measure of
bills differs substantially
The State Board of Education
wealth of the community

The Boston Coalition
■ capita property value
determine the relative
ic MTA bill in 1977 adjusts
he relative total taxthe per capita wealth measure by

rate of the local community.

Pupil Weighting Systems: All three bills incorporate a pupil
WeighTTng system in order to direct more Chapter 70 aid tocommunities with concentrations of children that are expensive
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to educate. These weighting systems classify a child by
his grade level, or educational program, or other socio-
economic or educational characteristic, and they guarantee
additional state funding for all but "regular day" pupils.
The MTA bill has four separate pupil weightings, the State
Board of Education nine and the Boston Coalition eleven
separate weighting classifications. The weighting provisions
in the State Board and Boston Coalition plans are very
similar.

Other Features; All three bills call for advance funding
of Chapter 70 aid payments. The Board and Coalition plans
also provide for direct payments to regional school districts.
The State Board proposes a relatively minor program of
additional school aid to those communities that have school
tax rates that are substantially above the state average.

The components of each bill are further summarized and

compared to those in Chapter 70 on page 10 of the Introduction

2. Computation of State Aid

Aid distributed to each school district is calculated
according to the following general formula:

Aid % (based on the inverse of local fiscal ability X

Educational Need X Program expenditures

State aid is computed in each bill as follows:

1. Board of Education:

1.00-.5 (EV/capita local)
(EV/capita state) X Total Pupil Weights

X State average per pupil expenditure (previous year)

2. Boston Coalition:

, 1.00-.5 (EV/capita local)* i nn c,,
„ ,

* state)' + * 1 • °O~ • 5 (incomo/cap local)
■ (income/cap state)

efghts . x State average per pupilnot to fall below zero) expenditure (previous year)
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3. MTA:

1.00-.5 (EV/capita local)
(EV/capita state) x Total pupil weights

X Total reimbursable expenditures (between 80%
and 110% of the state average)

3. Analysis:

Formula Similarities:

All three major school finance bills now before the Commission

would increase the state's share of most school district expendi-

tures from a statutory level of 35 percent in 1974-75 to 50
*

percent in 1975-76. The additional state dollars, however,

would not be distributed equally among all school districts but

in relation to such important considerations as local educational

need, expenditure level, tax effort and wealth. Under all three

bills, more state aid would be paid to school districts with

majority of their pupils enrolled in regular day school programs.

Under each of the bills the amount of state aid will grow with

increases in the level of school district expenditures. Under

two of the bills, more state aid would be paid to school districts

that make exceptional tax effort than to districts which make

only average tax effort. Under all three bills, state aid

would increase to districts with above-average wealth. Each of these

bills, however, works differently since all three define their
essentially common considerations for aid payment in markedly

As at present, however, the actual share of local ex-
penditures borne by the state would depend on the degree
to which the new proposals are funded.

*
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different ways. These differences are clarified in subsequent

The Level of State Aid:

In the first year each bill would go into effect, all three

major school finance proposals would set the average state share

at 50 percent of those school district expenditures subject to

state aid. Following the 1976-77 fiscal year, the share of local

expenditures picked up by the state under the MTA plan would.

however, increase to 55 percent in 1977-78, to 60 percent in

1978-79; to 65 percent in 1979-80, and to 75 percent in 1981-

82 and all years thereafter.

Definition of Expenditures:

Another key difference among the three bills can be found

in their definitions of aidable expenditures. The proposals of

the State Board and the Boston Coalition define the aidable

expenditures for each school district as the average expense per

weighted full time equivalent (WFTE) pupil in the Commonwealth.

In contrast, the Teachers Association bill defines aidable ex-

penditures for each school district in terms of district expense

per enrolled pupil not to exceed 110 percent of the state average

and not to be less than 80 percent of the state average.

Other differences among the expenditure definitions arise
in two areas: (1) the expenditures subject to aid according

to pupil type; and (2) the expenditures subject to aid by func-
tion and object. Vnder the State Board and Boston Coalition

bills. Chapter 70 in the future would pay aid for expenses

sections.
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currently reimbursed through separate categorical vocational,

special education, and bilingual programs by consolidating each

of these programs under a general aid formula covering vitually

all pupil types. Specifically, the State Board and Coalition bills

would pay aid for expenses incurred for regular Jay school,

special education, vocational and bilingual pupils.

The Teachers Association proposal, on the other hand.
would include only pupil expense categories currently reim-

bursed under Chapter 70, and vocational expense categories now

treated under separate categorical programs. It would not

include the expenses for pupils now treated under categorical

programs for special education or bilingual education.

All three bills exclude from aid school district outlays

made for pupil transportation, food services, capital outlays,

tuition receipts, federal aid, and the proceeds from investments

and other miscellaneous sources. Moreover, all three proposals

would give the Commissioner of Education discretion to promul-

gate regulations that would allow aid to be paid for certain

community service outlays.

The Definition of Relative School District Wealth:

While the State Board and Boston Coalition bills are identical

in their definitions of the state share and aidable expenditures.

they part company significantly in their approaches to the

Neither of these bills makes any specific reference to a few
miscellaneous pupil expenditure categories, included under
the current Chapter 70 legislation, most importantly, regu-
lar evening school, and vacation schools.
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definition of relative school district wealth. The State Board

proposal together with the Teachers Association plan specifies

that the relative wealth of regular school districts shall be

determined by the per capita, equalized, market or true pro-

perty valuation per person. By virtue of this change from

property valuation per pupil, school districts having a high

percentage of their population in public school will appear

more wealthy while school districts with a low pupil proportion

will appear poorer relative to the norm.

The definition of relative local wealth contained in the

Boston Coalition bill represents an even greater departure

from present practice than the change required by the other bills.

Under the Coalition bill, relative local wealth is defined both

in terms of equalized property valuation per capita and in terms

of personal income per capita. According to this formula, school

aid is based on an average of the local property value and per

capita income proportions.* Though not explicitly stated.
the purpose of including personal income in the measure of local

wealth is essentially to include two sources of local school

funding -- the property base and income available for expendi-

tures — in tile computation of local fiscal ability.

Pupil Unit Definitions

An additional significant difference between the three

bills arises from the way each defines its pupil units. Both

Although not spelled out in the Boston Coalition bill,
it is the intent of its authors that the local valuationpercentage shall not fall below zero.
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the State Board and Boston Coalition bills define and count

school district pupils by means of an elaborate classification

and weighting system. The Teachers Association bill makes

less use of pupil classifications and weights, since it in-

corporates fewer programs.

Quite clearly, the classification and weighting schemes of

all three bills are based on the view that the Commonwealth's

school finance system must provide greater support to pupils

who are relatively expensive to educate namely pupils requiring

the services of special education, vocational and bilingual

programs, as well as pupils from backgrounds associated with

educational "disadvantage". This consensus, however, is offset

considerably by key differences in several areas.

First, the Boston Coalition and Teachers Association bills

take account of the view that there is a need to assign educa-

tional priority to pupils during the early years of their

public education. The State Board bill does not give additional

weight to elementary school pupils.

