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«and Buffalo, as well as the City of New York and others intervened in a law

suit challenging the State education aid formula
of the State's school finance system on districts of ‘lesser wealth
.of the original plaintiffs by focusin[r on three interrelated issues v » - .

overburden of educationally' disabled and speci,al need‘s'tudents. 'Ihe urban
districts assert that while they have the greatost pthlic education fiscal \

are alnost the louest 2 They hold that this is a discriminatory allocatioh

of the State of New York and the United States " ' - }_~ .

.variety of other public functions, such as: police and fire protection, .

MUNICIPAL OVERBURDEN . N L

Int rotiuction
> o —~

In January, 1976 the school boards of New York, City, Rochester, Syracus, !

1 The law suit had been

Jdnitiated by 2'55 suburban and rural school districts challenging the impact
However " the urban districts' chal lenge gocs beyohd the basm argument

(1) Municipal overburden, (2)’Urban'schiool costs overburden, and (3) 'me‘

burden ‘in the'state, the levels of state education a.ssistahce they receive o

4

~~

of state school aid a.nd therefore, a v101at10n oi" the equal pmtection
guarantees and a denial of pub‘lic ‘education opportunity funder the Oonstitutions
T : < . A
The issue of municipal overburden has, therei"ore 'become one of the * - - | }
central points in a legal challenge to New York ] state school finance system |
Municipal overburden is defined as the extent to which the fiscal capacity
of. a city is diminished by the revenue demands’ of noneducational services.

'Ihe tax base of large cities must support not only pdblic schools but a

Ipre-Trial Menorandum for Plafntiffs-Intervenors in the caSerof Board g
of Education, Levittown Union Free School District, Nassau County, et al.
v. Edwald B. Nyquist, Commissioner of Education, et al., Supreme,Court of
the State of New Yorl., _County of Nassau January 1976 ! o

AN

zlbid L p. 5
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health and\phospitals, sanitation,city strget_s, and we_li"are. It is a.rgued
that the existenge of municipal 0verb'urden d\epresses the educatieonal tax

rate, thereby, limiting the availability of local revenues for schools.

~ Because of municipal overburden, schgpols must compete with other govern-

’ _mental services for their share of local revenues from a limited tax base.

L T \
In most cities the property tax base is being strained beyond 11;s relative

/

cz}pacity/t/o support add_itional dennnds ride upon it. - , oo

‘/ :
Causes of Mun1c1bal Overburden o o .
> .

- Several maJor rea,sons for mur)icipal overburden have been 1dent1fied :

¢

by authorities . P T

-

1. It'is pore’ e)mens,ive to provide public services in urb'm areas

,than in- suburp;m nnd rural areas Guxwit?3 reports that in fisca.l yea.r ' )

»

: 1972—73 New Jersey municipalities spent an average of $142 80 per capita

for noneducational local government services;, _whereas, the average for 17_
‘selected cities was $180.02,~or 26 per,cent more.® Callahan -and I{arris4 .
'inchcated that for 44 cities they had studied ‘per capita police costs <

averaged 53 percent higher than state average; fire protection expenditures, o

o

~

91 percent higher; and refuse collection a.nd disposal expenditures, 87 per-

cent higher In 1969, New Yor)\( C1ty spent $488 per capita for a nunber of
municipal services. but the surrounding countl:es of Rock{a.nd Suffolk

Nassau, and Westchester expended only between $195 and $291 per capita for,
a \ . o

A 0

(R , | |

] ' 1
Aaron S. Gurwitz, L} ban Schools and Equality of Educationa
in New Jersey: A Report of the New Jersey Education Reforxn Project (New. ;
New Jersey: Greater Newark Urba.n Ooalition, 1974), p.- 9.

3.

