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INTRODUCTION

In the preparation of this report, care was exercised to develop a docu-
ment which would meet a variety of needs. The guidelines provided by the
U. S. Office of Education, Task Force on School Finance were strictly .adhered to
in order to insure that the funding ageﬁcy would receive a full measure of re-
turn for the investment made. The historical recounting of events was included
for readers interested in the developmental aspects of the issue. Copies of all
relevant supporting documents were supplied for users interested in probing into
the specific recommendations of the Rhode Island plan. Lastly, an effort was
made to present the materials in & manner which would appeal to readers, regard-
less of their reasons for reviewing this dobument.

Because of the inherent dryness of the general topic of school financing,
the writing task was difficult; so to make a more interesting and, hopefully, a
more readable presentation, the report has been cast in a format which borrows
from the theater. The reader is invited to become somewhat familiar with the
setting, the actors, and the action by reading the brief sketches provided, be-
fore delving into the analysis of the school finance study. As is true for all
plans which are to some extent political, it is the personalities and the ex-
traneous cifcumstances which may well be the deciding factors as to outcome of
the Rhode Island full state funding plan. It is the flavor for these factors
which I have attempted to impart.

In additien to trying to providé an account which is interesting enough

to tempt the reader into continuing through the many pages of this document,
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there are several specific objectives behind the work that has been expended

on this project. To assist the reader in analyzing whether the report may be

useful to his or her needs, I suggest that inquiries germane to the following

1ist of objectives can be found within this document.

Objectives:

1.

To compile, as objectively aé possibie, a historiograph of the
primary objectives, events, personalities, and consequences of the
School Finance Study in Rhode Island.

To analyze the factors operative in this sequence for generaliza-
tions which can be applied to future events in this area, so that
the decision-making process can be improved.

To determine the cost in terms of time, personnel, and fiscal
resources expended on this project to date and compare these costs
with the results.

To speculate upon future events in this area in terms of predicted
requirements for new data and research to meet the needs surfaced
by new issues or to provide better answers to the same jssuss.
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PROLOGUE

The case study technique has been an accepted practice in sociological
research for many years. 1t is based upon the general premise that human conduct
in any form can be studied and understood from the perspective of persons who are
involved. The case history embraces the reporter's experiences, as he or she
defines them, Fnd fhe objectivity of the person’'s interpretation determines the
objectivity of the final report.

The obvious appeal of employing the case history approach is that it
results in a historiograph by a person or persons whése proximity to the events
is close enough that an eye witness report can be madé. Who should be in a
better position to discuss and analyze what has happened than someone who was
not only present but involved in the action? The "reality distance problem"
which confronts many researchers who ére severail times removed from the questions
under study is all but removed. Difficulties are posed, however, for the
researcher who, by being a part of the action, also may have certain commitments
to its results. As a general rule, the abi1ity.to tell the truth rests upon
one's nearness to the event, but the willingness to tell the truth rests upon
one's self-interest stake in the event.

In reporting what has transpired in Rhode Island under the rubric of the
School Finance Study as a case study, there is no question that I have been clcse
enough to many of the event§ to be a reliable reporter. Also at my disposal are
my own notes, rough drafts of documents, correspondence, newspaper clipping files,
and close personal contacts which were used to supplement and refresh my fallible
memory. With these aids of proximitykand materials, I cannot be viewed as a

disinterested party for after having Spent a large number of hours of my time




spaced over.almost two years on this project,I can by no objective observer be
considered bias-free. In an attempt to reduce the bias in this report, I have
scheduled, as part of the project, interviews with many of the people who were
key participants in these events. Their perceptions of what happened and why
should be a good balance to my own perceptions and should also help to stimulate
my memory of important features that may otherwise have been left unmentioned.
The advaﬁtége of a project of this type to the individual researcher is
worthy of comment. It is only infrequently that one has the opportunity to
review and analyze what has happened in the past; all too often we feel we
-cannot spare the time to be retrospective, but must rush on to the next project.
One of the true benefits of writing this case history is that it forced me to
recall a seéuence of events in which I played a part and to ask myself how I
might have improved the procedure and, more importantly, how I might improve my
own decision-making capabilities in similar situations in the future. Hind-sight
is a marvelous aid for saying what we shouid have done, but on]y’in so far as it

helps determine what we should do in the future is it beneficial.
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THE SETTING

General Characteristics

Rhode Island is located in southern New England and is bounded on the
north and east by Massachusetts, on thelwest by Connecticut, and on the south
by the Atlantic Ocean. As the smallest state in the_ nation witﬁ a land area
of only 1,049 square miles, only an hour is required to travel from one end of
the state to the other. Narragansett Bay ranks as one of the most competiiive
teatures of Rhode Island by combining the advantages of a good natural harbor
with the attractions of a physical setting conducive to leisure time activi-
ties. Extending in from the sea 28 miles, the bay acts as .a natural divide
between the two sections of the state.

In 1970 the population of the state was 946,725, thus giving Rhode
Island a population density of 903 persons per square mile, or the second
highest density in the nation after New Jersey. Most of the people live in
urban areas, which accommodate almost 90 perceht of the state's population.
Despite the high ratio of people to land, the stata still has large tracts of
open spaces which enhance its natural beauty. The residents of these areas
tend to retain a rural perspective, which gives the state a gradation of points
of view, which range from urban to rural with a large mix of suburban interests.

Providence, the capital city, located at the head of Narragansett Bay is 3
the center of the urban area. With a population of 180,000, the city dominates
the state in many respects, both because of its comparative size and the potiti-

cal advantage this entails, and because of the business interests located




within its boundaries.

Economically, the state's position is not as strong as its natural attri-
butes might éuggest. With the strategic advantage of its geographic location
close to the commercial centers of the northeast and mid-Atlantic states and its
access to land, sea,and air transportation routes, Rhode Island should prosper.
Hampered, however, by a higher than avefage unemployment rate, a job markeuv pri-
marily for 10w|ski]] and Tow paying jobs, a high preponderance of smalil, pri-
vately ha1d manufacturing firms, a tax structure which discourages capital in-
vestments, and finally, a lack-Tuster economic growth image, the state's
economy lacks stamina.* The recently anrounced extreme reduction in the U. S.
Navy's operating facilities in the state will in the near future further com-
pound the state's economic shortcomings.  Extensive projects by both the pri-
vate sector and the state are being‘difected toward attempting to reverse this
unfavorable trend.

Politically, Rhode Island is highly partial to the Democratic Party and
over two-thirds of the voters are registered Democrats. Rhode Islanders do, it
would appear, retain-some independence of mind qt the polls and e]ected a
~ Republican as governor for three terms during the 1960's. The congressional
delegation, however, has remained solidly Democratic for the last thirty years.

The General Assembly fs composed of 100 members in the House and 50
members in the Senate. All the legislators, as well as the state's general -
officers, stand for election every two years. Thus, the state government

officials are always preparing for the next election.

* The Rhode Island Economy: A Plan for Its Future, Prepared by Project Rhode

\)Is]and, November 1972..




Most of the state's residents would attest to the fact that Rhode Island
is a pleasant place to live. Perhaps not exciting or dynamic, but comfortable
for many people, Rhode Island is slowly trying to find its way in a rapidly

changing world.

Educational Structure

The public school population in Rhode Island is approximately 190,000
students enrclled in kindergarten through high school. The Catholic schools
enroll- an additional 30,000 students and 4,500 are enrolled in the independent
schools.

Forty school districts serve the state and range in size from 85 stu-
dents on Block Island to a high of 25,000 students in the City of Providence.
Within the state, school districts are conterminous with city and town bounda-
ries, with the exception of three regional districts. None of the districts
are fiscally- independent with the power to tax, thus all are dependent on the
governing bodies of the communities for approval of school budgets. The local
districts' share of the cost of school operations and maintenance is raised at
the same time and by the same property tax levy, as are funds for other muni-
cipal operations“

In 1971 the state ranked 22nd in the nation in per capita expenditures
for education and 24th in per capita statewide property tax revenues. In school
expenditures, however, Rhode Island ranked among the.leaders in the nation by ”

spending $1,075 per pupil in average daily membership in 1972-73, the tenth

highest in the country.




In keeping with the emphasis on the labor movement in the state, almost
all the public school teachers are represented by one of the two teachers'
organizations; these organizations are the Rhodekls1and Education Association
and the Rhode Island Federation of Teachers. The R.I.E.A. represents the
majority of school districts, while the R.I.F.T. represents the larger number
of teachers. ’

Due to the compactness of the state and the relatively small size of the
student population, the professional educators in the state are all well ac-
quainted with one another. State department staff, superintendents, and faculty
members at the state institutions of higher education almost all are on a first
name basis with each other. The advantage of this familiarity when introducing
a new concept, such as change An the financing system, is tremendous. Little
time must be expended in becoming acquainted with those whose.opin{onf must be

consulted and whose support is sought.

The Education Act of 1969

In 1965 the General Assembix took notice of the fact that the cost of
education was soaring higher and higher, and that no oné was too certain how
well Rhode Island was doing in providing quality education for its youth. From
1960 when the state aid formula was introduced until 1964, the state's share of
public education costs more than doubled. The increases in cost, the
General Assembly feTt, were not commensurate with an increase in quality.
Therefore, $25,000 in seed money was made évailable to explore the feasibi]ify

and practicality of making a comprehensive study of Rhode Island's education

-
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During the 1965 Legislative Session, a bill was passed establishing a
commission with thé formidable title, Rhode Island Special Commission to Study
the Entire Field of Education. To shorten the name, the Commission was most
frequently referred to as the Thibeault Commission after the se;ond chairman,
Joseph A. Thibeault, at that time the Representative from Cumberland. Funded
with $225,000 over a three year perioq,.the Commission was charged with
studying the broad field of education in Rhode Island. Two of the specific.
tasks assigned the group by the General Assembly were the investigation of
“the need for thé revision and modernization of the organizational and
financial structure of the school systems of the state" and "a review of the
present formula fof the disfribution of state funds for local education."

Under the guiding hand of Dr. Henry M. Brickell as Chief Consultant,
eleven reports were prepared and 269 recommendations were generated. At the
request of the Legislature, the first of the studies undertaken was an in-depth
analysis of the operation of the state aid formula. Drs. Charles S. Benson and
James A. Kelley jointly conducted the study, and.the recommendations from their
report were accepted by the Commission. Drafted fnto legislation, five recom-
mendations were introduced as a single successful bill in the 1967 Session.
Implemented in 1968, these changes included: |

1. redefinition of the wealth factor in the formula to include an
adjustment for community median family income.

2. exclusion of intangible personal property from the wealth factor.
3. reduction of the arbitrary factor in the formula, which governs

the average percentage of local support for education, from
0.7875 to 0.6500.




4. redefinition of average daily membership count to include
kindergarten students counted as one-half for each
actual child.

5. adcdition of Sections 4 and 5, which provide categorical a{d

for economically disadvantaged students and handicapped
students.

The Education Act of 1969 was a direct out-growth of the Commission's
work and much of the language in the acf was taken directly from the final
report Qf the Commission.* The most sweeping change instituted by the act was
the replacement of the state's two governing boards for education, the Board
of Trustees of State Colleges and the Board of Education, with a single Board
of Regents. A1l public education in Rhode Island from kindergarten through
graduate'schonl was placed under the control of a single board.