Second, the three bills differ over the priority that should

be assigned to the education of children from low income homes

extraordinarily high probabilitychildren who at present have an

The Board of Education billof low educational achievement.

to all pupils classified as low-assigns an additional .2 weight

income, while the Boston Coalition assigns low-income pupils a

.5 weight. The MTA proposal begins'with a .1 low-income weight

in 1975, and increases this to .5 by 1979. Additionally, signi-
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ficant differences arise in each bill's definition of "low-

income" children. The Board bill uses the current Title I formula

-i.e. all children below the federal poverty level. The Boston

bill uses the old Title I formula, namely all children below

poverty level or on welfare. The MTA proposal includes all

public school children from families in the lowest income decile.

Additionally, the Teachers Association bill assigns a 1.25
weight to all pupils who have "critical deficiencies in basic

learning skills" as defined by performance in a statwide test-

ing program of an unspecified nature to go into effect during

fiscal 1977.

Save-Harmless Definitions:

The State Board and Boston Coalition bills qualify their

basic provisions by insuring all school districts that they

will receive no less state aid in the future than in 1974-

75.

The Teachers Association proposal guarantees all school

districts at least 6 percent more aid in the future than in

1974-75.

Tax Effort and Add-On:

The State Board plan, unlike the other two; requires all

school districts to make a minimum revenue effort amounting to

the difference between the state-wide average expenditure per

pupil and their revised per pupil Chapter 70 aid. In addition,
it guarantees all school districts $45 per pupil per mill of true
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tax effort in excess of a state average tax effort, the $45

per pupil figure is about $3 per pupil above the yield from

one mill tax levy in an average wealth school district. The

ceiling on this mill guarantee, however, is limited to a maxi-

mum of $lBO per pupil.

bike the State Department proposal, the Teachers Associa-

tion bill also provides increased aid to school didtricts

on the basis of local tax effort, but takes a substantially

different approach. Under the Teachers bill, school districts

with a total tax burden -- school and non-school greater

than the state average will receive small supplements to their

Chapter 70 allotments beginning in 1977. This will be done

by manipulating the definition of relative local wealth in such

a way that tax effort will count 10 percent and property

valuation 90 percent. By and large, this will provide supple-

mentary assistance to school districts now suffering from

"municipal overburden."
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4. School Finance Revisions in Massachusetts in Light of
Other State Finance Reforms.

Many of the components of the three school finance reform

bills have been included in school finance revisions in other

states. A brief review* of new measures in these states

provides a useful perspective for subsequent evaluation of

the three proposals before the Commission.

Pupil Weiqhtinq Plans:

Comprehensive pupil weighting plans are in effect in three

states, Florida, New Mexico, and Utah. Partial weighting

systems are in effect in another thirteen. The ostensible

purpose of these weighting plans is to concentrate more state

aid on high-cost children and to redistribute more monies to

districts that have above-average concentrations of such

pupils. Moreover, these weighting systems are often advocated

in order to fold-in categorical programs to a general aid

formula program. This, in turn, assures that local communities

will receive aid not on the basis of local "grantmanship”

but on some more objective standard of educational need.

Where pupil weighting systems have been employed they

have met with considerable public favor. Those plans, however.
require efficient educational administration to be effective.

Most legislators admit that there is a need for periodic evalua

tion of such plans, and many are concerned about the tendency

The Comnission is indebted to John Callahan and William
Wilken for their report on school finance reform, in
other states. Much of this review is derived from that
report.
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for local districts to misclassify students into high-cost

categories. In Utah, for example, this has caused the Legislative

Research Council to consider developing potential target popu-

lations in each district in order to determine how well different

districts are taking advantage of the pupil weighting system

Others have become concerned about the possible inflexi

bility of weighting programs. Some contend that the develop-

ment of standardized weighting programs will create pressure

for districts to spend only to the level of cost weighting in

each educational need category. Consequently, there will be no

incentive to provide efficient programs that cost less than

weighting systems might recognize nor would districts provide

educational programs that are more costly than weighting systems

would allow. Two states, Minnesota and Illinois, have begun

to address themselves to this latter problem by raising the

level of weightings as the concentration of high-need pupils

within a district increases.

Few states have revised their original weighting programs

in a sweeping fashion. Hew York has added a weighting program

for educationally disadvantaged pupils, and Minnesota has in-

creased the level of its weighting for Title I pupils. Florida

is presently considering reducing its weighting for vocational

pupils since the state already funds a large share of vocational
costs through its complete assumption of capital construction
programs.

In summary, the pupil weighting schemes ajee suitable devices

for fiscal redistribution in a school aid formula. Yet these
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schemes require a high level of administrative oversight so that

districts will be able to participate equally in the weighting

program on an equal footing.

New Measures of Local Fiscal Ability:

All three reform proposals contain new measures of local

fiscal capacity. The MTA and Board of Education bill advocate

a per capita property value measure of local fiscal capacity

while the Boston Coalition bill adjusts the per capita property

value measure by the relative per capita income of the local

community.

States have generally been changing their methods of

computing local fiscal capacity, generally along the lines pro-

posed in all three bills. These changes have essentially taken

two forms. First, several have moved to count income as well

property wealth as part of local taxable capacity. Both

Kansa and lowa measure local wealth as a composite of property

values and income while Virginia includes property wealth.

income and retail sales in its computation of relative local

fiscal ability.Rhode Island adjusts its local fiscal ability

measure by the median family income in the district. All these
change, similar to the change in the Boston bill, have been

made on the grounds that relative property values alone do not

always reflect the local wealth of a community.

Secondly, states have been changing the standard by which
relative wealth is judged. Most states until recently measured

local wealth in terms of full value of property per pupil in

average daily attendance (ADA). Nine states since 1958 now base
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their pupil counts on average daily membership (ADM) rather than

average daily attendance. In short, most states are moving away

from simple pupil counts as the unit of local wealth measure-

ment and several are considering or have incorporated per

capita wealth measures in their aid formulas. All three

Massachusetts bills compute fiscal ability on a per capita

basis in an effort to determine the over-all fiscal ability

of each district. In short, all are sensitive to the diffi-

culties of measuring the local wealth of a community and the

need to adjust wealth measurements in light of other circum-

stances (i.e. residential poverty or high tax effort) that

affect the amount of actual fiscal capacity in a locality.

Another sort of fiscal capacity adjustment occurs in
Michigan, where a community's aid ratio is adjusted by the re-

lative total tax rate of a city or town. This component,

similar to the one contained in the MTA bill, channels additional

funds to "municipally-overburdened" Detroit.

Save-llarmless Provisions;

All three bills have save-harmless provisions which

guarantee that no local community will lose aid under the new

finance plan. Five of the 14 states that have substantially

revised their school finance systems since 1971 did not have

save-harmless provisions in their aid programs. Kansas, in
particular, reduced aid payments substantially in many rural

districts though it eased these reductions by giving each district
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share of state income tax proceeds. In several other states

that did not have save-harmless provisions Montana, North

Dakota, and Utah the levelling up of aggregate state aid

payments meant that virtually all districts in the state re-

ceived increased aid. Hence the lack of save-harmless provisions

in these states had no practical effect on local school district

finances.

Most reform states have been concerned about the impact

of their finance revisions on wealthier districts. Flat grant

or minimum aid payments were continued in California and Colorado

though the Serrano decision in California ruled those grants

unconstitutional. Michigan and Maine phased in school tax

mandates for wealthier communities receiving state aid. More-

oever, most reform states still permit local communities to raise

unequalized revenues from local taxation over and above the re-

imbursable expenditure levels of state aid programs. Only

Maine, Montana, Utah, and Wisconsin "recapture" excess local

school tax revenues from wealthier local communities

In sura, most reforms have not yet reduced absolute aid in

wealthier communities though court rulings in some states

(California and New Jersey) and fiscal pressures in others may

make states reconsider whether they can afford to retain save-

harmless provisions in their aid reforms.