4 "Year-Rountt Schools :
' -John J “Callahan and William T. Harris,
Schdol Finance." Paper presented at the Sth National Seminar on ¥ ar—Round

Schools, Virginia Beach, virginia. May 10, 1973. p. Tos Y
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- = :

e




~t.lm same serv1c@.<s ’Ihe state avemgc in New~ Y'ork for that group “af municipal :

. ‘~ 4 ﬁ‘ o
i : figure 1ncluded *the higller c1ty figures. i - o~ #

oV

. services was S‘MR per. capita«5 It shwioted tbat ‘the state average

In 1973 Roclxester spex).t an average of $311 pe;u:ﬁpita for city current"

expenditures - whoreas, 3

1e balance of ‘Monros (Jouhty expended an average of ..~

. ] /
san_x;I/ ar pattern existed for Syracuse and“Buffalo.

only $77 per capita.‘6
"

New York City had a pe capita expenditure on non-#school cu.rrent operations’

" wof" -$839 The state's average per capita apount, for the same costs wa.s $399_ R
_ N ) o

1 .. New York City expendcd $225 per cap'ita.A for the current operations oi" S

1

whereas the rcmz(inder of the states was able to spend $362

schoolcosts7 - ' T — B

- - ) . . . 3 -

Similiar data for othér 'ci't'y-s

capité. -i"or

" Comparisons suggest that on the

. / aVO.rage cities used 'Ibout ; percent of ,Iocal revenues for public education.

e

T The states averaiﬁcd about 46 percent of their revenues for education.8

“use of the higher cost of prov1d1ng public servioes in urban areas, .

e total tax rate is often above the state average. }Iowever, the e_duca-—

-

tiona.l tax rate is usua‘lly low ccmpared to state average. For exarrple, the
{

share of tax rate for school purposes was 28. 1 percent in New York City, TN

- 46.2 percent in Nassau County, and 36.6 percent for the State..9 '. _ *

v

*Spre-Trial Maworandum, p. 20. -~ .. _

6 - . ’ ’ P ) i o - = -
- ' Ibid., Table 2. | S - T

\"Ibid. | Table 5. L o | e,

~

| B\Callahan ‘and Harris, "Year-Round Schools and Urban Finance," p. 8. -
S QPre—-'I‘rial Motorandum, Table 8.
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0

concentrated in New- York City at the rate of 132. per 1 000 population. S

e

~ that heavy danands are placed on the public. sector :forf municipal servicé; ]

sistently higher in the five la.rgest cities than in the i%erminder of their >
respe_ctive county area..lo, As a result median family income was lower in

- the central cities ahd higher in the county areas. Welfa.re recipients

B costs The properaty// arket values in central c1ties a.re increasmg at

percent in Rochestor 16 percent for Syracuse, and 20 percent in»Buffalo._ .

-

[ -3
5

- . . . - . '
~ . . . . . < -~

2. The sociocconomic cllmfactoristics of 'urban_ residonts‘_a}e such

~

[ . - ¢ " . e . ._l-_f‘

ro_'quirennnts Urban areas have a higher COncentration of poor people.‘ In

ad N

New York State the percent of families with incomes under $3, OOO was. con-

o~

' 'The welfare recipient rate for the rest of the sta was only 4 per 1 000

- . -

pulat;lon.11 Unmq\loym:-nt rates in tho four largest-;&ities of New York

. / ) - ‘ . . i .
% 3. The tax b'1se gf/ cities is f'liling to. keep pace ith increased . .

]

7o
a much sI/r rato than in other areas. Between 1970 and 1973 -property

nm'ket/Values had a mectia.n inci'ease of 29 percent for- all oomnunitias in -

New York State but increases of only 4 5 percent in Neé.' York City, 6. 3
14 .

-

, A
101,44, , Table 6. - . -
Uppiq,, Table 12..- . et
* 1215547, 'Table 13. , \ -
1ppig., Table 9. | 3 |
¥1p5d., pp. 16-17. A SV
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' and middlc class families fram. the c1ties to the relative seturity of the )

»in need of mjor repairs

. central city Jmpacted w1th higher concentrations of the old, the poor, t 1he -

Cent,rul citics have a high conccntra.tion of tax-exempt propertxy in the i
\-

form of churchm publlc buildings, charitable organizations, priva%e schools,

parks and the lJJ\e Urban renewal takes a toll on the tax base when deterio-

-

’rating property is removed and pubhc housing errected Freeway construction

also removes property fr_om the tax

= . In 'rmst' Central cities th 's‘to “of housiné is old and;. in many cases, - .
n such housing will be léss ﬁtm;éd and the
property values will begin a sha.rp decline. '