The act specified that a nominating panel must submit to the governor
no less than two nominations for each of the vacancies on the board. From the
list submitted to him, Governor Licht announced his selections of the nine
origiha] Regenfs on September 12, 1969. The list of Regents included - a
former governor, the former chairran of the Board of Education and three other
members of that defunct board; the treasurer of Governor Licht's successful
election campaign, -a member of the Governor's tax program promotion group, and
the vice-chairman of the Commission to Study the Entire Field of Education.
The group was bipartisan with at least three known Republicans; had one woman
_member and one b1ack. The Board initially looked to be prominent, knowledge-

able, and as if it had been selected on factors traditionally important in

Rhode Istand.

*Education in Rhode Island: A Plan for the Future, Final Report to the
General Assembly, Rhode Island Special Commission to Study the Entire Field
thf Education, June 1968.




Meeting first at the end of September 1969, the Regents were confronted
with the task of selecting a professional chief exe~utive, establishing the
scope of and procedures for operations, and determining the relationship be-
tween the Board and each of the agencies it was to govern.

. The question of how to best comply with a provision in the law, that
by January 1971 a school district reorgénizationa] plan would be forwarded.
from the Regents to the General Assembly for action, became a top priority item.
The course selected by the Regents entailed the delineation of a series of cri-
teria for formulating an acceptable plan to reorganize the state's school
districts. Groups interested in this subject were asked to react "constructively”
to the criteria, and a series of public hearings were schedulea to facilitate the
exchange of views between the Regents and the public.

At the six meetings held aruund the state over a six week period, the
Regenfs drew capacity crowds. The public made clear in no uncertain terms at
several of the méetings, that it was adamant--in wanting no part of regionaliza-
tion. The Regents were bombarded by angry,embittered speakers, who strongly
voiced their dissent toward any move to alter the existing district Tines or to.
bus students between districts. The Regents received more public feeling than
they had anticipated and the effect of this initfal excursion into trying to in-
volve thé public in policy decisions left a mark upon them.

For the next two years the Board of Regents continued to grappie with the
same problems which faced it at the out-set, with the exception of the seTection'
of a chief executive officer. Over time, the Regents were increasingly criti-
cized for their inabiiity to make decisions and to take action, and for their
propensity for becoming mired in trivia; while allowing the larger questions to

Q
IERJ!:unanswered or even unheeded. -

IToxt Provided by ERI
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THE ACTORS

The people who played a vole in the unfolding of the School Finance Study in
Rhode Island might be classified according to the extent to which they were
directly involved in the decision-making process. The individuals with a high
degree of responsibility for decisions 6n the sqﬁoo] finance issue are the major
actors in the production, and those whose contributions were primarily advisory
or ancillary are the supporting cast. In the descriptions that follow, no dif-
ferentiations are”drawn between the two t&pes, partially because this distinction
is not clear cut. It is frequently difficult to tell who advises and who decides.

For the reader who is unfamiliar with the Rhode Island scene, brief bio-
graphical sketches of the actors are included. By knowing something about the
-players, one may have a better feel for why the subsequent events described in

this paper occurred.

***Fred G. Burkex**

On January 1, 1971, Dr. Fred G. Burke became the first Commissioner of
Education named by the Board.of Regents. His academic credentials include a
B. A., magna cum laude, from williamSVCo1lege in 1953; graduate studies at
Princeton and Oxford; and a Ph. D. in Political Sciences from Princeton in 1958.
Dr. Burke has taught at Ohioc Wesleyan University, Syracuse University, and the
State University of New York at Buffalo, and while at Buffalo he served as the .
Dean of International Studiés. Dr. Burke 1s recognized internationally as an
expert on African government. :

Since coming to Rhode Island, Dr. Burke has expended his efforts towards

o'~veloping the State Department of Education into a viable organization capable
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of providing leadership to the educational institutions of the state. He has ably
combined his theoretical training in political science with his own intuitive po-
Titical acumen to accomplish change in the structure of education. The questioh
of educational governance and what it entails for all levels of education is of
prime concern to the Commissioner. The connection between educational funding
systems and governance is clear, and it is not surprising that he made this area a

prime target for immediate review with an eye towards reform.

***Dennis J. Roberts***

Dennis J. Roberts, as first chairman of the Rhode Island Board of Regents,
had a unique background for that position for as a life-long and successful poli-
tician, he has had a large measure of practical experience with state government.
Mr. Roberts has been Governor of Rhode Island (1951 to 1959), Mayor of Providence,
State Senator, State Democratic Party Chairman, and‘unsuccessfu] candidate for the
Democratic senatorial nomination in 1959. He has also served as a Delegate to the
United Nations, as Chairman of the Rhode Island Constitutional Convention, and as
Cha‘rman of the Providence Human Relations Commission. A graduate of Fordham
University and Boston University Law School, Mr. Roberts is senior pértner in the
law firm Roberts and Willey, Inc. in Providence.

During his tenure of office as Governor, Mr. Roberts expressed strong
support for the concept of regionalized or city-state government for Rhode Island.
Arguing that because of the compactness of the state and the small populatior, the
multiple divisions into which the state was divided were inefficient, he lobbied
strongly for the provision of services on a larger area basis.

Dennis Roberts has been accustomed to having pecple listen when he speaks,

and uses both his physical stature and voice to emphasize the importance of what
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he says. His political sensitivities are never far from the surface and, as
Chairman of the Board, he was always acutely aware of the political implications
of the Board's decisions and always openly expressed concern for how the public

would view these actions.

***Frank'Licht*f*

Frank Licht was el=2cted Governor of Rhode Island in41967 and served for
two terms untih 1972,‘when he chose not to seek another term. Prior to his
election as Governor, Mr. Licht served as an Associate Justice of the Rhode
Island Supreme Court and as a State Senator. He is a Demdcrat.

He graduated Phi Beta Kappa from Brown University'in 1938 and received his
LL.B. degree from Harvard. Active in many civic, charifab]e, religious, and
educational organizations,»hg is now a law partner in the firm of Letts, Quinn,
& Licht and during the last year delivered a series of lectures at Harvard
University.

A quiet and unassuming man, Governor Licht never looked the part of a
governior who enjoyed the social obligations of his job, the speech making or
glad-handing. He 1is known as an intellectual, fhough his scholarly approach was
always tempered with sound political strategy. His first term was marked by a
flow of new legislation from the executive branch primarily aimed at reorganiza-
tior of state government, including the Education Act of 1969. His second term

was marred because of necessity he instituted an income tax, despite his campaign

promise not to do so.
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***Philip W. Noel***

Philip W. Noel, Governor of Rhode Island, was formerly Mayor of‘warwick,
City Counci1han, an aide to Senator John 0. Pastore, and clerk to the Rhode
Island Constitutional Convention. The Governor is a 1954 graduate of .Brown
University and received his J. D. from Georgetown University in 1957.

Before his election as Governbr,.Noel served as the President of the
Rhode Island LFague of Cities and Towns. While he was mayor of the second
largest city ih the state, he became interested in the topic of school finance.
Hfs early views on this subject were incorporated into his campaign promises.

Excerpts from these statements include* -

Several recent court decisions may require an extensive
revision of the way we finance education in Rhode Island.
But even if the courts do not require a change, I believe
we must make a change because the present system is
unfair and ultimately self-defeating.

There are many serious questions that must be answered in
any consideration of a statewide teacher salary scale....
The governor already has appointed the members of a com-

mission to study the entire area of education finances.

I would ask this commission to also consider a formula to
implement this concept. '

Our older teachers have put in many years of dedicated
service, and they deserve a better retirement system.
Besides benefitting both the older teacher who wants to
retire and the young teacher who wants a position, a re-
duction in the teacher retirement requirements, possibly
to 30 years of service, would save the taxpayer money.

* Providence Evening Bulletin, I"P]edges Not Forgotten-or Carried Out,"
» 1973, page 1.




The Governor has a close working relationship with Commissioner Burke
which pre-dates his election. Both as mayor and Governor he has‘sought the
advice of the Commissioner on educational issues and the two men appear to have
a high degree of mutual respect for each other's abilities as leaders in their

respective fields.

***Robert A. Riesman***

The second and last Chairman of the Rhode Island Board of Regents,
established under the 1969 Act, was Robert A. Riesman. Mr Riesman is a highly
successful businessman whose governmental experience prior to his appointment
to the Board was primarily in an advisory capacity.

Active in many different religious and charitable organizations,

Mr. Riesman has been a member of the U. S. Department of Commerce's Industrial
Advisory Committee, the Board of Directors of the Development Corporation of
Israel, and Chairman of the United Fund. He serves as a director, trustee,
executive vice-president and president of several banks and corporations. In
1940 Mr. Riesman graduated cum laude from Harvard University. '

Mr. Riesman is a debcnair man who has fhe enviabie combination of an
attractive appearance, brains, and money. He is a close friend of Dennis
Roberts, and only rarely, if ever, did these two vote on opposite sides of an

jssue while serving on the Board.

***Thomas H. Belcher***

Governor Licht appointed Thomas Belcher as the Chairman of the
Governor's Commission on School Finance. Mr. Ee]cher is the Vice-President of
the Iadustrial National Bank in charge of Money Management. His qualification

Qfor‘ the appointment is based upon his expertise in municipal securities for

[ERJf:pita1 ediscational expenditures, which has been broadened by his experience

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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as Chairman of both the Foster Commission to Stud: the Year Round School and
the Foster Vocational School Committee.

A graduate of Pace Co]Tege.in 1957, with graduate training at the
Stonier Graduate School of Banking at Rutgers University, Mr. Belcher worked
with a public accountant consulting firm prior to his employment with the

Industrial National Bank.

***Henry W. Stevenson, Jr, ***

Henry W. Stevenson, Jr. was appointed to his present position as
Assistant Commissioner for Research, Planning, and Evaluation in the Rhode
Island Department of Education in January of 1971. Prior to joining the
Department, Mr. Stevenson had been employed for 25 years by the Rhode Island
Public Expenditure Council, a private organization dedicated to research in the
field of governmental financing. For seven years he served as the Executive
Director of the Council.

Mr. Stevenson received his B. A. from Brown University in 1938 and an
M. P. A. from the University of Rhode Island in 1970.

During his tenure with the Public Expenditure Council, Mr. Stevenson
did a great deal of research in the area of educational finance. He was one of
the prime supporters of the institution of the present percentage equalizing
"educational aid formula, which in 1960 replaced the categorical aid programs
then in existence. He also served as a consultant to the Commission to Study .
the Entire Field of Education (The Thibeault Commission).

While with the Department of Education, Mr. Stevenson has directed the
on-going study of school finance, and has brought to bear on the study his
extensive knowledge on both public financing problems and the intricacies of

Q
ERICrking within a political environment.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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***Cynthia V. L. Ward***

I was hired by Mr. Stevenson in the Summer of 1971 to assume tﬁe duties
and title of Education Research Specialist. Mr. Stevenson was familiar with my
work as a Research Associate tor the Commission to Study the Entire Field of
Education and knew that from that experience I had some familiarity with the
ways in which education was organized aﬁd managed in Rhode Island. In particular,
he thought that my aséociation with the fisca]‘study undertaken for the Com-
mission by Drs. James A. Kelly and Charles S. Benson wnuld be useful to the
Department.

My academic credentials are somewhat suspect for someone investigating
school finance. 1 graduated with a B. A. in Chemistry from Southern I1linois
University in 1957 and completed an Ed. D. at Harvard University in 1966. In
the interim I secured experience as a high school teacher and did advanced work
at Oxford University.

A large portion of my tihe since joining the Department has been spent
collecting data, analyzing a1fernatives, writing descriptive materials, aﬁd
answering questions on the funding of public schools. For me it has been an

experience that I would not 1ike to have missed.

