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A BACKGROUND REPORT•· 
SCHOOL AID GOALS, PARAtETEAS, FORl'1ULAS 
AND IMPACTS UNDER DECLINING ENROLU1ENT 

Thar• ls. no such thine; •• & p•r1'■ct stat■ school aid 

1'oraula. Dt1'1'■r■nt paapl• d_.,.irw ■qual llducational opportunity 

d11'1'er■ntly and school aid 1'ormula• includ• a varl■ty 01' critaria 

and lnc■ntlv■• that r■-ult 1'ro• coapromis■ and maJorlty voting 

a1'ter b•inQ •h.,..rlld out" through th• political procass. 

POLITICAL CONSTRAINTS 

Any att■ap~ to ravt_, • stat■ school aid formula will not 

llk■ly succaad unl••• aoat 01' th• school districts r■c■tv■• 1DOr■ 

aid und■r th•,,.... 1'orraul& than und■r th• old. R■gardl■-s. 01' how 

pur■, 1"air or sophisttcat■d • · propo•■d 1"or111Ul& ••Y b■, l t . mu•t 

•till P••• th• t-t of • -Jority vat■• Th•rllf'or■, ••Jar 

r.visions. ln stat■· school aid ar• usually a•sociat■d with 

sign11'lcant lncr■a- in th• M1Gunt 01' r■v■nu• dlstribut■d. Whan 

school aid ls stgni1'lcantly lncr■a-■d, mor• districts will likwly 

r■c■iv■ lncr-- ln stat■ aid <Al■xand■r, 1"11.&■llar and S•lmon>. 

'"Hold har■l•••" provisions ar• o1't■n us■d to •s•v• 1"rona 

har•• or to "grand1'athar" in curr■nt aid l■v■ls so that c■rtaln 

districts will not r■c■lv• l••• aid und■r th■ n■w formula. Whil• 

such hold har•l••• provision■ may t■-porarily prav■nt or slow th• 

l,apact 01' rllductiona in aid, th■y almost n■v■r provid• th■ 

pot■ntial pro■i- 01' lncr--■d aid for th■ districts a1'1'■ct■d 

under a n■w for1111.1la. A• a r■■ul t, th■ af1'■ctlld district.• may 

vtaw hold har■l-• provi•ion• •• • sacond b■•t solution co,npar11d 

to continuing th■ pr-nt for1111.1la or to signi1"1cant incr■a••• in 

total stat■ funding. But th■n, P••--g• of a naw school aid 



formula only tak- • 1NJarity vat•, nat a con-naus of a ll 

lat;l•latar• or all d1•tr1ct• . 

PHILDSOPHICAL AND JUDICIAL CONSTRAINTS 

Equ•llzatian of llducational opportunity •••n• d iff•r■nt 

things ta diffarent paapl■ • Different stat• constitutions and 

courts provida· additional intarpr■tatians and constraints on 

stat• aid di•tribution■ • Haw do wa provid■ for equal educational 

opportunity for paapl• with different circwntanc■s and valuas? 

s.cau .. this qu-tlon has. na -•Y answers, it is ~propriat• for 

our disc:usaion ta clarify the implications of variou• d■'finitions 

a., llducatianal aquality <hr-., Suthri■, . and Piarc■, ch 2>. 

Which of th• d■'finitlons ought to b• ~plied -~ o provid• 

aqual llducatlonal opportunity far Iaw. school childr■n? 

1. ial:.b. ayp11 aught m tl.aD aau41 accn• m & school, This 

-ans stat■ aid pays for transportation and/or assur- existence 

of an ar;•nizad school. Whil■ this INY have b-n th• original 

dafinition usad in th• holl■Staad ••ttl-•nt days whan many stat• 

constitutions ware writt■n, mast stat■ suprema courts today have 

b■ca- 111ar■ r-trictiv■ in th■ir Judg■mants. 