Power Equalizing Aid for Communities .with Above-Average School
Tax Effort:

Another major component is the Board of Education's

"guaranteed yield" add-on. Where this type of equalization
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plan has been employed, it has met with varied success. In

Maine, this component of the equalization plan has aided many

medium wealth communities and added about $l3 million to the

costs of reform in that state in 1974-75. In Utah only ten of

40 school districts in the state have voted an additional leeway

program, and only one of these was poor enough to qualify for

state assistance under this program. In Montana, on the

other hand, virtually all of the districts in the state took

advantage of this program; 20 percent of all equalizing state

aid in Montana went to fund this add-on program. In Florida,

a number of poor districts contended that they did not have the

fiscal ability to make the additional effort to qualify for

add-on aid. This component has been dropped from Florida's

system.

Other Reform Elements Hot Covered in the Massachusetts Bills:

School finance reforms in other states exhibit several

features not contained in any of the major revision proposals

now before the Commission.

First, none of the three proposals addresses the question
of tax or budget limitations on local school districts. All

of the reform states, however, had such proposals in their

finance revisions. Florida, Maine, and New Mexico put absolute

school tax rate limitations on their school districts.

California, Colorado, and Kansas put variable expenditure limi-
tations on local school districts depending on *their relative
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wealth or their enrollment size. Other states -- Montana

and Wisconsin -- put expenditure limitations on local school

district budget increases though Montana has since dropped this

fiscal restriction due to inflationary pressures on local school

districts.

Many contend that school tax or budget limitations are

necessary in order to provide local property tax relief in the

course of state school finance reform. At the same time.

many states have been sensitive to inflationary pressures,on

local school districts and several, Colorado and Wisconsin,

permit local districts to petition the State to waive budget

limitations. Most all other reform states have permitted local

districts to over-ride these fiscal limits by local referenda as

well. The property tax relief question, then, is one that most

major reforms have addressed but which is not specifically

addressed in the three major school finance proposals now before

the Commission.

Secondly, none of the three reform bills yet addresses

the budgetary impact of school finance reform on Massachusetts

state government. Initial estimates are that all three bills

may cost the state an additional $l7O-200 million. This will

certainly require an increase in state taxes since the state

does not have surplus revenue from which to finance these new

programs. Few states have enacted new reforms while facing fiscal

deficits; the bulk of state reforms have been financed from a

combination of state revenue surpluses and federal revenue-
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sharing proceeds. Consequently, ail three bills might benefit
from an analysis of how the incremental costs of achieving
reform might be spread over a three-to-five year period.

Conclusion:

The three major school finance revisions now before the

Commission all incorporate new school finance developments in
other states. There is a clearer recognition of educational

need in all three bills than in the present Chapter 70 formula

New fiscal capacity measures which have met with acceptance in

other states are being proposed as well as tax effort equaliza

tion programs that are in effect in other states. The revisions

are also sensitive to their impact on wealthier co.iimunities

which in some cases may be offering high quality educational

programs

On the other hand, none of the bills directly addresses

problem of local property tax relief which is pressing one in

many Massachusetts communities. Nor do the bills answer the

question of how they might be phased in over time given the

state's current budgetary problems.

In light of these observations, there is considerable need

for further study of these bills and school finance reform in

general. Attention needs to be given to adjustments in the

three formulas, including the study of alternatives already

underway. A number of questions, providing direction for future

study, have been suggested by the Legislators' Education Action
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Project report* as follows

-Can the state put the new Chapter 70 aid plans into effect
immediately since they will cost an additional $163
million in the first year? Should a fiscal phasc-in
of the reform bills be considered to ease the impact
on the state budget? Should the legislature consider
phasing-out the save-harmless guarantees contained in
all the proposals?

-Do the bills redistribute Chapter 70 monies in a manner
deemed equitable by the General Court? Is new aid being
directed to communities with the greatest educational
need and the least wealth available to support its schools?»

-How will the local communities use their now Chapter 70
aid? Will they use it to increase school outlays or reduce
local school property taxes? What sort of direction
should the legislature give to this matter? Is companion
legislation for property tax circuit-breakers and munici-
pal revenue sharing sufficient to deal with the property
tax relief question?

-Are the new aid systems administratively manageable?
How well can the pupil weighting systems under the three
now proposals work as compared to the present categori-
cal or formula programs now in effect for vocational,
special, and bilingual education pupils? Arc the new
measures of local fiscal capacity adequate,given the
many fiscal problems occurring with the new valuations
recently issued by the Department of Corporations and
Taxation?
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Tho Fiscal Impact of the Three Bills

As of this the Commission has completed a basic

analysis of the fiscal effects of the three bills. Computer

simulations of the three bills, provided by the Legislators'

Education Action Project, have greatly assisted this effort.

A full set of computations produced by the LEAP program is

included in the appendix to this report - detailing the impact

of each bill on school district aid ratios, pupil units,and aid

receipts.

Before analyzing the impact of each bill on these components,

it is possible to summarize the major effects of the three

bills taxon as complete entities. In brief, tho bills have the

following general effects;

1. All three bills would result in a much more equiti
able school finance system than under present legisla-
tion. All three would increase state support for local
schools where it is needed most in the Commonwealth's
urban centers, moderate-income suburbs, and low-income
rural communities. The State Board and Teachers
Association proposals provide a broader range of fiscal
distribution than the Coalition proposal, while the
latter concentrates greater aid on low to moderate
income communities.

2. Taken together, the wealth and educational
need measures of the three major bills now before the
General Court would greatly increase the amount of
state aid received by almost all school districts.

3. Assuming 1972-73 tax and expenditure levels,
as well as 1972-73 pupil populations, the state revenue
needed to fully fund the bills filed by the Board of
Education, the Boston Coalition, and Teachers Association
at the very least would range between $6OO and $690
million. It is readily apparent, however, that allow-
ances for growth in school expenditures, taxes and
enrollments since 1972-73 would require substantially
more than $630 million to fund any of tho bills. The

*
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Boston Coalition bill would be the least expensive;
the Board of Education's the next most expensive, and
the Teachers Association bill the most expensive
even though it has no provisions Governing aid to special
education and bilingual programs.

School District Sample:

Analysis of the fiscal impact of the three bills is illus-
trated by a cross-sectional sample of twenty-two Massachusetts

communities. As background for subsequent analysis. Table IX

provides basic fiscal data on each of the communities, thereby

illustrating some of the inequities which currently exist
among these districts.

For example, one can note the differences in the school

tax proportion between the cities and towns, revealing the degree

of municipal overburden (or high non-school tax burden) in the

former [c.f. Chelsea). Additionally, one can see how the change

to a per capita wealth measure makes cities and other densely

populated communities appear poorer relative to the rest of

the state. Thirdly, the table illustrates how a number of ex-

tremely high property wealth communities are poorer than the

state in terms of personal income (c.f. Bourne, Falmouth).