***Robert A. Reutershan***

Robert A. Reutershan served as staff assistant in the Education
Department's Division of Reseérch, Planning, and Evaluation from September of -
1972 through the middle of January 1973. Prior to that time he had served as
a part-time intern fﬁ the Division for four months and as a full-time intern i
during the summer of 1972. Mr. Reutershan is a 1971 graduate of Colgate

University and received his Master's Degree in Public Administration in

Q
ERICie of 1973 from the University of Rhode Isiand.
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CHRONICLE OF EVENTS

In order to permit both the reader and the writer to analyze what has
happened in Rhode Island in respect to the developments in the full state funding
saga, it is iﬁperative that the events of this story be described in a logical
sequence. To achieve this purpose, the description section has been written in
three separate parts which represent the distinct phases of development. These

phases will be presented sequentislly and include these periods:
a) The Pre-Proposal Period
b) The Proposal Period
c) The Post-Proposal Period

The important. features and salient factors for each of these periods will
be presented and discussed in an effort to recoﬁstruct, as objectively and accu-
rately as possible, the setting in whizh the events transpi}ed. On the basis of
this relevant, though admittedly selected information, the reader can judge the

validity of the conclusions.




PRE-PROPOSAL PERIOD
July 1971 - December 1972

To appreciate what changes were later to be considered as possible
alternatives to the existing method for_fuqding elementary and secondary
education in Rhod2 Island, it is necéssary to examine the present system.

When the Board of Regents assumed their duties in'September of 1969,?§he%
inherited a method for state support to local digtricts of the percentage -
equalizing type, which is referred to as the State Aid Formula. A description
of this system is included for readers who are unfamiliar with either this
general type of state support system or for those interested in the specifics

of the Rhode Island version.

System for State Sﬁpport for School Operations
| With the exception of two minor categorical aid programs, Rhode Island
has'had since 1960-61 a single, comprehensive program. of the equalizing
percentagé type for state financial assistance to local districts for school
operations. Chapter 27, P.L. 1960, provides fhat the state will assume a
given proportion of the locally determined school expenditures without limits -
on the extent of these expenditures. One of the goals of this legislation is
.to preserve for the citizens of the local districts the right to determine the
Tevel of excellence of their schools and to provide the means to achieve this
excellence. The "open-ended" provision included in the Rhode Island law is
somewhat unique for state aid programs; its intent is to stimulate local initiative.

To be eligible for state support, each district must meet two proVisions
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of the law:

1. District must expend a minimum of $500 per pupil including state
aid. (Presently, no district approaches this low level of
spending, so that this provision poses no threat for discon-
tinuance of state funding. However, at the time of enactment,
the inclusion of this minimum did force some districts to

increasc the level of spending.)

2. A minimum teacher salary of $4,000 is mandated. (The actual
starting salaries in the districts far exceed this amount, so
the intent of the provision in the law to maintain salaries at

a reasonable level is negated.)

'The application of the state aid formula requires the determination
of district expenditures in which the state will share and a ratio which
répresents the degree of state assumption of these costs. To determine reim-
burseable expenditures, each.district reports expenditures for current operation
of the public schools on a form (Form 31) submi?ted to the State Departmént of
Education. The forms are checked for accuracy!by the State Department, but are
not audited. The decision as to what kinds of programs and functions are
appropriate educational expenses remains in the hands of the local school
cohmittees, and they, not'the state, establish the magnitude of the school
expendi tures.

Form 31 is submitted in late summer and presents an accounting of the
sums spent for the immediate preceding school year, called the reference year.
For example, in August 1972 the expenditures reported were for the reference

&ear 1971-72.
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Establishing the state share ratio involves several steps: Rather than
apply a standard ratio to all districts, regardless of wealth, this portion of
the state aid formula selectively determines the "fair share" of state support
for each district. However, some districts (eleven-bf forty in 1972} benefit
from a provision in the law which guarantees a minimum of a 30 percent reim;
bursement. In affluent districts, therefore, degrees of wealth do not affect
the state share ratio, and these districts receive thé 30 percent reimbursement
without regaré to the actual property valuation behind each child.

For all but the minimum (30 percent) districts, the state share ratio
is related to the comparison of the equalized weighted assessed valuation,
adjusted by median family income per resident pupil ir average daily member-
ship in the district, to the equivalent measures for the state. This portion of
the formula attempts to provide a strong, positive relationship between the ability
of the community to pay and the degree to which the state will share in provfding
funds for support of public schools.

In the actual computation process, the first step is to develop a standard
tax rate for the state which would be adeguate §0 raise sufficient funds to meet
the minimum mandated program of $500 expended per pupil. The following steps
| are. required to compute the standard tax rate:

1. The adjusted resident average daily membarship* for the state
is mu]piplied by $500, to which transportation costs are
added to yield the cost of the basic program.

2. The basic program is multiplied by an arbitrary constant (currently
fixed at 0.65); which represents the overall avefage statewide
local share of public school support, to determing the proportion

] -of the support to be provided from local Sources, i.e., the




property tax.

3. The cost of 65 percent of thé basic program (2) is divided by the
equalized weighted assessed valuation for the state to determine
the state standard tax rate. This value reflects the rate
required to raise sufficient funds fo provide for 65 percent of the
basic sqhooi program.

The state share ratio utilizes the state's standard tax rate and the

local wealth éactor (ewav) to determine the proportionate local-state share.

These steps are required:

1. Find the cost of the local basic program by multiplying the number
of pupils in resident average daily membership by the mandated
minimum program and add transportation costs.

2. Apply the state standard tax rate to the local adjusted equalized
weighted assessed valuation to determine the local share which
is produced by the state standard rate.

3. The difference between the coét of the 16ca1 basic program and
the‘lbca1 share produced by the state standard fate, divided by
the cost of the basic program, yields that proportion of the basic
program which will be provided by the state. This factor is
known as the state share ratio.

To ascertain the actual state entitlement due to the district, the state _

share-ratio for the district is applied to the approved disfriét expenditures

for the reference year. Net expenditures are determined by subtracting received
tuitions, federal aid tc impacted districts funds (P.L. 874), other federal aid,
and miscellaneous incomes froﬁ the total gross expenditures for school operations

© 5 reported on Line 90 of Form 31).
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In algebraic form, the present state aid formula would appear --

G
Where:
G
E
T
t
ewav
EWAY
radm
RADM
X

) -
.

ewav
(radm x $500)+ t

EWAV
(RADM x $500)+ T

State share entitlement to the district

Approved net expenditures for the district for the reference year
Transportation Eost for all districts

Transportation cost for individual districts

Equalized weighted assessed valuation adjusted by a factor which
represents the relq:ionship of the median family income of the
community to median family income of the state as a whole
Equalized weighted assessed valuation for the state

Resident average daily membership fof the district

Resident average daily membership for the state

Arbitrary constant denoting the overall average community share ratio,
presently set at 0.65

Sections IV and V of Chapter *£0 (P.L. 1967) provide categorical aid to

disadvantaged pupils and handicapped pupils. Tneée sections were included to

provide some financial relief for the urban-industrial communities which have a

disproportionate number of these pupiis. Two million dollars is appropriated

-

annually for distribution to the districts according to the latost known ratio

of Title I [Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-1Q§]entit1ement

pupils in a district to the total Title I entitlement pupils in the state.
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The Title 1 entitlement pupils are determined by a count of children of_Tow

income families, in foster homes, and in families receiving Aid to Families

with Dependent Children. The Department of Education is responsible for computing
- the ratios for the distribution of this money.

Categorical aid for the handicapped is established at one million dollars

annually. The money is to be used to assist local school districts to expand
“programs and/or help defray the costs of existing programs. The allocations

to each distrfct are based upon the ratio which the number of handicapped childfen

in the district bears to the totg] number of handicapped pupils in the state. An

annuii1 census is conducted by the Department of Education to determine the number

of students in each district who are classified as handicapped.*

Contemplated Changes to Present System

Certain aspects of the existing state support system have long incurred the
displeasure of state legislators. The open-ended featuré was made a provision of
the law to stimulate local initiative to provide creative, innovative educational
programs and to insure Jocal determination of spending levels. This provision
places a burden upon the state to match local spending according to the state
share ratib level, as determined by the formula, without permitting the legislature
to play any part in deciding the actual level of spendfng. The charge that, "they
(the local districts) have the say whi]e_we‘(the state legislature) must pay," is

a frequently heard complaint, especially as the end of a legislative session

*A suit brought by the Rhode Island Society for Autistic Children, Inc. against
the Board of Regents and several heads of various state departments may have a
significant impact on future allocat’ uns of funds under this statute. The suit
charges that due process and equal protection have been denied to many students
placed in special education classes. The results of this case may cause altera-
© ins in the number of students in special education classes in the state.
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approaches and additional state fundé are needed to provide adequate matching
monies. The difficulty of correctly estimating what funds will be necessary
to meet the state's share of school operations costs is also a headache for the
legislature. The actual expenditure figures for the reference year on which
reimbursement is made are available in August, while the 1égis]ature usually
adjourns in May. The early estimates of local expenditures on which the initial
budget figure is based have, in the last few years, proved to be too low. The
necessity for a special appropriation coupled with the high cost of the program
does little to endear the state aid system of school support to the legislature.
State Tegislators took on the open-ended issue in their long 1971 session
with hopes of finding some way of curtailing this spending. They were dis-
appointed.
Governor Licht, too, expressed concern on this issue, and in his 1969

inaugural address he stated:

Rhode Island is faced with serious fiscal problems.

Over the past few years our citizens have been

witness to a staggering increase in expenditures

of state government. If these expenditures con-

tinue unchecked, the fiscal integrity of the state

will be seriously threatened.

The facts are these: The staté operates under open-

ended spending legislation, principally in the

areas of aid to local schools, public assistance

and medical assistance. Furthermore the fiscal re-

quirements for higher education have escalated beyond

original projections . . . The spiralling cost of

health care and the very formula under which the state

medicaid program is administered make it impossible

to project an accurate budget in that area. ‘

Later in his administration, the Governor changed his mind and expressed

~ the opinion that placing a ceiling on qpen-ended spending merely would redirect




the pressure to another quarter. He emphasized his belief that the freezing
of school aid would shift the cost of education from state taxes to local
property taxes.

Accompanying these concerns about the system for distributing state
aid was the continually spiralling cost of education. Costs rose from $16 millicn
in state aid to local districts for school operations in 1963 to $65 million in
1973, a rise far in excess of combined effects of inflation and growing student
populations. As costs mounted, the legislature pressed the educational
establishment‘to defend these increases and to investigate means to reverse
or at least slacken the trend.

The most direct link of the legislature with the operation of schools is
through the State Department of Education. It was through this channel that the
legislature, in the person of Senator Francis P. Smith, Chairman of the State
Finance Committee, made clear an interest in this issue to Henry W. Stevenson, Jr.,
Assistant Commissioner for the Division of Research, Planning, and Evaluation.

" Mr. Stevenson, because of his broad experieﬁée in the field of public finance,
as a result of 25 years with the Rhode Island Public Expenditure Council, was
uniquely prepared to assume the task of grappling with this problem. One of his
first concerns upon assuming his role in the Department in January of 1971 was to
identify the school finance issue as a major area for investigation.

In an interview with Mr, Stevenson,” he recalled three primary reasons

*Mr. Stevenson was interviewed and his comments were taped by Robert Reutershan
on May 31, 1973.
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that he made the choice. He listed these reasons --

1) The concern of the people in the General Assembly and in the
state administration relative to the mandated increase
brought about by the cperations of the present school
gid formula.

