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ABSTRACT

. Part of a series on state education finance, this

manual is intended to help Missouri educators, legislators, and ,

citizens understand school finance reform by providing them with an

overviev of Missouri's financial aid to public elementary and

secondary schoofis and by exploring Selected issues in financial

equity in education. The first chapter traces the Jegal history of

school finance refora in the 1970s, nating the importance of Serrano

v. Priest and other decisions. In chapter two the authors review .

Missourit's‘°econoay, its state and local governmental fiscal

. Structure, and the concept of fiscal effort. Chapter three reports

" ‘the level of state &id to uissoqii schools and- discusses the state's . »

. ‘two formulas for achieving educational equity. The first is’ the - o
~ minimun foundation foraula, which guarantees each district a specific )

level of .per-pupil expenditure; the second is, the guaranteed tax base
add-on, which augments state aid to distnicts that increase their tax

. . effort to spend above the foundation aacunt. Exercises help the

© | reader léarn to compute both formulas. Pinally, chapter four analyzes .
‘'statewide disparities in 'school district7bxpen&it¢rés, wealth, and

- tax-effort and compares Missouri districts' wealth levels @ith their

.. .educational services. (Author/RW) . . . 0 ¢
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- . ABOUT THE INSTITUTE

T '/Th/e‘ National Institute of Education (NIE) dire®ts a nationwide

program of research and development in the field of education.
Its mission is to promote equity and improve the quality 8f educa-
tional practice.

To achieve its mission, the Institute operates in three program ,
- areas: Teaching and Leaming, Educational Policy and .Organiza-
tion, and Dissemination and Improvement of Practrce

" The Program on Teaching and Leaming supports rese’arch on
reading, writing, language leaming, leamning outsrde\_of school
settings. reasoning, mdthematics, effective teaching, educational
-needs of cultural and® lmgurstrc mmorrtres, and testing.

The Program‘ on Educational Policy and Organization examines
issues dealing with finance, law, government, organization, and
management in education in“order to help people at the Federal,
. . . | - state, and local levels make better informed decisions.

"

The Program on Dissemination ang, Improvement of Practlce
explores ways in which teachers, adminYstrators, and policymakers
can best obtain and apply the results of educatronal search and X
, development B

L 1 ’ " The Institute supports research through Requests for Pro-
posals (RFP’s);” which deal with specific topics; grants competi- ;
. tions, which cover broad problem areas; and the NIE unsolicited '
i proposals program, whigh/seeks to erfcourage participation in edu-
- . * "cational research and dev ent by qualified persons and groups '
. not usually involved in research. .
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o FOREWOR? ' ‘ TS
, . This publication is the result of a Natiodal Institute of Education , -
grant to the American Federation,of Teachers. . ’

4

A "Guide to Missouri.School Finance" is one of a series of handbooks

i ’ ¢ *‘ ;
prepared for use at workshops designed to assist teachers, administrators,

(B
legislators and other interested parties in understanding and dealing with

‘r -

the intricac es of school finance equalization plans in their states. I

. - -
U] v -

n
th past, thesé issues have been debated in relative.isolation bx a handful
] .

of experts,

States were selected for analysis either because they are currently under-

) going significant changes in their education finance systems or because current

within state 488

parities suggest that the development of new finance 1egisLation

\ is a topic of growing concern. Workshops have been conducted in California,

A )

o Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, New York, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island and Texas. ' '

|
L] . . .

N3

It is our  hope that through the dissemination of these hafidbooks, to\

wider audience, people representing diverse points of view will be able’ to
} T '{' 1
effectively take part in the’ deb3tes and ‘decisions affecting the financin

g\of .
, our nation' s schools, - . ) \( )
, .
’ 3 N . \\ 4» \ .

™~ . A .. \‘ i
. 0
] B 9 Lauren Weisberg oo,

‘ ) Project Officer ~
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CHAPTER I \ R
INTRODUCTION

. -
P . ° .
. L ‘ . ~ {
e s L
.

,School finance is the most basic educational issue, for without propér
financing our system of public education cannot survive. Under the. American
) federal system, the ‘responsibility of'providing for elementary ‘and secondary
- ‘educatlon is reserved for the states. Tradltlonally, most‘states have delegated
”'the largest part of this responslblllty to local gozernment units, leaving them
alsa with the largest share af f1nanc1al responsIbllty for public schools.

v

S!Ece the nrneteenth‘century, local property taxes have served as the mmJor
source of revenue for publlc education. Unequal ab111t1es to support publlc

serv1ces and dif feremnt 1deas on what constitutes appropr1ate local tax effort and .

Spendxng levels have created wide dlspaq;tles in educatlonal expend1tures per

pupil among local school districts in almosé all states It is the existence
\

of these wide dlSparltleS in educational expendltures Wthh has been the prime

factor behind the recent school finance reform movement. *

. -The schooi finance reform movement marked its beginning with the land-

mark case of.Serrano vs. Eriest in California in the early 1970's. The

A

Callfornla Supreme Court ruled that the state s public school financlng system
w1th its substantlal dependence on local property taxes and resultant W1de
disparities 1n,school ‘revenue"! %as in viodation of.the equal protection clause
.of both the California state constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment of the
U.s. Constitution Centxal to ther Court's degision was its finding that equal
educat1onal opportunlty was being den1ed the youngtpeople of Cal1forn1a be-
‘cause under the state's school finance plan the Qty of a chlld's education,
as ev1denced by per pupil expendltures, was dlréétly dependent _upon the -wealth
of the ch11d s parents and nelghbors Furthermore, the state/s dlstrlbutlon of
aid. to dlstrlcts on a uniform per pupll basls, regardless of dlstrlct wealth
only exacerbated the existing dlsparttles in school dlstrlct‘educatlonal {
offerlngs.! The court also found that taxpayers in poordglstrlcts could not
"freely choose to tax (themselves) intg an excellence” which theis tax rolls
could ot provide.2 In its ruling, the court ralsed two fundamental issues:

¢ educational. expenditure equity‘and tax burden equlty. howeer the overriding
R XA

L}

L . ;oL ‘. ”
A / Serrano vs. Priest, 96 Col. Rptr. 601, 487 p: 2d 1241 (1971)

o o S
Coe o«
.

2 T .
Serrano vs. Priest -

-




-

afforded protection under the Federal Constibution (Fourteenth Amendment ) and <.

-2~ ’ ~ .

E— -

concern of the court lay with achieving,greater equity among school districts

in spending for education. 7\ -
‘Shortiy after the original Serrano case (1971), a fedgral’ District Court

in Texas found the Texas' system of school Finance to be unconstitutional under

the Fourteenth Amendmeént. On appeal, the Rodriguez vs. San Antdnio ‘case was

heard by the U.S. Supreme Court. 1In 1973 the Supreme Court reversed the lower

court’s decision, finding that 1) education was not a fundamental interest

2) there’ was o suspect c1asSification of poor against whom discrimination had
been practiced.. The court maintained that the Texas school finance plan was
structured so as to preserve local autonomy over education and not to promote
wealth discrimination. Paramount, to the Court's decision was a fear that a

national mandate to reform state school finance laws woyld cause too great g

shift in the traditional distribution of powers among state and federal
governments in the field of education.? N
The impact of the Rodriguez decision waS«to.effectively close the federal
courts to a!, consideration ‘of school finance reform. At the time of the
decision, many reformeYs felt that the weight of such an opinion ﬁrom the U.S.
Supreme Court would nega%ively influence state courts. Fortunately, the
Serrano case remained unaffected by the U.S. Supreme Court s detision since
it also was based on an interpretation of the state constitution s equal
protection clause.’ Despite ‘the Rodriguez decision, litigation based on state

constitutional grounds did continue in varlous states.

Within a matter of weeks after the Rodriguez decision, the ‘New Jersey

. Supreme Court ruled in Robinson vs. Cahill that New Jersey's plan for publlc.

Q

school financing violated that gfate's constitution because: the plan failed
to pravide for a 'thorough and efficient gsystem of free public schools." The
court stated Ehat the obligation to provide for a "thorough and efficient

system of education was clearly the state' s, and that regardless of the reason

nif the loca1 government cannot carry the burden, the state must itself meet

its continuing obligation. nd It is interesting to note in this case that the

J N ~
. . - - . N
v

> . . N o
.

*,
- 3John‘f]ennings, "School Finance Reform The Challenge Facing Connecticut
- Journal of Education Finance, Vol. 4, No. 4, p. 397.

ARobinson" vs. Cahill, 62NJ 473, 303 A. 2ds 273 (1973) 2 )
<% . .
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New Jersey Supreme Court cleagly accepted educational expenditure levels. as ff

a measure of the quality of educational opportunity being provided in school .

v

.
. .

districts. /
The Horton vs. Meskill case followed .in 1977, The Connecticut Fchool

4

f1nance plah was ruled unconst1tut10na1 by the Connecticut Supreme Court on

grounds that it violated both an education rights clause and ‘the equal pro-
tection clause of the state constitution. The.court maintained that since
it was the state's constitutional reSponsihility tQ "provide a‘substantially
equal eduéatlonal opportunlty for its youth, a system of school finance :
whiich re11ed prlmarlly on local funding and yet provided no 31ghlf1cant state
'.' egua11z1ng aid was unconstltutlonal. The court further found that since public
education wags a fundamental right under the state ¢onstitution's equal pro-
.tectfoh provision, an;'infringement of that right must be strictly scrutinized.
Unlike the U.S. Supreme Courtﬂgﬁi}nding in Rodriguez, the Connecticut Supreme
Court held that local control of education was not a "compelling etate intetest" ,
justifying differeht treatment for education among districts.

In Cincinnati vs. Walter, an Ohio Supreme Court ruled (1979) that 5%;0'5

school finance plan was constltutlonal, overturnlng the declslon of two lower
.courts which ruled in 1977 and in 1978 that Rhio's equal y1e1d formula was
unconstitutional. The lowef courts held that Ohio's school finance plan, ‘
~which distributed state aid aacording to local tax effort, violated the state' s
"thorough and eff1c1ent education clause since local effbrtg or the inclination

of taxpayers to support property tax. 1n1t1at1ves,.was not necessarily a reflect10n~
51
of voter preference for educatlon but rather an 1nd1cator of the socio omic -

class or wealth of the district. Furthetmore, the differences in district
expenditures per pupil and resultant variations in educational quality attributed

to the school finance plan, violated the state constitution's equal protection

- L -
clause. , - L ) . —_—

- In its finding, the Ohio Supreme Court said the state 8 plan was constl- . \

tutional because local control o? education "

the™di

financing system meets the condition for a "thorough and efficient" education
‘ N

provides a rational basis for

supporting isparity in .per pupil expendltures. Additionally, the present

bedause "no part or any number" of the ‘school dlStrl?tS in the state are

starved for funds or lack of teachers, building or equipment . "The fact that

a,better financing system cq:ld be devised which would be more efficient or

RRC o o
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- ) -4 ’
more thorough is not material," the court said. The case is now being appealed
" by the plaintiffs to the U.S. Supreme Court.

In the 1978 New York case, Levittown vs. Nyquist, the New York school

. K )
finance plan was declared unconstitutional. In its findings, the court adopted

the concepts, of "municipal overburden" and- "educational overburden." In

# recognizing the role of mun1c1pa1 overburden, the court requlred that the

o’

greater burden placed on city taxes to provide revenues for widegspread soc1a}
services must be taken into accou;t in apportlonlnggstate funds for pub11c
2ducation. Slmllarly, the court recognized that certain school dlstrlcts
particularly large urban dlstrlcts, are overly butrdened with high educat10nal ,
needkzhlldren such as handicapped, disadvantaged, and limited Engllsh speaking
'.children. This fact coupled with the.higher cost of purcha31ng educational

services in the cities leads to the limited abYlity of some districts to meet
N :

the demand for edficational services. .
. ~~

Since Serranp vs. Priest, more than thirty school finance cases have been

filed in state ahd‘federal courts. > Some of the mest\significant cases have
been presented here as a brief overview of the Jud1c1a1 history of the reform_
movement. While thé turfoil of. school finance reform may not reach directly
into the classroom, _the impact of the movemént will have an effect on the
funds.aVallable for the edu?atlon of each and every child. For this reason/

it 1s imperative that teachers, other school prOfeSSIOHaIS, and those concerned
'about publlc eddcation become knowledgeable about sehoo} finance issues and

~.-,...,

/lactlvely enBage in policy debates

.. Q. . .
o The’ ‘purpose of this manual is to prov1de an overview of the way public

elementary and.secondary schools are flnanced in MlSSOurl place school finance
in the context of government .finances, and explore some of the school frnance .
policy issues and optlons,‘s Chapter II of this manual looks at state anéglocal
government fiscal structures in Missouti with emphasis on flscal performance
and effort. ‘This chapter is offered as background 1nf9rmat10n for the 1arger/
discussion of school flnance strategles, for w1thout apﬂdhderstandlng of locaL

and state financial capac1t1es me391ngfu1 and well integrated reform measures

cannot Be conceived, Chapter I1I explains the current Missouri state school
e. L v

-, LT ‘ - ' ‘
5Jay Moskowitz and Joel Sherman,‘"School Finance thlgatlon. The Use of”~

Data Analysis," Journal of Educatlon Finance, 1979. Vol, &, No. b P, 322.
EPEN™ .
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financing plan with emphasis on how,state aid to school districts is distributed.
jl Lastly, Chapter IV provides en introduction to the issue surrounding school

‘ Finance ‘reform by examining statewide disparities in school district educational
) - &

. expenditures, wealth, and tax rates. SOme commentary is offered on the effects

i

~ . : .
o{ these disparities’ and their relationship to staté financing formulas.
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. ~ CHAPTER II .