2 . ~ pupil aught m a au•c•atnd 

■inimwa 1t4nd4cd■, This d■'finition 

access m & school~ 

-ans stat■ aid is 

distributed to district• so as to assure that minimwa school 

•t•ndard• <course 

qualifications and/or 

offerings, 

financial 

minimwa 

r1111aurc■•> 

pupils, 

ar• ID9t. 

tewachar 

S•yond 

■ini-.. standards, local 1 .... ay d■pand• on stat• limitations and 

local district's aspirations and ability ta pay. 
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3. EAm pupil ought ma quarantawd agu41 4cc■•• m 
aducatiqn fto•oc• c■sgurcu, Thi• -•n• •t•t• ai.d is distributed 

ta districts sa a• to assur• that wealth and/or expenditures per 

uni~ ar• equalizad within certain ram;- aero•• districts. Nat 

only ar■ IIAndatary levi .. equalizad, but local le.way .is 

equalized as well. 

4. EKb. pupi l ought 1'l ~ equ4l accus m actucatianal 

inputs, This wn• that schoal expanditur .. per pupil are allawad 

ta vary aero••· district• du• ta spec:11'1ed d11'1'erances in lAbor 

....-kats, input cast variations, etc . <dl1'1'erenc .. in comp■titive 

waQ .. , . teacher training, and/or years. of experience>. However, 

variation in expanditur■- par pupil du■ ta other dlffer■nc-, 

such •• variations in ava1lal• wealth per pupil, are not 

l■taally allowed by· lAW. Th_...,ar■, any potential local l ■-w.ay 

1• equ•lizlld •• well, in t■r ... o'f wealth avail.ml• per pupil. 

~- E.acb. pupil ought m achi ■v• equal aducation•l output QC. 

PWCfRCll41]C■ , This dll1'1nltlon -•n• st•t• aid is distributed to 

equaliz■ th■ ability of students with different talents and 

-,.titud- ta achieve aini...,. comp■t■ncy and/or relative 

cc:u•p■tency. Special n.-d• are r■cognizad by di·stributing aid to 

develop progr.,.. for pupils with learning disabiliti■s and/or 

;i1't■d Abiliti ... Such stat■ aid incentives and/or penalties may 

hint;■ on whath■r th■ perceived r-panslbility for th• deficient 

p■r1'ormanc■ r-t• with th■ stat■, local district or parents. 

In sua11tary, sa- of th■ above ;aals of equal educational 

opportunity 111&y result in similar cons■qu■nc■s under spacial 

circW1111tanc-. Hawev■r, und.■r most circ:wnstances, each of the 
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aqu•lity ga•l• typic•lly 

dl'ff■r■nt. Fln•lly, sa­

th ... canc■pta. 

h•v• con-■qu■nc- th•t ar• quit■ 

st•t•• will apply a c0Cllbin•ti0n o'f 

FISCAL PARMETERS AND CONSTRAINTS 

In addition to det■r■ininv the desir■d de'finition for aqual 

aduc•tional oppartunity, decision-1Nk■rs in .. ch stat• must 

alsa det■r■in■ the policy paruaetars that ar■ to b• used to limit 

or speci'fy th•· n.tur• and scape of the aducation equality 

d..,lnition -lactad. Th• paruaeters chosen d■p■nd upon the 

;a•l•, criteri•, incantiv-, and/or r~lts d-irad <Alexander, 

l'tuel l■r ,. and SAlaan>. 

1. l:i1:ut ~ Qt: UQl sauce• !:Z:f. rwv•ou• mould bJI. ~ m 
fiDAOCt aducatign? Th• a&Jar aaurc- 01' stat• and lac.al r-■venu ... 

'for overh.ullnc; education 'fln•nc- ar• proparty, sal■•, income. 

Th• other currant saurc- o'f r-■v■nu• are nat productiv■ anough to 

'fln•nc• a 1NJar portion o'f the statewide aduc.ation cost. 

However, they IIAY provide & tune-up. 

a. kll.ll mould a ~ t.aca•:tWd ca;tio Q:f. !It.at■ ~ local 

CWY•OY••? Shifting the ratio tow•rd local saurc■- o'f r■v■nu• 

would tand to r■-ult in the 'following consequanc•• <Kohlmeyar>. 