2) The requirements in law (Title 16-7-33) that the operations
of the state aid act be periodically examined for
possible improvement. )

3) As . result of the requirement in the 1969 Education Act that
the Board of Regents report to the Legislature recommenda-
tions on the number and size of school districts, the con-
sultant firm of Engelhardt and Engelhardt, Inc. was
retained in 1970 to investigate the probiem. The
Engelhardt report* inciuded a section by Joseph M. Cronin
in which the suggestion was made that a possible change in
the method of state financing of public schools might be
worth considering. This stimulated #nterest on the part
of the Commissioner, who thought that a study of alterna-
tives of financing education should precede any considera-
tion for the establishment of new school regions.

As early as July 1971, Mr. Stevenson aséigned the task of exploring and

evaluating possible modifications or alterations to the state aid formula to me,

as my first assignment as a member of the research staff.

&"MNew Patterns for Public Education in Rhode Island," Volume 2, Engelhardt and
FRIC:ngelhardt, Inc., April 1971, pages 29-32.
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Aternate Models for Allocating State School Ald

Stemming from the identificaticn of public school finance as a major
research problem, an investigation of the state aid fermula was undertaken.
By August 1971, six different models were proposed for Departmental review.
Each of these models is described briefly, as a way of indicating the thinking
of the Research staff after the study had been underway for a month.

Model 1 State aid formula to remain essentially unchanged

Model Ia - Retain the present formula intact, and eliminate
the basic minimum 30 percent aid provision; each
district would be given its "fair share" as
computed from the formula.

Model II - Limit the reimbursements permitted under the
school afd formula by specifying which items
and services would be eligible for inclusion.

Model Ila - Realizing that some line items of school expend-
itures are regularly reduced when budgets are
tight (for instance instructional material),
supplementary grants would be earmarked for these
expenaitures to offset a depressed level of spending.

Model II1 - Exclude from reimbursement those special programs
which tend to inflate st¢hool costs (e.g. handi-
capped, disadvantaged, special education, voca-
tional education, 2duit education, etc.), and
fund these programs directly from the State budget.

Identify those programs and services which could be
most economically and effectively provided by the

state, and fund these directly from the state budget.
This model is explicitly linked to reorganization of
districts and could logically be a primary step in this
direction. Some services to be so funded might include:
transportation, purchasing of supplies and equipment,
food services, and data processing.

Mcdel Illa

Model IV - Retain the open-end provision for all expenditures
in the category of “Instruction” and make a flat
allotment on a per pupil basis for all other

[ERJ!:‘ expenditures.




-au-

Model V- Eliminate the state school aid formula and substitute
flat grants to the districts on a per pupil basis.
Grants could be of varying magnitudes for different
student populations. Assuming that a given amount
of mcney is available from the State to support
education at the local level, this money would be
distributed between districts according to the number
of pupils in average daily membership. To reinstate
the equalization factor into this grant system all monies
for local education both from income and property taxes
would be collected on an equalized statewide basis.
Wealthy and poor communities alike would pay their
appropriate share, and each comiunity would have the
option of funding educational activities at a higher
rate if they so choose by raising additional funds at
the local level.

Model VI -  Fund local school districts based on attainment of
desired outcomes. Having structured statewide
objectives for education, districts which could
demonstrate that these goals were being met would
be rewarded, thus making education & competitive
business.

Each proposed mode! was accompanied by a 1isting of probable advantages
and disadvantages which might result on implementation, and a suggested study
program for investigating the feasibility of each.

The decision was made within the Department that all the suggested
models shot1d be considered and, that prior to judging the suitability of each, a
cost analysis of each model was required. Therefore, a data collection effort
was mounted to secure the necessary iviformation to test the fiscal requirements
of the proposed possibilities, To achieve this end, the models were spelled
out in sufficient detail that data could be secured and an analytical program
written for each model, Eventually, 35 separate possibilities were defined and
categorized into three types by the Research Section. The three different

classifications of modifications and the specific changes necessary for implementa-

tion are listed on the following pages.




-9~

Type I - Modifications Which Require No Change in the Basic Format of the
State Aid Formula

1. Change the puril base frecm RADM to school district's total
population count.

Weight the pupil base by counting "economically disadvantaged"
pupils as more then one. (1.5 and 2.0 were used)

[ ]

3. Weight the pupil base by countirg "educationally disadvantaged"
pupils as more than one. (1.5 ard 2.0 were used)

4, Lower the arbitrary formula factor from 0.65 to 0.60 and 0.50.
5. Eliminate the guaranteed minimum of 3U perceit.

6. Increase the guarenteed minimum to 35 percent.

Type 11 - Elimination of Special Programs and/or Services from the Formula

1. Eliminate all instructional salaries from reimbursement
formula and fund as state allocation.

2. Eliminate all instructional and administrative salaries
from reimbursement formula and fund as state allocation.

3. Eliminate all instructional and administrative salaries
and associated fringe benefits (retirement, federal social
security, health insurance, 1ife insurance, etc.) from the
reimbursement formula and have the state assume these costs.

4. Eliminate from local educational expenditures all contributions
to the teachers' retirement fund supplied from local revenues.

5. State assumption of program costs for special education students.
6. State assumnption of vocational education pregram costs.

7. State assumption of costs for transporting students.

8. State assumption of food service costs. .

9. State assumption of health services costs.

10. State assumption of expenditures for data processing services.

11. State assumption of the cost of evening schools and summer
schools.

12. State assumption of the costs for special services (i.e.
transportation, food, hgalth, data processing, and evening
and summer schools).




13. State assumption of costs for auxiliary agencies.

14. Restriction of reimbursement formula to instructional costs
only, with the provision of a flat grant to cover other
expenditures.

15. State assumption of instructional salary and benefit costs,
reimbursement for other instructional costs, and a flat grant
for other expenses.

16. Limit reimbursements to a given percentage of the state
average per pupil expenditure.

17. Limit reimbursement to a given percentage of the district
expenditures for the year prior to the reference year.
Type IIl - Substitution of Other Types of Funding Systems for the Percentage
Equalizing Formula
1. Replace formula with a simplified version.
2., Replace formula with an equalization grant based upon a
weighted measure of student need.

The primary reason for going through the exercise of listing each of these
considered alternatives is to indicate the breadth of the information required to
evaluate the results of each, in terms of costs. Much of the data were available
in the Department and needed only to be secured, checked, and prepared in the
correct format. The fiscal reporting form [}Form 31) required of each district
by July 31st each year provides the data which are the basis on which the state
entitlement for the district is ca]cu]ateéj was an invaluable source of information.
From the sample form in Appeni®:t A it is clear that data on expenditures according
to function are readily available. It is at times like these that one is extremély
lucky to be working in a state with only 40 separate school districts, for the
tedium of & task of this type would be unbearable for all but the true devotee of

figures if many more districts were involved. The time and mental anguish required
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to insure that the correct figures were recorded and that equivalent data were
secured, due to the fact that the districts are not uniform in their reporting
procedures, Was'not incidental. Since Form 31 is not audfted (it is only a
reporting form), strict recording procedures are not enforced; for reimbursement
purposes it makes little difference in which column the figures are placed so
long as the total is correct. However, when the cost by function is the issue,
careful reading of the forms, the postulating of reasonable assumptions, and
checking back'with individual districts is necessary,if the figures are to be
within a reasonable error range.

In addition to the data available on local expenditures from From 31,
other types of required information were collected from a variety of sources.

A summary indicating data type anu source is recorded in Table I.
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- - TABLE I

Data Requirements for Proposed Alternatives

1970-1

Type of Data

Source of Data

~rocal expenditures for school operation by
function (1970-71)

Form 31 - Public School Finance
R.1. Department of Education, 1970-71

.Eharncteristics of the professional staff
‘n the local districts

—

Teacher Certification Permanent Record and
Annual Teacher Survey (See Appendix B)
R.1. Department of Education

osts for providing programs for different
<wypes of special education students

Information on costs compiled 1968,
updated to 1970-71
R.1. Department of Education

iumber of special education students by
"ype in each district

Annual Census of Special Education Students
R.1. Department of Education 1970-71

Cstimates of costs of school lunch programs

Communique from the Coordinator of

1970-71

"School Food Services

R.1. Department of Education

~ost estimates of health insurance plans
for professional personnel in each district

Communique from Rhode Island Blue Cross
and Blue Shield -~ October 1971

Population count estimated for school districts

U.S. Census -~ 1970

Title 1 count of economically disadvantaged
students

Information provided by the R.1. Department
of Education - Title 1 Office - 1970-71

Testing results used to estimate edu-
¢ tionally disadvantaged students

R.1. Department of Education ~ Statewide
Testing Program - 1970-77

Toacher retirement contributions

,1. Department of Administration
970-71

. »timated cost of vocational education
program

Consultation with research staff member
completing an analysis of vocational education
costs

R.1. Department of Education - 1970-71
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From the time the original data for 1970-71 were available in late
August until the necessary facts were accumulated to run the cost estimates,
hours of both secretarial and professional staff time were spent compiling the
figures. By late October 1971, the first computer analyses were made and by
hand checking the results on a sampling basis the programming was refined untit
useable results were produced by mid-December;

The computer print out* was designed to show the calculated estimated
cost of each of the alternatives for 1970-71 and to compare this cost both
in absolute and percentage terms with the true state reiﬁbﬁrsement expenditures
for 1970-71. In all of these calculations federal funds were removed before
any of the data were submitted for analysis, so that only state and local
funds are part of the consideration -- the rationale for this being that federal
funds would remain the same regardless of the state system of funding, and

therefore could be eliminated as a simplification step.

A Question of Equity

While work was underway‘to generate and evaluate possible modifications
to tho Rhode Istand funding system, events outside our borders occurred which
had a significant impact upon our next step. On August 31, 1971, the California
State Supreme Court in a 6-to-1 decision held that the California system of
financing public school education violated the equal protection provision of the
14th Amendment of the Federal Constitution. This landmark decision and the

others that foliowed in late 1971 and 1972 were to have a decided effect in

*A photo- -copy of a sample of the data display format for these runs is
thcluded in Append1x C.
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detérmining which of the alternatives would be seriously considered. Although
thé Rhode Island Departme%t of Education had originally addressed the problem of
public school finance prior to the Serrano decision, this decision both reduced
the necessity of considering as many diffefent ptans for distributing funds, and

highlighted fhe necessity of considering the equity of the methods by which

funds were raised.
The consideration of the equal protection argument, as it applies to
education, neéessitated an examination of the Rhode Island Constitution. One

early analysis* of this issue by a staff member of the Research Section lead to

the following conclusion:

The Rhode Island Constitution places an injunction on all
the people which should be heeded constantly.

Section 1. The diffusion of kncwledge, as well as of
virtue, among the people, being essential to
the preservation of their rights and liber-
ties, it shall be the duty of the general
assembly to promote public schools, and to
‘adopt all means which they may deem necessary
and proper to secure to the people the
advantages and opportunities of education.

Section 2. A1l free governments are instituted for
. the protection, safety and happiness of the
peopie. Al1 laws, therefore, should be made
for the good of the whole; and the burdens
of the state ought to be fairly distributed
among its citizens.