Finally, and most importantly, the table illustrates the

range of inequity in the amount of per pupil revenue generated

by each district's existing property value and school tax. As

group, the cities generate the least revenue per pupil, follow-

Ed closely by the rural towns.
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Table IX

School district Sample

District bv I EVys'ACI EV/Can Ilnc/Cap lEquallzedlSchl. Tax Ech. Rev/Pup 11
Town Type

y l Ratio ratio Iratio Sob, tax |as S o _from_t»

Urban School Districts

Pop, over 100,000
CO7 i U22 905 i 18.59 i 25* $ 893

Boston 'III 1 'll-, ohl PP.9 9 H 2 681 ”

Boston *52/ j pp
*

9Q H2Worcester .761 ~587 j.?HS 22.39 j «

Worcester wbi | 1• - p 1 , I 77 1(22
Springfield .628 I .5 9 ; -871 j 35 H27
New Bedford .761 .6HI | .787 jli-yo j
Pop, under 100,000 j j
Chelsea .522 i .410 ! .835 ; 8.51
Cambridge 1-680 ; .892 1.133 j 23-49Cambridge '14.67Lowell .jox c ii '-I-, oc
Newton 1-507 1-264 1.576 ;21.25

17810
156532

350
1286

45
50

Suburban School Pi

High Income

Brookline 2.H77 1.2H7 I.T9H . 16.70 ;33 j
Lexington 1,2« Q J-. j I fil- 050
L'°"^ adOW 1:913 liuSl 2'.P38 i 18.68 I 55 ! 1329

1Westo

Moderate Income

73 !.67
1.6HDrac 31 j 2UIBB ' 59 1082

,C : 21.67 ! 65 1189
!16.63 H 6 888

1Burlinrto
1.366ier 336 1.168Walt!"

Bour
Palm
Orle

1050
1523H3

.
HBH 1.390 ; 6.3H

1439 ’ .527 ; .793 31.95 : 29 | 561
582 .667 , .881 28.07 73 656
ro nnu 1 QR7 59 670

656Or ange
Barre

557 :16,8H i 59asthampton
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Aid Ratios:

The most significant distributive effects of all throe bills

result from the aid ratio determined for each district by the

bill's definitions of fiscal ability and state aid. As illustrated

in Table X, the aid generated by the per capita wealth measures.
and the 50- state aid level, results in substantial increases

in almost all communities. The per capita property valuation

measure of local wealth used in the Board of Education and

Teachers Association bills tends to produce a substantially

higher aid ratio in urban, higher-income suburban, and non-resort

rural districts than either the per pupil property valuation

measure used in the current Chapter 70 formula or in the com-

bined per capita property valuation/per capita income measure of

local wealth proposed in the Boston Coalition bill. Thus these

bills provide for a higher aid ratio in all cities, and in

communities like Brookline, Longmeadow, Orange and Barre.

The combined measure of wealth use in the Boston Coalition

bill, however, substantiauy increases the aid ratio of rural

resort communities (Cape Cod), whereas these communities receive

no increase in the other two bills. In addition, the bill

increases the aid ratio of communities where personal income

is lower, relative to the state average, than property values.

Thus the bill provides for a greater aid ratio in communities

like Burlington and Waltham.

In essence then, the fiscal ability measure, when taken

by themselves, result in a trade-off of benefits. The pure
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Table X

Aid Ratios In 1972-73, and 1975-76 for Selected School Districts
by Legislative Proposal and by City or Town Type*

School District by Aid Ratio, Legis. Proposal'
City or Town Type 1972-73 Board of Ed. Boston Coallt ■ Teachers Assn.

Urban School Districts

Fop, over 100,000

Boston .558 .789 .669 .789
Worcester .505 .706 .617 .706
Springfield .536 .699 .632 .699
New Bedford .557 .676 .642 .676

Pop, under 100,000

Chelsea .599 .795 .689 .795
Cambridge .150 .566 .499 .566
Lowell .573 .707 .645 .707
Newton .150 .356 .285 .356

Suburban School Districts

High Income

Brookline .150 .374 .240 .374
Lexington .194 .271 .274 .271
Longmeadow .150 .247 .175 .247
Weston .150 .000 .000 .000

Moderate Income

Dracut .605 .662 .613 .662
Burlington -293 .177 .356 .177
Amherst .150 .603 .598 .603
Waltham .150 .416 .466 .416

Rural School Districts

Resort

Bourne .150 .110 .360 .110
Falmouth .150 .000 .260 .000
Orleans .150 .000 .153 .000
Non-Resort

Orange .638 .736 .670 ,736Barre .622 ,660 .610 .660 fEasthampton .342 .541 .532 .541

Aid ratios computed using 1975-76 equalized property valuationsas of January 1, 1975.
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property-value measure (Board and MTA) provides for a greater

range of aid distribution, raising aid ratios in the needy

cities and poor rural, communities. On the other hand they

exclude a number of communities from the aid formula (mostly

Cape districts) and increase the aid ratios in wealthier suburban

districts. The mixed measure (Boston), reduces the distributive

range of aid and provides for less of an increase in the needy

cities and rural districts. Yet it includes all but two

communities in the formula (Weston and Dover) and results in a

less substantial aid-ratio increase in wealthy suburbs.

An additional trade-off in the two measures needs mentioning.

Per capita income data suffers from the fact that is is up-dated

at best only every five years (as of the present) and thus it

fails to reflect short-range economic trends. Yet it provides

aid distribution with a stability that is lacking in the pro-

perty measure because of controversy over property assessment

procedures.

Weighted Pupil Units:

Differences in aid distribution caused by the aid ratios are in

part countered by the differences in total weighted pupil units.

As Table XI shows, all three bills yield a high level of

educational need in school districts which undoubtedly face the

greatest costs of education. This is particularly the case in

the Boston Coalition bill. Under the Coalition plan, the number

of weighted full-time equivalent pupils in Boston, for example,
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Table XI
Estimated Weighted FTE Pupil Units In 1975-76 for

Selected School Districts by Legislative Proposal and

Legislative Proposal
BoardSchool District by

City or Town Type NAM of Education Boston Coalition Teachers As

Urban School Districts

Population over 100,000

Boston 93,568
Worcester 28,660
Springfield 30,393
New Bedford 16,803

Population under 100,000
Chelsea
Cambridge
Lowell
Newton

Suburban School Districts

High Income

Brookline
Lexington
Longmeadow
Weston

Moderate Income

Dracut
Burlington
Amherst
Waltham

Rural School Districts

Resort

Bourne
Falmouth
Orleans

Non-Resort

Orange
Barre
Easthampton

Pupil units for 1975-76 do not Include vocational and special education
students enrolled In regional schools. They are also based on the
Boston Coalition definition of "low-mC'children. Appropriate figures would
result In some reduction of weighted units In the Board's bill, and
possibly the MTA bill. MTA units do not include sneclal and bl-llncual

City or Town Type"
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would approach 130,000, a number nearly 50 percent greater than

its net average membership, while under the Board of Education

and Teachers Association proposals, the number of weighted

full-time equivalent pupils would be less than 110,000. The

number of weighted pupils under the Teachers Association proposal.

however, would eventually approach the munber under the Boston

t Coalition because of its phase-in of higher weights for low-

income pupils and because of its inclusion of weights for

educational disadvantageraent currently unmeasured

In comparing pupil unit data, three qualifications should

be kept in mind. Low-income pupils in each district were

tabulated using the Boston Coalition definition and available

overstating the unit figuresTitle I figures - thus somewhat

Secondly, the numbers in theof the Board and Teachers bills

and bi-lingual education pupils.MTA bill do not include special

thus understating MTA totals. And finally, regional vocational
and special education pupils are not included in each district's

totals.