Mar• tax .aney would be raised locally. Local taxpay■r• would 

only h•v• to pay for local progruaa. Control rasts with local 

offlci•l• and t•xp.ayers. Odds .are that lac.al prop■rty tax■• would 

b• r-ai-.d. Historical ■xperi■nc■ sugg■sts that f■wer school 

C0119GlidAtions are likely to occur. Thar■ would likaly be wider 

variation in aducational opportuniti ■s provid■d. 
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On the other hand, shii'tin; the aducation finance ratio 

toward state source• oi' r■vem&e would tend to r■sult ln the 

i'ollowlrNJ consaquenc.. < Koh 1-y•r > • Tax- paid by local 

taxpayer• would bear 1-• relationship to local spending p•r 

pupil or the local aducatlonal opportunity provided. Local 

o1'1'lc1als and taxpayers would likely hav• l••• ta say &bout what 

was done, in their particular school. Odds are that 1-• of the 

school funding would cocne fro•• local prap•rty tax••• Oth■r local 

property taxing, unita would likely b•· ~iv•n mar■ ■lbow room ta 

rai .. aar• revenue without raising total local prop•rty tax 

revenue. 1'1ar• school consolidation would lik■ly occur. Local 

school provr- would lik•ly be standardizac:1 and ••d• uniform. 

In su-•ry, the •revtsed golden rule• isa •Tho .. with the, 

;old-rul••• Aero•• th• :SC &Tat-~ stat• ■xp■nditur ... typically 

ranc;• between 30 to 70 percen~oi' total school costs, ■xcapt for 

Hawaii at 100 percent fro• th• stat■ <NEA>. Th• av•r•g• is about 

half fro• stat• and half i'rom local. In Iowa, n .. rly two-thirds 

oi' th■ school bill come• i'rom state r•v•m&e sourc■•• 

3. Y:tu. .la 111a mtniQIWI adagu4t• m;tucation@l acoacam !bil 

lbould tla fundad ~ 1b.ll fPC!NlA? Should a high school hav■ •t 

1 .. st 60 kid• and/or 41 cour .. unit• to r■celv• stat• aid? 

4. Which ~ cataqpc\n should a 1n ~ waua11z4tion 

farw1• ADd. rfbicb ~ catagocin should tm autsid•? For 

exaaple, should transportation and/or oth•r functions b• outsid• 

the aid foraula· and should th• state or local district pay th• 

full or a 111&1:chlng •h•r• 01' th■- cat■gari■s? Should 

r-tructurlnc; lnc■ntiv-, p•ri'ormanc■ p.ay b• u~ 1-n •llocating 
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r..aurc- and should they be in ar autsid• the ;eneral formula? 

Should spacial aducatian progr.,.., m•nd•ted progruaa, or 

innovation and prof-•ion.1 davelopment ;rant• b• insid• or 

autsid• th• faraula? 

~ .. l::lsut ~ fi1ca1 aqualization a doirabl•T What should be 

th• allawAbl• variation in revenue• and/or expenditure■ per 

pupil/or unit? For t«'IAt re•san• should variation in axpenditur•• 

per pupil. be allowed ta •xist Kro•• districts? For exa,nple, 

9hauld •xpenditur■ variations be allowad du• ta diff■r•nce■ in 

currant or pr■v,aua district waalth per pupill differenc- in 

1.ttar .. rket, ....-gy, ar can■truction condition•1 and/ar 

dlfferanc- in traininq and experienc- af te•cher• a,nployad. 

•· Shquld local ■xpWJlditJ.acn !ut al lowwd m ~ dagendinq 

m i.tla 4&\cations- ~ local dwc;isipn::m4k■c2T Should local 

leewAy be allowed on specific functions such a• capital projects, 

buildinc;■, aquip-nt, extracurricular progra,ns? Should local 

1--,ay b• allowed to vary by district we•lth or the relativw 

weelth durinq an arbitrarily s■lectltd base year? 

