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Bqualising the Flaanc lal Support’
of Maine Nchool Units

PARYT I, Background Information

A. Landmark Provisions for Financial Support of Public Education in the
Early Years

i

The histof& of State support. of public education in Maine-i;
clo;ely allied with and patterned after that of the Commonwealth
of Hassachusetﬁs of which Maine was a part _until separation froﬁ the
mother colony énd state in 1820. |
During the years of exploration and settleﬁent it was natural
Ehat there was a minimum éf effort devoted to the establishment of
schools bec;uéejsettlement was slow and the threat of Indian attacks
. \ : :
left little time for educational and cultural development. Although
growth and establishment of schools was slow,iwe do find in the
18th and l9th Centu;iés the basis for many of the elements of present
day systems aqd organization. A review of the early laws relative
to financia} support shows that nearly every aspect ofltoday's
supporf structure had its origin in'striving for better and improved
programs~yearuby-yeari- |

The purchase of fhe f;ovince_of Maine by M;ssachusepts in 1677
brought the area under thglMassachusétts Bay Colony Laws ;f 1642
and 1647'which contain the first legal reduirementifor schools. -
In 1642, the General Court of the Colony and Province of Massachusetts
Bbay ordered that ”ﬁhe éelecthen in every town, should have a
vigilant'eyé over thei; bretheren and neigﬂbors to see, first, that .
none of them shall sufféf-ﬁo’much barbarism in any of their families,
as not to eQdeavor to teach, by themselves or others, their |
children énd apprentices, éo much leérning as may'enabie thém,

perfectly, to read the.English tonguerand'khowledge of the capital

O laws. upon penalty of twenty shillings for each neglect therein."
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responsibility for education énd acceptance of the principle by
the lawmakvers, tha£ there was an obligation on their paryt (o
Scee that youtl Jdid pnot prow up (g {gagoeadce,

In l6a7, the General Court ordered "every township atter
the Lord had increased them to the number of fitty houscholders
Lo appoint one person to teach all such children as shall resort
to him to read and write, whose wages were to be paid by the
parents or masters of the children or by the inhabitants in general."
and further provided that “'those who send their children be not
oppressed by paying much more than they can have them taught in
other towns.'" It also directed that when any town increased to
one hundred families, the authorities should set up a grammar
scnool to instruct youth for the university.

Establishment of schools in the Province of Maine was moderate
{or only seven grammar schools in 161 incorporated towns were in
operation by l8UU. Although penalties existed for not providing
schools, in reality, public education was not widely accepted
until after the turn of the cedtury.

The early schools were under the control of the church rather
than either the State or the town.' This is probably due to the
fact that Maine was settled predominantly be Puritan stock from
Massachusetts.

Early laws regarding teachers were more concerned with moral
¢haracter than educatioﬁal qualifications. As evidence of this
concern, an act of 1671 directed that the youth be educated, not
only in pood literature but in sound doctrine, and ordered the
selectmen not to allow anyone to teach in the schools and colleges

"that have manifested themselves unsound in the faith or scandulous

\
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in thely liveu an:d have not glv.eu sa(intaction acCurdlug to _(lu'
rules ot Christ.". For m#ny years the church was the financial
agency fbr‘schools receiving money from the town and disbursing
it in parish meetings.

constitutional Provisions

while the constitutions of most states recognize that the
support of education is a State responsibilicy, the Maine
Constitution in Article VIII entitled, Literature, emphasized
the advantages of educ&tion but in somewhat unique fashiqn directed
the Legislature to réquire the townshfo support and maintain
schools at their own expen§e And also to encouraée and endow all
‘academies and seminaries of leafning in the state; This might
well bé'interpféted té provide Staté suppor;.fbr private
insc};u;ions and to delegate fuil respongibility for public schools
to local s¢h601 districts, but in actual prac;ice, from tﬁe first
vears of statehood the State has congributed reveﬁués for school
finance and has demonqérated'by appropriate and repeated actibns
Lngﬁ the support of public sghools_iq a joint respbnsibility of
State and loéal agenclies. The agsencé of State responsibility
in the carly years probably reflects a strong prejudice of Maine
citizens.againsc anything in governméngal.affairs-which-looked
like centralization of control.

Growth in State Flnancing and Subport

Although the Constitucioﬁ tended to make financial support
Qf education a local responsibility, the early. Maine Legislatures
"soon passed laws to see fnat this Qas done. The second session,
in 1522, enacted a law requiring that each town raise annually:

[}{J:thc sum of torty cents per capita.. It is worthy of note that a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




4.,
minimum per capita requirement contfnues to the present day and
despiLe inflation and extension of educational opportunities rose
to only eighty cents per capita in the next 150 years. In 1lyoy,
the minimum was raised to $20 per inhabitant.

The inadequacy of local support alonec soon became evident
for in 1828, a State Public School Fund was established with
$<.UU,00U received from the sale of twenty townships together
with some money received from Massachusetts as Maine's share of
war claims against the United States. The income from this fund
was distributed according to the number of scholars. The fund
was the forerunner aﬁd.basis in later years for ever increasing
State allocations for the equalization of educational opportunity.
This fund is significant for establishirg the principle o State

support.

State Bank Tax

In 1833, a measure was passed requiring banking corporations
to pay to the State one-half of one percent semi-annually on
their capital stock. .The amounts recelved were not large but
the law was important as it was the first State appropriatipn
trom “ax money for school aid. During the period 1833 to 1849 the
revenues from this source avéraged only §$31,511 per year. Adding
this amount to the municipal tax of, forty cents per inhabitant
the total resourees for the operation of all public schools of the
State in 1849 were only $289,961. The bank tax, howeyer, did
not prove to be a . stable source of income due to a tax on State
banks imposed by the Federal Government and it seemed likely that
tiis so;rce of revenue would disappear entirely. To offset this

[]{U:‘ deficiency, the Legislature in 1863 increased the sum Lo be raised




tocally to 75 cehts per person.

First State Property Tax:

The iégislature of 1872 pfovided a much broader basis for
schoo; suppbrt by the enactment of a tex of one-miil on all
property in the state. The proceeds of this tax were paid to
the State and aistributed to towns ‘and cities gécording to the
number of scholars between the agéa oé four and fwenty-one.

In 1909, another mill and one-half statewide tax on property
was allocated for the support of public sch@ols with one and one-
half mills being distributed as heretofore irn accordance withr |
tﬁe school cgpsﬁs and one mill on the basis of the municipalities’

valuation. This action resulted in increasing State school funds
from $569,188 in 1309 :0'32,377,684 in 1‘910 which perce;{:agewise
was pfobably the greatest increase in State_suppoft ever experienced
‘before or since that time. |

The State property tax wfs raised to 3% mills in 1921 witn
the estaﬁlishmgnt of the State School Fund._ The révenues were
allocafed to the gowns'and clties Onlthe basis of §$100 per-teaéhing
.position, $3.00'fg;»;ach person on the school éengus between the

ages of five and twenty-cone, and the remainder, if any, on

aggregate ‘attendance.

Stép§ To@a;d Equalization of Tax Effort
The need for equalization of both gaxatiou and éducational'
opbortun;ty became an inéreasingly éritical issue garly in the
2uth Cen;ury. The first step was taken 1in 1919 when a special
tund- of $40,000 was'apptbpriﬁted for the purpose of strengthgning
 smali rural nigﬁ schools. Another indication of growing acceptance

O i . — ’ ’ ] .
[]{U:l state responsibility for education was evidenced in 192U wnen

IToxt Provided by ERI



Lo
an cqualization tund derived trom the Common Schoot Fund plus
interest on reserved lands in unorganized townships amounting
to $55,621 was distributed to towns having tax rates for school
and municipal purposes in excess of the State average. In that
same year an unprecented action was taken when the Governor ana
Executive Council allocated $100,000 to helélfowns maintain schools
and pay teachers salaries under'emergency eonditions resulting
trom the higﬁ cost of living following World War I. |

The Mort Survey

‘By far ghe most significant event relating to the financing
of educagion during the thirties,ﬁas a survey in 1934 on "The.
Financing of the Public Schools of Maine" conducted by Dr. Paul
Mort for the Maine Finance Commission. The report was highly
criticai of the inéqeéuacies of Maine education. The Study
concentrated on pofential'economies in the operation of schodls,
more equicable sources of revenue‘far the State School Fund and
the distribution of funds on an equalized basis. The reporf
endeavofgd tb‘presenf an accurate portrayal of existing cohditions
and to'improve the'fina;cial structure 80 as to guarantee to
all boys and girls a miqimum prograﬁ of educatiqnal opporgunity.

It was found that the cost-éf education was a small item in
the tota}.expendicures of the state, that there was‘a drift in
population from the rural aczeas to the cities and that the
per;entage of State money going fo educat?oﬁ was decreasing while
that for highways was 6n the 1ncreése.

‘%ne Commis;ion recommended that minimum standards be set

by the State and that the Commissioner; of Education be granted

E kahe power to decrease proportionately aid to those units which

s e A
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[aiied to meet minimum requirements. The report recognized
the responsibility of the State for establishing an equitable
foundation program and for distributing ;he burden over the
state in accordance with the people's ébility to pay. Maine had
not recovered from tﬁe great depression and it was estimated
that it might take from ten to twenty years -to accomplish its
goals. The rebort'was prophetic and correct in respéct'to the
time element for implementation for its recommendations did not
fead to many immediate reforms. It should, howéver, bé credited
with doing much to strengthen and.exténd the principle of State
fesponsibiliéy for providing equal educational oﬁportgp}ty for‘
kchildren in all sections of the state. Undoubtedly it contributed
to the adoption of a minimum foundation program fifteen years

later.

Foundation Program

In 1949, a formula was adopted which divided the 492
separate school units into nineTclasstications for the distribution
of State school aid according to wealth based on an equalized

State valuation.

'

The Jacobs Report

Another survey entitled, '"School Fin;nces and Needs' was
conduéted in 1955 by the‘T.L. Jacobs Company of Chicégo, Illinois.
Its assignmeh; was to study school-prganization and make
fecomméndations for the &istrihution of school funds ‘on aﬁ
equitable basis. The climate was more favorable for action and
‘unlike the Mort Report did resuit in constructive legislation.

.

An act based on the recommendations provided an updated minimum

O
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~fuundation program and perhaps more importantly a plan for
fuorganizing small school units into larger more efficient
districts with a suffiéient number of pupils and tax resources

to offer more adequate programs., Through this law another forwafd
stuep was taken toward establishing a basic educational program

tor every child regardless of residence, with the State contributing
tosard a4 fairer equalization of the cost of education betwcun

the poorer and richer units. The act furtheréd accéptancq ttiat
education was a State responsibility.

In addition to Foundation Program Aid, provision was made

in 19bllior StaFe assistance on the construction of scﬁool
buildings. This aid varied from 2U% to 66% according tc rhe
u«ath.;r Fack of resources of a unit. It resulted in consiruction
¢t neecded new fadilitiés for increasing énrollments and feplacemenc
ol ebsolete and out-moded buildings.

Uniform Effort Principle

In 1965 a so-called Uniform Effort Priﬁ;iple was adoptecd.
Undcr this law cach administrative unit was required to mak-. a
Lwenty mill'effort on an,eqdalized.valuation toward tne suppoart
vL a toundation program with the State supplying.the dif fercace
bCLWUcﬂ-the lccal assessment and thé foundation program. |

. v ,

In 1971 the general school aid law was again reyised in an
Jditenwpt to c¢qualize educational opportunigy and to,assist local
weits in providipg an adequate program for all pupils through
an jmbfovcd Qqualization.formula. At the same time State aid.to
loca. unigs was incrgased by a requirement that the sum to Le
distributvu statewide be equal to at least one-third of the

Q average per pupil cost for all public schools in the state for

ERIC
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the tiscal vear preceding the couvening ot the Leptslatuve.

The amount ot money to be pafd cach untt was computed as tollows:
.