Not only is the property tax base failing to keep pace with increzgsed
costs but the income base of residents id ‘also falling behind. } There was
an 1nverse relationship between the' population size of ci/ ies and the annual
percentage of incono growth during the four year period/frem 1969-1973 15 °

That-is to say, the l'Lrper the. population category, the smaller the rate of

' inoome growth 'Ihis problem has. been exacerbated by the flighj; of upper

'suburbs Th1s outmigration of relatively‘well-off families has left the

" oa

Jcl>b1ess, the untmmgd, and the ill, These people are the ones most des—

v perately in need of 5'wide—'va.riety of public services. While the m_agnitude ’

and cost of. these services has continued to increase, the tax and income

bases have fallen further behind. - o

4. The suburban areas contribute signifiéantly to the fisc#l problems

" of contral citics'®. The suburbs house many of the con’lndters who travel into -

o«

51 0mas Muller, Growing and Declining Urban Areas: A Fiscal Comparison

;(Washington D.C.: 'The Uxban Institute, .1975), p. 13.

"'o

16LeRoy J. Peterson, JMMunicipal Overburden State-of-the-Knowvledge Serieﬁ,

- No. 13 (Eugene, Oregon ERIC Clearlnghouse on Educational Ma.nagement 1971),
p.- 3. . » B . . :

4
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e,

the ccntral citics during working hours for their jobs.. 'Ihe daily influx

- G

of these individuals and many others requires additional public services 5
- to acconodate their presence, i.e. traffic control, police protection,

Voo

fire pmtection, .and sanitation serv1ces It has been ‘reported that sub-

urban areas create a labor market and "demonstrations" effects that drive

up the -salaries a.nd,wages of Central City enployees, as well as, provi_ding'

a standard.of education which the cities attempt to fc_)‘ll_ow.17 These factors

tend -to drive costs up and place an additional,burden on municipal budgets.g

. N . . . »

: Impact of Municipal Overburden on School Finance
18

According to Sacks and Callahan ) educ:ational finances have become

more balanced between the central city and suburb over. time Among the
72 largest metropolitan a.reas only 20 central cities spent less per pupil
on eﬁucatiqn than their sui'rounding suburbs ’ In 47 mstances centra.l X
. - : c1ties spent more tlnn their suburbs for educat:i:on, and in over 20 cases h
| . central cities spent $lOO per pupil more\ than their suburbs,l However,

it should be noted that as of 1972 43 suburban areas réceived more per [

pupil aid than “their city counter#‘b Whereas only 13 of the central
city areas received more of their e&iucational budget in the form o/f aid

SIhis is ‘not surprising given the traditional manner in which state school
! )
aid is apportioned ATONg districts that is ,in an inverse relation to

local wealth: With the traditional meag.su,re of local wealth beingr S "

K
¢ o -
e

L 5 . " \ f P .
. 17David C. Puuuioy, '%e Impact of Metmpolitan\isn on Central City
Education,” Educational Administration Quarterly, vo,l 5 (Winter 1969),
- p. 31, .

’ \ ot ‘b . :ﬂ\

. Vg Sacks ang<oRT Callbhan, "Central City Subwban Fiscal |
Disparity,'" City Finc cial Dnerge‘ncies The Intergovernmental Dimension * 7 -
(Washington, D.C.: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations; 1973},

p. 143. . ' . - e Sy R o

Vwid.

20

Ibid. . - *




»

prry

v . i - .
. ) 2 . . ! . 4
0 < . . 7
LS & " : . . -
2 ! - «

asscssm valuation per pupil ccntral city schools appear relatively

fe %

wealthy because of himxcr concentrations ‘of ccnnerical and’ nonres1dentia1

property and loxer enrollment ratios This neasure disregards the low

incone of urbin rosidqnts and the fact that some of the. tax base is pre—

anptcd by munic1pal ovcxbuiden o
It appeirs then, that the<reduct10n of educational expenditure

differentials between the central c1ty and theé suburbs has been the

~ *

» Presence of low incomes and ﬁuni_ipdl overburden.flncreased effortd‘ .
could, perhaps, be best explained by the impact of high need children

and higher factorVCOsts-in cities that tend_'tb push expenditures re- .