7. ~ •pm;1a1 aducational offd• d-cY• additional 

cwwaucc•• m •••Ye• agu41 acca• m m:1ucat10n41 appactunity? 

Should spacial support and weighting . be provided for handicapped, 

special education, vocation.l aducation, performing arts, gifted 

progr-■, sports, extracurricular ntted• and/or sex, drug &buae, 

and aid• education? 

s. ~ Mthqd• ADQ y4ri4hlft should QA ~ m c:h,1rt tt!.a 

RCPAC••• ·1n achiayinq tba duicWd 11m1t•tions QD. vari4tion 1n 
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aducattan•i oppariuoity? A scorac:ard for aquality in taxation 

•i;ht t-t whether ravenues are collac:ted according to accaptab l e 

... Ill.Ir-- a., Ability to pay and whether tho••· in lik• positions. 

ar• tr-ted in a siailar -nner. On the· other hand, & scorac:ard 

far distributional equity ai;ht t-t whether students hava equal 

ace-•• ta r-■ources far tho- with aqual need and whether tho­

who h•ve ;r .. tar nead• in terms of educational inputs rac:■iva 

;raatar ace-• ta r-■ourc- than tho- who have l ■ss n■-d as 

d.,lnad by palicyaaicers. 

SCH00L AID FDRl"IULA OPTIONS AND 
CDN&ECIJENCES UNDER DECLINING ENROLLMENT 

After th• policy par--■1:ar• and constraints have· b-n 

deter■inad, there· ar• at leaa• six. basic typ■s. of formula■ that 

are ull■d to di■'tribut• schaa-t. aid· •. Each type of for111Ula ha• 

differant iaplication• dapendinCJ upon th• slz• and wttalth of the 

district. Also th• can■aquenc ... und■r declining enroll-nt 

sc■nArias, vary aaam; the aid for,aula options <Sar,.., Suthri■, and 

Piere•, ch a, Alexander, '1uell■r, and Salman>. 

For each of th• option■ an illustration is usad to show the 

cansequenc- by district we.1th and for declining ■nrollmants . 

In all ca-, it 1• asswaed that valuation par pupil ri ... •• 

enrollment declinas. Thi• ,...ns th•t a spac:ific school district 

would .av■ toward the rl;ht in all of th• illustrations, assuming 

other thinv• constant. 

Th• option or combination ••lac:tad may dapend in part upon 

the aquality d_.,inition selected, the policy par.aaaaters ••l■ctlld 

and the d-irad di■tributiont11l canaequenc•• of the formula. 
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<1> M,atching Grant, Caaparad to th• oth■r option■, the 

1NtchinQ grant r■sulta in th■ wid■■t variation in exp■nditur•• 

par pupil betwaan wealthy and paar districts <Figur• l )o Th ia 

appra.ch lncr-- the variation in local leeway aer o•• 

districts c:aaparwd ta the ab■-nc■ of a ■tat■ aid prograa. Th• 

p■rc:■ntag■ ■atc:hint; grant also t■nd• ta incr•a•• th■ variation i n 

■xp■nditur- per pupil aero•• th■ ■choal districts rather than 

rwduc:■ this variation. Finally this APPraach would l i k■ly 

lncr .... the variation in proparty tax rat- aero•• school 

districts in the state. 

Whil■ na stat■ u- & .. tching grant far its g■neral stat• 

aid foraula, so- stat•• da u- it for c•rtain c:at■garic:al grants 

outside of th■ foundation faraula. Th• 111atching grant simply 

guarant- th• s~•t• will sp■c1fy a c:■rtain p■rc■ntag■ match of 

local rev..,._. raised. Far wxaaplw, so,.. stat■s will simpl y 

share transportation ■xpenditur■• on a ~o-~o basis. Und■r th i s 

option, as •nrall-nt d■clina■, valuation p■r pupil ri- l■ading 

ta hlgt,ar per pupil ■xp■nditur■s, state aid and local effort. 