Number of Pupils

State Valuation - in the Muni-

Per Pupll! at Mid cipality as

Point X Per Pupil ' : defined in this The Equali-

Valuation of Base Rate X section, in Year = =zation Amount

Municipality Per Pupil Preceding the Per Muni-
Convening of the cipality

Legislature

The law also had a provision that each municipaliﬁy chall be
reimbursed from a fund known as the Tax Effort Fund for a percéntage
of the fund_if its tax effort for ailbmuhicipal purposes exceeded
the median tax effort of all places in the state. Unfortunately
nc funds were appropriated for this purpose and it was never |
implemented.

Need for Greater Equalization

Despite all of the effort made over many years an equalization
of educational opportunity between the "have" and "have-not! units
had not been achieved.- The gap was widening rather than narrowing

- .
and each year the burden on property. taxpayers in the poorer units

became increasingly critical.

Evidence of concern came from many quarters and'evenéually
led to enactment in 1973 of An Act Equalizing the Financial_SQpport
of School Units which ‘is summarized in Part II of this report.
Somgysf the efforts made to improve the financing of eaucation
brior *o 1973 and position statements made by State and municipél
offidals and lay citizens are indicative of the ferment that was
taking place. A few of these are reviewed to provide some background

of the climate that led to and culminated in legislative action..

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Governaor Kenneth M. Curtis

T
Ferioazy 2., iJo3 . Guveruor Curtis expresszd hls iolerest i de. os. .,
for the State of Maine, a plan to equalize property tax suppcrt
tor the public schools, He.called attention to the great variations-
in LaX burdens from town to town and felt that the beneficiaries
from an equalized tax burden would be both our school children
and our citizens who pay above average taxes in many gities and
towns. He sald, "For too long we have complained of inequities
in our school subsidy formula and in the disparities of present
prop- 'ty tax assessments. It is now time to resolve these inequities.”
Aé ci1e possibility for tax reform, the Governor continued "We
should thoroughly consider distributing the local costs of—edu-
cation more equally among all the cities and towns of the State
according to thelr property tax resources, just as the Sta;€ law
now collécts its sales taxes equitably from all people in all
sections of the state. B

William T. Logan, Jr., Commissioner of Education

In September 1968, William T. Logan, Jr., Commissioner of Edu-
cation in a8 statement addreséed to the State Board of Education,
illustrated the mounting pressure on-local property taxpayers as
ftollows: "The ability to pay as measured by State valuations
during the ten-year period 1957 to ;967 has increased 21%.'.The
appropriations required for school purposes have increased '112%
in the séme’period.h He further stated that '"The median school
tax effort based upon State Vaiuation and 1967 appropriations for
all units was 3U,6 mills, Municipalities had a low of .l mill

Q .
]ERJ(:d,a high of 85,1 mills." As a bases for comparison he tolu

IToxt Provided by ERI



1.
the Board '"In twenty states which have a similar per capita incoue
tv Maine, 1/ have a property tax lower than the national average,
while Maine's p 2rty tax raﬁe, according to the Bureau of the
Census 1s 50% higher than the national avétage."

Arnold H. Sturtevant, President Maine Bankers

In an article printed in March 1969, Arnold H. Sturtevant,
Ptesident of the Maine Bankers Association and the Livermore Falls
Trust Co., asserted that "It is time for the State to pay for
sciiools with a broad béged tax.," He had found in hlé’business
transactions that conﬁin;ing gross inequity of.taxation between
communities is a major contributing factor to blight; that landlords
and_bdsinesses in the high-tax towns are encouraéed to let

properties deteriorate to minimize taxes; that real estate markets

. stagnate with vacant homes unsold for long periods becoming

‘ill-kept and unsightly and that as the tax base erodes the rate
moves even higher to support services which remain constant.' He
assertéd that '"the cause of this inequitable situafion is tne
tailure of our State of Maine to assume. the responsibility for
supporting our schools."” He wrote that "Taxes for fhe support
of our schools snould be collected by the State and distributed to
communities according to the number of students that must be
educated."

‘Mr. éturtevant's position was véty clearly defined again in
April 1971 when he told the Joint cdmmittee on Education of the
Legislature "A system that tells the citizens of one tbwn that
they are perfectly free to enjoy the right of educational
opportunit& equal to that enjoyed by a more weaLthy neighboring

tewn simply by managing to pay two or three times the property

“tax vate paid by the more fortunate neighbeor 1is prqviding a




7.
questionable depgree of "equality”" of opportuﬁity. "It 18 a wonder
to me' he said "that the taxpayer didn't start his revolt long ago."
In his position statement, written long before the court cases in
California; Texas, and other states, he advised that '"The cenatral
government - State, or Federal if the State fumbles the ball will
very sobn accept the fact that it - not local government must be
held ulcimately responsible for providing all citizens with the
rignt of equality of educatioﬁal opporgunity- Our courts have
tound this right must be provided without discrimination as to
the coloéhof.bﬁr skin, and I am convinced that they should [ind
no less objectionable that we discriminate as to financial means,
as we do through our inequit;ble administration of the local
property tax as a major means of supporting education."

Asa A. Gordon, Assistant Commissiomer for School
Administrative Services

Wide variations in tax effort were reported in Octpﬁer 197u
by Asa A. GCordon, Asslstant Commissioner fér School Administrative
Services. ' He found that uging State valuation as a yardstick the
tax rates among the towns varied from 93 mills to no appropriation
winatsoever for school purpobes. He preagnted data showing that
by grouping the 495 municipalities ipto five numerically equal
5fuupsvo£ 99 each that the towns wicth the lowest tax base were
raising 51 mills for education while the wealthiest group raised
caly 17 mills, B;céuse of the wide disparity in tax effort he
recommended that the concept of a unifgrm local tax effort for
financing edycation be adopted., |

1971 Legislative Proposals

Interest for tax reform was on the rise in Maine before the
Q . : -
ERICerrano and Rodriguez decisions were rendered.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Two measures of considerable sigolticance wetrte presentoed
at the 1Y/1 Sessvlon of the Legislature, Although neither o{ them
was cﬁaéted they weré the forerunners of other measures to
follow in 1973 and are considered to be of sufficient importance

to describe briefly.

Legislative Document 1131, "An Act to Fund the Cost of
Public School Education From State Sources,' This measure was

sponsored by Representative Douglas Smith of Dover-Foxcroft, It
had a hearing before the Committee on Appropriations and Financial
Affairs but did not receive strong support and subsequently was
withdrawn in favor of a joint legislative order directing the
Maine Education Council to prepare and present a report and a
proposal for full State funding of education to the next legislative
session, |

The second measure, Legislative Document 1293, "An Act to
Equalize Educational Expenditures and Local Tax Effort'" was the
product of considerable research and study by a group fepresenting
Lhe Associatéd Indus&ries of Maine. TIt's sponsor was Senator
Jéséph Sewall, who was chairman of the Appropriations and Finamcial
Affairs Committee. This act also had a public hearing and
received some support but even though the cost was much less ftnan
the proposal of Representative Smith it also was ahead of its time
and was reported Qught Not to Pass.

The general effect of these measures, however, was to awaken
ahd encourage serious study and furuﬂer consideration of tax

reform.
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Mailne Education Council

A report entitled, "The Full Funding of Education!" and sub-
titled "An Idea Whose Time Has Come'" was prepared for the 1973
Session of the Legislature by the Maine Education Council in
response to the 1971 Legislative Order in directing it to. study
full-funding of education by the State. It retommended immediate
adoption of a system of educational finance Ilncorporating the
following features (a) full State funding of local education,

(b) collection of a Statewide property tax, (c) educational cost
differentials, (d) special treatment for isolated areas, (e) fair
treatment of units with high or low expenditures, (f) leeway.’

at tne local level, (g) rewards for efficient use of funds and
(h) improved ways of dealing with transportation, capital outlay
iand debt service,

Tne Council noted that, even with Maine's equalization formula,
largye disparities continue to exist in capacity to support programs
and in per pupil expenditures._ Some units, it found, can now
sp:nd twice 23 mucn money per child as a neighboring system while
mak ing one-fourth the tax effort.

Report on '"State of Maine Government Finances, Relief
and Reform'

A study of State of Maine Government Finances, Relief and
Refiorm authorized by the State:Plannimg Office of the Executive
Department was conducted by Esco Research Inc. and a report filed
in December 1972, This document provided much basic information
on State tax and finance procedures and had a significant influence
on the Governor's recommendations and proposals for tax reform,

The‘first recommendation of the report was that the Legislature

Q
lzRi(;nould provide all of the basic cperating funds for public schools,

IToxt Provided by ERI



kindergarten through grade 12 to insure a relatively equal
opportunity for all Maine youth and in order that Maine¢ citizens
bear the burden equitably. The additional cost to the State

was c¢stimated to be $123.5 million for fiscal 1974-75, It also
recommended funding the entire cost of tranéporta;ioh by the State
at an estimated additional cost of $3.3 million. In order to
finance tne tax reforms, 1t proposed that each municipality be
dssesscd a uniform State property tax based on State valuation,
The will rate to be assessed would vary depending upon the reforms
adopted.. |

Governor's Tax Reform Message

In a message to the lU6th Legislature on January 18, 1973,
Governor Kenneth‘M. Curtis presented in forthright langzuage the
uryent need for tax reform and a broposal to provide more equitable
and constitutional means of support of public schools by requiring
that all taxable property contribute at an equal rate to pay the
costs; to assure that children receive a good quality of education
regardless of the wealth of the cohmunity as measured by prxoperty;
to improve the balance of the tax system by reducing the overall
property tax burden; and to improve the business climate by
eliminating the personal property tax on business inventories and
reduction of taxes on real property.

In his message, the Governor acknowledged the frustration
and anger of Maine people over inequitably imposed taxes. He
expressed faith that "the people expect to pay their way, as long
as equal money buys equal passage." ' He described the Maine

property tax as the worst scofflaw of this principle, It was his
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stated conviction that '"as long as the system remains unchanged
we shall perpetuate inequality in education and excessively and
1nequi:ably burden property owners on the basls of nothing other
than the happenstance of residence,”

His legislative reform proposals were based on data derived
from several tax studies which had been conducted. These included
a cooperative analysis of public school financing by the Maine
Education Council, Maine Municipal Aasociation, Department of
Educational and Cultural Services and the Maine School Management
Associ{aticn and also the Esco Report on State of Maine Government
Finances, Relief and Reform.

The Governor ewphasized that tﬁe time was ripe for tax reform,
He c4lled attention to the fact that for the first time in t:wenl:'y
vears there was a4 substantial amount of revenue available to defray
tive additional State costs inherent in local tax reform. He
reminded the legislators that both political parties had adopted
platforms favorable to tax reform-andfwarned that 1f action was
not Laken now that 1t might be many more years before conditions
were as favorable, He estimated a 20% to 25% reduction in local
property taxation could result if his recomméndations were adopted,
Governor Curtis snowed his sincerity in promoting tax reform by
following up with a second message in Mgrch 1973 entitled "The
Local Impact of Recommendatiocns in the Message on Tax Reform."
This provided detailed information of the financial impact on
cach municipality. He pointed out (1) that‘of 496 municipalities
in Maine, 398 or 8U% could receive some tax relief in 1974; (2)

that the 398 mupnicipalities have over 92% of students enrolled
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in public schools; (3) that increascd subsidy would be provided
£0r 298 which fail to meet the State average expenditure of $630
per elementary pupll and §$945 per secondary pupil for support
of education despite an average or above local tax effort; and
(4) that the only municipalities which would not benefit were
those whose property tax efforts for education fall below the
State average.

Tax Reiorm Legisliation Presented to the
106th Mailne pegislature

Impetus for tax reform was underway early in the session of
1973, Both party platforms had endorsed tax reform for educational
"purposes and enabling measures were presented by representatives
of both political parties, Four separate measures similar in
intent were introduced and aftar some feshuffling were referred
to tne Joiat Committee on Education rather than the Committee on
Appropriations awd Financial Affairs as had been their predecessors
of 1971.