Total Aid Receipts and Property Tax Relief:

When all components are included in the computations, the

total dollar figures illustrated in Table XII result. As can

be seen in the table, the cities show the the greatest percentage

increase in aid, ranging from 50% for Worcester in the Boston

bill to 590% for Cambridge in the Teachers Association bill.
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Table XII

Aid Receipts per NAM in 1975-76 Assuming; 1972-73 Expenditure Levels
for Selected School Districts by Legislative Proposal,

Wealth and City or Town Type

Legislative Proposal
School District by Board of Boston Teachers
City or Town Type Education Coalition Assn.

Urban School Districts (Figures In brackets Indicate
percent growth in aid over

Pop, over 100,000 1972-73 levels).

Boston $1,003 (129)5 $9OO (105) $l,OBO (187)
Worcester 813 (68) ( 726 (50) 865 (89)
Springfield 893 (106) I 790 (93) 718 (76)
New Bedford 835 (175) ■ 826 (172) | 801 (191)

Pop, under 100,000
Chelsea 920 (150) 839 (129) \ 883 (152)
Cambridge 703 (329) 699 (296) | 777 (590)
Lowell 833 (110) 788 (99) i 706 (8?)
Newton 398 (118) 310 (70) . 975 (216)

Suburban School Districts
1 •

]

High Income .

Brookline 930 (192) 272 (85) 1 519 (356)
Lexington 298 (18) 292 (16) 360 (62)
Longmeadow 271 (52) 189 (3) , 323 (117)
Weston 137 (0) 137 (0) 109 (6)

Moderate Income

Dracut 765 (72) ' 693 (56) 657 (98)
Burlington 197 (0.8) 389 (97) 292 (89)
Amherst 699 (251) 639 (293) 799 (371)
Waltham 992 (183) 593 (212) 531 (277)

Rural School Districts
Resort i

(

Bourne 277 (0) 382 (36) ! 289 (6)
Falmouth 127 (0) 290 (129) 122 (6)
Orleans 131 (0) 159 (21) j 120 (6)

I .

Non-Resort ,

Orange 823 (77) 796 (61) 717 (59)
Barre 713 (98) 662 (83) 1 692 (102)
Easthampton 603 (137) 587 (131) 528 (121)
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Wealthier suburban districts show for less increase, with the

exception of densely populated Brookline. Remaining communities

range widely in percentage increases, from zero increase

registered by Cape towns under the Board's bill to the 3711

increase registered by Amherst under the HTA plan.

Clearly, many communities will receive tremendous increases

in state aid under eachof the three bills. This influx of new

money would allow for a substantial decrease in local school

property taxes - ranging from zero decrease in the towns not

receiving increased aid, to a potential elimination of the

school tax in some communities. According to the LEAP calcula-

tions, a typical school district could use its additional state

aid to cut property taxes by about 3 mills - a rate reduction

that would bring about $l6O a year in tax relief to the owner

of a $20,000 market value house, about $320 a year to the owner

of a $40,000 house, and about $4BO a year to the owner of a

$60,000 house.

At the same time, this new aid poses additional problems

which the Commission has not examined as of yet. Briefly,

these are:

1. Should the state direct a proportion of aid
to property tax relief, and if so how?

2. What can, or should, the state do to insure
an equitable distribution of tax cuts within a given
community?

3. What effect on local school expenditures would
windfall of new aid be likely to have?

4. What would be the consequences of a phase-in
of state aid, and how might this be accomolishcd equitably?
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Analysis of Distributive Effects:
Basic distributive differences in the three bills can be

discerned in two ways: 1.) by an examination of the types of

districts receiving the most aid and the least aid in each of

overall distributive patternsthe bills, and 2.) by analysis of

of each bill.

all three bills concentrate

urban centers. This tendency

As illustrated in Table XXII

the greatest amount of aid in the

Teachers Association bill.is somewhat less pronounced in the

due in part to the reimbursement format of state aid contained

in that bill.

Also as illustrated in the table, the most glaring differences

emerge in the districts designated for least aid by each bill,

reflecting the different methods of computing local fiscal

ability. The property value measure in the Board and Teachers

bills allocates the least aid (i.e. no increase) to Cape and

resort communities, while the Boston Coalition bill appropriates

the lowest amount of aid to wealthy suburban communities.

This distinction, reflecting the impact of the per capita

income measure, presents an important policy consideration for

the Commission and the General Court, namely: should the least

aid be directed to communities whose personal income is highest

in the state, or to communities whose property base is the

highest in the state? Although, property wealth has traditionally

been used in determining aid, two factors might be considered

in resolving this dtlemna.

»
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Table XIII

Aid Receipts per NAM In 1975-76 Assuming 1972-73 Expenditure Levels
for Districts Receiving Highest, Lowest, and Median

Aid by Legislative Proposal

Ten Districts Legislative Proposal
Recelvlng~Most
Aid per Pupil Board of Education Boston Coalition Teachers Association

1. Harvard •• $lOO9 Boston $9OO Boston $lOBO
2. Boston 1003 Wlnchendon* 1 875 Harvard 938
3. Wlnchendon** 963 Chelsea 839 Somerville 932
*4. Chelsea 920 New Bedford 326 Chelsea 883
5. Somerville 862 Harvard*1 B?0 Worcester 865
6. Pall River 856 Fall River 813 Milford 841
7. Springfield 843 Somerville 793 New Bedford 801
8. Lynn 840 Springfield 790 Lynn 801
9. New Bedford 835 Lynn 789 Amherst 794

10. Lowell 833 Lowell 788 Cambridge 777

Ten Districts
Receiving Median

Level Aid per Pupil

171 Saugus $456 Danvers $502 Woburn $4?4
172 Holllston 455 Conway 502 Ashland 473
173 Foxborough 455 Avon 502 Easton 473
174 Danvers 443 Arlington 499 Groton 469
175 W. Springfield 4U? Hubbardston 498 Douglas 469
176 Reading 440 Saugus 495 Wllbraham 467
177 W. Boylston 435 Wakefield 494 Stoughton 459
178 Charlton 434 W, Sprlngfield494 Reading 459
179 Southwlck 431 Leyden 494 Saugus 457
180 Brookline 430 New Salem 493 Ashburnham 457

Ten Districts
Receiving Least
Aid per Pupil

342 Somerest $B7 Duxbury $194 Somerset $B3
343 Plainfield 37 Manchester 192 Goshen 83
344 Sandwich 84 Marblehead 191 Yarmouth 81
345 Goshen 84 Longmeadow 184 Oak Bluffs 80
346 Mt. Washington 83 Wellesley 179 Nantucket 72
347 Nantucket 68 Concord 178 Duxbury 71
346 Stockbrldge 65 Westwood 173 Stockbrldge 69
349 New Marlborough 62 Orleans 159 New Marlborough 66
350 W. Tlsbury 60 Dover’ 162 W. Tlsbury 63
351 Chllmark 0 Weston 137 Chllmark 0

MTA figures do not Include special and bilingual education.
** Aid to districts like Harvard and Wlnchendon is artificially high, since

NAiM totals do not Include pupils In regional vocational and soeclal
education programs.