<2> EqM4l ~ Gc4nts, A flat grant guarant■ws a spac:ifi■d 

..aunt of aid p■r pupil <Figura 2>. Whil■ no stat■ c:urr■nt l y 

r■l.i- c:oapl■twly on a sy■t- of flat grant■, -v■ral statas use 

this option in c:afflbination with oth■rs . It can b■ argu■d that 

the flat grant di•tribution rwduc■• the variation in •xpwnditu~-

p■r pupil c:aaparwd to a sy■t- of total local laaway. Hawav■r, 

if the flat ;rant is not suffici■nt ta c:av■r th■ total cast p■r 

pupilfor th■ •paar• · distric:t■, th■n th■ variation in exp■nditur•s 

p■r pupil would typically b■ gr■-t■r than th■ oth■r options, 
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Variation in. School Spending· 
Across Districts, Option I: 

Matching Grants 

Per Pupil 
12 ---------------------, 

10 ........ ----------------

Expend. 
a,___ __ 

per 

e ._,· ---------

Puon 
4-----

(thou S) 

2 

0 
100 

Valuation I Pupil (thou $) 

1111 Local Effort ~ State Aid 

Figure 1. Matching Grant at 50-50; 
LocaJ Levy Limit at $10/1000. 
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Variation in. School Spending 
Across Districts 

Option II: Flat Grant 

Per Pupil a-------------------, 
Expend. 

6.,.._-------------------:::1111 

per 

4 -

Pupil 

2-

(thou•> 

0 
100 

Valuation / Pupil (thou $) 

Ill State Aid • Local Leeway 

Figure 2. Flat Grant at $1000 per Pupil; 
LocaJ Levy Rate Umi t at $10/1000. 
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■xcapt the 1DAtchin9 grant. A graduated flat grant could be usad 

to reduce this variation. 

As ■nroll-nt. d■clin­

valuation per pupil ri­

expenditur-- and local a'f'fort. 

under th• flat grant prograa, 

leading to incr■asad per pupil 

Haw.var under this option state 

aid per pupil r-ains con■tant •• valuation per pupil rises. 

<3> Foundation M1nimwn Expendituca Guacantn, law.a and ao 

other stat- <School Finance at a Glance> pr■sently uSt1s th• 

ainiaua expenditur• guarant .. concapt <Figura 3>. Th• stat• 

-taDlish- a guarant■-:1 •xpenditur• level per pupil. Local 

district• ar•· required ta -t ~ specified lav•l of local ■ffort 

<or charge-back>, normally • uniform prop•rty __ tax levy rat• 

applied per •1,000 of valuation. Th•· diff•r•nca . b•tween th• 
·, ~~ 

;uarant■-:1 •xpenditur• l•v•L par pupil and th• raquirad local 

e1'fort par pupil 1•- provided by stat■ aid. Expanditur■s Abov■ th• 

;uarant- lav•l ar■· at local discr■tion. 

Undar this appro.ch, district■ Nith gr .. ter mility to pay 

in tar ... of ••••••ad valuatio.n per pupil normally r■cwiv• l••• 
stat• aid p■r pupil than dl■tricts Nith 1-• valuation per pupil. 

Thare1'ar■, the exp•ndltur• guarant- formula normally raduc■s th• 

variation in per pupil expandltur•• aaang districts compared to a 

flat ;rant progrua. 

Furth•raar■, if local l...,.y 1• ratn0ved by imposing high•r 

levels of required local e1'fort, a r■lativ•ly uniform prop•rty 

tax rat■ 1• -tablished Aero•• all districts in th• stat■• As • 

re■u.lt, stat• required school property tax•• on on• parc■l would 

be similar ta oth■r equally valued parc■l• in other districts. 