These measures in order of introduction were: Legislative
Document #357, "An Act Providing for Financing Operating Costs
of Publi; Schools" presénted by Representative Douglas Smith of
Dover-Foxcroft. The m2asure was similar in principle to his 1971
proposal for full funding of education by the State and embodied
the Governor's recommendations, The act provided for full State
financing of the basic operating costs of public education. The
inteut was to establish a more equitable gnd constitutional means
ot school support by requiring that all taxable property contribure
at an equal rate to pay the costs and to assure that children

receive a ygood quality education regardless of location or the

wealth of the municipality as measured by property.
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In addition the act was designred to improve the balance of the
tax structure through an increase in the State's share ot local
vpecating costs from non-property sources to approximately <ul.
An appropriation of $28,200,000 was attached,

Legislative Document #1617, "An Act to Create Local-State
Funding of Public Schools” presented by Representative Floyd N.
Haskell of Houlton, Housevchairman of the Committee on Appropriaticnas
and Financial Affairs,

The purpose of this act was also to encourage an equalization
of educational opportunity by making available to all units at
least the average per pupil c&st while requiring each municipaliry
to make a uniform tax effort.

An appropriation of $143,000,000 was included involving
$28,200,000 from Federal revenue sharing money, $86,500,000 from
a uniform property tax, $12,000,000 from funds available for
school construction aid, and $16,300,000 from current revenues
in the State's general fund. |

Legislative Document #1699, "An Act to Fund the Costs of-
Public School Educaticon Prom State Sources'" introduced by
Representative Robert Perris of Waterville, a member of the
Committee on Education, The purpose was to attempt to equalize
educaticnal opportunity by providing equal tax doilars per pupil
through ¢qual local tax effort, It was also the intent to reform
the method of financing public schools so as to remove all doubt
about constitutionality, An-appropriation of $149,000,000 was

pruposed for fiscal 1974-1975,
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Legislative Document #1700, "An Act Providing Full Funding
of Public Schools From State Sources'" presented by Representatiﬁé
Donald Carter of Winslow. The declared purpose was to shift the
full costs of education to State revenue sources over a period of
nine years. During the nine year period a more equitable means
of financing public education would be provided by a gradually
decreasing State Unifbfm Property Tax. It was indicated the
measure would offer substantial property tax relief for a majority
of municipalities and move toward a balaﬁced tax structure for
local and State Government.> The cost of $211,000,000 was to be
funded by an appropriation of $102,500,000 from the State general
fund, $14,000,000 from Federal revenue sharing money and $94,500,000

from a Uniform Property Tax.

The Hearing Stage

Inasmuch as these four separate measures were so similar
in intent the Committee on Education held a joint hearing on the
bills omn April 10, 1973. The sponsor of each measure madeva
presentation and was followed by other proponents and lastly those
in opposition were heard. In addition to the sbonsors the proponents
included representatives of the Maine Municipal Associafion, Maine
State Superintendents Association, Maine Educational Council and
Commissioner of Educational and Cultural Serviceé.

Attendance af the hearing w;s not as large as expected but
may be attributed to stormy wéather which made travel c;nditions
dangerous and because the site was remote from the capital.

Representative Smith in support of his measure said in part

"In Maine the educational opportunities for young people vary

Q
]ERJ(}gnificantly. In the urban centers, the prosperous suburban

IToxt Provided by ERI
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communities and the highly industrialized municipalities, high
real estate values have made it possible for the residents to raise a
large amount of money to support their children's education.
fhese municipalities are able to spend large sums of money on
nducation without having to tax any individual at & prohibitive
rate. However, towns with a sizable school population and a low
valuation of taxable property find it necessary to tax themselves
well above the State average just to maintain a minimum level of
education. He illustrated this point by comparing Wiscasset and

Eastport as follows:

Wiscassét Secondary Eastport Secondary
$1,518 per pupil 5702 per pupil

Tax Effort ' Ta# Effort

6.3 mills 18.4 mills

Wiscasset, he pointed out, is generating twice as much money per
pupil as Eastport with 1/3 the tax effort. He observed that even
though Eastport is trying harder it is accomplishing less.

Mr. Smith proposed that each unit receive an educational
subsidy of $630 per elementary pupil and $945 per secondary pupil
with additional assistance for the edwucation of handicapped children.
He advocated a uniform statewide property tax of thirteen mills
based on 100 per cent State valuation.

Mr. Haskell in support of L.D. #1617 stated that the present
method of finmancing educatipn was unfair to both students and
parents. He proposed the establishment of a local—SLate partnership
fecr support of schools with 40% of the revenue coming from a

uniform local property tax of 1ll% mills and 60% from broad-based
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State tax sources. He pointed out that this would reverse the

present condition whereby 2/3 of the cost. of scheols g bovne by
local units and 1/3 by the state. He called attention (o the tact
that his proposal was all-inclusive embracing total costs. He-

proposed an allowance of $600 per elementary pupil and $915 per sec-
ondary student supplemented by an allowance for excess costs for
vocational and special education, plus costs Gf transportation,
capital outlay and debt service.'

Mr. Ferris in supporting L.D. #1699 asserted that "the State
shail commit itself to lightening the burden of that most regressive
of taxes, the tax on real property." He called to the committee's
attention that the court decision in Rodr;guez v. the San Antonio
School District was not a judicial sanction of the status quo.

He added that & magnificeht opportunity has been provided for
replacing lip service to better education and tax reform with
positive legislative action.

' Mr. Carter supportedthis measure with similar %ndorsements.

Following the presentations of the proponents :he opponénts were
given the floor. The opposition came principally from gpokesmen
from the wealthier units which would lose in State subsidy and be

"required to contribute to the support of schools in the poorer
units.

RepresentatiQe Walter Birt, veteran legislator from the town
of East Millinocket, site of a large plant of the Great Northern
Paper Company in prepared remarks called the bills property'tax

_"resmﬁflgng" rather than property tax relief meésures, as they would

tax property of 8% of the people, who are financially better off

Q '
]ERJ(jopertywise to help those who are not so well off. He questioned

IText Provided by ERIC
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whether children living in areas with low property value are
disadvantaged because of their residence. He discussed the effect
on East Millinocket, a town admittedly well up on the tax scale,
which provides many municipal services enjoyed only by the citizens
of larger places in the State and was fearful that such services
would be discontinued when the full effects of tax sharing were
accomplished. He also expressed doubts that new industry would
locate in the State if it must support a State-wide equalized adu-
cational prngram. Another argument presented by Mr. Birt and others
was residents living and owning property in coastal and lake resort
areas with aigh property valuation would be adversely effected,

He advocated increasing the State's share under current laws from

33 1/3 to 40 or 45 per cent and not reducing the subsidy to the

.well-off towns. This he believed would accomplish the desired

effect of lowering property taxes where they are highest. Loss
of control by local boards of education was also of concern.

Committee Redraft

Following the hearing the chairman, Senator Bennett Katz,
announced that it had been decided that because each of the four
measures contaiﬁed much merit that an effort would be made to
consolidate the best features of each into one redraft proposal
that could be unanimously éupported by all committee members and
presented to the legislature for consideration.

At the time the committee redraft was bggun it was a general
consensus that the optimism for reform in the early days of the
session had greatly dissipated. As one legialator'expressed it
"Augusta 1is ; hot bed of apathy." -Several events contributed to this

~1‘mate. Among them was the decision of the United States Supreme

IC

et that tax reform was a State rather then a national matter,
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a court decision that education was not necessarily a fundamental
concern, the lateness in the session of the hearing and'lack of great
enthusiasm evidenced Lhere, the absence of a definite bill, and the
prospects of an early legislative adjournment. But in retrospect
the time element was not necessarily disadvantageous for during
the “interim between the hearing on April 10, 1973, and the completion
of the redraft much support was rallied and generated.

Group Support

In an attempt to regain momentum a group was organized known
as The People for Reform of the Maine Property Tax which was promptly
ahbreviated to "PROMPT". This statewide gfoup was headed by Mrs.
Sylvia Lund, chairperson of the State.Board of Education and wife of
tne Attorney-General Jon Lund. The organization included other
members of the State Board, the Maine Municipal Association, the
Maine School Ménagement Association, Maine School Superintendents
Association, Maine Teachers Aséoéiation and Maine Retired Teachers
Association. Thé purpose was to rally support for the tax reform
concept rather than support of any particular measure. Mrs. Lund
called for a concerted drive to urge Maine residents to speak out
in favor of tax reform.

i

Press and Media Support

A generally favorable press and other media should be credited
for developing considerable support statewide.

On Jdne 10, 1973, Bill Caldwe}l, Editor, Maine Sunday Telegram,
a paper with statewide circulation, endorsed educational tax reform
in a strongly worded article. He described the concept as one that

"will provide more equality in local taxes, reduce local taxes by

Q Hver $65 million annually and at the same time give every Mainé

Foungster, wherever he or she lives, a fairer shake at equal education."
: X S —




24,
He urged his readers to "tell their legislators of their support,
because if the voters do not give the message loud and clear to the
legislative leaders they may not have the gﬁmption to pass this
much needed bill." He dramatized the situation by discribing
Senator Bennett Katz, the leader in tax reform, as "Senator, jeweler,
pixieish persuader" and predicted he will go down in Maine history
as "the last minute dragon-slayer."
on June 10, 1973, Jim Brunelle, Staff Writer for the Pnrtland
Telegram, in assessing the situation in an article asked "Will the
106th Legislature approve a plan for local property tax relief?"
"The answer' he said '"depends upon who you ask." "Yes" says Senator
Katz. "No" says House Speaker Richard Hewes. 'Maybe' says Senate
President Kénneth P. Macleod. |

The New Draft

This was the situation when on May 51, 1973, a new draft
Legislative Document 1994 entitled, "An Act Equalizing the
Financial Support of School Units' was reported unaniméusly by the
Education Committee as Ought to Pass. The new draft which is
described in detail in the following pages was approved by the
House of Representatives and forwarded to the Senate. The Senate
at that time was considering passage of the Part I appropriation
measure which was an emergency item and required a two-thirds vote.
Senator Katz by his single vote courageously held up passage of the
budget until he wés assured of consideration of the tax reform
act. After a lengthy debate in the Senate, the tax reform measure
was passed with only three dissenting votes. One senator who madé

the most spirited speech in opposition, voted in favor. 7The measure

Q
i £]{U:hen was returned ‘to the House where it was again debated and

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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passed by a substantial margin, Signing of the act by Governor
Curtis on June 22, 1973, was the final step in bringing about edu-
cational tax reform,

After the enactment and signing by the Governor, Senator Katz
was given the privilege of writing a guest editorial for the Maine
Sunday Telegram. He described property tax reform as a '"will-of-
the-wisp" that had been only a dream ff»r many years but as he
exultantly wrote "Now Maine people have it." He gave credit for
"having it'" to the extraordinary group who served with him on the
Education Committee, liberals, conservatives, Republicans and
Democrats. He also gave credit tg Governor Curtis for what he
termed his suppert "from day one." But in the last analysis he
claimed it was "the pressur. of the people back home who carri=d the day"
He concluded that "success was particularly sweet because it was
attained by Republicans and Democrats working together for the good
of the State. We have laid the groundwork for equal educational
funding -and more of it at the State level. Now we can turn our
full attention to providing even>better qualify within the framework
of our ability to pay." He then added a few words of caution saying
"Everyone's property taxes are aot coming d-own. In some cases they
may actually go up. But Statewide we have equalized the burden or
local property taxes by providing the money in new state dollars."

Governor Curtis in signing the act on June 22, 1973, praised
the legislation as '"building in a better more. responsive system for
financing public education." On the occasiocn, surrounded by
legislative leaders of both parties he gaid "This 1is not the time for
speeches. I ust want to comngratulate and thank everybody who worked

. ERIC

e hard . The educators will tell you how important it is.'" He was
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pleased and satisfied with the law saying it came very close to the
relief measure he requested from the GOP controlled House and Senate.