uirenents up. . " o ‘. ' . ,
q p. | . L - e

It is often sugges ;d that choo]s in urban areas must canpete w1th :
- / LI

- ‘other public services fo the 1i ited fiscal base. Indeed ‘this is the .

essence of the municipa} overbufaen argument ‘This crnmetition for additional
reVenues fyom a linnted tax’ baSe has been referred to as a "zero—suﬂ"

position21

-~

; that is, the gains made by the educational sector come at the
r's

expense of the noneducational ‘sector and vice versa. The "zero—sum" pos1tion
‘assumes a negative relationship between the levels of educational and non-.
educational taxes and expenditures Sacks' vresearch tends to discount

!

the'assumption. Hle concluded that the,relatiqnship.was additive for the .,

-citiesf.." in other words, the levels of educationalland noneducational
] - - v . . . o . "'. e .. ; Y . . : .
e 9554 | . Lo M
Drpid. | - R :

P -

| 21Seymour Sacks City Schools/Quburban uchools A History of Fiscal
Cbnflict (Syracuse, New,York Syracuse ‘University Press, 1972), p. 112.

- . T~ AAS
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- expenditures are more likely than not to move together 22 ‘It should be -

noted that 1964—65 data were the basis of Sacks' findings and conclusion. S,

"ﬂ**’i’hisﬁnding should not be" surprising, though, given the relative o

increases in public expendituras at all. levels of government in recent

years and the increased collective bargaiming fmesse- of teacher unions

' S

- However the economic realitiee of the mid-1970's would suggest that’
there may be practical limits to 1ncreased public expenditures. 'Ihe "-zero-..'

- sum'" argument my be at work as taxpayers resistence has increased and
}
the cost of government has continted to increase.

]
a

-
*

Corrections for l‘.lunicipal Overburden

.

- . A

'I‘here does not seem to be basic agreenent among those interested m

.4 mun1c1pal overbur.den on’ the best way to relieve the problem.l Benson23' '

‘has suggested that the state assume greater responsibility for financing
nonschool services He contends that the objective of public policy
| 'should'be to attack ‘the problem of municipal overburden directly rather
than attempting to take. care of it through adjustments in school gra.nts
The Urban Institutez' advocated either providing additional state funds
vdirectly for education, thereby, relieving local tax burden for other '

public services or providing additional state funds for 1\10neducationa1

serv10es to free up local revenues for schools

al

2Ioid. ' S R

23(Zha,rles S. Benson 'Ihe Fconomics of Public qucation 2nd Ed.
( Boston: Houghton Miffin Campany, 1968), p. 32 ‘

4B<,tsy Levm Thoms Mulle*r Corazon Sandoval The High Cost of -
Education m Cities (Washington D C.: The Urba.n Institute, 1973), p. 74.

8
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‘ 25 ; S ' i '
v.'Peterson‘ has sumarized the roles of the”three levels 07 government

in correctmg munic1pal overburden

3

~Eederal Action - federal revenue sharing funds and categorical I'ald to - , ,

’ statw aJmed specifically at urban problems, o | L.

ei‘ther R R

. State Actlon - direct state aid to dltleS, state assumption of

I

educatlonal or noneducational costs govern!nent reorganizatlon to ellminate _ '

overlappmg taxlnp jurisdictions and to incrwse the size of the available .

-

s.

N - taxe base, glve more tax1ng power to local governments and remoye undesirable

-

. - fiscal restralnts, and state revenue sha.rlng . - A s .

v

of Tevenue for local govermnents. - - :' - .

Other researchers have suggested that the way to solve the problem of

«
o

munl01pal overburden is by an 'thustment in. the state school finance
26-

':foxmula. Mort recommended in 1961 that the valuation of a school diStI‘lCt
'be reduced in proportlon to the ratio of its mumcipal costs to a nomative

'S

cost figure for the state landnan27 developed a local %ax allocation’

»

leRoy S Peterson,’ Mumcipal Overburden pp 8—18.

i

. i correction factor to be used 1n state aid equalization formulas to adJust
for the effects of muricipal overburden. This ,factor a.dJusts the lo_oa.l ' ‘\
contribution by population ratios: - ; . . & o ]
' | " S
. _ . | : A
S 25 S

[

26C1tcd in -Austin D. Sw'mson, "An Analy51s of the-Fiscal Problems of ° .
Large City School Systems,” Urban I‘ducati-fbn, vol 1, (Qpring 1965), pp 159-160.