Two major problems, neither of which are intrinsically educa-
tional but have overriding political implications, have re-~
stricted the expansion of equal educationa! opportunities to all
youth of Rhode Island. Hangovers from political decisions of
the nineteenth century, they hamper the development of state
educational policy and the sincere efforts of chief school ad-
minictrators and dedicated school committees, who attempt to
create meaningful educational experiences for youth who will
spend their adulthood in the twenty-first century.

O :idward F. Wilcox, "Constitutional Considerations For School District
'Eﬂ%gig%eorganization".
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So0lution of the problems of distributing the burden of supporting
public education fairly among all the citizens of the state and
creating school administrative areas in Rhode Island large enough
to support a full, varied and complete educational program to
meet the individual needs of all youth in an efficient and
economic manner are major goals of the Board of Reger’s.

This document suggests the constitutional ground which might
compel a state to create within its boundaries school districts
which will act as the vehicles for meeting these goals.
Constitutional considerations suggest that taxpayers or
parents of school children may have.a right to compel the

"state to create school government structures which will not by
their very nature or size, deprive one group of a benefit
accorded the other.

Interpretation?of the Fourteenth Amendment suggests that
states may be required to reorganize school districts because:

I Indirect Discrimination

The equal protection clause may be violated when
a state creates school districts wherein the
curricula in one districtareiess relevant to
students' needs and experiences than another
district or the teachers are less responsive

to the student needs and inequalities of equal
educational opportunity exist (for example,
subject matter offerings and uniform texts.)

IT  School Committees and Voting Rights

If local school boards can be viewed as rep-
resenting their electors in the working out

of a state-wide legislative function, school
district reapportjonment may be constitution-
ally required. The legislature, having crea-
ted a unique quasi-legislative state-wide
elected forum for the development of the
state's educational policy, is therefore

bound to establish school districts of roughly
equivalent population.

Because of the political sensitfvity of the state toward even exploring

the possibilities of the reorganization of school districts, as evidunced by the

O
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Regents initial sally into this issue and the unwillingness of the Commissioner
and other members of the Department to jeopardize the chances of public school
fiscal reform by tying this concept direﬁt]y to district reorganization, arother
course of action was selected. This course, which lead to The Proposal, is

summarized in the next section.

IN-REVIEW

The Pre-Proposal Period, extending over the six months from the summer
of 1971 until the winter, was characterized as the exploratory phase of this
project. During this period new personnel were becoming acquainted with the
operation of the Department, the issue of school finance, and each othér;
data resources were located and tapped; and events relating to this issue in
other states were'nbted and commented upon by both those in and out of the

educational profession. The stage was set.
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THE PROPQOSAL PERICD
December 1971 - April 1972

The interest blossoming in Rhode Island on the school finance issue is
typified in these excerpts from an editorial which appeared in the Providence
Journal on December 8, 1971.

Anger in Rhode Island over public school costs comes
from placing these costs alongside the over-burdened
Tocal property tax. The mood we suspect, would change,
if the rising costs were measured according to a much

more substantial tax base, as, for instance, a state-
wide equalized education *ax.

It isn't that poor localities are asking a concession
from their rich neighbors in this situation; rather
they seek mutual recognition of the right of equal
opportunity..... for public education of high quality.
Once a firm commitment is made to this purpose, then
there is an opening for calm and intelligent debate
over what should be elements of a fair formula for
state-wide equalization tax.*

Against this backdrop a conference was planned by the Rhode Island
Association of School Superintenderis, the Curriculum Research and Development
Center of the University of Rhode island, and the State Department of Education
for January 20, 1972 at the Quidnessett Country Club. The topic of the conference

was "Alternative Finarcing of Education".

The Conference

In mid-December as the conference was planned, an impressive group of

speakers was asked to appear, including nationally known figures as well as

*Providence Journal, December 8, 1971, page 62.
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Rhode Islanders. Speaking to the issue of the rational perspective on school
finance were Senator Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island; Or. John Ottina, U.S.
Deputy Commissioner of Education for Manéaement; and Dr. Joel Berke*, then of the
Brookings Institution in Washington. DOr. Fred G. Burke and Joseph Oakie, then
the Vermont Commissioner of Education, were to represent the states' perspective
and Philip W. Noel, at that time lMayor of Warwick and President of the Rhode
Island League of Cities and Towns, was to speak as a chief executive of a city
that applied state financing plans to.a specific school budget.

The number of invited participants to this conference was reasonably
small and included the superintendents of all forty schcol districts, the
members of the Board of Regents, the presidents of the three state institutions
of higher education, selected members of the State Department of Education, and
a few selected guests. The total number in attendance was less than 80.

Commissioner Burke made the decision that he would take this opportunity
to make a substantive speech, bringing several of his critical concerns for
education together.in a single presentation. He called upon the research
staff to expand upen an idea for the support of public schools which had been
taking shape out of the confused array of alternatives, and which had been
altered in light of the court decisions.

When asked why he decided to surface this controversial proposal in this
manner, Dr. Burke recounted that he had talked with his staff about the court

»

decisions and was concerned about what might happen in Rhode Island if the

*It should be noted that Joel Berke is a friend and a former student of Commissioner
Burke's in addition to being one of the nationally recognized experts in the field
of school finance. His strongly held views on the necessity of establishing
more equitable systems for public school support are well documented.

O
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courts found our law unconstitutional, for we had made no provision to cope with
that situation. He went on to explain, “this led tc an attempt on ry part to
utilize my prior cxperience as a scholar to develop a position paper which would
set forth the situation, as I saw it, which I considered a crisis. . . . The
purpose was to bring the issue into the open."*

Christmas week, with its merriment and general laxity, slowed the yroject
to a halt, but by the first week of the new year a document had been prepared
by the Research Section entitlied "Financing Public School Operations - Tentative
Suggestions." The contents of this document included a brief recounting.of the
present status of the Rhode Island funding system for public schools in terms of
equity and proposed alternatives for raising and distributing revenue fer
education, Within the revenue reising section the topics for discussion
encompassed: total reliance on the income tax, implementation of a statewide
property tax on all property, use of residential property tax alone to raise school
funds from tocal sources, a shift vrom heavy reliance on local funds to a
greater reliance on state revcnue, removal of miscellaneous tax revenues
distributed by the state to local communities, and a power equalizing proposal.
Discussed under the distribution of revenues were the possibilities of funding
according to student needs, using cost differentials based on pupil weightings
and a per pupil grant scheme, and funding of special services directly from
state sources (such as - transportation and professional salaries and benefits).
The fiscal impact of each possibility was examined in terms of its effect upon :

the state and on seven Sample déstricts chosen to reflect selected characteristics

*Taped interview of Dr. Burke by Robert Reutershan, June 6, 1973.

O
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known to be crucial in school financing in Rhode Island. A majority of theze
suggestions were incorpovated as one of the four sections of the Commissioner's
speech, “Some Tentative Proposals for the Finance and Management of Education
in Rhode Island.”*

Conmissioner Burke sent copies of the speech, which came from the press
on the very morrning of the conference, directly to Governor Licht and the

members of the Board of Pegents,

The Burke Plan for Statewide Funding

Before turning to a consideration of the impact of the stétewide funding
proposal, it is important to summarize the basic components of the plan, as
it was firit presented in public on January 20, 1972. Paraphrasing from an
article that appeared in the Providence Evening Bulletin on that day, the
Commissioner of Education's proposal (dubbed from the beginning as the "Burke
Plan") would result in a “"fundamental rebuilding of Rhode Island's structure
for financing public school operations.” In a set of suggestions with far
reaching implications, it was proposed that the entire cost of public
elementary and secondary schooi operations be borne equally by a new state-
wide property tax and an increased personal income tax. Dr. Burke advocated
that the state establish a uniform salary scale for all teachers and
administrators, handle all tecacher contract negotiations and assume all
costs of pupil transportation, and that the “weighted pupil" technique
be used to distribute other funds. Rhode Island public schools receive nearly
two-thirds of their support from local property taxes and approximately one
third from the state (exclusive of federal support); the "Burke formulz”
o'"Some Tentative Proposals for the Finance and Management of Education in

[-R]Chode Island," Fred G. Burke, State Department of Education, January 20, 1972,
ammmm opy included in Supplementary Materials.




-43-

would revise thesc proportions so that the state shared the cost roughly 59-50
with local governments. The key to the proposal would be the new statewide
property tax; the statewide levy would be a uniform rate applied to each city
and town. The plan would mean sharp redirections in the local property tax rate
for education - reductions of up to 40 percent in some communities, while
property tax increases would occur in sdme of the more affluent cities and towns.
The state personal income tax rate would rise from the present 15 percent of the
federal fncome tax to more than 20 percent uader this proposal, to raise the
other half of the required funds.

Dr. Burke reviewed the present state formula for aiding school districts
and noted that it was regarded as the third best system in the nation in terms of
equalizing spending (NEFP assessment). However, he indicated that this was not
good enough.

The Commissioner, speaking on the subject of school district regionaliza-
tion, also suggested that school districts with less than 5,000 pupils "gannot
effectively provide quality education" and that the Department might recommend
consolidatior of such districts over a period of several years.

The proposal, according to Dr. Burke, was designed to promote a "dialogue"
atross the whole range of Rhode Island's public school financial questions. He
hoped such dialogue would lead to "a consensus for educational reform," which
would encourage fundamental revisions in the state‘s educational finance laws by
the General Assembly. "

It {s important to note that the same news article reported that the Com-

missfoner had made clear that these proposals were his own responsibility, and

O
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not those of the Board of Regents or the Depaftment of Cducation. He did,
however, credit the Department's researchers with helping to develop his
data.*

This story, as it presented the factr to the public, was essentially
accurate, a result facilitated by a news briefing for 8rian Dickinsor, the
reporter, on the evening preceding the conference by Commissioner Burke and
myself, and the reporter's presence at the conference.

The reception the Commissioner's speech received was one of cautious
curiosity,and immediate interest was shown in the effects of the proposal
upon individual districts, not just the seven used for illustrative pur-
poses. The participants were informed that the development of a computer
program to analyze the cost effects upon all districts was underway by the
Division of Research, Planning, and Evaluation, and that these results
would be distributed as soon as they were completed.

The predictable issues of local control and the problem of mainte-
nance of "light-house" schools were raised during course of the questfoning
period. However, ttate education sources said firmly "that the plan should
not be construed as an attempted power grasp or a move toward eliminating
the voice of local school committees in school operations." From the be-
ginning, one of the basic goals of the plan was to maintain all decision-
making authority at the lowest leveél of management able to deal with whatever

questions were raised.

*Providence Evening Bulletin, "Burke Suggests State Tax to Run Public
Szhools," - January 20, 1372, page 1, by-line - Brfan Dickinson,
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The dinner sgeaker at the conference, then Mayor of Warwick and now
Governor Philip K. Noel, termed Dr. Burke's proposal a "courageous step" and
said that the Rhode Island teague of Cities and Towns should "stand with
Dr. Burke and urge people to put aside resistance to change."

A headline in the evening paper of January 21, 1972 proclaimed
"Burke Proposal Haited by Noel; Other Politicians More Cautious."* Speaker
of the House Joseph A. Bevilacqua declined to make an appraisal of the
proposal until Governor Licht presented his special message on educaticn to
the General Assembly, while House Majority Leader Rep. Frederick Lippitt said
that, though he favored the proposal in principle, he had not had enough time

to study it in depth.