Summary Comments

The 106th session of the Maine Legislature was most productive
in enacting a large number of highly significant measures. In
addition to the téx relief act, equal educational opportunities were
mandated for handicapped children, area secondary vocational-
technical education was expanded to complete coverage of the state,
and school nutrition and food services were mandated for all pupils
in elementary schools, Equalization of educational opportunity
through equalized taxation was by far the most significant enactment
in many years and perhaps the most important of all Maine history.
The legislation is also expected to bring indirect benefits as

' equélity of taxation will aid in solving other problems such as district
organization and curriculum adequacy. In January, when the Legis-
lature convened it was a glamour item endorsed by both parties but
as the sesysion progressed legislators became more concerned with
routine business and other matters. By the time the hearings were
held the atmosphere was aptly described as "mcre like a graveyard
than anything else." There was as usual concern over future costs
which might result and some doubt if the State's financial condition
was as favorable as reported. After the hearings, there was an
up-surge of interest, a "will-of-the-wisp" began to take shape and

bécame a reakity for fiscal 1974-1975.
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PART I1

Description of Act Equalizing the Financial Support of Schoul
Units. Chapter 556, P.L. 1973

Purpose

To insure relatively equél educational oppoftunities for all
public school ctudents; provide a significant measure of relief for
property taxpayers; distribute thé property tax burden more
equitably; increase the proportion of State support; and place a
limitation on taxation of property for school purposes,.

To accomplish these goals the support of education supplied by
property taxation is reduced to 40 percent financed by a uniform
Statewide tax on the full State valuation of each unit with the
balance provided by broad-l ased non-property State taxes.

Resources and Budget

I. Provisions for Réising State School Revenues

--Earmarked State Taxes

Prior to the enactment of this measure no State taxes were
earmarked_for education. Appropriations-for assistance to local
units were made from the general fund of the state. Under this
act approximately 14 mills on State valuation at 100 per cent 1is
assessed for 1974-1975 on all real estate in each municipality,
township and land in the unorganized territorics not included in
any township of the state.
--Unearmarked State Taxes

The revenues required to fund the 50 per cent State's éhare
of the support of public education are derived from the proceeds
~f a graduated income tax, 5% sales tax, Federal revenue sharing

Q funds received by the state, and other miscellaneous revenues
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accruing to the general fund of the state. An appropriation of
$89,512,778 from the general fund for fiscal 1974-1975 was authorized.
In addition under another measure - Chapter 98, An Act to Allocate
Money from the Federal Revenue Sharing Fund for the Fiscal Years
Ending June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975, the sum of $12,135,026 was
allocated for payment of State school subsidy to local units. This
does not repres~nt any material change in policy for financing the
State's share of educational costs except to increase the overall
percentage and amount.
~--Percent of Increase of State Support

For fiscal 1974-1975 State assistance for public education
from non-property sources is increased from 33 1/3 percent to 50
per cent. It also 1is iptended to reduce taxation on property for
educational purposes from approximately 60 per cent to 40 per cent.
Provisions for Raising Local Schosl Revenue
A. Local School Taxes for Current Operation
1. Tax bases authorized

The bases for the assessment of a uniform Statewide
property tax on the real estate in both the organized
municipalities and the unorganized territorieg and determin-
ation of the tax rate is prescribed as follows:

The Commissioner of Educational and Cultural Services,
on approval of the State Board of Education, is directed
annually, prior to February 15, to certify to the State
Tax Assessor 50 per cent of the estimated total public
education costs for the current year. Based on this

estimate a tax is to be assessed locally at a rate that is

equivalent to 50 per cent of the Commissioner's estimated
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public school costs divided by the total of the most recent
State property valuation adjusted to 100 per cent plus a
tax of 7 3/4 mills for the property tax year beginning April
1, 1974; 9 1/4 mills effective April 1, 1975; 10 3/4 mills
effective April 1, 1976; 12 1/4 mills effective April 1,
1977; and 13 3/4 mills effective April 1, 1978, and each
vear thereafter.

2. Minimum rates required and maximum rates authorized

The minimum rate required is specified in II.A.l. above,.
It approximates an assessment of 14 mills on all real
property for the fiscal year 1974-1975.

The maximum er ceiling on such assessments is limited
by a provision that the Statewide uniform rate as applied
to individual municipalities shall never exceed the annual
weighted average municipal tax rate. This rate is determined
by dividing the total of municipal taxes levied Statewide
for the preceding year by the State valuation adjusted to
a 100 per cent vglue basis. Heretofore there was no ceiling
on local appropriations.,

3, Revenue and expenditure limitations and provisions for
exceeding:

~-rate limitations on tax base and provisions for exceeding
The maximum rate allowable on local property bases is
described above in II.A.Ll.
Units wherein the school tax rate for the preceding
vear is less than the rate determined by the State Tax
Assessor and the sum levied by the State Tax Assessor is

greater tham the units school tax rate for the pre:eding

year by 2% mills shall have a rate determined by dividing
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the amount appropriated for school purposes by property
taxation on State valuation at 100 per .cent. In such cases

a sum shall be added to its allocation equal to the difference
between the units appropriation for school purposes for

the preceding year plus 2% mills and the amount required by
the State Tax Assessor.

--budget increase limitations and provisions for exceeding
Provision is made that for units wherein the per pupil
operating cost for the preceding year was above the State
average the allocation is frozen at one~half the difference
between the State average elementary and secondary per

pupil cost and the locél average per pupil cost for the
1973-1974 school year or the State average elementary or sec-
ondszy cost whichever is the greater. Any unit, however, is
authorized to appropriate additional funds to maintain the
average elementary or secondary per pupil expenditure for
1973-1974.

Additional appropriations for public school purposes may
be made by a local unit not to exceed 2% mills on 100 per
cent State valuation of the unit. For each additional mill
authorized by a local unit the State will guarantee $50 per
pupil. Whenever a unit has authorized an additional levy
beyond the amount required by the State Tax Assessor, it
shall pay to the State Treasurer an amount which is in
excess of $50 times the average number of resident pupils

for the preceding year times the authorized mill levy.
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In case a local unit's tax cttort of one will produces lessd
than $50 per pupil the State will supplement the amount
and distribute to tne district a sum of money which together
with the local additional levy will equal $50 per pupil.
--dollar increase limitations and provisions for exceeding
The same information reported under II.A. 3. budget increase
limitations and provisions for exceeding applies tb dollar
increases and limitations.
B. Local School Taxes for Capital Outlays and Debt Service
--Rate and Debt Limitations and Provisions for Exceeding
The act is all inclusive embracing all capital outlay and
debt payments as well as operating costs. On existing
indebtedness for capital outlay where bonds or nctes and
interest thereon is payable by a local umit each unit shall
be reimbursed for the sums expended. The act specifies that
it is the intent of the Legislature that 50% of the cost be
paid from the uniform statewide property tax and that 507%
be paid from non-property revenues.

The inclusion of capital outlay and debt service in the
general subsidy program is a new departure for heretofore
capital outlay and debt service has been subsidized separately
according toe the wealth or lack of resources of a unit. Funds
for State subsidy for this purpose have been provided by
legislative appropriation and more recently by a State bond
issue for the State's share of capital outlay.

--Voting provisions
Authorization of expenditures for capital outlay requires

voter approval except in cases where a city charter allows

approval by a city council or other governing body.



State Board approval o: all projects is required.

C. Provisions for Local Property Tax Administration and State
Supervicion

The need for greater uniformity in local tax assessments and
improved expértise on the part of state and local assessors had
been a subject of legislativ¢ concern and consideration for
several years prior to 1973.

Even though allocation of State school subsidies was based
upon 100 per cent State valuation of all real! property as deter-
mined by the State Tax Assessor, the legislators realizced that
the time had come to take steps to ensure greater equality
of iocal property taxation. Accordingly a measure entitled
“An Act Relating to Property Taxatiod'was adopted. It provided
for the creation of a Bureau of Property Taxation under the
control and supervision of a State Dixgctor of Property Taxation.
The act also combined the organized units in the state into
primary assessing areas based upon geography, distance, number
of parcels of land, urban characteristics and other factors;
the appointment of an executive committee for each assessing
area who would select a chief assessor; establishment of
classes or schools for training assessors and certification

of qualified assessors.
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Local Tax Relief Provisions or Effects

Reduction in local property taxation ‘for education would
be effected the first year (1974-1975) for 411 of 497 municipalities.
Many of the municipalities scheduled to receive less school aid
in 1974-1975 are extremely small and several do not operate a
school. A number of others would receive only slightly less

aid than under present law.

The Effect of the Proposal Toward Equalizing the Revenue Raising
Ability of School Districts

Under this law all units would be taxed for school purposes
at an equal rate. The present situation where school rates
vary from O to 85 mills will be corrected. The constitutionality
of support of education will be removed from challenge.

In 1974-1975, 88% of the pupils reside in units which will
be eligible to receive an increase in State ﬁid. The municipal
tax loéd, due to passage of this act has been estimated to
decrease by 20% in the first year of operation.

The effects of the act include:

1. 1Increase in the State'é share of public school education

from 33 1/3% to 50%.

2., Each unit will receive the §tate average per pupil cost for
each elementary mnnd secondary pupil,

3, If a unit is spernding less than the State average, it
will receive $%8 per pypil expenditure plus 1/3 of the
difference between that co8t per pupil and the State
average.

b. If a unit i3 spending more than the Siate average, {1t

will receive the State average and an additiomal local
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appropriation may be made not to exceed 2% mills on
100% State valuation.

3. Each Qnit will receive the amount expended in the
preceding.year for special and vocational education.

4, Each unit will be réimbursed for the cost of trans-
portation.

5. Each unit will be reimbursed for the cosf of capital
outlay aend debt service. |

6. All units will be assessed a8 uniform property tax for
school purposes.

The act appears to be capable of realizing its goals of

equalizing educational opportunity, prﬁviding additional

State assistance from non-property sources, affording relief

to property takpayers and distributing the tax burden more

equitably. |

Distributions

I. Principal State Aid Program
A. Program Calculation (Basis of Entitlement)
1. Guaranteed program level
--dollars per distribution unit
Pefore describing the new method of financing education,

it may be helpful to define a few of the basic terms

involved.

Operating costs - Includes all elementary and secondary

operating costs except transportation, community services,
capital outlay and debt service, reduced by tuition,.

receipts, expenditures from Federal sources, and

expenditures for special and vecational programs.
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Average Elementary per Pupil Cost - includes child-

hood education programs kindergartén through grade
eight. The average cost is obtained by dividing
elementary operating costs by the average number o f-
resident pupils on October 1st and April lst excepting

students in special education programs.

Average Secondary Per Pupil Cost - includes grade

nine through twélve. The average cost 1is computed by
dividing secondary operating costs by the average number
of residept pupils on October lst and April lst
excluding full-time students in wspecial and vocational
education programs,

Excess costs - includes expenditures made by local

units for special and vocatioral programs.

Special Education Programs - programs for exceptional

children approved by the Commissioner.

Vocational Education - includes instruction in trade,

industrial, agricultural, technical and service
occupations. Business and consumer education and home
economics are not included.
Computation of Unit Allocation to Fund Publié Schools
The formula for allocation of funds to each unit is as
follows:
step l. Determinewthe average number of rasident pupils
educated at public expense on October lst and April
lst of each school year, excluding full-time students
in special and vocational education programs.

]ERJ(j a. Multiply the average number of resident elementary

pupils by the State average elementary pupil cost.
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The amount to be distributed fn 1974-1975 {is
$600 per puptl.
! b. Multiply the average unumber of resident secoundary
pupils by the State average secondary pupil cost.
The amount to be distributed in 1974-1975 is $915
per pupil.