1

°. MISSOURI STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL STRUCTURE

v »

,The f1nanc1ng of public elementary and secondary sdhools cannot be considered

T outside of the context of general state and local government finance. In fact, in
1926-77-in the United States, 41 7 percent of all state and’ local government-
eXpendltures were for.local elementary and secondary 'schbols. For Misgouri,

the pr0portlon &as only sllghtly less,at 41.3 percent n terms of resources

AN

3 requ1red local schooling is the maJor"functlon of state|and local governments
J -IE is appropriate, then, to consider the environment of the state ‘and local”
épvernment fiscal structure, as well as the economic base, before taking a
'z~deta11ed look. at school finance. ' - ‘
‘ . MlSSOUrl is a major midwestern state with a.pgpulatﬁon of 3.8 mllllon, an
increase of a half million people since 1960. Over 55 percent of Missouri's
. people live in the two maJor metropolltan areas of St..Louis and Kansas Clty .
Smaller metropolltan areas exist around Spr1ngf1eld St. Joseph, and Columbia. ¢
A11 together, 63.6 percent of the population of Missouri is in metropolltaﬁ'areas. A
In 1975, Missouri had a peér capita personal incqme of-approximately $6,000,"
. or 7 percent below the national average. In per caplta per:§nal income’, Missouri;
f,:. ranked 29th in the natlcn in l976, .while it had-ranked 23rd in 1970 and 24th in
'1960. - - Y
Missouri's employment profile shows that the state s labor foree 1s employed
" as .follows: white.collar, 47 percent; blue collar, 36 percent*__erv ce, 13 per-

. . *
*+ ‘cent; and farm,” 4 Percent. : : - )

. 'gngajor economic activity in the state is concentrated in the following areas:
. (] . . L d

2,’. 1. Agriculture - .. " . .
{‘d;h! 7 2: F1nance, insurance, and real estate '
. i” 3. ‘Transportation equipment. . S, '
? ' 4. JFood products . .i e _— s
% 5. Prlntlng and publlshlng;[ ' » . .
¢ ‘ 16. Apparel and textile products ' . .

& — . 3
-Sﬂyagg,provide Mlssourl w1th a fairly diversified economy.
In 1977, 'there. were 2,953 local governmental units 1n Missouri. These local

. governments 1ncluded llalcount1es, 916 mun1c1pa11t1es, 326 tOWﬂShlpS, 1,021 special

trlcts, and 575 ¥chool dlstrlcts. - , . )

.
. 2 - . L
. . . ~e . . I ~
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State Goverdment Finances

N .

. State government in MlsSOurl was a $2. 5 billion enterpr1se in 1976 77. As

shown in Tables 1 and 2, the state of Missouri spent approx1mate1y +$2.5 billion
in genera1 reyenues. - The d1screpancy between the flgures for total general
expendltures and tota1 general revenues -in the two tables represents net transfer
.payments to social 1nsurance funds and net changes in. general debt.
. Table 1° shows the major expenditure categories for the state of Missouri’ ):
with per capita amounts’ and the percentage dlstrlbutlon of expenditures shown. )
Between state aid to local, schools and direct state expenditures for educatlon
(pr1mar11y pub11c hlgher education and the operation ‘of’ the state Education depart-
ment), 41.6 percent of all state general expenditures go for educational purposes.
The next most important “function(s) of the state government are public welfare
and highways which combine to take another 33.7 percent of state expenditures. .
These three functiéns account for three-quarters of all general state spending.
Note that total educatlon expenditures by the state come to over $210 per
person in Missouri. . . . - S

It is important to note ‘where the state revenues came from to pay for these

pub11c services, Table 2 shows general revenue for 197675! for the state o¥

»
.

Missouri. ' - .
©  The four largest sources of revenue were, federal aid (30.0 percent), the
general sales tax {22.7 percent) the individual income tax (14° 8 percent), and
selective sales taxes (12.6 percent). License taxes, the corporation income tax,
and current charges a1so provided s1gn1f1cant amounts of state revenue.

Local Government Finances

™Local ‘governments in Missouri collectlvely spent even more in 1976- 77 than
did the state government ($2.8 b11110n vs. $2.5 billion). The largest single
item of local government expendltures was "local e1ementary and secondaxy schools
vhich accounted for 47,7 percent-ef a11 local spending.
Fo{low1ng local schools were health and hosp1ta1s~(7 -7 percent), police .,
protection (5.7 percent) hlghways (5.6 percent), and sanitation and sewerage

.+ (5.5 percent) Note in Table 3 tHat 87 percent of all local s nd&ng’ﬁasytor

current operations, while 13 percent waséfor/cap;tal 6utlay (primarily constructlon

of new facilities and purchase of e uipm nt)

Table 4 shows how local-governments raised these monies. The four largest

T
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TABLE 1
STATE GOVEj(NMENT EXPENDITURES
STATE OF MISSOURI )
.o 1976=77 ‘
. MR ,
‘ Amount Per Capita ' Percenmtage
/,’/ ] (thggfands,of dollars) Amount Distrigﬁéﬁaﬁ—'
S .
General Expenditures - ~ . $2,466,856 $513 100.0%
Intergovernmental Expenditures " 726,028 ' 151 _ 29.4
for Education . 601,856 125 "24.4
R for Highways . ) 46,560 10 - 1.9
- Direct General Expend1tures , . 1,740,828 : 362 70.6
* Education . 424,601 88 ©17.2
Public Welfare .o . 435,297 R 91 17.6
g Highways ~ 351,053 . 73 14.2
. Mospitals a .. 162,779 34 6.6
Natural Resources o % "57,912 ‘ 12 © 2.3
* Health ~ . 43,586 9 1.8
Correction - - , ~ 35,048 7 \ 1.4
Other 230,552 48 9.3 '
y )
.
- = ' '\
. ’ < . . ~
N \ TABLE 5 "?
STATE GOVERNMENT REVENUES \ '
STATE QF MISSOURI N
! 1976-77
- Q‘ s " - - ) . "
. B . Amount Per Cdp1ta<::2Percentage .
.. p (thousands of dollars) Amount istribution .
". Total ‘General Revenue ‘ . $2,632,790 $548 100.0%
. - Federal Revenue | . - 189,064 164 30.0
- Local Revenue ' ' ~7"3,568 1 0.1
General Sales Tax .- 596,434 , X 124 22.7
Selective Sales Taxes 332,979 69 ., 12.6
License Ti%es ‘ - 149,108 ! 5.7 .
Individual Income Tax -~ ° 389,594 . i 81 14.8 ®
Corporation Income Tax 105,772 oo 22 4.0 °
‘Other Taxes . 24,207 ’ 5 0.9 -
Total Charges 186,931 39 7.1
Miscellaneous, General Revenues 55,133 11 2.1 N
. %
Source: AFT. Department of Research calculations from U.S. Bureau of the Census, .
- State Government Finances in 1977 (Series GF77 No.3) . .
. ' *
- 1 5 "‘:‘
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. - TABLE 3 \ _ :
. LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES . .
. ALL MISSOURI LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ° -
{976-77 ‘ —~
Amount . Per Capita Percentaég
) , (thousands of dollars) Amount DistriMtion
Direct General Expenditures. ¢ $2,782,700 A $580 - 100.0% .
Current Operations , 2,413,400 * 7 02 86.7
Capital Outlay . ) 369,300 . ) 77 13.3
Local Schools . 1,328,500 i 277 47.7
Higher Education . 81,500 . 17 2.9
Highways . - 157,100 33 * 5.6
Public Welfare 14,000 3 0.5
Health & Hospitals _ 213,500 . 44 7.7
Police Protection : 159,000 _ 33 5.7
Fire Protection ) : 71,200 15 2.6
Local Parks & Recreation 80,400 - 17 2.9
Sanitation & Sewerage . 153,200 . 32 5.5
General Government ‘ 100,400 21 3.6
Interest . 103,400 - 22 3.7
.- A1l Other : 320,600 ‘ ) 67 11.5
hd . N —_~ .
- | .« ™
TABLE 4 : .
.. LOCAL "GOVERNMENT REVENUES
A ' ' ALL MISSOURI LOCAL GOVERNMENTS .
- 1976-~77
5_7 - ' ' . Amount Per Capitd Percentage
T T (thousands of dollars) . Amount Distribution -
53
Total General Revenue $2,954,500 ' $615  ° 100.0%
from Federal government 377,700 19 . 12.8
from State government' ’ ) 713,400 - 148 . 241 -
~ from Own Sources 2 1,863,400 388 =~ 63.1
Property.taxes,\\) . 922,600 © 192 ] 31.2
General sales taxes . 131,800 ‘- 27 . 4.5
Other taxes ~ . 271,Q00 56 ] 9.2
. Charges & Misc. Revenues 538,000 112 © 18.2

"Source: AFT Departiment 'of Research calculatipné from U.S. Bureau of 'the gensus,
Governmental .Finances in 1976-77 (Series GF77 No.5)

& . - .
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local revenue sources weré'the 1oca1 property tax (31.2 percent), state a1d
(24.1 percent), charges and m1sce11aneous revenues (18.2 percent), and federal
'aid to localities which is prov1ded through.the state government and counted

here as state aide ST ‘
. 4. B s

The noteworthy féature of Missoyri's local government revenue structure is g

. the heavy reliance on the local ﬁropérty tax. . ‘

o 4 —- -

F ! ~ . & N

State. and Local Fiscal Effort . : . d

- v

Table 5 relates selected items of Missouri state and local revenues and

.

expendltures to state personal income and shows a comparlson with the U.S. average

and the corresPondlng data for surroundrng states
The value of relating revenue\and expEndlture data to pérsonal 1ncome 1s that
it corrects for differing ircome levels amoqé states.

s In both general revenues and general expeﬁdltures per $1000 of personal
income, Missour} falls below the national average and perfarms poorly compared X
td its neighbors. - ° ) ., L N

- While_the expenditure per $1000 of personal incqme for®local schools in ‘'
Missouri does s11ght1y exceed that of neighboring IllanLS, it is almost 10
.percent below the hatlonal level, as well as below other nelghborlng states.

Table 6 shows the proportion of Missouri's personal income going to schools

© over a mhlti-&ear per}odi Since 1971-72, the share of income spent qn schools \b
1as been steadily declining, with Missohri ranking 32nd in the'U.S.‘inT1971—72 .
and 44th in 1977-78." Quite simply, spending for schools in Missogr? has not >\ ol

- -xept pace with §31ns in income. : : D - \\
- -Another way of measurlng tax effort is the representatlve tax system approach.
{efe a national average taxwrate for a particular tax is applied ‘to.a state's tax \ ‘
:ase. The resulting yleld, compared with acutal ylelds uslng the state's
actual tax rate, prov1des -a comparative tax effort index. An index of less than
. 100 shows underuse of a tax and an index of over 100 shows an‘ﬁveruse . ‘\

Pable 7 shows the “mparatlve tax effort index for major state and local

‘:axes in Missouri 1n 1975.

In that year, MlSSOurl had an above average tax effort for selective sales
" :axes on publlc ut111t1es and all licenses. Missouri underused all other taxes, r

dlthvSLgnlflcant underuse of the alcoholic beverage sales tax, the corporatlon

< ) ome tax, death and gift taxes, and severance taxes. . !

;EMC , . ‘ .

A FuText provided nmc ‘ . :




TABLE 5 '
e "o AN
<o RELATION OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT . S o
.o FINANCIAL -ITEMS TO STATE PERSONAL INCOME e :
e MISSOURI AND SELECTED STATES : . ~ .
e 1976~77 T .

“ ; : . —__/ " ) . ! s M ] J
o~ Missouri Illinois Iowa Kahsds u.s. -

- < - -

é},qenérai ReVenue Per -$1000 of T e 4 S

5 erTotal — e e $171, . + $17% . $199 .  § 186 ° $ 208
¥ . Federal : 'Sources, ‘ 41 34, 40 37 46
R All ‘State & Local Sources i 130- =~ - 140 . 159 149 163
¢ Taxes - , ~ 103 . "117 120 113" 128.
N Prop‘e‘rty’ Taxes - . 33 - 43, 47 47 46

Il

L ‘Genera‘l Expend:.ture Per- $1000 of -
?Perso Yal Income < = . - T . , ) S L
;” Total -~ : \ - 159. 173 1198 186 199 ]
£ o Local Schools‘ - 47 . “-46 © 56 . 49 - 52
Other Educatlon o o - - - 18 - T .19 28 25 o 23

- iExhibit: Personal Ticome Per 5963- - . 7347 6245 6470 6399
plta, 1976 - - C , R o Co - h

" i 4 -

- - = U
. P )‘ - : Ld . P
- - . R . %

1 ‘

: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Financed in 1976277 (Serieg GF77 No.5)
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TABLE 6

STAfE’X;D LOCAL REVENUES FOR SCHOOLS
AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME
MISSOURI
1971-72 to 1977-78

.

PERCEN?’ RANK AMONG 50 STATES

4 — 7 5T —_\5?1:“ ’
1971-72 4.8 . 32
19¥2-73 k 46 38 .
1973-74 4.8 o 31
1974-75 4.5 : 33
1975-76 b, . 88
1976-77 42 42
1977-78 S8 3.8 bl

e

. . SOURCE: Advisory Commi§aion on Intergovernmental Relations;
: Signifigant Featur&s !o_f Fiscal Federalilsm, -1978-79
Edition. o

bl
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, "+ TABLE 7
* "MISSOURI STATE AND LOCAL TAX EFFORT  ° ¢
. AS MEASURED' BY THE REPRESENTATIVE TAX SYSTEM

3

R . . N . * 1975 .
g . 7 TYPE OF TAX TAX EFFORT! -
. All Taxes ' 85
General Sales Tax 83 . .
Selective Sales, Taxes 91 .
. Motor. Fuels : 85 <,
. Alcohol Beverages 59
: Tobacco Products 94
- : -Insurance A o 86
Public Ptilities ) 137
Licenses ' - - 104 * v .
Individual Income Tax 87 »
Corporation Income Tax - 51
Total Property. Taxes ' 86
Résidential 85 .
. . Commercial & Industrial 88
Farm - 78 , )
Public Utilities ’ : 93
s Death & Gift Taxes 55 °
' Severance¢Taxes 0

L

.