Variation in School Spending 
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Minimum Expenditure Guarantee 
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On the other hand, as requirlld local llf'fort is ,aduced to 

zero, the ■iniawa expanditura guarant- progrua b■comes more lik• 

• 1'1at grant and variation in axpenditur .. per pupil incr••••• 

I~ ther• is declining. anrollaent, valuation par pupil rises 

reaultinc; in incra.lMld per pupil expenditur-, local lMtWay •nd 

required local llf'fort. Hawev■r, not only do•• total state •id 

decline but stat• aid per· pupil also declines •• pupils d■clin•·• 

<4> Miniflll.MI Wealth 6u4rantn, Currently, six stat■• u .. 

this approach <School Flnanc• at a Slane■ >. Undar this option, 

th• state guarant- that ■-ch district ha• aar• than• miniaua 

•tat• -lected lavel o.1' valuation per pupil. Under the waalth 

guarant■-' option, the actu.l loca-1 levy rate is u■-d in pl•c• of 

a stat• -lacted property tax: .-at••· 

A va.-iation o~ thi., approach· is called th• minimum tax 

yi•ld, which also guarantees a. ■iniaua levy rate in addition to 

the valuation per pupil <Figura'+>. Und•r this- option, stat• •id 

equals th• fixed tax rate ti ... th• di1'1'aranc• b•twewn th• 

guaranteed valuation lavel per pupil •nd a local district'a · 

actual valuation per pupil, if it ls lowar. 

If the state guarant-- tax yiald level is salactad to be 

Above the district with the high-t valuation par pupil in th• 

state, than stat• aid would b• given to all districts and the •id 

wauld be sufficient to equaliz• district waalth with the 

..,..lthi-t school district in th•· state. Expenditure• move the 

guarant- level wauld b• at local discration. 

However, 11' th• ;uarant- l•v•l is salactlld to b• th• stat■ 

average valuation par pupil <Figura'+>, only districts balow the 
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stat• average would receive state aid, while districts excaeding 

the state average would rwcwive no stat• aid. 

Th• aid -far th• •paar• district• would only b• sufficiant ta 

equaliz• wealth· with th• average- valu•tion per pupil in th• 

state. At th• ..,.. ti-, those districts move the state 

~v•rag• valuation p•r pupil would h•v• th• c.ap•city to spend mare 

than th• stat■ av•rage p•r pupil. 

Property tax rat•• for p•rc■l• of property in poor districts 

below- th•· •t•t• gu•rant- l■v•l would t•nd to be uniform across 

th• poor districts. However, prop•rty tax rat■s for siailar 

parc■ls loc•t■d in th• rich districts abov■ th• stat■ avwrag• 

valu&tian- aaay vary according to local discration. 

I1' th• we•lth. ;uarant ... op1:ion is used local leeway is open­

ended becau .. actual local 1:ax. rat ... are used in pl-c• 0-f a stat• 

-l■cted · tax rat••• Under this. variation, tha stata aid for 

districts b•low th•· ;uarant .. would incr■a•• as local l ■vy ratas 

incr .. -. On th• oth■r hand, stat•· aid for districts- below th• 

guarant■-- would also declim., 1-f local levy rates decline. 

Under declining ■nroll,..nt, r i sing valuation per pupil leads 

to an incr•a- in local 91'-fort and a declin• in stat• aid for 

poor districts far ... rly rec■iving stat• aid. For rich districts 

which did not rwc■iv• state, ■xpandituras ar• totally financed by 

local revenues. 

<~> P•rc■ntag• Equalizing, Four states use this approach 

(School Finance at• Slane■ >. Th• perc■ntag■ equalizing formula 

typically r■ctuc■• the variation in ■xpendituras par pupil mora 

than th• previous formulas discussed <Figura~>. Th• p•rcantaga 
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aqualizing progrua is d■signlld to distribute a set amount of 

•tat■ aid dollars inv■rsaly to th■ school district's ability to 

pay ln tar ... of ••-ll■d valuation p■r pupil. 

A stat• aid ratio 1• calc:ulat■d and typically equals on• 

minus th■ 1111.1ltiplic:ation of a constant times a ratio of th• 

district•• valuation p■r pupil over th■ sta.te average valu.atian 

p■r pupil. Th• constant r■pr-■nts th■ d■sirlld stat■wid■ loc:al 

st,ar■ of ■stiaat■d stat■ authorizlld p■r pupil costs (Figur■ ~>. 