¢c. Compute the operating cost for special education
programs for the preceding year.

d. Compute the operating cost for vocational education
programs for the preceding year.

e. Determine expenditures for transportation for the
preceding year. Expenditures are limited to an
increase of 7% over the preceding year except
for units which did not provide transportation for
all students living beyond a reasonable walking
distance.

f. Determine approved expeunditures for capital outlay
for the preceding year.

g. Determine approved expenditures for debt service
for the preceding yesar.

Step 2. Add the amounts obtained in la to g. The result,
subject to minor adjustment, is the basis for allocation
of funds to a unit. TIf a unit's allocation exceeds
the uniform tax assessed, the Crmmissioner shall
authorize payment minus the tax levied.

2 Pupil or Program Weightings or Provisions

The annual allowance for each elementary pupil is fixed at

$600 for each secondary pupil at $915. The number of pupils

is the average of enrollment on April 1st and October 1st




of each year. The allocation of funds for special and
vocational education are based on operating expenditures
for the preceding year (A.l1-Step 2)

3. Provisions for capital outlay, debt service>and transportation.
Capital outlay and debt service expenditures of local units
ére included in the finéncial support program and funds
are provided through the Qniform property tax and other
State taxes. The act states that it is.the intent of the
Legislature that 50 per cent of the cost of capital outlay
and debt service shall be paid from the uniform property
tax and that 50 per cent be paid‘from non-property State tax
revenues. Transéortation is also included in the financial
support program. The allowance for a unit is based on
expenditures for the preceding year. An increase of 7%
over the expenditures for the previous year is allowed.
Additional amounts may be included for a unit which has
made arrahgements to provide conveyance for students living
beyond a reasonable walking distance but did not provide
this service during the base year. |

In order to include the cost of tramsportation in the
computation, a unit is required to file with the Commissioner
a description of transportation services proﬁided during the
1973-1974 school year. The act specifies that additional
transportation and purchase of new buses shall be accomplished
in the most economical manner consistent with safety.

The new léw repeals a former law wﬁich subsidized
capital outlay and debt service payments according to the

Q resources of the unit. No unit could receive more than
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857 nor leas than LS.

Trausportation was previous!y State subsidized on the
basis of average expenditures for the two preceding years
and the valuation of a unit. No unit could receive more
than 97% norlless than 13%. The same relmbursement arrangement
also applied to expenditures for special educatidn.
Salary Schedulé Provisions
The act did not change any of the staﬁutes relating to teacher's
salaries. A minimum salary schedule for teachers with varying
years of preparation and experience remains in effect. The
range for a person with a Bachelor's degree is from $5,000

to $7,500 with ten years of experience. Any uait which fails

~to comply with the schedule shall have deducted from its

apportionment an amount equal to that by which it is delinquent,
Density - Sparsity Provisions

No provisions are included relating to density of population.

As Maine has many areas of sparce population recognition was
given to the need for adjustment to offset high costs in
isolated areas. Accordingly the State Board of Education is
authorized to adjust the per pupil allocation to meet the
educational needs of units declared by them to be geographically

isolated. No similar provision existed in previous law.

.Enrollment Increase or decrease

No specific provision is made for unusual increases or
decreases of enrollment. The method of averaging enrollments
on April 1lst and October lst of each year was considered

sufficient.
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A previous statute did allow arn adjustment to be wmade by
the State Board when there was an annual increase from
October lst in one school year to October lst in'the next
vear in excess of 3% or whenever a private or parochial
school closed and -the pupils became the responsibility of
the unit. Very few applications were received and adjust-
ments made while the law was in effect.

7. Incentiv2 provisions

-~-School district reorganization
No reference is made in the act to school district
reorganization. Under an administrative district law
enacted in 1957 many of the smaller Maine municipalities
were grouped together in larger units. Prior to the
passage of this act a 10% State aid bonus was provided to
reorganized districts as an incentive to better organization.
This is repealed effective June 1, 1974,

--Class size
No reference appears in the‘act'relative to class size.
A former provision is repealed which mandated that each
unit employ at least one teacher for each thirty
elementary pupils in average daily membership except in
the Qindergarten where the ratio shall not exceed one
teacher to sixty pupils and at least one teacher for
each twenty-five high school pupils.

--Local Tax Effort
Whenever a unit authorizes a local tax levy in excess
of 2% mills on 1007 State valuation, it will be eligible
to receive an additional $50 per pupil from the State

[]{U:‘ for each mill. Whenever a unit has authorized such a
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levy 1t 1s required to pay to the State any awount which
is in excess of $50 times tho average aumber ot testdend
pupils for the preceding year times the mill levy.
In units whgre local effort of one mill produces less than
$50 per pupil, the State will supplement the amount with a sum
which together with the lbcal assessment will equal $50
per pupil,.
8. Other
--Pupils residing on Federal Property
The act stipulates that pupils living on Federal property
are not to be considered as resident pupils. Special
arrangements for the education of such pupils may be made
by the State or local unit in cooperation with the Federal
Government. Heretofore, these pupils have been considered
resident pupils and included in subsidy calculations.
B. Funding Plan for Principal State Aid Programs
1. State and Local Shares (Formulas for calculation)
The formula for funding the act by State and local agéncies
is described in detail under I.A.1. 1In effect, the intent
is to reduce educational costs attributable to property
taxes to 40% with 60% being provided by State tax sources,
In 1974-1975 the State's share is to be 50% with 350% from
local sources.

Provisions for transition

(2% ]

--Leveling up or down to guarantee
a. leveling up to guarantee

For units wherein the per pupil operating cost for the

O
: preceding year was less than the State average elementary
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or secondary cost the per pupil allocation is limited
to an increase of one-third the difference between the
per pupil operating costs of the unit and the State average
elementary or secondary per pupil cost -
leveling down to guarantee
In units where the per pupil operating costs for the
preceding year were above the State average the
allocation is frozen at one-half the difference between
the State average elementary and secondary per pupil
cost and the local average per pupil cost for the
1973-1974 school year or the State average elementary
or secondary cost whichever is the greater.
--Maintenance of expenditure levels in high expenditure
districts
Regardless of any other provision in the act,any unit
is authorized to appropriate additional funds to
maintain the average elementary or secondary per pupil
expenditure for 1973-1974,

Some harmless or minimum participation guarantees

In units wherein the school tax rate for the preceding

year is less than the school rate determined by the State
Tax Assessor and the sum levied by the Assessor is

greater than the units school tax rate for the preceding
year by 2% mills on 1007 State valuation, the school

tax rate shall be determined by dividing the amount
appropriated for school purposes through property taxation
by the State valuation. In such cases there shall be

added to the units allocation & sum equ#l to the difference

between the unit's appropriation for school purposes
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for the preceding year plus 2% mills and the amount
required by the State Tax Assessor. An adjustment of this
kind is to be paid to the general fund of the unit and
may be used for municipal purposes.
4. State budget review and approval provisions
No specific change was made in budgetary provisions as they
relate to the preparation and review of the budget of the
Department of Educational and Cultural Services.
The procedure followed 15 for a budget to be prepared
by the Commissfioner and staff and submitted to the State
Board of Education for approval. After State Board
action 18 taken, the budget is submitted to the Goverror
and Department of Administration for consideration and
recommendation to the Legislature. A repeal for review
of an allocation may be made to the Stute Board of
Education whose decision shall be fimal.
Specific Non-Revenue Requirements for Local Participation
~--district structure - Thereé are no specific requirements in
the act or other statutes.
--program offering - No requirements other than those in
existing law were imposed. All programs require approval of
the Commissioner.

State Aids Distributed Separately From Principal State Aid
Programs

--The act equalining the finsancial support of school units
combines all State assistance programs for both operation
and capital outley in this one measure. All previcus speclal

subsidy programs; such as driver education, special education,

transportation and vocational education were eliminated.
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Other Related Provisions

The act contains no new provisions relative to teacher
negotiatiéus\ edurational accountability and State-local financial
control. Teacher negotiations and determination of salaries and
working conditions (as been and remains a local prsrogative.

The Department of ‘Educarional and Cultural Services has
sponsored and developed a program of testing similar to that under-
taken by the Commission of the States and has involved local units
in such studies.

No substantial change i{s made in the division of responsibility
for operation of schools between the State and local units,

PART 1II.

Effec; on Selected School Districts

Effect on Selected Districts by Enrollments

Larger Districts - 2000 pupils and above

Increase
State Ald State Aild or

Unit Enrollment Present Law 1974-1975 Decrease
Portland 13064.5 $2,199,384 $3,792,562 $1,593,178
Lewiston 6937.0 1,183,819 1,110,344 (73,475)
Bangor 6836.5 1,413,007 2,438,867 1,025:860
So. Portland 5708.0 838,799 1,973,328 1,134,529
waterville 3648.5 1,167,565 1,671,740 506,175
WVinslow 2087.0 392,287 514,949 122,662

Explanation: Maine has only 25 achool units with enrollments of
2,000 or above. All of the larger untts except the City of Lewiston
would receifve substantial incresses in State aid in fiscal 1927v&-1975.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



Medium Size Districts -

1000 to 1999 pupils

44,

Increase

State Aid State Aid or

Unit Enrollment Present Law 1974-1975 Decrease
Lisbon 1983.0 $643,300 $804,327 $161,027
Madawaska 1923.0 314,869 572,895 258,026
Bucksport 1035.0 128,604 (5,534) (134,138)
Falmouth 1682.0 258,149 689,319 431,170
O0ld Orchard

Beach 1423.0 230,113 273,045 42,%32
York 1443.5 139,111 (14,421) (153,532)

Explanation: There are 38 units in the state with an enrollment

from 1,000 to 1,999. The districts selected are geographically

distributed and are representative of industrial,

and agricultural areas.

enrollment group will receive less subsidy in 1974-1975.

Small Districts - 500 to 999 Pupils

coastal, resort

Only four of fhe 38 districts in this

Increase

State Aid State Aid or
Unit Enrollme: i Present Law 1974-1975 Decrease
Wiscasset 629.0 $28,367 $(997,705) ($1,026,072)
Baileyville 569.5 37,716 44,922 7,206
China 601.5 149,850 218,610 68,760
Vassalboro 768.5 268,158 381,777 113,619
Medway 525.0 309,058 380,788 71,730
Orrington 799.0 236,538 343,025 106,487

Explanation: There are 52 units with enro!lments between 500 and

$99. All but four gain in State aid inm 1974-1975.

Wiscasset given above is explained by high valuation due to a power

generating plart and an atomic energy plant.

The case of
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Maine is a State with many very small districts. 380 of a
total of 495 units having less than 500 pupils and 140 wizh less
than 100 pupils, and 85 with 50 or fewer pupils,

Effect on Selected School pDistricts by Valuation Per Pupll

Wealthiest Group - highest thiid valuation perpupil

Per Pupil vValuation State Ald Projected Aid
unit ) Valuation Rank Per Ppupil Present Law 1974-1975
Wiscasset 16 $290,302 $28,1367 (61,026,072)
Castine 217 108,928 9,065 15,775
Mt. Desert 30 104,240 25,553 (191,743)
Raymond 31 102,216 22,300 (31,472
Baileyvilie 49 81,574 37,716 44,922
Boothbay Harbor (38) 84,510 28,247 (89,153)

Middle Group - middle third valuation per pupil and winimum of 100

pupils
Per Pupil Valuation State Ald Projected Alid

Unit Vélwation Rank Per Pupil Present Law 19764-1975
0ld Town 170 $31,6426 $407,586 $754,997
3ath 183 21,118 684,474 967,386

=nobscot 190 27,052 45,145 77,703
<eadfield 206 26,098 105,317 196,822
woolwich 229 24,206 117,376 182,964
Eastport 251 22,342 109,070 164,886
D-rington 280 20,270 236,538 343,025
Lisbon 312 18,014 643,300 804,327
5abattus 326 17,474 146,318 190,727
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pPoorest Group - iowest third in valuation per pupil

Per Pupil Projected

valuation Valuation State Aid State Ald

Unit Rank Per Pupil 1973-1974 1974-1975

Allagash 406 §12,596 $76,049 $92,574
Bradley 418 12,208 150,783 179,663
raswell 493 5,812 121,584 139,830
Cheisea 428 11,436 196,318 201,299
Gienburn 429 11,436 204,787 : 222,784

Medway 461 9,258 309,058 380,788
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Effect of Tax Reform Law on'Selected Municipalities Tax Effort
The following table shows the close relationship of high propevty
taxes for municipal and school purposes and the tax relief possible under
~ the reform act. It should be noted that 15 of the 19 municipalities listed
reported 1972 school tax rates below the 1972 State average but that 11

of these 15 units would still gain tax relief.