1
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In the first place, one can compare average school tax

payments as a function of income in both district groupings.

This measure accounts for differences in both property values

and personal income. According to this calculation, the average

household in the ten lowest aid districts pays the following

proportion of personal income in school taxes:

Table XIV: Tax Payments as a Proportion of Income

Ten Lowest Aid Districts* Tax Payment
(according to:) per house h>

Tax payment as
% of Family Incomeper house hold

Board of Education
and 11.3%$1,268

Teachers Association

Boston Coalition $1,191 7.5%
‘computations for the Board bills are based on the lowest
ten aid communities, where the appropriate data was available

Thus, residents of the suburban towns pay a somewhat lower

school tax than those in resort communities, and their tax

payments are a significantly lower percentage of available

personal income. Further analysis is needed for the Commission

to be able to recommend a resolution of this issue. Such

analysis must bear in mind the correlation* between the follow-

ing independent variables and'total per pupil expenditures:

Table XV: Factors Related To Per Pupil Expenditures

Independent Variables Correlation with
Per Pupil Expenditures

Per Capita Income .71
Median Years of Schooling .47
Tax Rate .37
Equ. Valuation per SAC .33
Equ. Valuation per Cap. .09

coefficients are based on an 18-district sample
of Massachusetts communities.
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Work of this nature is proceeding as the Commission studies

possible adjustments in the formulae, in addition to alternate

formulae (see Appendix).

The second consideration in weighing the merits of the

two fiscal ability measures is related to the amount of aid

distributed to groups of districts. Tables XVI and Table XVII

illustrated the impact of both measures. As can be seen in

these tables, the use of per capita income increases the aid

amounts to all middle-range communities - as measured by pro-

perty value and income level. It also increases aid to low-

income areas, but allocates less aid to low property - wealth

communities. Finally, as we have seen, the income measure

provides more aid to high income communities.

These tendencies result in a distribution pattern illustrated

in the graphs designated as Chart I and Chart 11. According

to these charts, the per capita measure causes a narrower distri-

bution of aid in the Boston bill than in either of the two bills

Less aid is allocated to the "poorest" districts (as defined by

the bill), more aid to the "wealthiest" districts (so defined),

and more aid to middle-level districts.

Guaranteed Yield:

Finally, the guaranteed yield component in the Board of

Education proposal results in modest aid increases in a variety

of districts, most notably those in the moderate to slightly-

wealthier-than-average districts. Also, according to the
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Table XVI

Aid Receipts per NAM In 1975-75 Assuming 1972-73 Expenditure Levels
for Selected School Districts by Legislative Proposal
and by 1975-76 Per Capita Property Wealth Percentile

School District by Equalized Property Legislative Proposal
Per Capita Property Valuation Per Board of Boston Teachers
Wealth Percentile Capita 1975-76 Education Coalition Assn.

Percentiles 1-2 (low)

$920 $839 $BB3
1,003 900 1,080
1,009 820 936

823 796 717
856 813 698
662 793 932
803 701 705

929 985 500
978 528 505
992 593 531
1(60 989 998
989 553 526
956 995 957
992 519 531
955 966 530963 985 593
969 517 973
902 592 903

131 159 120
173 289 183

83 279 88
106 280 112
127 309 92
125 299 132
131 299 137

Chelsea $3,998
Boston 9,056
Harvard 9,295
Orange 5,079
Fall River 5,211
Somerville 5,238
Athol 5,579

Percentiles 99-51
Great Barrington 11,052
Rowley 11,189
Waltham 11,295
Millls 11,256
Gloucester 11,306
Saugus 11,318
West Newbury 11,358
Holllston 11,360
Walpole 11,933
Ashland 11,989
Halifax 11,507

Percentiles 98-100 (high)

Orleans 61,908
Gay Head 61,869
Mt. Washington 67,308
Truro 68,152
Edgartown 70,830
Mashpee 89,053
Rowe 911,191

* Aid receipts under Teachers Association proposal do not Include aid
receipts for special education. I
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Table XVII

Aid Receipts per NAM In 1975-76 Assuming 1972-73 Expenditure Level
for Selected School Districts by Legislative Proposal

and by 1969 Per Capita income Percentile

School District by Per Capita Legislative Proposal
Per Capita Income Income,
! Percentile 1969 Board of Ed. Boston Coalition Teachers

Percentiles 1-2 (low)

Belchertown $2,327 $7Ol $729 $572
Salisbury 2,547 164 468 152
Templeton 2,585 759 706 714
Bleckstone 2,645 724 687 642
Warehara 2,671 102 345 91
Fall River 2,676 856 813 698
Monson 2,676 706 685 638
Percentiles 49 - 51
Egremont 3,191 94 268 99
Florida 3.191 279 279 257
Hancock 3,191 26l 387 273
Hinsdale 3,191 310 436 391
Monterey 3,191 112 241 119
Ht. Washington 3,191 83 279 88
New Ashford 3,191 110 297 116
New Marlborough 3,191 62 240 66
Peru 3,191 136 276 145
Sandisfleld 3,191 162 313 160
Savoy 3.191 137 278 145

Percentiles 98 - 100 (high)

Newton 5,398 398 310 475
Lincoln 5,569 260 226 332
Wellesley 5,980 205 179 211
Brookline 6,144 430 272 519
Longmeadow 5,157 271 184 323
Dover 7,434 162 162 150
Weston 7,685 137 137 109
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LEAP estimates, illustrated in Table XVIII, Boston would

qualify for $2.3 million in additional aid, although other

central cities are not as likely to qualify for aid.
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Table XVIII

DPE Add-On and Total Aid Receipts In 1975-76 Under
Board of Education Proposal for a 33 Percent

Sample of Qualifying School Districts

School District DPE Add-On Total Aid,
Aid, 1975-76 1975-76 Aid Ratio

Ashby $7,439 $357,956 .538
Auburn 20,437 1,972,801 .463
Berkley 9,225 290,916 .538
Boston 2,347,939 94,347,008 .789
Buckland 4,618 272,788 .494
Chelmsford 116,834 5,037,893 .494
Cohasset 9,545 459,183 .163
Easton 35,720 1,774,231 .447
Georgetown 46,922 1,145,684 .457
Hampden 21,423 790,013 .496
Hlngham 12,781 2,042,607 .344
Hollnton 33.072 1,675,078 .410
Hubbardston 3,360 198,578 .439
Ipswich 32,496 1,379.476 .389
Leyden 859 2.664 ,475 .239
Mansfield 25,416 174,502 .449
Medway 30,829 1,223,337 .437
Natick 7 ,578 3,359,107 .371
Mew Salem 1,232 57,766 .342
Norwell 1,700 606,528 .213
Pembroke 37 ,704 1,716,959 .468
Plalnvllle 8,568 655,991 .452
Reading 16,109 2,609,488 .396
Rowley 5,722 397,534 .419
Scltuate 51,105 2,289,188 .397
Shelburne 215 208,277 .448
Southwick 16,701 829,928 .387
Sudbury 13,116 1,171,216 .168
Townsend 14,917 676.521 .502
Walpole 21,018 2,211,783 .406
West Newbury 11,165 366,009 .408
Williamsburg 8,355 380,047 .558
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CONCLUSION:

This Interim Report is essentially a working document, pre-

pared as the Commission continues its on-going study of school

finance reform and equal educational opportunity as charged by

the General Court. As such, it includes an overview of the Com-

mission's charge and work to date, a description of the most

striking educational and fiscal inequities in Massachusetts,

an in-depth analysis of the three reform bills.