For ■x.aapl■, assume tha.t the stat■ d■siras that local 

schools. pay ~0 parc:■nt of' th• ■ati,aated stat■ authorized school 

bill with ~ parcent ta be picked up by th■ stat■• If local 

District A· had seoo,ooo valuation par pupil and th• stat• av■rag• 

valuation par· pupil w.• .aoo·.ooo, than th• stat• aid ratio f'or 

District· A· wauld b• 1.-< .~<~·,.0001300,.000> > or .1667 of th• 

-•1 .. tlld stat• autharizlld par pupil cost. If th•· stat■· 

authorized coat was $3000 p■r pupil and District A had 1,000 

pupils, it wauld. r■c■iv■ < .1667•3000-1000) or seoo, 100 in aid. 

If local District B was th• s.,.. siz■ but had s100,ooo 

valuation par pupil, than th■ stat■ aid ratio would b• 1-

<.~(100,000/300,000>> or .8333 of th■ ■sti,aatlld state authorized 

par pupil cost. Har■ th• stat■ aid would b•· $2,499,900. 

Th• p■rc■ntag■ equalizing opt i on t■nds to result in uniform 

proparty tax l■vy rat--across districts as long as axpectlld 

stat■ authorized costs par pupil us■d to driv• tha formula ara 

si,ailar to actual total costs p•r pupil. Howav•r, if th• actual 

total costs p■r pupil ar• significantly high■r th.an the stat■ 

authorized costs, th■n local 1-way can b■ raised above th■ stata 

c:ost l■v■l. If this is don■, th■ "poor" districts may b• forcad 

~ 



ta lavy • hi;h•r prop•rty tax rat• p•r •1,000 valuation than 

would· th• •waalthy• districts in ord•r to cov•r full casts. 

Local •xp•nditur•s p•r pupil aaay b• uaad inst■ad of st•t• 

authariz■cl expanclitur-• par pupil. Thia opan-•ndad vari•tion of 

p•rc•nta~• aqualizir19 allow• mar• local 1 .... y. Hawav•r· und•r 

this appra.ch, •ith•r the M1Cunt of stat• aid ,nust b• .. t 

indap•nd•nt of th• formula or th• aaaunt of stat■ aid raquirlld by 

th• fora.ala vari- dap•nding upon loc•l district bah•vior. If 

th• latt■r 1• the ca-, th•n th• •t•t• aid r■c■iv■cl by any an. 

district dapancla upon th• bahaviar of th• oth■r districts. 

Und■r daclining anroll-■nt, rising valuation p•r pupil l•ads 

ta incr•asing local lltllllf&y and local effort p•r pupil. Howav•r, 

stat• aid p•r pupil dacllnas and total ■xp•ndltur■s p•r pupil 

r■--in constant. 

<6> Ppwc Egy4lizai10n fqcwl••· No stat• r•li- tot•lly on 

pawar ■qualization, ■xcapt perhaps Hawaii which provid- full 

SHt■ funding for all ■clucatian. Paw■r aqualization 1• a broad 

cancapt that -y b•· appli■cl to• vari■ty of for1M1las (3on•st 

ear-, Suthri■, and Piarc•>. It ref■rs to aquallzir19 th■ t•x 

payinv abillti- aaanv school districts and do- not r■f•r ta 

■qualization of •xp■nditur- p•r pupil .. In so- ca•••• powar 

■qualization can involv■ r■captur• of r■v•nu•s fro• wealthy 

districts to dlstribut■ to th• poor districts <Figur■ o>. 

Und•r daclinir19 •nroll-nt, ■xp-"ditur■s par pupil rwmain 

constant. Stat■ aid daclin■s if it was formerly r■c■ived. 