»

1Tax Effort Index - -State's Tax Rate X State's Tax Base

Nat. Av. Tax Rate X State's Tax Base ’
SOURCE: D. Kent Halsféad, Tax Wealth in Fifty’ States
SO - © (Washlngton The National Institute of Education,
' N 1978) - , ' -
5 . - ) i - ) T ’ ot
’1:3\ ‘ ~
- n ,
’ ,o/} < 0 B Y,
QO & . | ’
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. 'CHAPTER LTI A )
STATE SUPP OR PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION- ~ .-

°
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\

Public Education in Missouri

~ &
In 1977-78, the’ Missouri publlc school system edncated 1, 008‘186 puplls
Like many states across the country, thls enrollment figure represents a decline

over the prev1ous year s enrollment. Table 8 shows Missouri's. énrollment. trend

compared with the na onal trend for the pastgfive years. Since 1973-74, !a

M1ssour1 schools have seen an average decline of 1.5 percent per year compared

to a national average decllnquf 0.9 percent per year. ’ - K
' : TABLE 8 v

PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS
1973-74 to 1977-78

...... a ‘. R

5.

; Missouri Percent Decline = National .... ¥Percent Decline
Year Enrollment Over Previous Year Enrollment *Over Previous ‘Year

1973-74 1,069,940 . L\. 45,429,000

1974=75 1,053,879 1.5 « "45;053000 0.9

1975-76 1,042,881 1.0 44,791,000 ° 0.5 .

197677 1,026,999 1.5 44,335,000 . .4~1 o -

1977-78 1,008,186 s 43,731,000 _ 1 3

[N

Prepgred by: .AFT Research Depantment calcukations with data from'The 1979

. Condition of Eduoaﬁlon Nationgl Center for Education Statistics,
Department ¥f Health, Educatiog and Welfare; and Selected Education
Statistics for Missouri, Fall, \1978, Missouri Department of Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education~

- | 3 . =

.

- [

»

. ) . ) .
In Missouri, there are 557 school districts charge& with educatdhg the .
itate's children. These gfstriCts represent a wide range of sizes, property

realth. and .character. Thé largest districts, St. Louis and Kaneks City, )
:ducate 69,570 oupils and 43,825 pupils respect.ively.1 Equalized propemty v

°
L4

‘!_(,5

1Report of thé\lubllc Schools, School ¥ear End1ng June 30, 1978; Missouri
State- Board oﬂkEducatlon .

. o Y
?[1%>£; BRI CetRL —_—
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weatth of school dlstrlcts varies from a hlgh of $90 119 per e11g1b1e pup11 to

2

a low of $6,188 per eligible pup11 SOme Mlssourl d13tr1cts are highly urbanlzed
é
-others are totally rural in character. These dlfferences among ds ;§§ts in size,

wealfh, and character result in different educatlonal needs, dlfferent educat10na1
demands, arkl d1ffer1ng abilities to pay. for educat10na1 serv1ces g '
Funds for Mlssourl public #lementary and- secondary educatlon come from three‘
sources: local revenues §tate aid, and federal aid. 1In 197?—78, revendts
“ayailable’ for current educational ejxpenditures totaled $1, 196”236 496 Table 9

3pows the breakdown of revenues by ource.

. - &Lo ~ q: . o
TABLE 9 N P
REVENUES FOR CURRENT EDUCATIONAL - ' ]
EXPENDITURES FOR 1977-78 BY SOURCE . - ‘
\ . v e :
. " . 1978 National ’
* Sourcevof Revenue - Amesunt % of Total Z Distribution R
: . 1Y ( T g — ;
' Local $ 583,284,267 48.8. . T\ 418 -
T " state. 514,273,463 43.0 e 4bd,
Federal 98,678,763 8.2, - .81 .
- & 3 0“ ’ ‘ 3:
Total $1,196,236,496 100.0 - - *.'100.0
‘ . ' - had : .%“’f:\
Prepated by: AFT Regéarch Department with data taken fro Ehe Missouri "

‘State Bodrd of Education, Report of the Pub®ic Schools
Year Ending June 30, 1978; The 1979 Condition of Education,

@
o

-~ National Center for Education Statlstles, Department of e
" Health, Educatlon and Welfare. é§"
\.} . . < »

b

. o -

The proportion of Mlssourl educat10na1 revenues reéceived from lqcal, state and

federal sources compares directly with the national average for percent d15tr1— .

- <~
-~

bution of edutational revenues by source. ¢ -

~
-

- . * - o-‘ . - ‘
In Missouri, local revenues for education are derived primarily through
local property taxes. Revenues from other taxes -including intangible ‘taxés,

o

merchants ir: manufacturers taxes, fines, forfeitures, escheats, gnd state
' assessed ufN

ity taxes, also go to support public eduggkion.
. 4 . o e ’ . g .
. Total jstate aid to public schools includes the minimum guarantee (foundation

aid plus guaranteed tax base aid), transportation aid,.exceptional'pupil aid,

textbook funds and ?ocatzonal aid. During the six year period between 1973=74 .-

- Lo~ 7

RIC N 22 P
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ah&“1908:?9, Missouri state aid to public schools increased 45 percent. Table 10
shows total state aid apportionments for this period and the percent: iacrease in

aid over each previous year.

L I

v vmm— R D

-
‘ I ' TABLE 10 | <
R TOTAL STATE AID APPORTIONMENTS : \
) ' © 1973-74 to 1978-79 _ & | !
) Minimum Special Total Z Increase
Year Guarantee State Aigd¥ State Aid . Over ‘Previous Year
1973-74 $314,249,682 $45,850,071 $360,b99,7§3 ' =
1974-75 - 332,161,750 55,642,961 387,804,711 ' 1.1,
1975-76 | 345,919,507 61,234,9Zi 407,154,428 5.0
1976=77 364,237,873 '64,601,786/#\ 428,839,450 ° 5.3
1977-78 397,297,810 © 83,541,640 . 480,839,450 ~12.1 .
—1978-79 . 433,154,467 89,985,244 523,139, ALl 8.8

*Includes transportation, exceptiona1 pupil and building abandonment

Prepared by: AFT Research bépartment calgulations with data.from the Missouri

-, State Board of Educatlon, Repo;t/%f the Public Schools, Xear ~
) I Ending June 30, 1978. S . .
V.‘ ) 6 »
General State Alg . LR

The Missouri school finance formula draws upop two ba31c equallzatlon formulas,
the minimum foundation formula and the guaranteed tax base formula, to distribute
general state aid to school districts. Both formulas address disparities among
school dlstrlcts in their abl}ltles .to support the cost of education. The corndr-
stone of the Mlssourl state aid program is the m1n1mum foundation formula which

— guarantees each school district a specific level.of educatlonal spendlng per
‘r pup11. State aid becomes the difference betwéen the guaranteed spending level

(-4
and what the local dlstrlct can provide. The guaranteed tax base formula provides

additional state aid to dlstrlcts who augment the1r requlred local effort to spend
above the foundation amount. This formula guarantees each’ school dlStrlCt a

. * . . I3 - . . '. 4
* - relatively high tax base from which to raise additional local educational.revenues.
‘e . M e . ‘

L4
-

o3 v . . . .
w23 T
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The Foundation Formula ) .

The foundation formula guarantees, eaoch school district ’regardless. of wealth

a 'basic amount of money for the cost of each pupil's educatiorn. The gudranteed

* amount is known,as the foundation amount or the minimum guararitee. 2 The local
school district must ontrl\bute tO‘thls guaranteed amount. State aid is the
difference between th@ minimum guarantee and the required local contribution.

, Foundation State Aid = Minimum Guarantee -« Required Local. Contribution

v

~
One can see by looking at the formula that state aid varies inversely as

district wealth increases or decreases. Consider, as district wealth increases oA
so will thg -required local contribution; therefore, state aid, “the difference
between the minimum guaranteg and the required local contributjon, will decrease.

11ustrat10n 1 shows how state aid varies inversely with district wealtk,

- \

ILLUSTRATION 1 -
FOUNDATION AMOUNT .

-
N g —
STATE . STATE AID T
: AID
STATE .
MINIMUM . MINIMUM
GUARANTEE AV . REQUIRED GUARANTEE
REQUIRED LOCAL ¢
o LOCAL
REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION |. CONTRIBUTION
\L CONTRIBUTION ' -
o~ . Medium . ‘Wealthy
. Poor District Wealth District District
N voR
-7 .
. 7 _
. N .
3 Q V4
oo \ y '
M 2The term minimum /guaranteé is Tused 1nterchangeab1y in Missouri to refer to s
both the guaranteed foundation, -amount and total general state aid (foundation®
* plus guaranteed tax base aid). * 24 -
I:KC - T. * J
wll Text Provided by ERIC - ey N . - . hand ¢ k-

. . i -
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The M1n1mum Guarantee

. To determlne foundation aid to "a district,, one must first calculate the
’ distrlct minimum guarantee. This minimum guarantee_;a_based upon a state,
expenditure factor, the number of" e11§1b1e pupils within the district, and the ,
numbet of ADC ch11dren (Aid to Families with Dependent Chlldren) dnd ‘orphans
in the district. ?Pe guarantee is compufed as folldhs* °

)

R 4 . 757% State
Minimum _ Number of 75% State Number of Expenditure } *
Guarantee Eligible Pupils Expendlture Factor [ ¢ \ ADC + Orphans “ Facfor
Nm— ~ ) A;?‘ °
State Expéhditure Factor J

The state expendlture factor is calculated each year by the Department of
ementary and Secondary Education'of the Statg Board of Education. The factor
is determined by dividing the state total of current expenditures, for the eecond

year preceding the award year by the.state total of eligible pugils for the

second preceding.year.

)
-~ .

~ ’
y State Expenditure _. State Total Current Expenditure
b Factor (SEF) , State Total Eligible Pupils .

(for second preceding year)

-

/\\;n\T§77-78, the actual state expenditure factqr (SEF) was $1,132. Recall

that the formula for determining minimum guarantee spec1f1es that 75% of'the

state éxpendlture factor be used. For 1977-78, .75 SEF is equal to $849.3 s

LN

5

Pupil Eligibility

~ The pupil eligibility count is a combination of average daily membership = .,

(ADM) and average daily adqindan e (ADA). Pupil eligibility is found by dividing

the sum of a district's ADM and ARC by twp. o N ﬁﬂﬂ,ﬂﬁﬂp

Pupil Eligibility Count = ADM * ADA | -
. \ 2 P .
., , | N 1
3For 1978-79, .75 SEF was equal to §943 and for 1979-80, .75 SEF is equal
to $1049. ' - . .
1. . ; \\ > .

* * - \ il
. ~ | |

e
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g ADC and Orphans ’ N\ \

Tﬁe minimum guarantee assuresseach district additional money to offset the

¥

" increased costs of providing® educational services to disadvantaged children. The
‘: add1t10na1 foundation amount is based upon the number of re31dent ch11dren between'
the ages of 5 to,18 who were enrolled in the public schools the previous September
and are con31dered as either qualified recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent

- )

Children or orphans: B o ) , v vy

Comblnlng all these factors, rec;fi that the formula for'calculating a

district's minimum ‘guarantée is:

+

N * .25 .75 State

Numbé;\:: X Eﬁpenditure‘
ADC + Orphans Factor

) . As an exam le, con31der Flat Land dlstr1ct with the following student qounts

" Number of .15 state

- Minimuq;2; ' X
&ﬁ/’Guarpnteé * \Eligible Pupils * Expenditure Factor

Yoo

=750, ADA' 700, resident enrolled ADC = 113 and resident enrolled orphans = 2.
The'mlnlmum gudrantee for this d1€§EICt for "1977-78 would be computed as follows:
y . .

(.75 SEF = $849): . _ - s .
~ . § ) . M A\ !
‘ 1) Number - ADM. + ADA -
b Eligible Pupils : 2 # o0 . “
N Y
\ ‘ ) - - 150 + 700 ) ,
\ - 2 .
. T ‘ ~ . E ,
Y - o = 725 ‘ ‘
. ‘ . -~ \ .
© 2) AD€ + Orphan Count = ADC + Oxphans
‘ = 113 + 2
% o = 115 - -
WMinimum Guarantee = (# Eligible Pupils X .75 SEF) + ' :
2 : “

. - ' (ADC + Orphans X .25 X..751SEF) .
' = (725 X $849) + (115 X .25 X $849) )
, . = $615,525 + $24,409 .. -
- ' : = $639,934 |
(a11 f1gures rounded to nearest whole number)
« To determine the mimimum guarantee ‘per pupil, 51mp1y d1v1de the total minimum .

&
guarantee by the“total number of ellglble pupils. For Flat Land district, the "

\S\\}nlmum guarantee.per pupil is equal to: -

- ‘ ﬁéﬁ%%%é& = $882 per pupil. //(’/”N—\ * S
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~ EXERCISES ON MINIMUM GUARANTEE

~

.
In
w5

]

<

1. Calculate the total eligibility count for the following distfélts:

- . ADM . ADA
4 District A 1,250 1,220
- o District B - 1,400 1,360 .
' (<] s
/ - .
-
N .