- Estimated Per

Total Education Cent Tax
Municipal Tax Tax Effort Relief or
- Municipality Effort 1972 1972 (Increase) 1974
Van Buren 41.38 19.8 22.58
" Bangor 40.32 17.0 17.31
_ Houlton 38.95 19.7 20.76
Cape Elizabeth 36.87 31.5 30.39
- Portland 36.46 16.9 9.13
Auburn 34.56 17.6 20.40
" Fort Kent 32.58 , 18.6 19.64
Augusta 32.29 15.2 10.50
i South Portland 31,21 17.8 16.70
0ld Town 31.19 17.5 18.44
Lewiston 28.22 14.9 2.15
Biddeford 28.82 14.7 5.36
Millinocket 25.28 14.1 4.60
) East Millinocket 20.55 11.9 (13.56)
_ Jay 17.38 12.9 (22.13)
York 15.20 8.4 (4.05)
Wiscasset 13.32 6.3 (24.09)
Q@ state Average 27.49 18.5 20.00

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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PART IV

Legal Implications

Previous Mailne laws for financing education appeared to
involve the same problems and contained many similarities to
the laws of Californie which were found inequitable and
unconstitutional. The description of the disparities in
property taxation between Beverley Hills and Hollywood were
duplicated many times over in Maine. Prinr to the passage
of the new law citizens living in the poorer units were being
deprived of property and equality of taxation contrary to
the l4th Amendment to the United States Constitution.

The similarities to conditions found in the Serrano v.

Priest case indicated that in Maine:

1. The quality of education became a function of the wealth of
the citizenry.

2. The quality of education was effected by geographical location,

3. The present system cof taxation £ailed'to meet the needs of
all children.

4, Some children were advantaged overall,

>. The system did not provide equal resources,

6. The system teuded to perpetuate marked differences,

7. Taxpayers in some districts were required to pay a higher
rate than those in other systems in order to obtain the
same Or a lower level of education.

The Maine system of support of education was challenge@ in
the superior court in the case LeHaye v. Maine School aAdmin-
istrative District ¢#3. No action was taken awalting the
outcome of the Texas appeal to the United States Supreme

Judicial Court and the opportunity for State legislative action,

e o




49,

While the LeHaye case was not stressed by proponents of
tax revision, it undoubtedly was in the minds of legislators
when they considered tax reform.

The measure enacted with its provision for uniform
application of a property tax based on State valuation was
designed and would appear to remove any doubt about the
constitutionality of Maine law relative to the support of
schools and be in éonformity with Section 1 of Article X1V
of the United States Constitution which provides that no
person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without

due process of law, nor be denied equal protection under the

law.
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APPENDIX I. 52.
CHAPTER 556 OF THE PUBLIC LAWS OF 1973, AS AMENDED by CHAPTER 371,

Saection 52d, e, aund ¢
STATE OF MAINE

IN THE YEAR OF OUR LORD NINETEEN HUNDRED
SEVENTY-THREE

H. P, 1561 — L. D. 1994

AN ACT Equalizing the Financial Support of School Units.

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine, as follows:

Sec. 1. R. 8, T. 30, c. 510, additional. Title 20 of the Revised Statutes is
amended by adding 2 new chapter 510 to read as follows :

CHAPTER s10 - .
FUNDING OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS

§ 3711. Intent

It is declared to be the intent of the Legislature to reduce the burden of
education program costs in public schools which are borne by the property
tax to 409% and to provide 609, of the total cost of education from state tax
sources. The Legislature intends to imiplement the program over a 3-year
period—s50%; State, 50% local in 1974-75 and thereafter. It is further declared
to be the mtent of the Legislature to finance the 409, property tax share
through a uniform property tax rate applied to all administrative units alike.
The uniform preperty tax as described in sections 451 and 453 of Title 36 shall
be implemented during the same 3.year period to minimize the impact on
local property taxes in any one year. The Legislature intends thdt a limit be
placed upon additional local taxes that may be imposed on property for school
purposes, thus encourging more efficient management o? the available re-

sources.

§ 3713. Definitions

The following definitions shall apply to state and adm!mstrauve units’
computanons under this chapter.

1. Operating costs. Elementary or secondary operating costs shall include
all costs, except transportatlon. commumty services, capital outlay and del
service, reduced by tuition receipts, expenditures from all federal revenu
sources and expenditures for special and vocational education programs a.
defined in subsection 4.

3. Average elementary per pupil operating costs. Elementary grades shall
include a childhood educational program as defined by section 859, through
gradc 8. Average eiemcentary per pupil operating costs ghall be computed by
dividing elementary operating costs by the average number of resident ele-
mentary pupils, cxcludmg those students in special education programs, on
October 1st and April 1st in the unit in the same fiscal year, July 1st to June
joth. Those average costs so computed shall be used in the distribution of
funds to the local units for the succeeding fiscal year.

3. Average sccondary per pupil operating costs. Secondary grades shall
mean grades g through ra.- Average secondary per pupil operating costs shali

923-1 L .




be computed by dividiug secondary cperating costs by the average number
of resident secondary pup.is, excluding full-time s:udents in special and voca-
tional education programs, on October 1st and ‘April 18t in the unit in the
same fiscal year, July 1st to June joth. Any student graduating from grade 12
during the school year prior to April 1st shail be counted as though he were
in attend-.ace on April 1st of that year. Those average costs so computed
shall be used in the distribution of funds to the local units for the succeeding

fiscal year.

4. Excess costs. Excess costs are expenditures made by local units for
special and vocational education programs.

5. Special education programs for subsidy purposes. Special education,
for subsidy purposes, shali include programs which have been approvzsd by
the cominissioner for children with special needs.

6. Vocational education for subsidy purposes. Vocational education, for
subsidy purposes only, shall mean training in trade, industrial, agricultural,
technical and service occupations. It shall not include business education,
consumer education or hoine economics programa.

7. Year. Year means a fiscal year starting July 1 and ending June 3oth
of the succeeding year.

8. School aid payments, School aid payments shall be made directly to
the treasurer of each administrative unit and shall be based upon the number
of resident pupils educated at public expense and contingent expenditures as
outlined in this chapter based upon audited financial reports submitted by
the various administrative units.

9. Appcals. The computation of aid for any unit may be appealed in writ-
ing to the State Board of Education by the school committee or board of
directors o any school unit within 3o days from the date of notification of
the computed amount. The board shall review the appeal and make an ad-
justment, if inn its judgment such an adjustment is fully justified. The board’s
decision zhall be final as to facts supported by the recorda of the appeal.

§ 3713. Computation of unit allocations

In the year prior to the convening of the Legislature, a sum of money shall
be recommended by the State Board of Education to the Bureau of the Bud-
get, said sum to equal the estimated cost of education for each year. This
sum should refiect the board's best estimatc as to changes in pupil enrollment,
economic factors and other considerations which might effect a change in the
costs of education. The board shall be ever conscious of the need for prudent
restraint in educational finaucing. Fifty percent of the sum shall come from
state sources and 509 of the sum from the uniform property tax in 1974-75
and thereafter. The Bureau of the Budget shall include this —ecommended
amount in the Part I budget.

The basis of allocation of funds to each unit shall be computed as follows:

1. The average number of resident pupils educated at public expense on
October 1stv and April 1st of each school year, excluding full-time students in
vocational education and special education programs, shall be used in the
computation of aid as follows:

A. Multiply the average number of resident elementary pupils in the unit
by the state average elementary per pupil cost. The amount to be distrib-
uted for the 7974-75 fiscal year only shall be $600 per pupil; -

B. Multiply the average number of resident secondary pupils in the unit
by the stite average secondary per pupil cost. The amount to be distributed
for the 1974-75 fiscal year only shall be $g915 per pupil;

2




C. Compute the operating cost for special education programs in the pre-
ceding year;

D. Compute the operating cost for vocational education programs in the
preceding year; )

E. Record expenditures of the preceding year for transportation of pupils.
Reimbursement for such expenditures shall be limited to an amount not in
excess of a 79, increase over the preceding yea: except said limitation shall
not apply to units that did not, in the preceding year, provide transporta-
tion for all students living beyond a reasonsble walking distance from
school; .

F. Record the expenditures of the preceding year for capital outlay pro-
jects approved by the Jocal unit and the State Board;

G. Record the expenditures of the preceding year {or debt service projects
which have been approved by the local unit and the State Board.

2. Total the amounts computed and recorded for subsection 1, paragraphs
A to G. The sum thus obtained shall become the basis for allocation to the
unit, subject 1o adjustinents as defined below. If the unit's allocation exceeds
the uniform property tax as set forth in Title 36, section 451, the commis-
sioner shall authorize such paymeats minus the tax levied under Title 30,
sections 451 and 453.

3. Adjustments to the allocation in subsection 1, paragraph A and subsec-
tion 1, paragraph B may be made as follows:

A. If the per pupil operating cost in the unit for the preceding year was
less than the state avcrage clementary or secondary per pupil cperating
cost. the per pupil allocation for clementary or secondary pupils respectively
z:all be limited to an increase of 34 of the difference between the per pupil
opcrating cost of the unit and the state average ¢lementary or secondary
per pupil operating cost respectively;

B. If the per pupil operating cost in the unit for the preceding year is
above the state average elementary or secondary per pupil operating cost,
the per pupil allocation for elemcntary or secondary pupils respectively
shall be frozen at 14 the difference between the state average elementary or
secondary per pupil ~perating cost respectively and the local average ele-
mentary or secondary per pupil operating cost respectively expended during
the 1973-74 school year or the statc elementary or secondary average per
pupil allocation respectively, whichever is greater, Each unit may appro-
priate additional local funds to maintain its average elementary or secon-
dary per pupil operating costs as computed for the 1973-74 school yzar;

C. If the unit is declared to be geographically isolated by the State Board
of Education. the board shall adjust, at its discretion, the per pupil alloca-
tion to that unit to meet the educational needs of that unit, except that no
adjustmeamts shall be maide until the local additional appropriaticns, as
specificd in subsection 7, have been used and are shown to b2 inadeqaate;

D. When a unit enrolls pupils who reside on land under control of the
Federal Gove.ument, or any agesicy thereol, or on a Federal Military Res-
ervation, such pupils shall not be considered as resident pupils for subsidy
purposcs Syeeetnd but special arrangements may be made by tl.: State or any
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schnol administiative unit, or hoth, 1o provide el-mientary and secondary
school privileges in cooperation witk the Un'ted States Government for a
child ur children residing on land . nder control of the Federal Government,
or any ageacy thereuf, or on a Federal Minitary Reservation. It is the
intention of the Legislature that such special arrangements shall fully pro-
tect the rights of all pupils and shal! protect the municipalities against the
necessity of additional local appropriations because of federal pupils. Every
unit ehgible to receive assistance in federally affected arcas shail annually
file application to receive such funds Fhe Boned of I-decation may

E. Whenever a unit’s school tax rate for the proceding year is less than
the school tax rate determined by the Statc Tax Assessor as required in
sections 451 and 453 of Title 36 and the sum levied by the State Tax As-
sessor is yyreater than the unit's school tax rate of the preceding year by
more 1% . 314 mills on state valuation adjusted to 1009, the unit’s alloca-
aion st.ii1 he adjusted as set forth below. A unit's school tax rate shall be
dctermined by dividing the amount appropriated for echool purposes from
property taxes, leas any adjustment made under this subsection, by state
valuation adjusted to 100%,.