Ability ta sp•nd local rav•nu- locally will •v•ntually d■clin■s. 

if th• stat■ r■captur- th• incr .. _ in local r■v■nu- p•r pupil. 
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(7) a Cpflbinai1on AQpcoach, Eight stat•• llfflPlOy til 

caablnation of options in th■ir r■sp■ctlv■ •t•t• a1id formula• 

<Schaal Flnanc• at a Glanc■>. For ■xuapl■, th■ power 

■qUAlizatian cancap~ -Yb• applied to wealth or ■xp■nditur• 

guarant- <Flgur■ 7) and th■ ap■n ended p■rc■ntag■ equalization 

faraula• previously discus-■d. In this particular case, th• 

impact of th• pawer equalization 1• ta aqualiz• th• ability to 

r•i- r■vanu- p■r pupil without mandating equalized axp■nditur•• 

par pupil. This l■-v- 111Gr• authority ln th• hand• of local 

officials. 

In Addi tian-, .. ny stat■- u- coabination for111Ula■ by 

saparattnca schaal district ■xp■nditur ... .-ccordi119 to function or 

obJ■ct in order to d■v■lap di'ff■rtmt rational■· < and 'for111Ulaa> in 

pravidint;. stat■· aid 'far ■ac:tT type o., ■xpanditur• ■ For ■xampl■ , 

IIG- stat ... have tak■n special education, transportation, and/or 

,,..,, buildinc; ■xp■nditur- outside o'f th■ traditional' equalization 

'fora&l& and developed sp■cific formula• far -ch function 

d■p■ndinca upon the parc■lved stat■ , local and parent-pupil 

r■-pansibllity. 

For ■xuapl■, 11am■ stat- villM provisions for school building 

as a. local r-■ponaibility. In addition, th■r• ■ay b• t-poral 

in■quiti- caua■d by state . aid progr.,.. that assist !IOID■ 

district■ in building new building■ but p■naliz■ thos■ districts 

which pr■vioualy built faciliti- prior to lapl-■ntation of th■ 

aid progrua. Alt■rnativ■ly, all districts •a1y b• given school 

buildincJ aid to b■ -t aaid■ in a fund until needed for us■ m 

Tho- who b■li■v■ that it is th■ stat■'• role to provid• 

equal .-cc-• to a school, may pr■f■r tha1t th■ sta1t■ provida aid 
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to cov■r all <or a p■rc■ntag■ matching shar•> of transportation 

cast■• If tran■portation i■ includ■d within th■ aqualization 

fora&la, ;■agraphically larg■ di■tricts may b• p■nalizlld b■cause 

a high..., proportion of th■ir budg■t p■r pupil nau■t be devot■d to 

tranapartation comparad ta saall■r districts. 

The p■rc■ivad ral■ of th■ stat■ in providing ace••• to 

spacial ■ducation progr .. • may d■p■nd upon how such progruas ar■ 

g■agraphically organizad in th■ stat■• Sam■ stat•• anc0urag■ 

-.&lti-district and/or special llducatian sharing progrua• wh■r••• 

other stat-. 18AY not. Sa- stat■- may view special aclucation a• 

a ,..Jar r■apansibility af th■ local district. Haw■v■r, others 

INY view it as a .. Jar r■apansib111ty of th■ stat■ ta provid• an 

aqual opportunity ta achi■v• • ■iniawa ■ducational comp■t■ncy. 

Sl.ll'll'IARV' STATE11ENT 

In th■ final analysi•~ th• various school aid formula 

option■ pr■viously r■vi■w■d rasult in diffarant c0nsaquancas 

r■lat■d ta uniformity in prop■rty tax lavy rat■s and aqualizatian 

of per pupil ■xp■nditur-. Sam■ formula■ K:hi■v■ unifo.rm lavy 

rat■■, but cr■at■ variation in p■r pupil axpandituras across 

districts .. Oth■r far111Ulas achi■v• aqualizad p■r pupil 

■xp■ndituras, by creating variation in prop■rty tax levy rat■• 

aero■■ districts. Still other formula■ achi■v■ uniform tax rat•• 

and ■qualizlld expenditures par pupil. In th■ final analysis, th■ 

school aid for111Uia s■l■ct■d by th■ Lagislativ■ A■sambly dapands 

upon th■ d■■ir■d can-■qu■nc••• 
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