2. Calculate the total minimdm,guarantee and minimum guarantee per pupil for

»”

both Dispfict A and District B using the answers from the exefcise above
and the following information. Use the 1977-78 figdfe of $849 for 75% of the
state* expenditure factor. ' ’

\ '

¥ . . _Orphap Count ADC Count

T : District A - . 30 150

: District B " . 100 - 350

¢ fo 5

. /\ ot

2§ﬂ R

3 S
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Required.Local Contribution .

- v
a

<
¢

Local school districts are expected to share in the cest of supporting public
education according to their ability or local wealth.* Most school districts

raise educational revenues by levying a property tax on their local property
wealth, - '

The next step toward computing state foundation aid is the calculation of '

the required 1oca1 contrlbutlon, the amount the state requires a district to
contribute to the Minimum Guarantee. 1In Mlssourl, the required local contribution
represents a comblnation of educational revenues raised from property taxes, fines,
forfeitures, and escheats, and taxes on intangibles. By far the single greatest
source of local revenues is the property tax. That portion of the required local
contrlbutlon derived through property taxes is computed by mu1t1p1y1ng‘8}glstr1ct s
property wealth, e ~gpal:.zed assessed valuation, 6} a tax rate, the pupll weighted

levy. The product is then adjusted by an income factor, to‘pore closely reflect

the ability of the tax payers in a dlstrlct to support the cost of educa®ional
services. -

Many economists argue that since property taxes are paid from personsl )
income, property wealth alonewgs not an accurate measure of ability to pay or
district wealth. Property wealth adjusted for personal income is a more sen31t1ve

. measure of district wealth. For example, an aging 1ndustr§a1 city may have a

high property wealth and a low income level. A required local contrlbutiqn S

based solely on property wealth or assessed valuation will be high since the

city will appear to be ‘rich. But a local contribution based on property valuation

modified with an income measure will be considerablysless as the city will look

poorer. R ! \ ' e =2 -
The Missouri formula technically adjusts the tax rate (the pupil welghted ~

1evy), not the proggrty va1ue, upward or downward with the income factor. The .

result is that wealthier dlStrICtS are required to levy a higher tax rate on their

property vatue than poorer districts, thereby iﬁEreasing their required local

cohtribution Mathematlcally, the net effect is,the same as adjusting property

©n

value for income~ dlffetentlals. ’ .

v

The formula for calculating the required local contribution is: .

| I
- Mlssourl Assessed Pupil Distriét
Requlred Local Contribution = Equalized X .57 Weighted X Income -
sed on Property Wealth = * Valuation’ g?vy Factor .
EMC , . - 287 ,

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Equalized Assessed Valuation

.

A district's tax base for educational purposes ie known as its equalized’
assessed valuation. Equalized, aesessed valuation differs from assessed valuation
in that it attémpts to eliminate the varlatlons among dlstrlcts in local assessment
praetlces. Equallzlng property values helps to insure that valuatlons are com-
parable across school dlstrlcts, an important factor when state aid 1s_dlstr1buted
largely based on district property wealth. Interestingly, Missouri school
Qistricts include state assessed railroad and utility property valuation in their

total district valuation.

Pupil Weighted .Levy 2 _

The pupil weighted levy (PWL) is a uniform levy or tax set by the state's
Department of Elementary and Secgndary Education. It applies to all school
districts in the computation of the required local contribqﬁion. The pupil
weighted levy.is determined by multiplying the equalized operating levy (school
tax rate) for each district by the number of eligible pupils in each district,

addlng the product values for all districts, and dividing the sum by the state.

total number of eligible pupils. 4 . : — . -
Pupil = (District Equalizing Operating Levy\m:\7ﬁistrict Eligible Pupils) °
%eighted = = All Eligible Pupils in State . !
Levy . (for second previous year)

The actual pup11 welghted levy for grant year 1977 78 was $3.58 per one hundred

’ﬁ’llars of assessed valuation. For the purpose of calculat1ng the required “ocal

contrlbutlon, only 57 percent of the pup11 weighted levy is.used in the formula.

-For 1977-78, 57% of the pupil weighted levy was $2.04. >

L e
¢
*

District Income Factor

The district_income factor is used to adjust the pupil wg}ghted levy in the

formula upward or downward to compensate for the effect of varying income levels

4
‘e
. . B 3 .,

~ 3 . .
4Data f?r the second, preceding year is used in this computation. . - .

5The actual pupil weighted levy for 1978-79 was $3.27; for 1979-80, $2.96.
Flfty-seven percent of the pup11 weighted levy for 1978 79 was $1.86; for .

1979—80 $1 60. ,

¢ ~
o
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across districts. Data to calculate this factor for each dxstrxct are obtalnedh_

from the state income tax returns from each dlstrxct The key elements in the

calculatxon of this factor are the district adJusted gross income per return and

the state adjusted gross income per return. The district adJusted gross income"

per return is the total" Missouri individual adJusted gross income in a school
dlstrxct d1v1ded Ry the total number of Missouri.income tax returns filed, from
the school district, as reported by the State Department of Revenue for the
second precedlng year. The state adjusted gross®income per return is determined

similarly using aggregate income and tax return:figures for the state;6

District District Adjusted Gross Income Per Return
Income = 1 + State Adjusted Gross Income Per Return
Factor N 2 ’

For example, if a district has an adjusted gross income per return of $5,000 and

the state has an adjusted gross income per return of $10,080,’the district income

factor would be .75. . “ .
i .
District Income Factor = 1 + §$ 5,000 .
$10,000
2. - :
- 15 i
A 2 .
= .75 )

a

-~

- °

Multiplying the pupil weighted levy by the dxstrlct income factor results

in a value referred to as the income adjusted pup11 weighted levy or the pupil
weighted 1evy dxstrlct income factor.

. z

'Calculatxng the Required Local Contribution’

The precedlng section examined how local educatxonal revenues based on

property taxes are.derived. Ear11er, it was stated that the,requlred local

-

-
. “

6The state adjusted gross income per return=for 1977-78 was $11,485; for
1979-80 (estimated) -$13,494.

-

; “ o 30
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‘contribution represented a combination of revenués raised from property taxes,
fines, forf&itures, and escheats, and taxes on intangibles. Com iring all these

factors, the formula for calculating a district's required loc contribution-is¢
Qq

) 57A Fines,
+ [Forfeitures, Intang1b1e
Escheats Taxes

The formula spécf??&s that 57 percent of all fines, forfeitures, escheat¥, et

.

Required ° [Equalized 577% Pupil District

Local [ Assessed X Weighted X Income
-, Contribution Valuation Levy Factor
- $100

cetera and intangible taxes received the previous year for school purposes be

. included in the required local contribution. )

As an example of how the required local contribution is calculated, consider

again Flat Land district w1th an equalized assessed valuation of §¥6 500,000; a

e ————— e e e e
———

district 1ncome factor of 93, total f1;;;T—E;;E;1tures, escheats et cetera of
$1,700;.and total intangible taxes of $2,200. Use the 1977-78 flgure of $3.58
for the act&al pupil weighted levy. Fifty-seven percent of the pupil weighted

levy ‘is $2.04.
. _Required
Local =( 16,500,000
contribarion  \ogt— X 2.04 X 9{) 57 X 170?:) (:;7 X 2zo£>
e : = (165,000 X 2.04 X .93) + + 1254
= 313,038 + 969 + 1254
= $315,261

EXERCISES ON REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

S
1. Compute the district income factor for District A and District B. Use

i the 1977-78 figure of $11,485 for the state adjusted gross income per
return. e |, N
\ S District Adjusted Gross _ -
 Ingome Per Return - ’ .
District A 8,550 -

District B 6,700




,
&

% 2.
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EXERCISES ON REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION CONT.
' z .

o

Calculate the total requlred local contribution and the con\rlbutlon per
pupil for District A an§>D1str1ct B above using the following addltlonal
1nformat10p. Use the 1977-78 figure of $2.04 for .57 PWL.

‘ District B \
Equglized Assessed Valuation °

21,800,000
Fines forfeitures, escheats 1,200
Revenue from intgpgible taxgs > 2,290
Eligiblg Pupils LT 1,380
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State Aid - The Basic Apportlonment ®.

L3
s Having learned how to calculate the minimum guarantee and the required local
contrlbutlon one can now compute state aid under the foundation formula, the
flrst part of the Missouri school finance plan. State aid, known as the basic

apportlonmént, is simply the dlfference between the m1n1mum guarantee and the

required local contribution. '

. . “

. .

Basic ' . Minimum _ Required Local
Apportionment fuarantee Contribution
As an example of hoWto compute state aid, remember Flat Land district with a g

minimum guarantee of $639,934 (p. 19) and a required 1;331 contribution of
$315,261 (p. 24). -State aid to this district would be $324,673, the difference

between the minimum guarantee and the required local contf¥ibution.

$639,934 - $315,261
$324,673.

]

Bagic Apportionment

]

. To calculate state aid per pupil, divide the total state aid apportionment by V.

the number df‘é&igibie’ﬁupiis—in~the~district. - For Flat Land district, state

aid per‘pupilvis équal to $324,673 or $448 per bupii.
T . 725 . .
PAY , :
. ‘ -
. g%'

taw

EXERCISES ON THE BASIC AP%ORTIONMENT

1. Using tBe Minimum Guarantee calculated for District A and District B on
pagé 20 arNl the Required Local Contributiom calculated for both on pages
24 and 25, Mgw calculate the total state foundation aid or.minimum guarantee

aid, and staté\ aid per pupil.




Guaranteed Tax Base Add—On

=.  As gtated earlier, the Missouri school finance plan provides t

general state aid. The.foundat1on formula or Minimum Guarantee fo ula, discussed

in the previous section, assures each school district a basic level ef/ggucational
- - 179 =

spending per pupil. The Guaranteed Tax Base Add-On (GTB Add-On) rf¢presents
additional general state aid.for moderate to loy wealth districts tho tax them—
selves above the required local rate (PWL district income factor) ifi order to

spend above the Minimum Guarantee. -
“A basic guaranteed tax base formula assures each school district in the state

—Eha%—iE—can act as if it had a tax base or level of'property wealth eqpal to, (that

of some level or standard set by the stete Under this type of plan, the local

school d1str1ct is free to choose the tax rate it wishes to levy upon it's
-prbperty wealth for the purpose of raising educat1ona1 revenues.- This tax rate

is then applied to the state guaranteed tax base and to the actual tax base_ of

the d1str1ct State aid ig_the difference between what could be raised with ‘the

guaranteed tax bﬁe and what is actually raised by the district from its local

property wealth. The generic. formula for a guaranteed tax base state a1d plan

-

Guaranteed Local Local®w Local
.~ Tax Base Tax Rate Tax Base Tax Rate

Fraom the formula one can read11y see that as long as the local tax base is less
then the guaranteed tax base, the d1str1et will’ receive state aid. ‘

The formula for the Missouri Guaranteed Tax Base Add-On follows the above
basic fermula with some modifications. Essentially, since all school d1str1cts )
must levy a tax rate equal to '57% ofs the pupil weighted levy adJusted for 1ncome
to rece1ve basic state foumdation aid, to receive additional GTB aid, they must
not only have a tax base less than the guaranteed tax base but they also myst
levy a4 school tax rate greater than the required 577 of PWL adjustéd for income.

The formula for comgutlng the Missouri Guaranteed Tax Base Add-On is:

.
1 ~ °

GTB

Add-0n = GTB - D1str1ct Equallzed Assessed Valuation Per Pupil) Number of

) 100 ] Eligible Pupils
Dis¥rict Equalized _ .57 Pupil Wéighted / .

‘Operating Levy ° Levy District Income Factor

" Multiplied by

[
[d » P
st
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The guaranteed tax base (GIB) is the amount of equalxzed assessed va1ua:}on

per eligible “pupil guaranteed,each school d1str1ct by the state.in the computat1on
of state aid. . Eachryear d}strlcts Ire ranked from lowest to highest according to

the amount of equalized assessed valuation per eligible pupil.  For the 1977-78

school year, the .GTB was the amount of equalized assessed valuation§per eligible
(

%) of the

aggregate number of eligible pupils fell dur1ng the_preceding year. During

pupil of the school distriét in which the eighty-fifth percentile

1977—78 the GTB was $24,238 per. .eligible pup11 Beginnxng in 1978-79 and every
school year thereafter through 1982~ 83 the percentLTe 1eve1 used to, determine ~
the GTB wxl} increase one percent, capping at ninety percent 1n,{f@2 -83.7 ' _ Ex ;
Thefe‘are essentiglly three steps in computirg a district's additional state
aid using the GTB Add-On Formula3 The first step is to determine the differgnce

between tgg state guaranteed tax base per eligible pupil and the district's dctual

tax base per eligible pupil, and dividegthat difference by 100.

GTB - sttrxct Equalxzed Assessed Vdluation Per Eligible Pup11
100 ’

*
The second steb is to dete;mineothe gifference between the district's actual

operating Levy\(school tax rate) and the requiréd pupil weighted levy adjusted

for income. . ' ' .

o

o . —

District Equalized _

O .. <. . .
Operating Levy Y Pdbil Weighted Leyy sttrxtt\lncome‘Factor

©

. ’ 2
-

Th$~th1rd step is to multiply the dlfferenqe fouhd lnastep (1) by the dlfTerence
in step (2). This product is the total GTB Add On per e11gtb1e pupil a district
is qua;ffied to receive. To¢ calculate the total dollars in GTB AdQ-On.that goes
to the dlstrxct mu1t1p1y the result 1% step>(3) by the tota1 number of e11g1bLe
pupxls in the dlstrxct . C .