As indicated in the introductory section, considerable ad-

ditional study is needed - both in school finance reform per se

and in other critical equal educational opportunity areas. The

Commission hopes to continue its work unabated in this important

task, and plans to continue to draw on the expertise and insights

of many involved in these issues. To assist in this effort, and

to enhance the vitally important sharing of ideas and information
as we proceed, the Commission hereby files this report as a public
document.

*
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I-A1 ternatlve Formulae

HOW THE CHAPTER 70 FORMULA WORKS

All school expenses are considered "reimbursable" except
vocational education costs, construction costs, transportation
costs and certain other costs which are reimbursed through
other schemes. Before a town submits its aopllcatlon for
reimbursement, it must subtract those costs plus any revenue
irom other sources.

A percentage of "reimbursable expenditures" for a city
or town is reimbursed by tne Commonwealtn. This percentare
is found by multiplying tne average taxable property valuation
per pupil in a town divided by the averare taxable property
valuation per pupil through the state times C52, then sub-
tracting this percentare figure from 100,;. Thus, if a town's
taxable property per school attending child is rreater than
the average throurh the state, the figure subtracted from 1002
will be greater than 653 and the cercentare of reimbursable
expenditures to be reimbursed by the Commonwealth will oe
smaller. This is the equalizing core of the present formula.
A maximum of 75? and a minimum of 152 form the boundaries ’within
which this formula is carried out. Another dimension of this
formula provides that if a tovm claims over 1100 of the average
reimbursable expenditures per child, it will not be reimbursed
for costs greater tnan 1100. Similarly, if a town claims less
than SO" of the average reimbursaole expenditures per child
the formula treats that town as if it claimed 802 .

1. 1002 - 652 X down's averare rrorertv valuation rer school child
State's average property valuation per school child

«= TOWN'S SCHOOL AID PERCENTAGE

2. Town's school aid percent is never greater than 752 or less
than 152.

Ed to reimbursable expenditures
state average, and to no less

3. School aid percentage is appl
up to or equal to 1102 of tne
than 80S of the state average

A. No town can receive less tnan
under old formula in 1965-

1152 of money they received

in mind is that this formula
1 overburden factor by uslnr

5. One further dimension to beep
attempts to include a nunlclr
the entire school age rorulat
valuation per pupil ratner th

i those attending public school
this method of providing more
effectiveness, thus some more

of a town in figuring the
limiting the definition to
As private schools close.

money to cities loses
leritlmate municloal over-

burden factor should be sought as part of any new or revised
school aid formula.
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SCHOOL FINANCE BILLS, 1975: CHANGING THE SCHOOL-AID FOHMULA•

Three bills, summarized below, have been filed thus far
to make significant changes in the current formula for distri-
buting school aid (Chapter ?0). The hTA bill makes major
changes in Chapter 70, while maintaining the basic form of
the current law. Both the Department of education and
Boston Coalition bills combine the funding now provided by
Chapters 70, 69 and 71 (Special Education) ,7** (Vocational
Education), and 71A (Bilingual Education) in one composite
program.

1. The Pass. Teachers 1 Association Bill (0923) makes the
following major changes in Chapter 70:

increases the state aid percentage from 35* to
50£ in 1975, with increases to a level of 75*
in 1981.

b. changes the valuation percentage (measuring fiscal
capacity) from equalization per pupil to equalized
valuation per capita --thus making densely populated
TurbanT* areas eligible for more aid. In 1977, the
valuation percentage will include a measure of
the local tax rate effort --an additional aid
to those communities burdened with a heavy over-
all tax rate.

c. broadens "reimbursable expenditures" to include
vocational, industrial, agricultural, and nurse
training programs.

d. includes additional funding for low-income pupils
and "students with critical deficiencies in basic
learning skills" (two years or more below state
norm in reading and/or math).

pupils in different programs are given different
weights (see below, under computations).

The Department of Education Bill (H128) and the Boston
GOalltlon Bill both make an additional significant
change, differing from the ETA Bill: namely they switch
to current-year funding instead of reimbursements. Both
use a foundation level of funding per pupil (weighted),
based on the average per pupil expenditure state-wide.

2. The Department bill makes the .following changes in the
Chapter 70 formula:

Increases the state aid percentage from 15* to 50*.

b. changes the valuation percentage from equalized
valuation per pupil to equalized valuation per
capita.

epared by Edward 1'.organ
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tajor Bills

Department Bill (continued):

c. incorporates all school funding (minus transportation,
construction, etc.) in one formula, and therefore:

d. assigns weights for full-time-equivalent pupils in
a variety of programs, Including regular day,
special, vocational, bi-lingual, and;

e. assigns an additional weight to low-income children,
(see computations below)I

f. provides all state funding on a current-year rather
than reimbursable basis (quarterly payments), basis
for foundation level funding is average state per-
pupll-expendlture.

g. includes additional Incentive program ("guaranteed
yield") which guarantees additional state funds to
those communities with greater-than-average tax rates.
Using a power-equalizing approach, the guaranteed
yield section of the bill assures all communities
an output of for each additional "excess
tax rate" dollar up to a limit of 4 mills.

3. The Boston Coalition Bill makes the following changes in the
Chapter 70 formula:

a. increases the state aid percentage from 35* to 50*

b. changes the valuation percentage from equalized valuation
per pupil to equalized valuation per capita. h'or its
fiscal capacity index, the bill uses an average of hv/
capita (local:state) and personal income per capita
(local;state).

c. like the Dept, bill, incorporates all funding in on
formula, and:

d. assigns weights for full-time equivalent pupils in
a variety of programs, including regular day,
special, vocational, and bi-lingual, and:

assigns an additional weight to low-income children
(see computations below).

f. provides all state funding on a current-year rather
than reimbursable basis (quarterly payments). Basis
for foundation level funding is average state per

4 pupil-expenditure

Both the Department and Boston Coalition Bills Include a
save-harmless ("grandfather”) clause, whereby no community
can receive less state aid than it currently gets.

(The Boston Coalition also filed a bill to provide direct state aid
to districts with more than low-income students)
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Pupil Weights: c
All three bills Include weighted measures for pupils in

certain programs —reflecting higher costs for some programs,
and additional incentives for others.

MTA DEPT. BOSTON

Regular day (K-3) 1.2 1.0 1.2
Half-day kindergarten .6 .5
Regular day (4-6) 1.2 1.0

6
1.0

Regular day (7---) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Special Ed. (partially integrated) -* 2.5 2.5 4Special Ed. (substantially separate)-* 3-5
Special Ed. (day programs) -* s*°

3.54.5
Special Ed. (residential programs) -* 6.0 5-5
Vocational Ed. 1.7

(specific occupational training) - 2.0 2.0
1.5(career development program) - 1.4

(career awareness program) - 1.1
1.4Bilingual Education programs -* 1.4

Added low-income weight** .1 to .2 5
.5 (‘79)

"Critical deficiency" 1.25 ('77)

�Continues to be funded under separate Chapters (69,71»71A)
*»"Low-income" is defined as follows;

KTA Bill: public school children from families in bottom 10# income
Dept. Bill: pupil whose family is below Federal poverty, using

definition in Title I of ESEA, amended
Boston Bill: number of children (SAC) whose families are below

poverty level, using definition in Title I of ESEA, \

not amended.