An editoriai in the Providence Evening Bulletin on January 21, 1972,

lauded the Commissioner for his "boldly imaginative proposal” and suggested
that "the plan could be expected to generate opposition in some geographic
and educational areas.” It reminded the readers of the Board of Regents
abortive attempt in 1970 to reach an acceptable stand on possible reorganiza-
tion of school districts and suggested that total state assumption of school
finance might well generate opposition based again on fear of the 1oss of
local control of edugation.**

Another story in the Sunday paper of that same week agafn explained
the basic component of the plan and quoted the Commissioner's comments. The

final paragraph of this story stressed the point that ©r. Burke did not claim

* providence Evening Bulletin, January 21, 1972.

Q" *Providence Evening Bulletin, £ditorial “Dr. Burke’s Remedy,"
E}iig;danuary 21, 1972, page 18.
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that his paper should be taken as a definitive document, but rather that he
had prepared it 3s a point of departure foir discussion and that he ac-
knowledyged that more statistical work was needed before the full impact of
the proposal could be evaluated.*

Another source of comments on the proposal was submitted to Dr. Burke
on a personal basis by one district school board chairman. This assessment
is an example of what many people were thinking, but few expressed openly,
when the proposal was presented. Quoting directly from the text --

First let me say that this proposal exhibits
the boldness and imagination that have become the
hallmark of the Commissioner. I think it is a
sincere, viable and provocative proposal and I am
sure will generate much heat and I hope some
1ight.

History has shown that anyone who dares to
introduce, espouse, extend, annd or in any way
fool around with the income tax in Rhode Island -~

no matter how real the need or how noble the
cause ~- has a very short public half life.

Many other problems were touched upon in this review, such as whether
shifting the tax burden from property to income provides any relief, will-
ingness of wea]thy d1str1cts to help finance education across the state,
necessity of providing some means whereby wealthy districts could spend more
if they chose, and the question of the relationship beiween money spent and
the quality of education. The total product was an insightful probe into
the weaknesses and practical limitations of the plan.** Few others took
efther the time or the trouble to analyze the plan or to think through ifs

implications.

* Providence Sunday Journal, "A Far-Reaching New Plan on Financing Schools,"
Q  January 23, 1972, page G-4.

cm==m=s«x persona) communication to Fred G. Burke.
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However, the Department of Education was flooded with requests for
the Commissioner's speech. The imposing length, some 59 pages in the com-
plete text, made it difficult to have sufficient copies prepared quickly
to meet the demand. As a partial solution to the problem of making the
basic ideas of the plan available quickly, a single page fact sheet was
compiled which contained a statement of the problem, the goals for the
plan, and threec alternative possibilities for both the distribution and
raising of revenues for education. Rather than summarize the contents of
this single sheet, a copy has been inserted in Appendix D. This sheet was
produced in mass quantity the week after the proposal was presented and
was distributed throughout the Spring of 1972 to pecple seeking information
of. the statewide funding proposal. Two printings of 500 copies each were
made of this sheet and almost 1,000 copies have been distributed to people
across the state.

There was no question that some people thought initiation of a con-
cept as broad as this cne on school finance was beyond the role of the
Commissioner and should have been raised instead by the Board of Regents or
the Goveriior. In his own words, the Commissioner refuted this charge. "My
own feeting is that, in addition to the obligation laid down by the Board
of Regents and those imherent in the Act (1969 Education Act), anyone
charged with state education systems has the implicit responsitility to pro-

vide leadership to suggest alternatives to achieving certain ends."*

o Interview, op. cit., June 6, 1973.
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When asked whether he would do if differently, if he had it to do over
again, the Commiséioner replied, '

I am not sure. I think the seguence
of events and timing of the presentation of
the paper might have been improved. The
idea to me was utterly essential; it had to
emerge; it had to surface. The time, I
thought, was right for it, and I was con-
vinced, as a professional, that educational
reform in the state reguired this and I was
searching for a way to surface this idea,
so that it would become an jssue in the
state. [ wanted to avoid taking a path
which had any risk of it becoming aborted.
Therefore, rather than developing a De-
partment position, where some of the fdeas
might have been shot down as part of the
management team process nr of taking it to
the Regents as a position paper seeking
support, where there were very good chances
that it would have been shot down despite
the support it might have had elsewhere,
the alternative was to find a platform. I
thought the closed conference with the
Regents invited might be a good time to
explore this area. It got more publicity
than I thought it might, which made it con-
troversial. This may have had an effect
upon my effectiveness, thereafter, with
some of the members of the Board of Regents.
But, conceivably, if I had it to doc all over
again, there might have been a better way,
although at the moment, I cannot conceive
of it -- to have my cake and eat it too.




-49-

Workshop on Financing Public School Education in Rhode Island

Stemming from an immediate reaction to the proposal voiced by
Edward R. Martin, Chairman of the Rhode Island Association of School
Superintendents, in his roie as toastmaster at the Quidnessett meeting
that the proposal "deserves some real study”, the Department pledged to
arrange a forum in which the proposal could be openingly discussed. At a
meeting with Superintendent Martin during the last week in January, it was
decided that a workshop should be held to provide the opportunity for peo-
ple to learn more about the plan and express their opinions on its merits.
Wednesday,lApri1 5, 1972, was chosen as a date for the workshop which would
allow the Department sufficient time to prepare exp]anatory materials and
the cost analysis of the effect of the plan on each district, and which was
compatible with school calendars.

The workshop was sponsored jointly by the Division of Educational
Studies at Rhode Island College, which provided the meeting space and
handled the technical arrangements, the Curriculum Research and Development
Center of the University of Rhode Island, which paid the cost of the simula-
tion activity, and the Rhode Island Association of School Superintendents
which, through its newsletter, encouraged its members to attend. A steering
committee composed of a representative from each of these groups, included:
Dr. Jack L. Larsen, Rhede Island College, Dr. Robert W. MacMillan, University
of Rhode Island, Superintendent Edward R. Martin, East Providence Public

Schools, and myself, planned the program and assembled the invitation list.




Those invited to attend inc1gded superintendents, legislators, members of
the Board of Regents, teacher organization representatives, municipal offi-
cials, college educators, citizens' groups, students, and others. From the
170 invitations that were sent, -approximately 85 people attended the day
long meeting.

In additicen to a presentation of the plan by Dr. Burke and a.panel
discussion of the plan by individuais representing different interest
groups, the ﬁajor activity of the day was the use of a simulated computer
exercise in which groups of participants, by group consensus; could select
different variables and model their own finance programs. I personally was
intrigued by the idea of using the gaming technique as a teaching device
after having tried the NEFP simulation exercise at'a meeting in Washington
-in November 1971, and after having observed the APEX Game, developed at
Michigan State University. The realization that the already prepared com-
puter program, which the Department was using.to analyze the cost effect of
the proposal would, with the insertion of a selection of different choices,
provide an adequate vehicle for the game, gaQe me the incentive to pursue
this idea. The result was the development of éhe Computer Simulation
Exercise for Statewidé Funding for Education, complete with a User's
Manual, Input Decision Sheet, and Group Leaders' Manual. (See Supplementary
Materials). Draft materials for the exercise were tried out with volunteers

in a mock workshop for the Department, and resuiting revisions were made.
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During the week preceding: the workshop, twelve group leaders were trained.
Each of the lcaders was responsible for guiding a randomly selected group of par-
ticipants through each of the decision steps. The underlying theory behird this
device was that if pedp]e were forced into defending a position on the issue in
front of a group, they would be more interested in understanding the issue.
Immediate feedback on the results was pfovided before the end of the workshop,
when computer print-outs were made available for each group. The support of the
personnel of the Rhode Island Junior Col1egé Resource Computer Center was
essential, for to insure the success of the game, it was absolutely necessary to
provide the participants with the results of their decisions.

The objectives of the workshop, which included -

1. to continue the dialogue in public school fihancing with the ultimate
goal of evolving an.improved plan for Rhode Island,

2. to involve the participants in the actual selection of alternatives
and provide the opportunity for the participants to observe the
results of their decisions, _

3. to encourage the exchange of opinions between many different groups
and individuals about the funding of education in Rhode Island in
order to refine current thinking,

were reasonably well achieved, although the interest in the principles of the
proposed plan were somewhat obfuscated by the release of the cost-effect data.

Participants at the workshop were each given a copy of the second docu-

ment in the school finance series, "A Second Step Toward Statewid~ Tunding for

Rhode Island's Public Schools,"* developed by the Research Divisi .

*A Second Step Toward Statewide Funding for Rhode Island's Public Schools,"
Rhode Island Department of Education, March 10, 1973. Copy included in
Supplementary Materials.

O
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In the report, the effect of the revenue raising and distribution plan on each
of the forty districts was displayed both as absolute increases and decreases
and as percéntage chainges. The press coverage’of the evening of April 5th
reflected this same logical interest. Front page coverage was given to the
summary of the cost effects and a table displaying these effects was included,*
while the story the next day covering the workshop** made only the back pages.

Contribution of Governor Licht

At the time the Commissioner originally made his proposal, many poli-
ticians declined to comment on the plan until after thae Governor presented his
educatfon message. In January, when the State of the State message was given,
Governor Licht chose to postpone his comments on education until he could pre-
pare a special message. This special education message was presented on
March 22, 1972. Prior to that date, the Department of Education had prepared
for the Board of Regents for submission to the Governor a massive document

entitled "Educational Accomplishments - 1971 - and Major Areas for Concern."

Several separate drafts of possible comments on_schoo] financing prepared by
different Department staff members were also forwarded to the Governor for
consideration as a portion of his speech. Mr. Stevenson conferred‘direct]y with
the Governor about the possibility of studying the financial program and exten-
uating problems, before any course of action was selected for support by the

chief executive. It was from these disdussions, and the subsequent phraseology *

* Providence Evening Bulletin, "Plan Reduces School Taxes", April 5, 1972,
page 1,by-1ine Carol J. Young.

[:R\!:Prov1dence Evening Bulletin, "Educators Workshop Discuss Burke Plan to
wnm-«cFmamce Schools", April 6, 1972, page 26,by-1ine Carol J. Young.
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chosen by Mr. Stevenson, that the section on school finance was finally pieced
together. |

In his statement, Governor Licht reviewed the court decisions handed
down in other states invalidating traditional school financing plans which did
not provide for equal educational opportunities because they relied (oo heavily
on widely varying local tax revenues. Citing a variety of studies and
activities of commissions in other states and at the national level, the
Governor made no mention of the comprehensive proposal foir school fiscal reform
suggested by Dr. Burke. Instead, Governor Licht called on his own for a wicde
public dialogue on school finance. He said, "There is no question but that
Rhode Island, too, must become involved in this nationwide search for a more
equitable method of financing public education. But I must stress that we have
no reason to panic, no reason to rush helter-skelter into a new finantial
arrangement witheut the most thorough and complete review of objectives and
possible alternatives." The Governor févea]ed his plan to submit legislation
to create a 13 member Commission on School Finance "to thoroughly examine the
intricate and interrelated problems of schools, people, and money." He added
that the Regents could supply the required professional expertise from fits
staff and should participate in the decision-making process, but he said that
"the complicated'issue had ramifications far beyond the single area of
education."* The Governor thus decided that the study s%ould not be left

entirely in the hands of the Department, perhaps because of the already

*Providence Evening Bulletin, “Licht Asks Educatfon Cost Study," March 22, 1972,
o "age 1,by-1ine Carol J. Young.
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expressed bias toward a single possible solution. Instead, he preferred to
widen the scope of the issue by using a specially selected group of individuals
who could bring their own varied experiences and expertise to bear upon the
problem.