As an example «of how to‘gllculafe the GTB Add-On, consider again Flat Land
dxstrxct with the foilowxng characterxstlms ’equallzed asseésed valuation =
§16,500,000, equalized operating lévy = $2 50 number Sf eligible pupils™= 725 o
district income facter,= .93. The 1977-78 GTB xs,$2&,238 and the 1977-78 flgure o

‘for 57% PUL is $2.04. x | .

v . . 4 . -

O
L]

"THe GTB for 1979-8C ig $37,361.

[}
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Before calculatmg the GTB Add-On, the d1str1ct equalized assessed v.aluatwn -

B 4
per ehglble pupil and the PWL "distritt income factor‘\must first be determined.
- o . ’ $16 ° "c . . . -
E.A.V. _ ,000,000 _ “ - .
" Eligible Pupil 725 22,78 -
- . ' . - . e
.57 PWL District _ , “ - . . T .
2. Income Factor ~ (-57 PWL), X (District Income Factor), ¢ < .
. . ' = 2.046 X .93 . )
‘ : $ = 1.9 - : ' >
\ o ' 3
. . GTB =\CIB_- E.A.V. Per Eligible Pupil x[Eq- Operating _ ) .?7, PWL
°*  Add-On 100 Levy {  -District Income
. Factor
Number .
. Ehglble . .
Pupils . ‘ - >
oy .= 126,238 - 22 758) (2.50 = 1.90)" x (725)° o "
o () .60 X 725 —~ \r S .
. = 14.80 X .60 X 725 L : o o
X . "
Total . o .
GTB =  $6,438 . . : ¢ T
Add-On *
a‘b o ol ’ . e ‘3 ‘v. r
‘ GTB Add-On o S 4 v,
Per Eligible Pupil _ 14.80 x .60 . /_..’\ e
S = $s.s8 * L o
. ¢ - e . ::,’l
, , , .
."‘ . . . :
oS - . -
- . 3 - ‘ e
¢ : o . N d .
. a0 ’ ! ‘ ) - : '
: . 36’ ‘ oo . -
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EXERCISES -ON 'GTB ADD-ON ) . - ,
‘ a.' - . L g N
- 1. Calculate the-fotal GTB 'Add-On and the Add-On per papil for District A
| _and DlSttht B us1ng the following 1nformat10n UEE‘tﬁé 1977-78 figure
f— of $2.04 for .57 PWL and $24,238 for the .guarantéed tax base. (Hint:
“first calculate thg equalized assessed valuation per pupil and theﬁ the ,
-~ pupil weighted levy adjusted for igcome factor).
_ ' - - .‘ I - . \) . \ f . ' 3
District A District B
) EAV 43,500,000 21,800,000
L l District Income Factor .87 .79 . '
- ,ﬁ.El'igi:ble Pupi 1,235 1,380
4’( Equalize ‘pefating Levy - o 3.35 3.45 S
. LN | Ry
T 2. Calculate the total GTB Add-On and Add-On per pupilyfor District;A wit?//
a new EAV = $2§,000,000. -
o e~ -, .
"y P
5 ~




‘Total State Aid Apportionment

s

-3 . \\\\

" Total state general aid apportlbned to a dlstrlct is the sum of .the district's
founaatlon aid (minimum guarantee minus required local contribution) and the
GTB Add-On. 1In the Example, total state aid to Flat Land district is equal to
$324,673 + $6,438 or $331,111. L
One cautionary note here, often the Missouri Department of Education refers
to total state general aid as thg Minimum Guarantee. Therefore, cate must be

exercised when using this term. ] )

»

EXERCISES ON TOTAL STATE AID

S

1. Calculate the total state aid and state aid per pupil, foundation aid plus

GTB Add-On, apportioned to District A and District B, RefewMback to the *
‘calculations.on page 26 and 30.

A

2. Calculate the total state aid and aid per pupil District A is eligible to
§£ce1ve if its tax base were only $2§ 000,000. Refer back to the calculations
on page 26 and 30, exercise 2._

o
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Limited Apportionment : .

The M1ssour1 School Finance Formula has a limited apport1onment prov1s1on
whfa{ protectsAaga1nst excessive increases - 1n state aid to districts from year

to year. The provision states{that no d13tr1ct sha11 rece1ve in state a1d an n

year plus twenty-f1ve percent (25%) of the difference betwee

amount per e11g1b1e pupil which is greater than the amount \ece1ved the prev1ou§\
ﬁr this year's state

aid apportionment per eligible pupil and the amount per pupil received the

A

&

previous year.

]

. ' \ Prev. Yr. State
Limited - Prev. Yr. State Aid _ 25’ Current' Apportionment _ Aid
Apportionment , Eligible Pupil o "Eligible Pupil’ Eligible Pupil

.

-

,?

For example, Flat Land d1str;ct s total apportionment Gor this year is
$331,111 or $457‘3Fr eligible pup11 If last year Flat Land district received
$400 per eligible pupil in state aid then this year, Flat Lahd district would

receive: '\ . ‘ <

-

\ » ,
‘ Limited _ ) .
i Apportionment 400 + .25 X (457 400)

= 400 + 14 -

= $414 per eligible pupil l“‘ .

i

T 'Intakzitﬁier———-—ﬁ&i&-per—e%tgtb%e:pup&%~—%-—#25—eL1g1b1e—pup11————————~__. -
) |

= $300,150 5 e S

2 ‘7"‘ !

If the Mlssour1 General Assembly appropriates more or less funds than is
necessary to meet the Limited Apportionment for a11 d1str1cts, then the twenty-
five percent.factor w111 be ad;usted to allow for ‘the dlstr1but1on of available /
funds. However, \no district can receive an amount of ald greatér than the -

actual current drstr1ct apportionment (foundation aid plust GTB AddgOn).

EXERCISES ON LIMITED APPORTIONMENT: -
1.° Calculate the Limited Apportionment for District A end District B if last

_year they receiyed $242 per eligible pupil and $800{per eligible pupil

"respectively. - ‘7




w_ 34: : e

Hold Harmless °®

=

_Finally, the Missouri formula incorporates a hold harmless provision for -
those dlstr1cts beginning in 1978 79 and each year theyeafter for 5 years wh1ch @
would otherwise be entitled to a smaller state aid apportlonment per eligible
pup11 than the prevIous year's apportionment. The prov181on states thatgthese
dlstr&cts shall receive.a redui§f apportionment over the previous year. The

reduction has been defined as twWwenty percent((20%) of the difference between,

1976-77 state aid per ellglble pupil and the Turrent apportionf g T eligiblep\
pup11 > ' .
N - ~ ’ Ao I
Hold L Prev. Yr. Ald 20 x 76-77 Aid Current Aid Apportionment

Harmless ~ # Elig? Pupils # ELig. Pupils o -#Eligible Pupilss . /J°

Having calculated this aﬁodht o;?district hold Barmless aid, theiprOVision
specifies tHat a district ghall receive no less than 1) the calculated amount ;.
or 2) the current apportionment per eligible pup11, or 3) $283 per eligible pupil;
whichever is greater. _The $283 base figure shall be mu1t1pI1ed annually by the
same percent that the apprbprlatlon of state funds for the foundation program is
changed from the previous year, and the product added to the amount per eligible

pupllfapportloned the prev1ousfyear Thls annual adJustment shall not exceed

s 3¢, >na.. not
the percent of annual adJustment for the ayerage of the lowest five percent of
g \ha\

districts rece1v1ng state aid.

- - »
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CHAPTER IV
STUDYING MISSOURI'S SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN

>

The school finance reform movement of the past decade has resulted iargely
‘from court challenges\to existing school f1nance plans on the grounds that they
v1olated equal protection provisions within state constitutions. The. courts .
have held that the quality of education a student receives should not be dependent
upon the wealggpof the dlstrlct in which the’ pup11 resides.- Central to the

“discussions of the school financé reform movement are two concepts: fiscal

#
A

equity and educational equity. N A
While there is some ambiguity among school finance experts as to the precise
meaning of these two.terma, fiscal equity generally refers to the ability of * |
school districts to raise educationil revenues while egucat{hnal equity refers to
. the distribution of educational resources or the availability of educational
opportunities across districts. . | ﬁ .
The concept of fiscal equity rec;ghlzes that due to varylng degrees of
éﬁﬁ&‘bcal wealth, schodl districts have varying abilities to ralse educational
revenues. Typically, since most local revenues for educatlon are. raised thfough
a l'ocal.RrOpert_‘yGtaxi district wealth is defined as equalized property value per
pupil. Reeall'that the Missouri formula adjusts docal bealth, baeed on equalized
assessed property value, for'personal income. This adds a dimension to wealth 2‘
. Wwhich some economlsts c1a1m is a’ more accurgte ‘measure of . ab111ty to pay for
servides since‘all taxes, regardless’ of the prOperty tax base, are paid out of
income. By, equalizing the abilities of school districts to raise educational
revenues through compafable effort, fiscal equity or’fiscai neutraiity is achi;ved.
Flscal—equ;ty does not,necessarlly result in any lessening of the differences

in levels of educat10na1 serv1ces prov1ded, as measured by expenditures per pupil.

:’_Ftecal eqplty only requlres that differences in"educational services not be a .

function of wealth. However, differences 1n educational eXpendlture levels may

~resu1t from the de31re 6f some districts to offer a h1gher level of educational

serv1ces through higher property tax rates. . ’

Educational equity referstto the level or quality of educétlonal services

?

.
o,
i

¢
%

' provided students across school districts. It is commonly measured. in terms’ of

ditures per pupil. While expendltures do not accurately measure educat10na1

, 41 -
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services, a higher expendlture per pup11 does suggest the ability, on the part
of school districts, to h1re additional or more experienced teachers, to offer
more innovative instructional materials or educational programs, to expand

. facilities, etc. Under this concept, differences in per pupil expenditures are
. allowed as long ag they are based on some ratlonal measure of d1ffer1ng student
need. Y .
The manner 1n which equalization is defined and measured, and the cr1ter18
used for determlnlng if "equalization" is achieved are important considerations
in evaluatlng the impact of a state ‘school f1nance plan. A plan may do well

toward alleviatirig one type of disparity without affecting other types of
(4]

digparities. ~For egample,\f ;lan may equalize per pupil expenditures among

school districts, but in the process increase the disparity among districts in

the school tam\rates they levy. Most often a school flnance plan addresses both
othe needs for<equ1ty in the raising of resources and in the distribution of

resourcés. :

I(

The Mlssour1 school finance plan is designed przmarlly to achieve equity
in the" ra1s1ng of* educational revenues; however, 1t also addresses efulby in the-
distribution of resdurces. The minimum guarartee or foundation formula guarantees
all school. dlstrlcrs, regardless of local wealth, a ‘basic amount of money to cover
the cost of each pupil's education. State aid, d1strLbuted in inverse relation
to local wealth,‘insu s that each district will be able to athieve this guaranteed
level of spending despite its limited ability to raise reVenues. The extent to
which this formula is equalizing depends upon the level of the state guarantee
and the amount of revenue a district chooses to ralse above thz required local
contribution. As local districts tax above the mandated tax rate, d18p9r1t1e8
emoqéﬁgistridt abilities to raise revenues widen,'Pece?se the wealth of the
district determines the amount of money which can be raised above the foundation
level. The ﬁissodri GTR Add-On addresses this disparity by guaranteeing each
school districr'taxing'abqve the required level, a relatively high tax base. S
This effectively guarantees all distriets levying the same school tax rate equal
.educational revenuesper pupil above the roundation amount. Thus, the total '
amount of reV®nue available for educational spending within a district is - s
directly dependent upon the willingness of a district to tax itself above.the

n .

N

’ °

The guaranteed tax base is equal .to that of the district in which the 85th
" percentile of the aggregate number of e11g1b1e pupils falls during the
. preceding year when all digtricfs are _ranked 1n ascendlng brder according
Q  to- property wealth. ' 42

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . -
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required rate, which is tailored to reflect the individual district!s overall

wéalth or ability to pay. w

i Toward achieving equ1ty in the distribution of educational revenues, the ~

Missouri mlnimum guarantee or foundatlon formula deflnes the g;aranteed amount
for spending for each dlstrlct individually "ased upon its needs. The formula
recognizes, as part)of.its definition of equity, the principle of different
treatﬁent for'differentkneedg. By incorporating the number of district ADC
children and orphans into the calculation of the minimum guarantee,‘the state
directs more aid to those districts with disadvantaged children. This is
especially beneficial to large urban districts with sizeable populations of ADC
recipients. These districts, whose resources are already sorely stretched.by
public services, must also bear the 1ncreased cost associated w1th providing
specially targeted serv1ces to dlsadvantaged students. d .

. -This chapter looks at the differences among Missouri school districts in the
distribution of educatlonal resources as measured, by per pupil expenditures and
in their abilities to raise :ducatlonal resources as measured by per pupil .
expenditures and in. their abilities to raise educatlonal revenues, cons1dering '
district wealth and school tax rates. The purpose of this~' apter is not to
sugéest a’ new approach to equity or even judge the equity of Missouri's school
f1naFce plan, but to introduce some basic ways in whlch the dlfferent approaches

can be analyzed.- . ’

Distribution of Educational Resources

The most direct way of analyzing the distribution of educational resources
is to consider the differences among school districts in their eoucatfonal spending
per pupil. To begin the investigation of_possible disparities in district
‘educational expenditures, a small, working sample of 20 Mieeouri school districts
has beea developed. Table 11 shows thé current Operating expenaitures per

e11g1b1e pup11 of these districts arranged in order from the district with the o
hlghest per pupil expenditure to the district with the lowest per pupil expendlture.°
The data is for current operating expendltures which do not 1nc1ude expendltures
for school food services, student body activities, communlty serv1ces, cap1ta1 .
outlay, and debt service. . . . -

‘A quick exam1natloq of the data shows the wide dlfferences in per pupil

expendltures among districts for 1977-78. However, in order to analyze ;pe degree.