-

o 27Ek'ick L Llndman State ‘School Support and MllﬂlCl}LI Government

Costs, Cooperative Research Pro,]ect No. 2123, (I.os Angeles Un1ver51ty of
Callfornla, 1964), pp 8-9. , _ . .




N .; v’.\; 3 . i g
has developed a \n\mltgactor index’ that

describes the relative overaJJ. fisca.l posn;ion of a-schiodl district with e R

| The Natioml Urban Coalz,tlonzs

rega.rd to selected,need, oost wealth and tax effort factors State aid

o

would be apportioned on the basis of this "deservedness" index In 19%2-63

L}
a den51ty—or—size correction factor was inclu?d in the New York schooila

o

. aid formula. 2_9‘ ’I‘h1s corx;egtion factor provided New York s six largest

a0

cities, an- additional ten percent of the r,egular sohool

from the State 'Ihe propor‘tidn was increased to*TT 5 percent i

';Howcvor the 'sizd oorrection imd all general

.~ %

'in_1%4 7.

o

*

zf%:??"‘?—"«’:

Midugan chool finance 1a\v30_ recognim
. - overburden by rov:.dingr A dqugfct aid payme

rate for nonschool purposes exceeds

-

e . e Permsylvania Oth Maryland ’and Colorado use population densitﬁ correct—
-ions with the consequence of additional state aad for - the state‘h' largest R
o

. " »c:xties I"lorida32 vses a cost—of—llvmg adJustment wh1ch has Qh@ff{
' of pmviding additional state aney to urban areas. 4 - f o

A . f e
o . ' . ' B
: ‘ PR o

28 john J. Callahan, Wllham H. Wilken, and M. Tracy Sillemman, % .
Urban Schools -& School Finance Reform: Promise and Reality, (Washing'ton D C
The National Urban Coalition, 1973)3 p 16 ‘ »

: ‘. o . e e ' "-".‘G ‘..
‘ | 29Pre-'i‘rial Mcmormlcfum, T‘ab-ﬁ.e" ’21. o E . .

@ : o

.

30
‘the Stat;.s, 1975), | e 18, _\_,L‘i’ S

. ‘ :" " : . I ) t .
S 31Pre—’1‘rial Memorandum, p 29 " ' ek s e
3211klrshall A. Harris, 'The Florida Bducation Flnance Prog'ram Aét of 1973.
An Overview afid Analysis’ " (’I‘allahassee, Florida Ofﬁce of the Covernor
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' Nef:zer:33 was critical of speeial urban'aid designed to oonpensate for
any munic,ipal overburden He contends that such s‘ate aid is not school
@3 L ' aid at, all, but rather a1d neoeesitated by and designed to help fiance non~
h‘ ' school public services Ihis is particula.rly true in 01ties with a‘fiscally
C dependent school system because any additional aid, not specifically
. | ’eannarked becomw part of the total resourcw with the effect of alleviating
| overall fiscal presures Even in fiscally independent school districts |
| special urban aidw become a substitute for local ﬁeffort that is, a

s -redﬂcod tax burden Assuming a "zero—sum" effec,_t, any._ .Lreduction in school . -

'I‘he direct inpact of munici.pa.l overburden on school fin ce is difficult,

to assess for a nunber of reasons, int:lucling definitiona.l and measurement

e ;"'problens as well as, oonceptual Jproblens,

~
s

 Problenis Associated with the Concept o%'hhmiéipal Overburden .

~

Peterson3.4 conc!luded after an extensive review of the litérature B
on nun101pal overburden th'tt an adequate definition was lac.king He raised "

a nurber of questions in the absence- of a careful definition of m.micipal RIS

LI
R o .-overburden o ; 3 B T B ™
S What items are included in’. 1t? | S vy
- ‘. - \k&‘
2. Is the overburden determined by thé tax” rate only? ﬁax the
: tax rate in Trelation to fiscal capacity? By expenditures. for .. "
, " municipal purposes? Or by expendltures for municipal and - :
. o county purposes? v -
o L

0 RN
Los

 “\ L 3pmk Netzer "State Educatibn Aid and School '{hx Efforts in Larger
o Cit?}" Selected:Papers in School Finance 1974 (Washing'ton, D.C.:: Depart-,
. mont of Health Education, and Welfare, 1974) p 199.