The actual bill, "An Act Establishing A Special Commission To Study
School Firance", was signed into law in April 1972. Provisions of the bill
included a composition of 13 members; no compensation for members; technical,
statistical, and secretarial assistance provided by the Board of Regents; and a
reporting date on or before January 15, 1973. It was to be a low budget

operation.

Providence Mayor Doorley Joins the Act

On March 27, 1972, Mayor Joseph A. Doorley, Jr. announced that the City
of Providence would file a class action suit in the U. S, District Court to
force the state to assume the full financing of local public schoo) education.
Named as defendants were the Attorney General, State Treasurer, Commissioner
of Education (whose name was incorrectly given as Dr. Paul Burke), and the
Board of Regents. The tuit charged that the current state aid formula was
unconstitutional because each community did not receive the same amount of
state aid per pupil, and was supposedly modeled on the successful suits in
California and Texas.

The Mayor said that his main reason for filing the suit was to push the
General Assembly into enacting a statewide funding plan. Mayor Doorley admitted
that he had not had time to study Or. Burke's proposal and that he did not wish

tQ}wait for studies to be made on the duestion of school financing. “There is
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no time for the taxpavers of Providence to depend on a study -- we are loouking
for action,” he said in reaction to a comment on the bill introduced to
establish thé Governor's Commission on School Finance. However, PRonald Gilantz,
Assistant City Solicitor, one of the plaintiffs, was critical of the Burke Plan
because under one interpretation of its provisions, the City of Providence would
receive less money for education than was currently available.*

Comnissioner Burke's reaction to the Providence suit was that he was
"amazed that no taxpayers' group had done it before now." He went cn to say
that although Rhode Island's current method of financing education was one of
the best in the nation in terms of the distribution of state funds on an equi-
table basis, it was still vuinerable te court action in view of the California
and Texas rulings.**

The research staff secured a copy of the brief filed witn the District
Court and was preparcd to collect the necessary data for the ensuing suit. The

waiting on this count began.

Constitutional Status of the Rhode Island State Aid formula

One pertinent question that bothered me from the start of the investi-
gation of the question of school finance was the extent to which the lauded
Rhode Island formula accomplished the stated objective of equality of funds
distribution, The study of this question was undertaken, belatedly, when

Robert Reutershan joined the staff. Logic would have dictated that this step

* Providence Journal, “Suit Asks State to Fund Schools,” April 7, 1972,
page 1, by-1ine Ceorge Bellerose.

Q
ERICrovidence Evening Bulletin, “Suit to Seek State Financing of R.I. Schools,"
EEETRarch 28, 1972.



be the initial one in this investigation. The arrival in Apri! of 1972 of the

excellent siudy Comparstive Schcol Finance Data -- New England vs. California,

by Steven w¥ss and¢ Deborah Driscoll of the Federdl Reserve Bank of Boston,
provided an excellent model on which to base the Rhode Island study.

The uata requirererts for this work included: property tax rates for
education by district; state expenditures, local expenditures, and total ex-
penditures per pupil by district; fiscal capacity (equalized full value of
property) per pupil by district; and pupils in several categuries (vetarded,
disadvantaged, etc.) by district. The data used were obtained from two
sourcgs: all data, with the exception of the tax rates and fiscal capacity per
pupil, came from the 1970-1971 Statistical Tables published by the Department
of Education; the remaining information was obtained from the Rhode Island
Department of Community Affairs.

The completcd study*, entitled "The Constitutional Status of the Present
System of Financing Public Education in Rhode lsland" showed that although Rhode
Island's financing system was not as blatantly disequalizing as other state
formulas, it still did not measure up to the goal of equalization. Disparities
in the wealth of the districts and resulting differences in effective education-
al tax rates, guaranteed minimum state aid to wealthy districts, and unequal ex-
penditures per pupil, all contributed to the questionable constitutionality of
the Rhode Island system,

*"The Constitutional Status of the Present System of Financing Publfic Education
in Rhode Island,"
o Rhode Istand Department of Education, June 26, 1972.
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Transportation Study

Commissioner Burke, shortly after being appointed, began to consider 3
plan to utilize school buses during the hours when they ordinarily stand idle.
Prompted by the fact that Rhede Island was found to be spending more per pupi)
on busing than any other state and that the 1969 Education Act specified school
transportation as a responsibility of the Regents, the idea of a centralized
pupil transport system, and even expanding it to include other groups, was
appealing. In February, 1972, an ad hoc committee was formed composed of
representatives from several state departments and agencies and chaired by
Henry W. Stevenson, Jr. / consultant was hired to draw up a plan of action and
the erzuing report, “Rhodez Islang Comprehensive Plan for Statewide Transportation
for School and Community Transportation Services"*, was the result.

The rcport described how the state might achieve the three specific
objectives of 1) improving the efficiency and reducing the costs of school
transportation, 2) using nchool buses where feasible to reduce costs of services
offered by other state agencies, and 3) merging transportation gervices, if
feasible, into one statewide agency. The approach could be impiemented by 1975
and was estimated to cost 1.3 million dollars, which represents a 25 percent
saving over estimated project costs based on current trends.

The results of the study and the original ideas were compatible with the
provision in the statewide funding proposal to have the state assume the entire

cost of school transportation. The total cost of 5.5 million in 1972 for school-

*“Rhode Island Ceeprehensive Plan for Statewide Transportation for School and
O ommunity Transportation Services," Fina) Report to the Ad Hoc Committee on
Eﬂ%gg;ransportetion. Cuncord Research Corporation, June 1972,



transportatio:. would go far in defraying the cost of the enlarged system.

IN-REVIEW

The proposal for statewide funding, as advanced by Commissioner Burke,
was hailed as exciting and innovative as it burst upon the scene at the
beginning of the 1972 New Year. The Regents failed to publicly comment on the
proposal and privately condemned the Commissioner's presumptuous behavior for
not having cleared the idea with them before going public. On the hill, the
Governor chose to appoint his own Commission to study the problem and not to
seck another term. The legislature passed a bill on the final evening cf the
session providing 7o a dual method of counting pupils in average daily
membership for inclusion in the state aid formula (Jjust public school pupils
or public and non-publfc school pupils); districts received the entitlement
from whichever method resulted in the greater amount of funds. The Providence
suit became lost in the halls of justice.

Suimmer came, Rhode Islanders went to the beaches, the Department
assumed its summer routine, and the school finance problem was reduced, at

least temporarily, to a smoldering spark.




POST-PROPOSAL PERIOD
September 1972 - Tou Date

The Fall of 1972 saw several events that were to impact both directly
and somewhat obtusely on the school finance question. Being an even numbered
year, 1972 was an election year for Governor in Rhode Island, and two new
contenders were in the field. The Governor's Commission on School finance
began $ts deliberations and many schools could not open because of teacher
strikes. Public {nterest in education was gererated, but not in the form

of support.

The Election ang School Finance

Mayor Philip W. Noel of Warwick, the Democratic gubernatorial candidate,
was pited against Herbert F. DeSimone. DeSimone, narrowly defeated by
Governor Licht in 1968 on the basis of the income tax issue, was considered
to be a strong candidate both because of the sympathy vote due to the
infliction of the state income tax, after Licht had campaigned on a no income
tax platform, and because it looked like a Republican year in Rhode Island.
John Chaffee's attempt to unseat Senator Claiborng Pell wis a strong
challenge, and Nixon looked to be the stronger of the two presidential choices,
even {p a state where Democratic voters outnumbered Republicans two to one.

Maysr Noel, early in the campaign, identified the school finance
issuc as a place to recommend reform, Ffrom the outset, dating as far back as
the Quidnessett meeting, the Mayor supported the concepts voiced in the Burke
proposal, His friendship with the Conmissiuner and thelr personal contact

helped to keep his interest in this question from expiring.
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In September 1972, Mayor Hoel revealed his nine-point education
program. The program called in part for an expanded Board of Regents, the
regionalization of schools, the revision of the present system of financing
education, and a statewide teacher salary scale. In the area of finance the
Mayor said thet "even if the courts do not require a change, one must be made,
beceuse the present system is unfair and ultimately self-defeating.”" He
cal'ed the real estate tax "the most unjust we have," and declared, "1 make
a firm commitment today that I will do everything in my power to see that the
present system is replaced with one that is fair to all our people."*

The emphasis in Mayor Noel's program was placed on his proposal for
regionalization, as evidenced by the title of the article reporiing his
comments. It secmed at the time 1ike a politically suicidal move, but perhaps
because it was tempered with the idea that control of curriculum remain locally
determined, the regionalization question did not develop as a major political
issue. In November, Philip W. Noel was elected the 52nd Governor of Rhcde

Island.

Teacher Strikes - Fall 1972

When schools were slated to onen in September 1872, there were 2,500
teachers in nine districts on strike and 50,000 children unable to attend
school. Mayo:* Doorley of Providence, wne of the strike besieged communities,
was quoted as séying. “The next legislature and next governor should start
with the implementation of a statewide school system by first moving with a
statewide teacher salary structure." When as®ed about the strike situation,

*Providence Evening Bulletin, "Noel Urges School Regionalization With Local
Autonomy,” September 21, 1972, page 1..
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Commissioner Burke cited three fundamental problems facing education, which
he said could no longer Le separated 1) relief for the local property tax
by reforming school finance, 2) federal judiciary's concern for equalizing
pupi1-expendifures betwecen ¢istricts which can only be accomplished if
salary scales are equalized, and 3) finding a better process for reaching
contract settlements with the state's teaching force.

Dr. Burke took action to see that these problems received attention.
The services of Dr. Charles T. Schmidt, Jr., Associate Professor of
Industrial Relafions at the University of Rhode Island, and an experienced
practitioner in labor relations and arbitration, were retained. Dr. Schmidt,
in conjunction with the Commissioner's staff, was assigned the task of
developing proposals dealing with the issue of public sector collective
bargaining, particularly in reference to public education. A report* was
drafted which explored the basic problems and proposed recommendations for
change,

The initial Schmidt report was returned by the Regents to the Department.
The concern was that the recommendations contained therein were too far-reaching;
the recommendations made were not restricted to public education employees, but
encompassed all employees in the public domain. éome Board members felt the
scope of th: report should be narrowed, and to meet their request, a secend
draft with the same title was issued in March. This draft reflected the
changes the Regents sought.

The importance of this report on the proposal for full state funding

*"Collective Bargaining in Rhode Island Public Education - A Framework for
Legislat#ive Change," Rhode Island Department of Education, January 23, 1973.

O
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was apparent in the reactions of the teachers' organizations. At a public
hearing scheduled by the Regents to discuss the report, the two teachers'
groups were adamant in expressing their objections to the recommendations for
the imposition of fiscal penalities in return for the right to strike, and
also voiced their opposition to the proposal that teachers across the state be
paid according to a single salary schedule.

The Regents took no definitive action on the report, and although
parts of it were submitted in the form of legislation during the 1973
Session, none of these related bills were passed. The proposals included
in the reporf represented another set of innovative ideas backed by the

Commissioner which did not reach truition, at least not on this first try.

Governor's Commission on School Finance

Although the legislztion establishing the Governor's Commission on
School Finance was passed in April, it was not until September that the
Governor made a1! of his appointments. The bill specified that eight of the .
members be appointed by the governor, two by the lieutenant governor, and
three by the speaker of the house; an added stipulation was that at least one
appointment be made from the Board of Regents. When finally selected, the
composition of the Commission included, in addition to the chairman, the
state budget officer, a city mayor, a city finance director, a retired school
administrator, a school boara member, a housewife, three state representatives,
two state senators, and a Board of Regents member.