&
3
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—~ Ry .
LI ‘ ~
. .
;




. -
KA . -38-~ .
& -

. - ‘

. -

of disparity, it is useful to employ certain statistical techniques which help

fao

to summarize the data. For the purpose of our discussion, we will ‘use some of
the basic techniques. Keep in mind there are more sophisticated statistical.
techn%ques which can be used to yield more eoﬁprehensive analyses, ‘
The simplest summary technique is the range ¢ the difference between the
highest, and lowest values. The range indicates the extremes or how widely

dispersed the districts are. In looking at how wldespread the difference is

4

between the hlghest and lowest values, it is important to keep in mind the .
relatlve size of the eample. For our sample, Fheorange is the difference between
the per pupil expenditures for Clayton (the highest value) and Richland (the

lowest value):

$3,462 - $1,104 = $2,428 - - Range .

e A e

Given there are only 20 districts in our sample, the range is quite high.
Another:way to look at the range is to examine the ratio between the highest

value and the lowest value. The range ratio for Qur sample is 3.39 to 1 or 3 to 1:

$3442 ' . g v
<Tnir = 3.39 to 1 : Range Ratio
, s1014 . \ ang t ,

- d - N »

- . P) ’ . LR TN Jy'
The range ratio shows that Clayton spends more than three times as much on

education pér pupil as does Richldnd. The range and range ratlo are also used

to show how closely the summary measures of central tendency represent the entire
’ sample.- : A : ° "~ ’
S The measures of central tendency are the‘simple mean, the weighted mean, and
' the median. They are so called because they describe some central point or value
" in- the data. These measures are used to describe dlfferences by comparlng their .
" values with the actual values of individual dlstrlcts in the sample. _For example,
you may .indicate how much a partlcular district varies from the average. Or you
may choose to group the districts by degree of varaance from the average.

The 51mp1e mean, -or arithmetic average, is the most familiar method of
summarizing data. The mean or average per pupil expendlture ih our sample ;s .
$1,403, . This is found by d1v1d1ng the sim of all districts’ p r pupil expendltures «

by 20, the number of dlSurlCtS in the sample. -0

g N————
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.o \ , . TABLE 11
. L CURRENT OPERATING EXPENDITURES -
; * PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL 1977-78
N - SAMPLE OF 20 MISSOURI DISTRICTS
TOTAL CURRENT. " ELIGIBLE EXPENDITURES PER _ -
DISTRICT  _ OPERATING EXPENDITURES PUPILS ELIGIBLE PUPIL
. ’ \
Clayton $ 5,923,682 1,721 $3,442 »
Kansas City . 75,131,936 40,744 1,844
Tri County " 368,704 224 - 1,646
Cooper County 293,376 : 191 1,536
Winston . 318,207 e . 219 1,453
~ Bueklin . 425,477 - 299 1,423
- Hickman Mills : 15,311,520 ¢ 11,160 1,372
Everton. : 273,470 - 205 " 1,334
. Miami . 466,716 356 1,311
Plattsburgh . 985,076 ‘ 766 1,286
Browning '526,680 " 420 1,254
LaPlata s 521,235 ‘ 429 1,215
Brookfield © 1,618,344 - 1,352 1,197
" Windsor . , 905,412 766 . 1,182
© . Clark County 19509,970 . 1,295 1,166 -
~ . . . Predericktown - 1,956,030 1,731 1,130 ,
£, . Vandalia o 1,130,808 1,016 1,113
‘Maries County 7 773,519 - - 709 1,091
Crane o ) 574,520 ) ‘ 542 1,060
4 Richland . T 666,198 657 1,014
‘.. TOTAL, ' $109,680,880 . 64,802 $28,069
- PREPARED BY: ;;;h;;::§rch'hepartment from the Missouri State Board of

£.00 77 7+ June 30, 1978. . R

. ,
: Gt ¥ [
P . )
. . -
. -
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_$28§869 ‘= $1,403 ) : Simple Mean S

. . . v,
< - N Shadno, .

As a measure of centrél tendency, the simple mean can be misleading,if there _
are wide differences in the number of pupils among districts. In computing the .
kimple mean, ve placeq equal welght on each of the values for per pupll expendl-
tures, which themselves represent "averages of total expenditures per t£&tal ADM.
Thus, some distortion ‘results from counting a per pupil expendlture of $1,372 for
Hickman Mills with an eligible pupil count of 11,160 the same as a per pupil ¢
expendlture of l 334 for Everton with ah eligible pupll count of 205.

This problem can be overcome’/by calculating a weighted mean or weighted
average which does account for the differences among districts in.pupils. The

weighted average is found by dividing the total current operating expenses for

all districts by the totai eligible pupil count for all dégtricts:

Jﬁt ~
$lgz’ggg’8ag = $1,693 - Weighted Mean

. © )
The median is the middle velue when you'arrange the values according to

/(;Bize. The per pupil espenditures’in Table 11 have been arranged by size from the

* highest per pupil expenditure to the lowest The median 1s the per pupil expendi-
ture that lies halfway between the d1str1ct with the h1ghest valde and the district

« with the lowest yalue. ‘As an example, in a dlstrlbutlon with an odd number of

values, say 5, dﬁe median is the middle or third value (12345). In our

sample of 20 d1str1cts, the median is the value whlch -divides the .20 districts

*into 2 equal parts Thus, it lies m1dway between the 10th and'llth values pr

between $1,286 (Plattsburgh) and $l 254 (Brownlng) The median is computed as

* follows: - . - . et

L3

y $1,286 - 1,254 _ 32
2

(1 5 = 16 . - i
- < Y . . .
T T (2) $1,234 + 16 = $1,270 Median .
or ° (3% °$1,286 = 16 = $1,270 - . - Median .

-
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A summary of the data on per pupil expend1tures for our 20 H1ssour1 school
d1str1cts (Table 11) follows:

T "
Cet 4\\Ranggi\\
Range Ratio:
Simplé Mean: ™~
Weigﬁted Mean’:

Median:

N

\

$2,428
3.39 to 1
$1,403
$1,693 ‘
$1,270
g
EXERCISES

}

-

1

v

1. From Table™M1, develop a summary table,//}ke the one above, for the follow1ng

d1str1cts

. Cooper County

Everton //

' LaPlata ‘

) Fredericktown
Richland - .

2. Develop a summary table for St. Louis, Kangas City, North Kansas City and

" Springfield.
’ o3 ’
°  TOTAL CURRENT - * EXPENDITURE s
- DISTRICT EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE PUPILS PER PUPIL
* St. Louis 18124, 832,080 66,970" $1,864
Kansas City < 75, 131 936 40,744 1,844
North Kansas City ‘33 615, 640 18,568' . 1,330
Springfield 20,505 ,568. 22,489 1,312
. A
A ] \.‘
.
1
. "d ) I T
. f ' ) i S

a

17

S
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Statewide Per Pupil Expenditure Disparities

<

b . We have used the small sample. of 20 districts to illustrate how data can be
summarized for the purpose of analyzing disparities among districts' per pupil
o . N
.. expenditures. However, such a small sample cannot be very representative of the

entire ,state. Because of the computation problems of dealing with all 557

Missour1 school districts, a uniformly distributed random of 100 districts,

representative of ‘the statey; has been developeﬁ.

Table 12 shows the summary data for the random sample of 100 districts.

E]

>

TABLE 12

SUMMARY MEAﬁREs OF 1977-78 PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
: SAMPLE OF 100 MISSOURI SCHOOL DISTRICTS

o

Highest Spending District (Clayton) $3,442
Lowest Spending District (Strain-Japan) $§ 155
Range st $2,687
Range Ratio : » 4.56 to 1
Simple Mean . . $1,312
Weighted Mean . - $1,507
Median : ) : $1,264

-

The range and range ratio for the sample of 100 districts is greater than '
“for the small sample of 20 districts This is generally to be expected. ' In the
large ‘'sample, the highest spending district Clayton, spends four and one‘half/J
times more on"education per pupil than the lowest spending district, Strain-Japan.

The simple mean ans\heighted mean in this sample are both less than the
values for the sample oﬁ 20 districts, 1nd1cat1ng that within the sample of 100
districts there are .more lower spending districts relative to the number of
eligible pupils being served. The weighted mean of $1,507 in the, larger sample is
con31derab1y greater than either of the other two measures of central tendepcy:
the simple mean $1,312, or the median” $1 264. THis difference 1nd1cgtes that
there are severa} large districts (high number of eligible pupils) spending well
abo&e the* average expenditure per pupil. The two most notable districts in this

category are St. Louis with- 66 970° efigible pupils and Kansas City'with 40 744

g W

EC"‘ - -' 4o
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eligible pupils.’ In 1977-78, St. Louis spent an average $1, 864 per e11g1b1e
' pup11 and Kansas City spent a close $1,844 per eligible pupil. Hickman M111s,
North Kansas City and Springfield are also large d1str1cts spendlng above the
e average amdant . ' : ’
Another way of analyzing differenges in spending is to lopklat the distribution

of expenditures within the sample. Table 13 shows 1) the number and bercentagelof"

A%,

school districts'that fall within each of eight expenditnre ranges\and 2) the total
number of eligible pupils served by the districts in each spending range. Each of
the measures of central tendency falls within a different expenditure‘tange.\
Seventeen percent of the districts in the sample and 25.3 percent of:the total
eligible punils fall within the expenditure range of the mean, $1,301 to 1,400.
Fiftyis@k percent of the districts spend less than the average amount of‘$1:312
per pupil.: This suggests that afmost,32 percent of the total eligible pupils are
receiving a less than average level of educational services If both the simple
mean and median are taken into cons1derat10n 41 percent of tﬁe districts in the -
sample and 21.1 percent of the .eligible pup11s fall within 1ess thdn average (
expenditure ranges. Interestlngly, at the other extreme, 12 percent of thegglstrlcts
d well above the average amount per pupil for education. Slmllarly, ‘the table
sS;;s that more than 39 percent of the students.are re e1v1ng an above average level

qf educational expenditures. The two d1str1cts of St. Lou1s and Kansas City account

-

for*88 percent of these students. . T &

.
¢ . .

. Co . TABLE 13

DISTRIBUTION OF PER PUPIL EXPRNDITURKS FOR 1977-78
' 100 MISSOURI SCHOOL DISTRISIS
B 1977-78 : . ‘
.“*PER PUPI], EXPENDITURE, NUMBER OF PERCENT OF  NUMBER,OF PERCENT OF
. RANGES $'S DISTRICTS _ DISTRICTS _ ELIGIBLE PUPILS  ELIGIBLE PUPILS

1,000 ’ 4 4 1,841 . - 0.6
1,000 - 1,100 15 14 © 20,521 6.6
1,101 - 1,200 T22 22 ) 43,404 13.9
.1,201 - 1,300 T iy L 715 .. 32,965 . ' 10.6
1,301 - 1,400 ‘ 17. 17 78,852 - 25.3
1,401 - 1,500 .19 10 . %9 797 . 7 -3.5,
" 1,501 - 1,600 -5 . 5 1,464 . 0.5
. Above 1,600 - 12 C12 122,185 - 39.2

Total . ‘ . 100 100 312,029 ] . 100.2 "

Prepared by: The AFT Department of Research with data taken from the Missouri State

¢ Board of Education, Report of the Pub11c Schools, Year Ending June 30,
1978,

A
P =
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Another way to show these differences is.to Dr%sent the :Lnformatmn in

. Table 13 graph1ca11y Figure 1 ‘does this us1ng a bar graph

L3

.. - ] FIGURE 1 - o,
.~ ° DISTRIBUTION OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR 1977-78 ... St
100 MISSOURL SCHOOL DISTRICTS : - ., ) p
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T D1fferences in District Wealth / A
o In the prev1ous sect1on d’rspar1t1es amon%g d1s ; !
Y were exam1ned. Since most local revenues for educat:.on ar ra:.sed through local [
property taxes a significant port1on of the d1spar1ty in ﬁerwpu%l expenda.tures
i’ may be attrlbuted to d1fferences inlocal wealth.* ¥ile t:‘h";éQ fpundation or minimum
- guarantee formula assures all d1st:r1cts re1at1ve1y equal exﬁ"’end-xtures per pup11
local districts are permtte& to generate add1E1ona1 revenues above the guaranteed
1eve1 The GTB Add-On serves to equallze these additional brevenues according to
g local effort. This section will examine the differences among, scbool districts o
’ / . Voo
i ' / ?0 N R :?. -
B J . N I .
: EKC / : .
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) in local property wealth. "Table 14 shows equalized assessed valuations per pupil
for the small sample of 20 districts.