3(lhéﬂby J. Petenson, Municipal Overburd“e\n, p 19 _ o '

[}
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. related to municipal overburdeh: :

/ "N 7 . 12

3. Absent are measures of the co_sfs of projected Hnnicipal -
‘services, the municipal fiscal capacity, and the relation-

. ¢ - ship of the two. , .

M
. » \

35 | as also raised @ number of important conceptual issues

7. Brazer

~

<
L

‘1. How does distinguished "municipal overburden" from a commmity's "
' greater tdste for puwlic goods? ‘

2. How does,one adjust for the fact that in.some jurisdictions -
: certain services such as fire protection, sanitation , and even
-~ schooling are largely provided privately, while in others they
are provided publicly? . P R
‘3. liow docs one account for the alternatives to.public service
_ costs incurred by those-living in uncbngested areas?  The city
dweller may pay taxes for police protection, but the suburban
commuter pays for the equivalent ,protecfion by driving two
hours a day to get-to-and from an area inaccessible to cxnnix?‘als.

Should society compensate or subsidize persons who choose to.
_Iive in jurisdigtions with excessively high social costs? Some
"parts of the high public service costs of cities my simply . -
 reflect thesinefficiencies of too dense concentrations of =
W population. The_cities will never thin out if these excess
‘costs are subsidized by higher levels of government. ‘

ST

s,

" One of ‘the more basic phobléms associated with municipal overburden *

relates to its measurement.. Tax burden comparisons are often used to o

demonstrate the existence of municipal oGerl?urden. Conventional tax burden .

a

‘measures (taxes as. a percent 'o.il.’ -personal income), ignore the fact that not

.all _taxés»a.re paid at the point of impact. That is, a certain.pgrtion of

4

taxes can be “exported' to nonresident consumers or owners.

oA

5

. £ . . .- -
.35 - . . : . &
Harvey E. Brazer, Fiscal Needs and Resources: @ Report tor the MNew

' York State Camission on the Quality, Cost and Financing of Elamentary. and
" Secondary Education cited in Robert D. Reischauer and Robert W. Hartman,

Feforming Schoo} Finance (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution,

1973), p 71.

W




! T -V ' ‘. ! ‘ L \ ‘ Y . ‘ ’ . 13
Netzer C has suggested that the best aVailable measure of municipal

, ‘ 'overburdon 4s the higher percentages of personq.l income absorbed by "locally-
borme" local taxes in central c1ties than in the rest of their SMSAs. This
F
measure is based on the assunpticm that part of the local tax burden can-be

J

%, . exported" to: consumers, owners, and worl@ers 'rosiding in other ,jurisdictions.
o " i N
et ' "iocally—borne*' taxes,ttherei‘ore, are those taxes that have been adjusted
- : ' . 47 ; . , ‘ :

a -,for expor‘t:ingr

= , ’ Based on certain assunptions about the proportion of’ local taxes that .
_ ) cah be exported to residen,ts of other Jurisdictions, Netzer calculates the
e : - . & “; * e

tax burdens of eight centx:al citiés a.nd the rest of their SMSA. Table I
N &hows the results of his calculations for tax burden a.ddu.sted for exporting.
. _’Ihe tax exporting adJustment tends to minimize the disparities between the
vcentral city and the SI\SA Netzer, ooncluded that certain central cities, |
‘may in fact be underburdened relative to their suburban areas.

- -~

It is inportant that some recognition ‘of the exporting issue be given.