Computations:

To compute the amount of state aid each city or town will
receive, tabulate as follows:

KTA Bill; 1:00 .S(EV/capita local) Total Pupil Weights(Ev/capita state)
X Total Reimbursable expenditures (up to 110$ of

state average, and fixed at 80$, if actually
lower)

Dept. Bill: 1:00 - .5 (EV/capita local) x Total Pupil Weights
(EV/capita state)

X state average expenditure for previous year
(plus guaranteed yield, if applicable)

Boston Bill: I £(1:00 -

.
S(EV/caplta local) + J(1;00 - .5( Incoino.Uaj
(EV/capita state) (Income/ cap

ificalTJ X Total pupil weights X state average expend,state) I previous year

i
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School FinanceSpecial Commission on
Unequal Educational Opportunity

REP*: An Alternative Formula for State Aid

The resouroes-equallzatlon formula has been developed on the
basis of the following criteria:

1). The cost of equalizing educational opportunity through
school finance reform shall be ass close as possible to the current
cost of state aid (since the Commonwealth's fiscal condition Is so
critical).

2). An equal educational opportunity shall be defined in fiscal
terms as one in which the total revenue (state and locaDfor education
in each district shall approximate the state average for full time
equivalent pupils.

3). Top priority shall be given to raising all cities and towns to
the state average by means of state aid.(EQUALIZATION)

4). Second priority shall be given ‘■o reducing the local property
tax burden In financing education. (PROPERTY TAX RELIEF INCREASED
STATE CONTRIBUTION)

5). Third priority shall be given to minimizing the disruption
of existing state aid received by cities and towns.

6). Fiscal ability of cities and towns shall reflect both the
tax base (equalized valuation per capita) and the ability to pay
(per capita IncomeT —the weight of each to be determined;

These considerations resulted In the following formula;

AID RATIO = 1.33 - (2/3 EV/Cap.Local + 1/3 Inc./Cap. Local)**
( EV/Cap.State Inc./Cap. State)

No aid shall exceed the state average, or shall be less than
.165 times the state average per full time equivalent.

The effect of the formula Is that a town of;average fiscal ability
fill receive 33? state aid.

Except for the cost of maintaining the floor In state aid, the
Jformula redistributes funds currently appropriated (assuming full
apndlng).

•HEP ■= "Resource Equalization Formula
**lf the aid ratio according to the formula is zero or less, the following
formula shall be used: „Aid Ratio = 1.00 - Inc.Cap.Local

Inc.Cap.State
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Comparison of Aid Ratios—Alternative Formulae:

Locality EV/CAP EV/Inc EV/Inc Ev/SAC/lnc/Low-Inc REF*
(Board, MTA) .5.5 .7.3 .5 .4 .1

(Boston)

Boston .789 .667 .718 .691 .751

Springfield .699 .632 .658 .651 .642

New Bedford .676 ,646 .657 .660 .640^
Lynn .666 .609 .656 .619 .590

Cambridge .567 .526 .633 .376
Chelsea .795 .689 .741 .709 .782

Brookline .374 .240 .291 .227 .165“
Newton .356 .285 .311 .262 .165**
Lexington .271 .273 .253 .165“
Wellesley .166 .148 .154 .135 .165“
Winchester .306 .270 .282 .245 .165“
Amherst .603 .598 .598 .535 .533

Bourne .305 .183 .294 .220

Falmouth .260 .156 .258 .165“
Orleans .153 .090 .120 .165“

Barre ,661 .610 ,630 .619 .587
Shirley .705 .642 ,676 .584 .660

Templeton ,684 .654 .664 -590 ,661

• REF » Resource Equalization Formula

Minimum Aid Ratio j
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BOSTON COALITION LOW-INCOME SCHOOL AID DILL (H3458)

Purpose: To achieve equal educational
opportunity by providing categorical
state aid for programs in needy
areas. These shall be designed
to enhance reading and mathematical
skills of all school children designated
as "educationally disadvantaged."

Filed by: Representatives
Daly
King, fI.H.
Donnelly
Scaccia
Frank
White, W.P.

District Qualification for State Aid:

A district will qualify for state aid whose percentage of
school attending children defined as low-income (according to Title
I of ESEA, 1965) equals ten or more.

Low-Income children in population
Net Average Membership ~ 10% or more

Student Eligibility for Programs:

Any child in any school within an eligible district who is
deemed to be "educational disadvantaged" (working below grade expectations,
as determined by the school following guidelines established by the
Commissioner) shall be eligible. (Eligible children need not be low-incom

Allocation of Funds:

Each district shall receive a proportion of state aid equal to
its proportion of low-income children. Each school within qualifying
districts shall receive an allocation equal to its proportion of district
low-income children. Individual schools may combine ana establish
cooperative programs.

District Share = District Low-Income Children
State Low-Income Children X Total Rev enue

School Share * School Low-Income Children
,

„.

District Income ~clirra?en .

x Total strict

Accountability

Programs are to be designed to meet the needs of the "most
educationally disadvantaged" children. They shall emphasize the
improvement of reading and mathematical skills. Programs will be
established by "school councils" (Including a parent majority) in
conjunction with local school district officials and the Commissioner
of Education. Programs shall be evaluated for their effectiveness
at least bi-annually by the Councils, following guidelines established
by the Commissioner.

(Submitted by T. Morgan)
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BOSTON COALITION LOW-INCOME AID BILL (3628)

School Aid Distribution

District $ - aid.# - Low-
Income

% - Low-
Income at $350/pupil

Cities

$16,723,700
575,050^

1,091,650®
1,857,100 W
1,649,200
3,204,250
1,570,800
1,349,950
1,361,500

51.1%
35.2

47,782Boston
Chelsea 1643

311932.0Cambridge
530631.6New Bedford

Lowell 471229.8
915530.1Springfield

Lynn 448829.7
28.8 3857Somerville

Fall River
Holyoke

389027.0
831,6002376

6100
26.6

2,135,00021. 3Worcester

Towns 6 Small Cities

$ 588,700
449,440

Haverhill
Everett

18.6%
18.4

1682
1284

1,188,600
446,600
414,750
548,100
159,250

17.2 3396Brockton
Salem 17.2 1276

118516.2Revere
Malden
Hull

15.2 1566
15.2 955

Pittsfield 144112.0 509,350 *

Cape and Coastal Towns

19.2*
16.7

Warehara
Kashpee

$215,600616
23,800

195,300
324,450
257,250
163,100

68
Newburyport
Gloucester
Falmouth

16.2 558
15.7 927
14.3 735
13.8Bourne

Dennis
466

13.7 57,750165

Rural Towns

Goshen 18.7%
16.8

20 $ 7000Winchendon
Montague

98,000
99,750

280
15.6 285

Greenfield
Easthampton

11.4 142,800
103,600 It

408
11.4 296

$ 46,472,300 *STATE 1471 1(T

(NO "WEALTHY" COMMUNITIES WOULD RFrprur ,

* (at 10% cut-off)
WOULD RECEIVE ANY AID ACCORDING TO THIS FORMULA)