By far, the wealthiest district in the sample\}s Clayton with an.gqualized
assessed valuation of $90,119 per pupi1 Clayton is "also the highest spen 1ng
aistrict. Comparing ‘the-results of thls table with-Table 11, the four wealthlest

_districts are also the four hlghest spending districts. Slmllarly, the two poorest
- qistricts are also the two lowest spending districts. The range for this' sample is
$77,882, extremely higﬁ for such a small sample. | The range ratio.indicatea that f 2
“___ Clayton has a tax base which is seven times the tax base qf‘Crane, the poorest

district. The summary data for our sample follows: *

Wealthiest District: - (Clayton)’ Vo $90,119
_Poorest District: (Crane) R ) $12,237

Range: $77,882

Range Ratio: . 7.36 to 1

Simple Mean: . . 825,728

Weighted Mean: B $32,230 ,

Median: $22,760

' -
Note that because of the large range 1nAproperty values, the average property Value~
has been skewedstoward the high wealth end. If the extreme high property value for
: Claytonals e11m1nated and the simple mean for the sample recalculated based on 19

districts, the new value For the simple mean is $22,338 which more closely reflects

the average property VQ“ue for this sample, ce f

For- a more accurate representatlon of district wealth across the state, the
' data for the sample of 100 Mlssourl districts will again be referred to. The;
summdry measures for the 100-districts follows
‘ Wealthiest District: (Clayton) . $90,119
__ Poorest District: (Ripley County) $ 6,728
Range: . .. .$83,391 =
Range Ratio ) ) ‘ 13.4 to 1
$1mpLe Mean: _. ' ‘ ' *1$29,400
Welghted Mean: . § ) $%§,932
Median: - e . $22,082
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TABLE 14

EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATIONS PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL-
SAMPLE OF 20 MISSOURI SCHOOL DISTRICTS

’ A )

¢ A ’ ' . ©

‘2 . iz
EQUALIZED ASSESSED
VALUATION
PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL

TOTAL EQUALIZED °
ASSESSED VALUATION

ELIGIBLE
PUPILS

+

Clayton

s Kansas C%ty
Cooper County
Tri County
Browning -
Windsor

" Win

Clark County
" Miami
Plaﬁtsburghm»
Bucklin
LaPlata
'Vandgiia.
Brookfield
.MariesACoﬁnty
Everton ‘\
Higkman Mills

. .- Fredericktown

i, -Richland. -

Crane.

' :Total

<

$ 155,094,799 1,721
1,519,832,688 40,744
6,052,026 191
6,512,576 224
11,880,120 420
19,942,044 . 766
5,431,200 219
31,107,195 1,295
8,294,444 356
117,792,648 ., 766
6,665,308 XY 299
9,405,825 429
21,082,000 1,016
26,900,744 é)ssz
Ig,025,349 709
3,469,830 205
183,582,000 11,160
28,464,564 1,731
8,423,397 - 657
6,632,454

90,119
$\3‘7 302
31 }686"
24074
B, 286
26,034
24,800
24,021
. 23,299
23,228
22,292
21,925
20,750
19,897
16,961
16,926
16,450+
16,44t
. 12,821
542 12,237

2,088,591,211 64,802 514,552

The AFT Research Department with data taken from the Missouyri
@ State Board of Education, Report of the Public School, Year Ending
. June..30, 1978

PREPARED BY:
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From the summary measures, it is readily apparent that there is a wide

dispersion of property values across the state. The wealthiest district, Clayton,

has an edualized assessed valuation per pupil 13 times greater than that of the
poorest district, Ripley County. The weighted mean and mediap are very close in
value, suggeseing these might be the truer megsures of central tendency for this
sample. Interestingly, both these values'correspond closely to the state
gu3rénteed tax base (GfB) of $24,238 per eligible pupil for the same academic
year, 1977-78. Remember that the guarenteed tax base 1e§e1 for GTB aid is the
amount oftequaliz d assessed valuation per eligible pupil of the district in .
which the 85th percent11e of the aggregate number of-eligiblé pupils fe11 _when
ranklng the districts 1n order from the poorest to the wealthiest dlStrlCt The
value for the 51mp1e mean is h*gbe& than that’ fo; the weighted mean or median,
indicating there are a significant number of extremely weelthy districts in the

sample. , )

~
-

Table 15 and Figure £ show the dlstrlbutlon of property valued across school
districts. Thlrty-seven percent of the districts in the sample have a property
! '

value which falls within the range of central tendency, $20,000 to $30,000.EAV

sper eligible pupil (equalized assessed valuation). These districts account for

60 percent of the eligible pupils. Included within this range are several large
urban districts: St. Fouis City, Springfield, Columbia, and North Kansas City.
Forty-three percent 6f the districts have an EAV per pupil which is less than

the average range. 'IﬁeSe districts account for 25.7 percent of the population,

a sizeable portion of the total population. .Finally, 20 percent‘of the districts

ad 20 percent of the eligible pupils benefit from district property values well

Another way to look at the differences 'in
the districts by deciles in orde;ﬁ%f size. Decileg divide a dlstrlbutlon 1nto 10
subdivisions, with each subdivision having an approxjmately equal number of
districts.

Within, our sample of 100 disfricts, each subdivisioh will represent 10

-

istrict property wealth is to rank

districts. Table 16 shows,. the distribution of district EAV per eligible pupil #

by dec11es o “ia ) ’ 1

-
'

’Agalnu this table demonstrates,a wide disparity among districts in local

property wealth. If the extreme values are eliminated and only the values at

.. the 90th percentile (35 962)\and the 10th percentile (12,821) ire considered, the
6 .

[} . %

. ~ . . <
. fi()- < . -7

o
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, | TABLE'15
= A 13 N -
\ DISTRIBUTION OF EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATION s -
“ - PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL, 1977-78 .
N { SAMPLE OF 100 MISSOURI DISTRICTS
[ ) * - -
" EQUALIZED ASSESSED . . ) .
VALUATION PER® NUMBER OF PERCENT OF ° NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
ELIGIBLE PUPIL DISTRICTS  DISTRICTS ELIGIBLE PUPILS  ELIGIBLE PUPILS
Less than $10,000 A 4 2,403 0.8
10,000 -~ 15,000 . {2 12 .7 ~ 11,061 - 3.5
154001 - 20,000 27 27 . ~. 66,767 21.4 :
20,001 - 25,000 25 25 149,788 48.0
25,001 - 30,000 - 12 12 22,274 7.1
30,001 - 35,000+ 8 8 4,214 1.4
35,001 - 40,000, . . 7 o7 48,054 . 15.4
Above 40,000 ) 5 5 7,378 2.4
. Total 100 100 312,029 . 1oo.0
- ’ ’ ' ’ - .
w . &
’ o FIGURE 2 :
] A
DISTRIBUTION OF EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATION
- : o . PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL, 1977-78 )
, - SAMPLE OF 100 DISTRICTS 3o —
-_'30 - 27 . Siiple Meanh E.A.V. Per Pupil = $29,400
S . ’ 25 Weighted Mean E.A.V. Per Pupil = 25,092
PERCENT 25| “ .
OF i ; *
DISTRICTS . P
. S ; —
[ 4 ) - - |
_ 15 12 . | . 7 ,f
.10 : 8 ] -
| [
4 ~ 3 Y
5 , |
, v‘\ .40 15 20+ 25 30 | 35 40 .
o ’ \ Equalized Aéseséed Valuation / o )
s Per Eligible Pupil P v

(Thousands of Dollars) /
.. \ . ‘ /
~EREPARED BY: The: AFT Research Department with data takenlfrom the g}ksouri
C8 ' State Board of Education, Report. of the Public Schools, Year Ending
: Jué 30, 1978. R D |
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) range in property values is considerably smaller, The new range ratio is 2.8 to

¢

1 as compared to 13.4 to 1 for the entire sample.

o

- A ¢ e 2 i &
{ ¢ .
. W - . TABLE 16 | 4
. E.A.V. PER ELIGIBLE PUPILBY DECILES
- SAMPLE OF 100 MISSOURI DISTRICTS .

DECILE MAXIMUM VALUE MEAN” VALUE MINIMUM VALUE

10 $90,119 $46,761 $36,106
9 35,962 32,645 30,213
\ 8 29,507° 28,418 26,572.
\ 7 26,034 24,666 C o aa,021
6 23,440 22,771 - 22,239
s 21,925 a0,660 . 19,151° .
e 4 19,010 © 18,027 . . 16,961
3. 6,926 Y 16,240 . 15,536
: / . 2 15,35 . 14,439 - 13,482
_ 1 12,821 . 10,429 . 6,728 i
) ¢ + R o

Prepared by: The AFT Research Department

» . , -
..

’\\. A ’ R , .

.~ Differences in Tax Effort

. Under the Missouri school f1nance plan, d1str1cts are required to levy a
.specified property tax rate, 57 percent of the state determined pup11 welghted
levy. TFor the purpose of calculatlng district foundatlon or mrplmum guarantee
a1d the pupil weighted 1evy 1s ‘adjusted for each district by an 1ncome factor
‘which relates. 16cal effort to local ability, to pay. To this extent’, logal
effort is equallzlng\ ’

i " However, all dlstrlcts are permitted to levy tax rates above the requ1red
"level o generate addﬁtlonal revenues. The GTB Add-On serves to equallze these
] add1t10na1 revenues. generated by d1str1cts through ificreased local effort In

this way, poorer districts’ are not penallzed because they cannot substantlally
increase thelr local®effort beyond the required level to keep up with richer
districts. The amount of GTB equa}izing aid a district receives isldirectly

- O >:ndent upon local effort. Since each district is effectively guaranteed the

1. .
- -
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same tax hasé‘througﬁ the GTB aid plan, the amount of additionaltrevenpe a
district raises for education depends on the tax it levies.

a this section, the differences among districts in operating levies will be
examined.\ Keep in mind that while the GTB Add-On plan provides additional _state
aid to d1stricts demonstrating 1nc;eased local effort above the required level,
for a poor dLStTlCt the increased effort can represent a considerable burden. \

Table 17 shows the operating levy for the small sample of 20 districts..
The district inlmhis sample with the highest tax rate, 4.35, is Tri County,
which also ranks aﬁong the highest.Spending and the-wealthiest districts in the
éample The d1str1cts with the lowest tax rates are Crane, 3. 10, and Richland,
2.56. These two d1str1cts are tﬁb poprest districts and the lowest Spendlng
districts. The mean operating levy is 3.63. )

For the larger sample of 100‘districts? the summary measures follows:

e

Highest Taxing District; (Liberty) ‘ : 4.90

‘Lowest Taxing Districf} '(R}ﬁley County) -10
Range: L :" - e .80
Range Ratio;” o . . .33
Simple Mean:' | 3.7
-~ - Median: . ‘ ; .73
It is evident from the summary measures that there is a ﬁéirly wide variance
amonéxdistricts in local effort. The highest taxing distrigc nas an operaEing
levy more than twice the lowest tgxing district.
Table 18 and Figure 3 bffer a clearer description.of the differences in
tax rates among districts. ‘Thirty-nine percent of the districts fall within the
gaverage tax rang%-of 3.51 to 3.75. 'Thirty-four percent of the districts tax
below the average level and twenty-seven pertent tax above the "average level.

éompariqg Wealth with Educational Services

The preceding sections examined the differences among school districts in
educational expenditures per pupil, equalized assessed valuations per pupil, and
operating levies. This section will compare some of those differences to

determine if there are any relationships suggested between district wealth or

ability to raise revenues and the level of ;educational services. -
%

LRI g oy %6
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TABLE 17 _ L .

DISTRICT OPERATING, LEVIES, 1977-78 | o
SAMPLE OF 20. MISSOURI DISTRICTS )
~DISTRICT ° . . OPERATINGHIEVY. |
Tri County- .35
Winston ) " .35
Hickman Mills .35
Everton .20 .

Cooper County .85

4
4
4
4
3
Kansas City 3.75
Plattsburgh 3.75
" Browning 3.75
Brookfield 3.75
Clayton - 3.71
‘Bucklin ", 3.70
LaPlata 3.65
Miami 3.56 !
Maries County 3.55
Clark County 3.21
Windsor- 3.15
Fredericktown 3.15
Vandalia S : 3.10
Crane , . J/\ . 3.10 -
<§Rich1and - : 1 2.56 .

1The operating levy repreéents a tax of so many dollars per'
one hundred dallars of equalized, assessed valuation. For.,
example, Tri County collects $4.35 in taxes for every $100

of property value,

. J - i /T/:‘
PREPARED BY: The AFT Research Department with data .
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TABLE(}S

DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATING LEVIES, 1977-78
SAMPLE OF 100 MISSOURI DISTRICTS

OPERATING - NUMBER OF ; PERCENT OF
LEVY DISTRICTS DISTRICTS
Under 3.0 , '8 ' 8 -
3.0.- 3.25 12 ‘ 12
3.26 - 3.50 . 14 14
3.51 - 3.75 39 39
3.76 - 4,00 6 6
4.01 - 4,25 6 6
4.26 - 4.50 7 7
‘Above 4,50 8 8
Total 100 100
FIGURE 3.

"DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATINé LEVIES, 1977-78
-SAMPLE OF 100 MISSOURI DISTRICTS
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Table Y9‘shows the distribution.of’measures of district wealth versus
méasures of educational spending. 1In looking at this table, it is difficult
to determin€” if any definite patterns are emerg1ng from«thewdata «To helpv\
summarize the data so that it may be more eas11y analyzed, we have drawn upon a
technique 1ntroduced earlier in the sectjion on Differences in District Wealth.

» The data in Table 19 has been grouped by ‘quintiles, each quintile representing |,
four .valuyes. Qdintiles, rather than deciles were chosen because of the smallneséﬁw
of the éample. For each of the categories within a quintile, the mean value has

. ‘ ‘* [ . ~
been computed. Table 20 shows the Summary of Measures of Ability to Pay versus

Educational Expenditures and State Aid. -

TABLE 19 : LT

COMPARISON DISTRICT PROPERTY WEALTH, ‘ <
. EXPENDITURES, TAX RATES AND STATE AID

SAMPLE OF 20 MISSOURI DISTRICTS | <

EQUALIZED ASSESSED CURRENT OPERATING STATE AID
VALUATION .. EXPENDITURES OPERATING PER

DISTRICT PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL  PER ELIGIBLE PUPIL LEVY ELIGIBLE' PUPIL
Clayton $90,119 $3,442 3.711 T 8342
Kansas City 37,302 ° 1,844 '3.75 T 328
Coopet County 31,686 1,536 3.85 329
Tri County . 29,074 1,646 4.35 342
* Browning 28,286 ’ ) 1,2541, 3.75 329 .