'Otherwise, it is probable that. conventional tax burden measures will over-
. state "true'" economic burdens in the central cities The central city, J,n
fact, is more equipted -to export taxes because of the high impact of busmess .

property and the greater use of local nonproperty taxes. R on g

S . 3GDick Netzer, "State Education Aid and School Tax Efforts in Large

a Cltles,”*p\-}G& N ) o -




. T S M.
v ‘1'/\1;1.15 I ‘
v LOCAL TAXES AS m:ncwr OF pmsaw. mmn,h1971-7z | v
D All logal . ‘Estivated e
_ ‘ : . - Taxcs ' "Local&y Borne"
Baltimore,” o 'ffifi\f~ ‘ o
) i ’ oL ‘ : ._' ) ) . .
. Central Cityg : ,- - 6.73 St 481 ;
. Resf of SMSA ', » 498 - 3.61 3 .
R Boston : ; ‘ :. _ | . |
Central City " ~'9,96 . 552 |
. "“Rest of SMSA . 6.99 T 5.39 o
¢ Central City - . 6.84 .~ o . 38 . "
. ° ' RestofsMSA . s g 378 L

. ) f."' ' - i t“}*t;«\\‘ . .
leveland - S e - ST -

%ntml4ty L84 4.49 R
Rest of SMSA ~ - - 5128 . 349 .

detroit : et L a,
Central Clty.' e 6.99. . . .. 4,00 “ﬂi,;,
Rest of SMSA " . 4,08 - .3.01.

._.Fﬂ,";i‘ - ) - ) ‘,
York _ . . ‘ "
Central City _ 9.05 ' \ " 5.65 | _

© Rest of SISA - 766 - . . 52 '
S Philadelphia - T I o .
Central City - 710 T 484 -
Rest of SMSA 7 4.58 "~ 3.89 : ‘
st| Lowis = - - o ' |
' ' Central City L T 8;6§ B ‘ o 5.25 ‘ o
' " Rest of SMSA B ¥ O . 3.53 |
. R h : R
[ ’
- AN alocal taxes after adjustment for exportlng
5 7 -
- Source, Dick thzcr "State Education Ald and School “Tax- Effort in N
Large Cities,'" Selected Papers in School Finance 1974, (Washlngton, D. C :
‘U.S. Department of lealth, Educatlon,.and Welfare, 1974) :
y |( . .
b~ e . . e o ,,,7#ﬁl, 7‘7‘_’»7‘,> ,’; 77777 — -
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S AR B ‘ : ' 'Sunma.ry. and'Conclus\ions

'Ib address the conceptua.l and methodological problems dssociated with
icipal overburden is not to minimize the totality of urban school, |
i ance pmblens There is still much for educators, economists, and
licy makers to lea.rn 'lbout the ccmplex 1nterrelationships between educat—

- 1o al and noneducational fina.nce~ It is in this set of relationships

.

. " that the problem of municipal overburz:len arises. S
“For the past 15 or nore years educators and others have been g'rappling

) witb the problem of municmal oyerburden. Given the Humber of una.nswered

’

'questions and unresolved conceptua.l nroblens, 1t is no wonder that few |
practical solutions have been formulated for deali,ng with the problem.
Professor Lindmam has been one of the few researchers who has deve10ped an

empirical formula for adJustJ,ng s;hool finance plans for- municipal overburden.

Peterson very succ1netly, states the essence of the municipal

-

R

’ overburden issue

~ The 1dent1fication of the cost, of all- ess)ential Services provided
-~ within an organizational structure of government of sufficient - i
size to supply these services efficiently and economically is the - %
sine qua non of relief for municipal overburden. Besides this

knowledge of what essential municipal services should cost, . -w}«’ -
. correction of mynicipal overburden also requires a sound measure
. _ -of the fiscal gipacity of the municipality including its income s

as well as its equalized valud of property.
\

In lieu of an mmediate response to m.micipal overburden, educators
R and mliquers would be advised to oonsider solutions‘ that get to the _
S heart of the urban fiscal problems 'Ihese would include such things as:

‘1. AdJust the computatlon of local wealth to 1nclude some mcome
~measure. - : :

N LA
~ ., “ Yo wo

*LeRoy 3. Peterson, Municipal Overburden, p 20,
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Utlllzation of cost dlfferentials to recogn1 é%%he

¥ &l

high cost of speclal-p}ograms that are needeHd in .

urban areas, i.e.:
‘education, vocational
hood educatidn.

spe¢ial education, oomﬁé

sator§

duca;_op,_anq early %ild-

o -
)

Allocate state school aid on: the basis of enrollment

rather than attendance,
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