To the unit's allocation as determined in subsectlon 2 and this subsection,
shal) be added a sum equal to the difference between the unit’s school ap-
propriaticn of the preceding ycar plus 24 mills and the amount required by
the State Tax Assessor in Title 16, sections 451 and 453. A unit's school
tax rate as adjusted under this subsection shall be used in determining
whether or not future adjustments shall be made in subsequent years. Any
adjustment paid to A unit as a result of this aubsection shall be credited to
the reneral fund ¢f the unit and may be used for municipal purposes upon
proper authorization by thet unit. An adjustment under this subsertion is
not subject to subsections 8 and 9.

4. Allocations in the months of July through November shall be based on
the October tst and April 1st average number of resident pupils of the pre-
ceding year.

5. Allocations in the months of July through November shall be based on
the state average per pupil operating cost of the 2nd year preceding alloca-
tion adjusted by a 714%, increase. -

6. Allocations shall be subsequently adjusted to give each unit its proper
allocation based upon the preceding year's state average cost and the riumber
of resident pupils in the current year,

7. The legislative body of the administrative urit may, in addition to any
local funds raised and appropriated under subsection 3, paragraph B, author-
ize an additional cxpenditure per pupil for either elementary or sccondary
upils, or both, not to excecd a local appropriation of 214 mills on the state
valuation of the unit adjusted to 3009, valuation. If the additional school
levy suthorized under this section fails to produce $50 IE_“ upil per mill
lt:?:'d. the commussioner shall add to the allgcnio}_l..of e urfit for the unit’s
fiscal vear a sum which, when combined with the local Tevy, shali equal $50

e per pupil per mill; sald sum may be paid during the last
mouth of the unit’s Ascal vear. —

Whenever a unit
has authorized an additional school levy under this section, it shall pay to the
Treasurer of State that part of its appropriation which is in excess of 350,
multiplicd by the average number of pupils on October 1st and April 18t of
the preceding year, times the authorized additional local school mill levy.
The remaining sum shall be credited to the treasurer of the administrative

unit. .

8. Notwithstanding any other public or private statute to the cantrary,
all money allocatcd for school purposes must be expended for school purposes
only.

Q .
EMC g. Balauces of allocations at the end of the ycar may be carried forward
T to mmcet the next year's school nceds in an amount not 30 exceed 10%, of the
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Sec. 3. R.S., T. 10, § 330 amended. Section 220 of Title 20 of the Revised
Stututes, as amendsil by section 2 of chapter 425 of the public laws of 1967,
is further amended by adding at the end the following:

Each unit shall file with the commissioner a description of the transporta-
tion services provided in that unit during the 1973-74 school year. Such a
description shall de in the format which the commissioner shall prescribe.
Additional transportation services and the purchase of new buses shall be
actomplished in the most economical manner that is consistent with the wel-

{are and safety of pupils.

Sec.3. R.S,T.10 § 358 amended. Section 358 of Title 20 of the Revised
Statutes is amended by adding & new paragraph at the end to read as follows:

Each unit shall file with the commissioner a description of the transporta.
tion services provided /in that unit during the 1973-{4 school yesr. Such a
description shall be in the format which the ¢ saioner shall prescribe.
Additional transportation services and the purchase of new buses shall be
accomplished in the most economical manner that is consistent with the wel-
fare and safety of pupils.

Sec. 4. R. S, T. 20, § 3561, amended. Section 3561 of Title 20 of the
Revised Statutes, as ameded, is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

Each unit shall file with the commissioner a description of the transporta-
tion services provided in that unit during the 1973-74 school year. Such a
description shall be in the format which the commissioner shall prescribe.
Additional transportation secrvices and the purchase of new buses ahall be
accomplished in the most economical menner that is consistent with the wel-

fare and safety of pupils.

Sec. 5. R. S, T. 20, c. s1%, repealed. Chapter 513 of Title 20 of the
Revised Statutes. as enacted by section 2 of chapter 496 of the public laws of
10060. and as amended. is repealed,

Sec. 6. R. S, T, 36, § 451, repealed and replaced. Section 451 of Title 36
of the Kevised Statutes, as amended, is repealed and the {ollowing enacted
in glace thereof : .

§ 45:. Rateof tax

The Commissioner of Educational and Cultutal Services, with the approval
of the Statc Board of Education, shall annually, prior to February isth, cer-
tify to the Staty Tax Assessor 50%, of the estimated total public schos! educa-
tion costs in 1¢13-74 and therealter, for the current schoo} year to be com-
pleted. For the necessary expenses of local and state government, a tax is
assessed at a rate that is equivalent to 509, in 1973-74 and therealter, of the
estimated total state public school education costs divided by the total of the
most recent state valuation adjusted upward to the nearest quarter mill as
filed under section 381 Z0 100% valuation plus 734 mills on the dollar applied
to a 100%, valuation for the property tax year commencing April 1, 1974 %4
miflc effective April 1, 1975; 1034 mills effective April 1, 1976; 12Y4 mills
effective April 1, 1977; and 1334 niills effective April 1, 1978 and every year
thereafter upon cach municipality, township and each lot and parcel not
in¢cluded in any tuwnship in the State. In any event, such rate lﬁall never
excecd whatever shall from timc te time be the weighted average muricipal
tax rate. The “weighted aversge municipe} tax rate” means the total munici-
pal property taxcs levied state-wide for the previous year, as determined by
the State Tax Assessor {rom the annual return of municipal assessors pursu.
ant to suction 383, divided by the state valustion of municipalities in effect
for the previous year adjusted 1o a 100% bssis. The valuation as determined
by the State Tax Assessor, as set forth in the statement filed by him as pro-
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vided by section 381, shall be the basis for the computation and spportion-
ment of the tax assessed,

Sec. 7. R. S, T. 36, § 453, repealed and replaced. Seetion 453 of Title 36
of th- Revised Statutes, as amended by section 7 of chapter 616 of the public
laws of 1971, is repealed and the f[oiiowing enacted in place thereof:

§ 453. Payment of state tax by municipaiities

The Treasurer of State, in his said warrarts, shall require the said mayor
ana alderrien, scicctmen or assessors, respectively, to pay or to issue their
several warrants requiring the collectors of their several municipalities to
¢ollect and to pay to the treasurers of their respective municipalities the sums
against said municipalities required by this subchapter,

Said municipal treasurer skall pay to the Treasures of State a sum equiva-
lent to that portion of the tax levied under section 451 which is based upon a
percentage of public school education costs which exceedy the allacation to
the unit as computed undzr Title 20, section 37:3. Said municipal treasurcr
shall pay to the treasurer of the School Administrative District or community
school district in quarteriy installments that portion of the tax levied under
section 451 of public schoo! educstion coits which is not in excess of the al-
location 1o the unit us computed under Title 19, section 3713. .

The balance of the sume £o 1ssessed in each municipality shall be disbursed
by the treasurer thereof for necessary expenses of local government as de-
termined or appropriated for the public welfsre wirthin the purposes specified
in Title 30, which Title sets forth these purposes for the public welfare for
which municipalitics are themselves authorized to raise money by taxation.
For the ycar 1974, the municipal treasurer shall pay 34 the sum provided for
in this section to the Treasurer of State. Payments [n 1974 shall be in 2 equal
installinents payable on or before the last day of September and the last day
of December. For the year 1975 and therealter, payments shall be made to
the Treasurer of Stale in equal quarterly instaliments payable on or before
the 15th day of March, June, September and December.

Sec. 8. R. 8., T. 36, § 8g1-A, additional. Title 36 of the Revised Statutes
1= amended by adding a new section 8g1-A to read as follows:

§ 801-A.  School subsidies withheld from delinquent municipalities

When any state tax assessed upon &ny city, town or plantation remains un-
paid. such city, town or plantation may be precluded from drawing from the
Treasurcr of State the school subsidy set apart-for such city, town-or planta-
tion so long as such tax remains unpaid.

Sev. 9. R. 8, T. ao, § ¢s93, repeal.ed. Section 1293 of Title 20 of the
Revised Statutes, as repealed and replaced by chapter 221 of the public laws
of tart, is repeated,

Sec. 10. R. 8, T. 30, c. 117, repealed. Chapter 117 of Title 20 of the
Reviged Statutes, as 1ast repealed and replaced by section 23 of chapter 530 of
the public laws of 1071, aud as amended, 1s repealed.

Sec. 11, R. 8., T. 20, § 3356-B, sudb-§ 1, amended. The first paragraph of
subrection 1ot sectien 2356-B of Title 20 of the Revised Statutes, as ¢nacted
by section 3 of chapter 440 of the pnblic 1aws of 1965, is amended to read as
follow s

Fcwrrty e persent o Hie The cost of constructing and equipping achme-

Hrent b the vieevtrve dute wf Hiea et 2 building or buildings ta be used (or

Q e muctenance and operation of a regional technical and vocatiomal center

EMC""“‘ i» approved in accerdange with section 2356-A shall be reimbursed to
ammmmmm e unit in accordance with sestions 3457 to 3460.




Sec. 13. R. S, T. 20, § 2356-B. sub-§ 3, amended. The first sentence of
subscction 2 of section 2356-B of Title 20 of the Revised Statutes, as enscted
by section 3 of chapter 440 of the public laws of 1905, is amended to read as
follows:

Fwo-threds of tlee The excess cost of instruction as defined in section 3713 in
approsred technical and vocational ciasses maintained on the secondary level
through zrade 12 and 905 shall be reimbursed. Ninety percent of the cosis
of instruction for apjproved part-time and evening classes for out-of-school
youth and adults shall be reimbursed. :

Sec. 13. R. S., T. 20, § 2405, amended. Section 2405 of Title 20 of the
Reviscd Statutes, as repealed and replaced and as amended, is further amend-
cd by adding at the end a new sentence to read as follows:

Authorization to reimburse units for programs operated under this section is
sescinded effective January 1, 1974.

Sec. 14. R. S, T. 20, § 334, repealed and replaced. Section 3456 of Title
20 of the Revised Statutes, as ainended, is repealed and the following enacted
in place thereof .

"

§ 3456. Reorganitec districts
Reorganized districts snall maintain:

1. Prograra. A program which includes kindergarten through grade 13;

2. Secondary facility. Whenever 8 district enrolls more than 700 pupils
in grades g through 12, said district may operate more than one 4-year school.
Whenever & district enrolls fewer than 700 pupils In grades 9 through 13, it
must house the pupils in grades 10 through 12 in one facility within § years
from the date of the district’s formation. A district may meet the requirement
of providing s sccondary faciiity by contracting with another unit or with a
private academy for a term of from § to 10 years. Said facilities may be con-
stituted as ¢-year sohools, or combined with grades 7 and B to form a 6-year
school or 3 o5 more 3-year schools, except for children living semote from a

public school as provided in section gz3.

Scc. 15. R. S., T. 30, § 3457, amended. Table IT of section 3457 of Title
20 of the Revised Statutes, as enacted by section 2 of chapter 475 of the public
laws of 1005 and as repealed and replaced by section 3 of chapter 500 of the
public laws of 1971, is repealed and the following enaced in place thereof:

TABLE I
Fach admmistrative unit shall be reimbursed the sums expended for capital
cutlay projects which have heea approved in accordance with sections 3457 to

2400, or any projects which have been approved by the commissioner.
‘2 he unit shall be reimbursed the amount of debt service which

has been incurred on all approved school construction projecta. Constraction
reimbursements shall be scheduled 8o that piyments may be made in accor-
dance with the payment schedules established by the administrative units.

It is the iutention of the Legisiature, as expressed in section 3711, that 50% of
the cost of construction shall be paid from & uniform property tax asscssed
agaiust all the municipalities in the State and that 50% of the cost of con-
struction shall be paid from nonproperty tax revenues wwith the preogram
w@wmogwwﬁm.%whmm
Hyeeeld .