Windsor 26,034 . 1,182 3.15 1(' . .350,
Winston sk 24,800 1,453 4.35 : 327
Clark County 24,021 1,166 3.21 . 394
Miami 23,299 , 1,311 3.56 465

Plattsburgh v 23,228 1,286 3.75 366

Bucklin : 22,292 1,423 .3.70 473
LaPlata . 21,925 1,215 3.65 367
Vandalia . 20,750 : 1,113 3.10 421
Brookfield 19,897 ‘ 1,197 3.75 464
Maries County 16,961 1,091 3.55 501
Everton 16,926 - “.71,334 4.20" 603
Hickman Mills . .16,450 1,372 4.35 T 574

Fredericktown 16,444 . . 1,130 3.15 497 b

*  .Richland 12,821 1,014 2.56 - - 600
Crane ) 12,237 1,060 ° 3.10 645

- [

PREPARED BY: The AFT Research Department Q1th data from the Missouri State
Board of Education, Report of the Public Schools, School Year
-Ending June 30, 1978
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a . 'TABLE 20 -
’ SUMMARY MEASURES. OF ABILEEY TO PAY
VERSUSxEDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES AND

. 7 . STATE AID
' SAMPLE OF 20 MISSOURT DISTRICTS:
¥

~

. MEAN EQUALIZED | MEAN MEAN MEAN
. - ASSESSED' VALUATION °EXPENDITURES OPERATING STATE AID
QUINTILE PER EP 8/ < - PEREP . LEVY . PER EP

P L
$47,045 .oo$2,117 - - 3.2 E 335
25,785 - ‘. 1,264 3.62 350
"22,686 1,309~ 3.67 © . 418,
18,634 1,18 . 3.65 . 497
© 14,488 1,164 - 3,29 579

- NN W s Wu,m

Hom ’ . .
: 8/ EP is an abbreviation for eligible pupil .
A .

-
-

Looking at this table, some patterns do begin to emerge. Across the 20

d1str1cts, per pup11 expend1tures generally 1n¢rease as, property wealth 1ncreases

=4

' This trend is somewhat lnterrupted 1n _the fourth qu1nt11e where a higher per
pup11 expenditure m1ght be expected Th;s 1nterrupt1on may be .attributed to
H"f. ) 1ncon91stenc1es resnit&ng,from’small sample .data, or it may 1nd1cate that *
d{str1cts in the third and fourth quintile are behav1ng s1m11ar1y Actualiy,
//between the first through. fourth qu1nt11e,uthere are no dramatic changes in
! educat1ona1 spending between qu1nt11e& despite the trend toward 1ncreaa1ng
expenditures with 1ncrea81ng wea th.” Notrce that there is a very definite :~
increase in both wealth ‘and spend1ng between the fourth and fifth districts.
Mean operat1ng levies are fa1r1y cons1stent across the quintiles. gne

: might expect to see incredsing levies as property wealth decreases. This would
FY
g support the 1dea that poorer d1strﬁ§ts must often tax themselves at substantially

‘

higher rates than wealthy districts to raise a comparable level of educationil

revenues. This table indicates that the wealthy districts are 1evy1hg substan-

,reven ne ! /
> tially higher tages to raise a high level of revenues. Districts in the average

wealth range le average tax rates and poorer districts levy below .average tax

- ~

+ rates. A ‘ | | 60 i . s

. f
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As expected for an equalizing state aid plan| stat; aid per pupii,across

districts varies inversely as property wealth _does. This means as district

wealth increases, state aid decreases recognizing the increased ability oé
C'districts to sﬁpport services locally. The table shows a definite pattern with

state aid to districts in the first quintile being I.7 times that to dist;icté

in the fifth quintile. ' . ) '

Table 21 shows a similar comparlson of Summary Measures of Ability to Pay
Versuys, Educational xpendltures and State Aid for the larger sample of 100
districts.. In this table, the data has been‘grouped by deciles (10 groups).

Each decile represents 10 districts values for each category.

d

=+ TABLE 21

SUMMARY MEASURES OF ABILITY <TO PAY VERSUS
EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES AND STATE AID
SAMPLE OF 100 MISSOURI DISTRICTS

v .
‘

MEAN EQUALIZED MEAN MEAN MEAN
— ASSESSED VALUATION EXPENDITURES OPERATING STATE AID
Ll DECILE PER EP PER EP LEVY " PER EP

SV W10 $46,761. .20+ §1,882 -

- 32,645. 1,515,
28,418 1,391
24,666 17279
22,672 1,349
20,660 1,281
17,927 1,195
16,240 1,124
14,439 1,139
10,429 T 1,097

720 $319 -
.82 327
.77 335
77 370
64 437
87 . 462
73 490
55 542
.70 536
26 628,

i ST RN R V. Y NN SV
W W WwWwWwwWwwwwow

i ‘ /—\.
PREPARED BY: The AFT Research Department with data from the Missouri State .

. Board of Education, Report of the Public Schools, School Year
o June 30, 1978.
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Generally, across all the districts in the sample, mean per pupil expendi-

expendlture in the highest decile is 1.7 times the mean per pup11 expendlture

a

tures increase as distwict property wealth increases.E The mean per pupil

in, the lowest dec11e. .
Earlier when operating levies were examined; the“ranée in values between
the highest and lowest district was found to be-ﬁ%ite high. The mean operating
levy was 3.67. After grouping the data from the 100 districts by deciles, mean
operating levies across deciles tends to be cqnstant. This indicates that across
* all levels of property wealth, there is a fairly even or similar distribution of
operating levies. It also indicates that most districts are levying taxes” for
operating revenues at about the same rate. As indicated earlier, one might
,expect to finid a pattern of increasing leviee with hecreasing wealth. The fact

that operating levies arg, fairly constant'despite increasing or decreasing
property wealth still sggports the concept that poorer districts ;ost provide
greater Bocal effort relative to ability to pay to generdte .a reasonable level
of'educational spending. Poorer districts must tax themselves at rates which
represent considerable bur&gn to themselves relative to wealthy dlstrlcts to .
generate revenues comparable to those of wealthier districts. ,

- Flnally, lodklng at- 5he table, state aid varies 1nversely as doeS§ property
wealth, which means state aid is 1ncrea31ng as wealth 1s decrea31ng This is to
be expected from a state aid plan that 1s ‘equalizing. ' State a1d .should be’

dlstrlbuted in a manner such that poorer districts, with 11m1ted ab111ty to pay

for servghes, rece1ve greaterﬁamounts of sZate aid. Districts in the first

decile receive almost twice as much state aid as district e tenth decile.

A cautlonary note, in looking at all the tables in, th1‘~1ast section, some

very basic analy31s techniques have been employed. Some patterns have'emerged .
which point to-. wide differences _among dlstrlcts in educational spendlng and wealth
and some casual relatlonshlps between these two vafiables. Before any de£1n1t1ve
conc1u31ons could be drawn, it would be necessary to analyze data from all the

* . .' . L] . e ‘7 ’ .
districts. While our sample of 100 districts is representative of the state, it

-

is still relatively-small compared to the/t;tal 557 school'districts. Furthermore,

befo;e drawing any conc1u31ons other more soph1st1cated techniques of analysis
§h0uld be used to examine the data from different perspectives. ,
PO ( . .
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| o0 APPENDIX A ) . . .
B __  ANSWERS TO EXERCISES | -
i | B _
| Exercises on Minimum Guarantee B
\ N ‘
1. District A N ° . , .
1 Eligibility Count ~=. 2D+ ADA - ’
) R Ed =t ) .
_ 1250 '+ 1220 . C - :
| ‘9 -
| = 1235
} - . .
a District B oo : . ) g
Eligibility Count = 2200 : 1360 e - )
= 1380 . ' T
. District A .

Minimum Guarantee = (# Elig. Pupils X .75 SEF) + (ADC + _()rphans"—x .25 X .75 SEF)-
= (12357Xx 849) + (30 + 150) X (.25 X 849
= 1,048515 + (180 x 2(2.25)

= 1,048,515 + 38,205 / *
= §$1,086,720 *°© .t
( . s - - P = 1,086,720 L.
Mini .um Guarantee Per Pupil ———1"235 . .

= $880 _ . S ,

r

-

L]

District B ) : : . -
 Minimm Guarantee = (1380 X $49) + (100 # 350) X (.25 X 849) P
- - 2 171,620 + (450 X, 212.25) . .. °
i = 1,171,620 + 95813° - - -
S = $1,267,133 | n e ‘
S Lo < ) . Do
!Minimum Guarantee Per Pupil = },_2?_7’:,%_83_ :’ ) - : . . i
= $918 . ‘ Lt g

4 . . N . . v
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Exercises on Required Local Contribution

'

-

- LT s - .

1.

e

District B ° .
'RequiredoLdﬁﬁr‘COntréﬁgtioH = <gii§QQLQQQ X 2,06 x .79)+

Distyict A ) < " v

District AGI Per Return
1 + State AGI Per Return
2 —

District Income Factor

o 1 + 8550 : :
- . ] 11.485 ¢

N

"
o
=]
~J

District B
- ’ . . 6700

. £ -
District-Income Factop —_— . L
I ) 2 ) \ p

<
v

Diquict A ) A
Required Local Contribution = 3242991999 X 2.06-%X .87} +

100 "’
. (.57 x 3400) ™

769,950 + 1197 + 1938
'$773,085 ‘
r‘"‘ :
773,085
1235 - 6
"o =.. .$6é6

s . .

L

Required Contribution Per Pupil. =
- . * '

100 . P

o B

(.57 "X 2200)
. (218,000 X 1.61) + 684 +
C ' ) 350,980 + 684 +. 1254

1

(.57 X 2100) +-

)

(435,000 X 1.77) + 1197 + 1938 = .

(.57 X 1200) +

1254

. . | -=  $352,918 . -

e ' 325,918
Required Contribution Pt Pupil = ‘—_Tégﬁ— L

256 - p 4

.7
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— Exercises on Basic Apportionment

", District A - : —_

Basic .Apporti’ongnent = Minimum Guarantee - Required Contribution \
. .- - = §1,086,720 - $773,085 - > . ‘
= .$313,635 ’
/,/ “Apportionment per pupil = 313,635 ’
" . . v . H— 1235
- = §254
-District B ,
" Basic Apportionment = $1,267,133 - $352,918,
i = $914,215 o
) .
Apportionment per pupil = 914,21§ . ' o
. 1380
hS4 / - 7
LT = $662
Exercises on GTB Add-On .
1. District:A . - -
1). E.A.V.,per pupil = E.AV. ..

# Eligible Pupils

. _ 43,500,000
(o _ 71,235 \ R

¢
. P o = ,$35,223 .
District 4 is not eligible for GTB Add-On aid because its local tax base is

. —— greater than the guafénteed tax base. ' "::ts . »
. { . . . ..
- District B. - ' 2 -
SRR .. _ 21,800,000
1) f,E.A.V. per p1.1p11 = T80 =
‘ = $15,797 . 5

' i - . .
b 2) .57 PWL District = (.57 PWL) .X (District Income Factor)
3 ) Income, Factor ' '

1 S ’ |

2.0 X .79 ' . " |
1.61 _— '

1]

1

~
1
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-

~-60~
’ EAV . .
GTB Add-On _ QIB = /Pupil Eq. Op. _ .57 PWL District
Per Pupil Levy * Income Factor

=C4 , 238 18 15, 797 X (3.45 - 1.61)

E
. = 84.41 X 1.84
= $155.31
Total GTB Add-On = GTB ‘Add-(.)n X # Eligible Pupils
o . Per Pupil
Lt " "= $155.3%. x 1380 .
= $214,327.87 _ ‘s
2, District A
.1 _ 28,000,000
1) QE.A.V. per ]‘)upl-l 1,235 . ,
.= $22,672 o

?) .57 PWL District, =2.06 X .87%°
- Income Factor
- 1.77

" " o1B Add-0n o flemB - /Pup11 [Ba- Op. _ .57 PWL District
: Per Pupil Levy

Income ﬁiiton

5 (:? ,238 = 22,672 X. (3.35 - 1.7) .
s* - - N
- = 15.66 X 1,58 . '
’ = $24.74 . R
Total GTB Add-On' = 24.74 X 1,235 . -
« = $30,553.90 . '/
Exercises on Total State Aid - \\
. 1. District A . ,
: Total State Aid = Foundation Aid + GTB Add-On
& = 313,635 + 0 w o
- a? s = $313’635
. .. _ 313,635 .
_ Total State Aid Per Pupil = 1,235 .
= $254 . o

-t

\{/




) \\\ ' -61-
District B . _
Total State Aid -=.914,215 + 214,328

| = $1,128,543
Total State Aid Per Pupil 244,189
, g 1,235

\
.
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APPENDIX B

UPDATE ON THE MISS@URI FORMULA )

-
N

/4

-~ -

The Missouri school finance formula is a fluid formula which is to say

certain variables within the formula--the pupil weighted levy, the .state . °

expenditures, and the guaranteed tax base level--change annually as educat1ona1

and economic factors change within the state and school districts. The figures

for these variables fluctugte by definition thereby 1ncreas1ng or decreasing

'state aid to d1str1cts " The 1979-80 f1gures for the PWL, SEF, and G¥B are, ’

footnoted in the text. Estimates of thes@‘same igures for 1980-81 follow:

o’ p ‘
N

.»57 PWL ) $1.54 : “ .
.75 SEF . T$1,171 , .
_ GTB $43,726 . v
~ R . < . }
.y i
C o « . -t - +U.5, COVERIMENT PRINTING CPPICE: 1981-0-730-204/2224
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