Sec. 16. Appropriation. There is appropriated to the Department of Edu-
vatiomal and Cultural Services the sum of $89.812,778 for the fiscai year end-
1y Jane 3. 1975, 1o carry out the purposes of this Aet,
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1974-75

EDUCATIONAL & CULTURAL SERVICES,
DEPARTMENT OF ,

From the General Fund ‘ $89.512,778

Sec. 17. Effective date. This Act shall become effective January 1, 1974,
exccyt for payment of aid to &dmi-istrative units, which shall become effec-

tive July 1, 1974

e ——————

In House or REPRESENTATIVES,..... Ceeeessesesensansanne 1973

Read twice and parsed to be enacted,
.--...-.--..-..-.-.Splakf

IN SENATR,....cconverencscsreccesss-1973

Read twice and passed to be enacted. s
SPeerssess e LN RN S AN ) S eoebooerer e Pfl.l’idﬂ'
Approved.......... areeessserans 1973
----------------------- -ooa\...-.------.----..-.GW
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APPENDIX II 60.
August 13, 1973

Suggested Procedures and Guidelines for the
Implementation of the School Subsidy Reform Measure
(Chapter 556 of the Public Laws of 1973, as
Amended by Chapter 571, Sections 52d, e, and £)

Prior to February 15 of each year the Commissioner shall
certify to the State Tax Assessor 50% of the estimsated total
cost of education in grades K te 12 in the current school year.

The State Tax Assessor shall set a tax rate, on State valuation
ad justed to 100%, that will produce 507 of the estimated total
education coat as zertified by the Commissioner.

The Treasurer of State shall {4sue warrants requiring local
assessors to issue andserve warrants to collect and pay to the local
treasurers the sums assessed.

If t&o uniform tax rate set by the State Tax Assessor for schocol
purposes raises more than the school allocation,the treasurer

of the municipality shell pay to the Treasurer of State, in
quarzerly instaliments, the amount of the excess. Installments
are payable on or bdefore the 15th of March, June, September

and December. (1974 payments will be made the last day of Sep-
tember and the last day of December.)

If the uniform tax rate set by the State Tax Assessor 1is

more than 2%k mills abouve the previous years school tax rate,

the amount tfalised in excess of the 2% mill increase shall be
returned to the municipality fox municipal use. That part

of the allocation that is returned for municipal use must be
clearly identified. (I would suggest that separate checks

be draun for units receiving such allocation, f{.e. such payments
not be mixed fn with the school allocaticn.)

If the tax raises less than the school allocation, the
municipal treasurer shall pay the sums as required on proper
authorization of local officials to be expended for school
purposes.

In October of each year the Commissioner will notify each unit

of its estimated allocation. Such an allocation will be adjusted
during the year of payment to reflect current school enrollments
and the actual costs of the preceding year. Superintendents

and boards must project enrollments and expenditures as

carefully as possible to make certain that estimated revenues

are projected within a reasonable tolerance.

Monies to operate schools in the firet six months of calendar
1974 will be raised in the usual fashions using the usual
appropriate articlees and procedures. School committees and
school directors will need authorization under appropriate
articles to expend the allocation of Stuyte funds and local funds
available through the un{form State tax to cover the last six
months of the calendar year 1974, or that part of the 1974-]1975
allocation that coincides with the units fiscal year.
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la. If a unit needs to appropriate an additional sum to maintain
its averuage elementary or secondary per pupil operating cost
as computed for the 1973-1974 8school year, it may do so outside
of the uniform tax set by the State Tax Assessor and outside
of the 2% mills leeway provided in Sectiom 3713, sub-section 7.

6. If a unit wishes to raise money for new programs or to meet
increased costs in excess of 1tse per pupil allocation, it may
raise whotever 18 authorized by the legislative body up to 2%
mills e¢n State valuation &adjusted to 100%. For each mill thus
appropriated, the unit is guaranteed $50 per adjusted resident
pupll. Example: If a mill rafses $10 per pupil, the State will
contribute from the subsidy allocation an additional $40. 1f a
mill raises $75 per pupil, the uait may expend $50 per pupil and
must forward the remaining $25 per pupil to the State Treasurer
to be credited to the general fund.

9. Transportation of Pupils

9a. Approved transportation expenditures will be reimbursed in the
year following expenditure.

9b. Each unit must file with the Commissioner a description of the
transportation services provided ia that unit during the
1973-1974 school year.

9¢. Bus purcthases and replacements shall be approved as capital
outlay projects with due regard to the age, mileage, and condition
of busses being replaced.

9d. Bus purtchases and replacements must be accomplished through
standard bid procedures and within bus specifications approved
by the Commissioner with appropriate optiona to meet local needs.

9e. Any operating tramsportation exponse that 1is in excess of 1077%
of the previous year's costs is not reimbursable.

9f, Liwttation in 9e. does not apply to those expenditures
incurred by the unit for adding new transportation services.
Example: Expenditures for transporting secondary school
students in units where they were not transported im the
prewvious year would be excluded from the 7% limitation.

10. Sgecial education programs. Expenditures made for students
in approved special education programs shall be reimbhursed in
the fiscal year following the expenditure.

l10a. Expenditures made for special education students without
obtaining necessary State Depurtment approval will not be
re{mbursed.

11. Vocatlonal education expenditures. Expenditures made for
vocational education programs which have been approved by the
State Board of Education in the regional technical and vocational
centers shall be reimbursed in the fiscal year following the

lERJ(j expenditure.




62.

lia. Expenditures made for home economics, business education and
consumer education programs are not reimbursable as part of the
vocational 2ducation reimbursements. Such expenditures shall
becomt: a part of the secondary per pupil operating costs in
the unit and will be reimbursed as a part of the secondary per
pupil operating costs. Any vocational education program operating
outside of a regional center will be counted as a part of the
secondary per pupil operating cost and will be subsidized

accordingly.

11b. Beginning in the fall of 1974, students will be permitted to
attend vocational programs without paying tuition. Since the
vocational expenditures are completely reimbursable, it will no
longer be necessary to charge tuition except for students
attending private schools from out of state or students
attending private or public schools at parental expense.

12. School construction reimbursements
A. Standards and Limitations Imposed by the State

1) Project must be conisistent wlth "Gulde and Standards for Planning School
Bulldings !a Maine." i

2) Site acquisition, unless speclal aondltlons.are recognized.:shall be limlted
in size as follows:

a) For elementary schools - 10 acres plus | acre for each 100 pupils.
b} For secondary schcols = 20 acres plus | acre for zach 100 pupils.

3) Any sice to be used for school purposes must be approved for the current
intended use by both the local board of education (or District Trustees) and
the State Board of Education prior to becoming eligible for construction ald.

4) Site acquisition costs submltted for reimbursement shall reflect the actual
purchase price regardless of wher purchased.

5) Anticipated financing of major constructlon projects shall conform to current
State established mlnimums and/or maximums In terms of annual payments, bond
or note repayment schedules, and rates of Interest.

6) The local unit shell explore and ut!lize any avallable federal funds for which
a construction project may qualify,

7) Construction projects identifled by the State as reflecting marked increases
over current average costs on a per pupl) basls, a per square foot of construction

basis, or based on per square foot costs of the total project shall need
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B. Valldation of Local Need for Project

1) Evidence of need by reason of school population change.

a) Current housing problem (class sizes, double sessions, etc.)

b) Enrollment increases projected.

.

c) Unusual town or distruct growth pattern or school population shift.

2) Evidence of need by reason of unsuitable housing.
a) Unsafe structurus.
b) Outmoded school bulldings to be phased out.
c) Replace undesirabls or otherwise unsultable site.
3) Evidence of need by reason of program.
a) Needed facilitles to remedy program deficlencies.
b) Needed facilities to accommodate new programs.

¢) Special Program needs.

C. Relation of Project to Priorities Declared by State

Prioricies

1) Replace unsafe bulidings not feasibly repalred.

2) Eliminate instanczs of temporary housing.

3) Alleviate basic classroom needs of state school population.

4) Proylde facilities for conprehensive programs In the schools of the state.

5) Provide facilities for anclllary programs supportive of the total school
program. |

6) Provide school sltes suitable for meeting the needs of pupils and program.

7) Approve construction reflecting good long-renge planning.

". Consistency of project with long-rgggprlgpgrqstl and needs of the area

1) Construction should answer any needs for consolidation.

. )
ffﬂil(j) Provide facilities designed to meet any speclal needs of the area.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Students in special education, vocational education and
students living on Pederal property will be subtractod from
the resident pupil count when computing per pupil costs of
regular progroms and when distributing funds to the lecal

unice.,

The State Board may adjust the allocaticen of amy unit that is
declared geographically isolated whenever the local leeway
provision does not provide enough funds to permit the unit to

operate its schools.
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Suggested allocation worksheet

tor computation of each units
State of Maine

aid under the new program.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL & CULTURAL SERVICES

Augusta 04330

Computation of Unit Allocations to Fund Public Schools for 1974-75

Total Operating Expenditures
Plus Tuition Pald
Less Tuition Receipts
Lesc Other Transfers for Operation

{#) Less Spscisl Educatiom Expendi tures

1972-73

Basis for July thru November

k-8 Payments (1974-75)

(Administrative Unit)

1973-74

9-12 K-8

s $

+ +

(b) Less Vocational Education Expendi tures - -

Loss Federal Revenus sxpended for Operation

ADJUSTED OPERATING EXPENDITURES

Rosident Pupils - October lst

Residsant Pupils - April lst
Octcber-April Average Pupils

(a) Less Special Education Pupils

(b) Less Vocational Education Pupils

Less Pupils Residing on Federal Property

ADJUSTED AVERAGE RESIDENT PUPILS

Per Pupil Expenditure

One-year adjustment (X 107.5%)

State Average Per Pupil Cost (s.s. 3713)
Amount Above or (Below) Average

1/3 of the Amount Below Average

172 of the Amount Above Average

) ) } \ ) A

4 N

-
- W

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



66.

y

Computation of Unit Allocations to Fund Public Schools for 1974-7%

¢

(Administrative Unit)

Unit's Actual

\djusted Average Projected
Resident Pupils P. P. Cost
for 19 X 1973-74 * October Ist pupils Adjustment in Decerber
X rate payment
Elementary (K-8) X $ =
Secondary (9-12) £ s =3
PLUS 1/3 of Amt.
— Below Average
Elesentary (X-3) X 8 - 3
Secondary (9-12} R O = 3 .
$
LESS 172 of Amt.
- Above Average
Elementary (X-8) X s = §
Secondary (9-12) X s = §
(This zmount be a iated locally to maintain the .-<o=uo per $ -
pupil expendivure. s 1 in addition to the School Tax
determined by the State Tax Assessor as required in sections 451 and
453 of Title 36 and will be allowed in addition to the 2 1/2 mills
which may be muthorized under section 3713, 3 (B) of Title 20.)
TOTAL DISTRIBUTION FOR OPERATIONS (3 P.P. Elem. § § P.P. Sec.) §

Plus: Special Education Expenditures (from Page 1 (a) b
Vocational Sducation Expenditures (from Page 1 (h) s
Transportation Expenditures (Operating) 3

3
s

(Bus purchases and/or paynents)
Capital Outlav from Current Revenues

Dedt Service Name of Project Paywent of Prin. Payaent of int. T TTTT

e

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Increase or decrease in above expenditure either above or below projections to be
ad justed i{n December payment

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION FOR 1974-1975 (To be adjusted to 1973-74 actual expenditures) §

State Valuation adjusted to 100% X .014 or ., + .0025 = $

NET DISTRIBUTION (1/12 each month July through November 1974) tax rate for Year
prior to computation TO BE PAID TO UNIT OR Balance of Assessmsui to be Paid to

State Treasurar (1/2 in Calendar 1974) — [

One mill on State veluation = 50 x

—— et et

pupils Octobexr ist

State naying out to the unit to guarantee $50 per pupil

Unit paying {nto tha State the amount {n excess of $50 per ;uptl

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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