The first meeting of the Commission was held on October 24, 1972,
and was attended by eight of the thirteen-member group. As according to

the mandate, the Department of Education provided staff support for the

O
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Commission and, as an initial task, provided a kit of reference materials to
the members at the first meeting. From the beginning, the Depértment 5faff
was instrumental in assisting the Commission in making decisions relative to
the scope of and procedures for the study, as well as serving as an information
source and making necessary arrangements for the meetiﬁgs.

By the beginning of Uecember and their fifth meeting, the Commission

had made some basic decisions as to its modus operandi and the general scope

of the study. At the beginning of the new year it became appafent that the
Commission would not have a report prepared for the Governor by January ]Stﬁ,\
and an extension of the deadline was requested and granted for March 15th.

The Commission continued to meet regularly, if with sparse attendance,
without formulating any specific goals or establishing any firm deadlines.

The agenda tended to emérge from one meeting to the next, rather than to
develop according to a logically derived plan. The few faithfully
attending members, who numbered approximately five, and the two Department
staff members who attended the meetings established an easy, congenial, if
not very productive, working relationship.

As the March deadline approached, the Commission decided that it wanted
to ensure that allowance had been made for all gnterested parties to present
their cases. As a result, arrangements were made for ar open hearing on
school finances to be held on March 28th and, concurrently, a sécond request
for an exfension of the reporting date.to June 15 was made. The hearing
marked the nineteenth meeting of the Commission and included presentations
by representatives of nine Qifferent groups, some of whom took this chance

to speak before the Commission for the second time. The presentations for

O
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the most part were predictable. Those groups making presentations included --
Rhode Island Federation of Teachers
League of Women Voters
Rhode Island Education Associafion
Rhode Island Association of School Superintendents
Mt. Pleasant Parents and Citizens Council
Rnode Island Association of School fonmittees
Rhode Isiand Public Expenditure Council
Project Rhode Island

" Pawtucket - Blackstone Valley Chamber of Commerce

The Commission followed the hearing by an all day work session
specifically intended to draw a larger number of members than the usual
core group, and to confront a specific agenda. The meeting began at 9:00 a.m.,
and was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. and, according to the minutes, "no decisions
were reached.”

By the end of May and the twentieth meeting, the chairman expressed
the hope that the members would reach "sufficient agreement on some basic
points discussed to submit, at least, an interim report to the Governor in
the near future." But this hope was not realized and on June 15th the
chairman spoke with Governor Noel and secured an extension on tha reporting
date until October 1, 1973,

In an attempt to precipitate some decisions on the part of the
Commission which could be couched in terms of recommendations for change,

the Department staff prepared a documént for Commission review. Working




from the minutes of the meetings, the testimonies from the public
hearing, and from personnel recollection, a series of alternatives were
drafted, based upon the issues that the Commission had considered and
discussed. FEach of the alternatives was presented with accompanying
arguments. At this writing, the Commission had. just reveived the document.
(See Supplementary Materials for a copy.) After reviewing the list of
alternatives, the Commission members are to select thore alternatives they
feel should be included in the final report, and which of the arguments they
would 1ike to see expanded as support for their recommendations. Presuming
that the members usually in attendance can reach agreement, a draft of ..: final
report will be written and submitted to all members. Any member who chooses
may take exception to the proposed recommendations, and those divergent
points of view will be considered before the final report is drafted.
Viewing the proceedings of the Commission, one would observe a high
level of dedication on the part of the éttending members, but an inability
to confront the complex problem they face with any concept of how to
resolve it, especially within the political realities of the situation.
The chairman's basic complaint about the Commissionwas the "make-up" of the
membership; he felt that more people familiar with the area of financing
would have bean useful. He also expressed concern for the fact that the
Commission was.not really organized, but instead, "everybody was looking
into everything." If he could start again today, he would break the group

into sections and make each sub-group responsible for a portion of the issue.* -

*Taped interview with Thomas H. Belcher by Robert Reutershan, June 1, 1973.
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Trying to anticipate the impact of the Commission's report, once
it is completed, is difficult. Since the group was appointed under ore governor
and must report to another, its recommendations may not be readily accepted.
The Commission probably has also diminished its effectiveness by the
constant postponement of their report. The press has taken.notice of each
axtension and has duly reported the perpetual low attendance and lack of
productive results at meotings.

When asked what he anticipated the reaction to the Commission's report
might be, Dr: Burke expressed the opinion that if the Commission's
recommendations were along the lines of the statewide funding proposai,
this would be a boon to the Department's stand. He characterized the
Commission as being composed of people who are generally respected and
who have worked hard on the problem. He concluded that since most investi-
gators who have studied this problem have eventually recommended some form
of statewide funding, he assumed that the Commission also is likely to do
so. Because of Governor Noel's expressed preference for a statewide plan,
the Commnissioner believes that the Uepartment's plan, the Commission's
report, and the Governor's preference may well reinforce one another and

thereby increase the chances of change along the lincs he favors.*

Managcment Team Reviews the Plan

Due to the speed with which the original proposal on statewide
funding was prepared, the Department's Management Team {composed of the
"acsociate, assistant, and deputy commissioners) was never briefed on the plan,

a< a group. Eherefore, prior to the presentation to the Regents of the

*Interview, op. cit., June 6, 1973.
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newest work prepared by the Division of Research, Pianning, and Evaluation
on implementation steps* and a summary of the recommendations for change,
a presentation wes prepared for the Management Team.
The development of the implementation plan was the result of
the integration of previous data and ideas,and up-dated figures on the
plan's fiscal impact calculated for FY 1973. Throughout the fall, the
research staff collected estimates on expenditures and personnel data
required to rerun the impact effect program. Insertion of the most
recent figures resulted in the production of values which were more
meaningful to the reader then those which were dated by almost two years.
Meeting with the Management Team on January 12, 1973, the
research staff was subjected to searching questions concerniryy both the
implementation steps and the underlying assumptions of the total proposal.
The meeting was a good dry-run preparation for the presentation to the

Regents.

Regents Receive the Plan

Under the existing legislation governing state aid to local school
districts, there is a provision (P.L. 16-7-33) which directs the Commissioner
to "make a continuous evaluation of the operations of 16-7-15 to 16-7-34
inclusive" (the state aid formula for school operations), and to make a

report to the Board of Regents on the findings, "at least once every two years."

*'Possible Impiementation Steps for the Proposed Rhode Island Full State
Funding Plan for Public Elementary and Secondary Education," Rhode Island
Department of Education, December 29, 1972.
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The Board in turn is required to make recomendations to the Governor
and the General Assemply. Not since Commissioner Burke assumed his
present position had a report on the state aid formula been prepared.

Conscqyuently, it was decided that this mandate could provide the
opportunity wherehty the proposal for statewide funding could be placed
before the Reyents, with the subsequent possibility that the Regents
might pass the recommendations on to the Governor and the General Assembly
with or, perhaps, even without their endorsement. By December 26, 1972,
a report entitled "Phode Island State Finmancial Support for Public
Elementary and Secondary Schools: Recommendations for Change," was
prepared by the staff of the Division of Research, Planning, and
Evaluation. The report included two recommendations for technical
changes in a 1972 amendment to the state aid formula and a final broad
recornendation that the Board consider the Department‘'s proposal for
statewide funding as a replacement to the currently used formula.

At their January 18, 1973 meeting, the Regents chose to narrow
the scope of the review report by separating the two considerations; as
a result, two reports evolved from the first. The resubmitted version of
that portion of the initial report which described the technical changes
was accepted by the Regents at their late January meeting. The recommend-
ations for full state funding were expanded into ancther report*, which

was prepared for the February 1st meeting. The documert was marked

*"Proposed Recommendations: Rhode Island Full State Funding Plan

for Public Elementary and Secondary Education,” Rhode Island Department
of Education, January 23, 1973. Copy included in Supplementary
Materials.
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"Dratt® and summariced in five peaes of siople prose the intent and {he
basic components of the proposal. Presentation of the report to the
Regents was accompanied by the implementation plan which was completed
in late Dccenber. Doth documents represented the culmination of ideas
and concepts which had been refined over the previous year, since Dr.
Burke advanced his original proposal.

In presenting the documents to the Regents, Dr. Burke
acknowlcdged that the alternatives were being advanced at the request

- of the Governor and that the Commissioner hoped that the Regents would
Took favorably on the concept. The reaction, according to tke newspaper
account,* was predictable.
The Regents, who consistently have resisted
public association with the commissioner's financing
ideas in the past, shied away from them again yesterday.
Referring to the fact that the board had not

received the plan until a day or two before the

meeting and aiso the the board's heavy agenda yésterday,

Robert A. Riesman, chairman, suggested a "work session"

soon to examine the proposals in detafil. Then it could

be decided whether the plan is "ready" for board action,

he said. ’

For the work session, which was scheduled for the morning prior
to the regular Board meeting cn February 15th, additional information
was requested by the Regenix. The explanation of the latest computer

generated information on the district fiscal impact of the plan, which was

*Providence Journal, "Regents Receive Financing Plan," February 2, 1973,
page .1, by-1ine Carol J. Young.
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already in preparaticn, met one of these requests.* The second request,
by former Governor Dernis J. Roberts, was for a description of alterna-
tives in addition to the Conmissioner's proposal. Mr. Roberts, during
the course of the February 1st meeting, ¢riticized Dr. Burke for
presenting a "smattering of information,” which he claimed only confused
people. Another document, "Analysis of Alternative Proposals for Funding
Elementary and Sccondary Public School Operations - A Working Document,"
February 8, 1973, was prepared to meet this request. This report
examined three alternatives: increasing the minimum guaranteed percentage
in the state aid foriwule to 35 percent, inclusion of the weighted pupil
concept §n the present state aid formula, and a power equalizing proposal.
From the meeting on January 18th, the Regents did state that
they agreed with the principles behind the move to change the present
funding system. Mr. Roberts remarked that he recognized the need to
provide equal educational opportunities and that he was aware of the
great pressure to relieve the property tax burden.
The work seSsion with the Board centered on their concerns
with the reconmendations advanced in the Commissioner's proposal for
full state funding. Two and a half hours were spent by the Department
staff (Commissioner Burke, Assistant Commissioner Stevenson and myself)
responding to questions. No definitive conclusions were reached and no
action was taken,

Eventually, the Board did decide to express a point of view on

*"Rhode Island Full State Funding Plan: Analysis of Estimated Costs -
A Vorking Dccument," Rhode Island Department of Education, February 2, 1973.
See Supplemgntary Materials for copy.
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the finance questicn. In late March, after the Rodriquez decision, the
Chairman, Rebert A. Riesman,asked Assistant Commissioner Nelson F. Ashline
to draft a resolution for the Board encompassing the principle of equal
educationzl opportunity, as this principle related to school financing.*
The resvlting resolution directed the Commissioner and his staff to

take all measures necessary to implement a plan to provide equal

opportunity to students throughout the state.

Aftermath of Rocrioucz

In March 1973, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled against the plaintiffs
in the Rodricuez case and one of the strongest arguments for changing
the Rhode Jsland system of public school finance was defused. The supporters
of cnange immediately responded that they were disappointed with the
decision, but stated that it would not alter their course of action.
Governor Ncel said that "the decision seems to remove the pressure for
immediate action," but that he "still intended to seek reform."** The
Commissioner expressed his concern and stated, "I am still convinced
that fiscal reform in education has to come before we can really bring
about qualitative changes that have to be realized.'**

One problem always present when discussing reform of the Rhode

Island schosl finance system is th2 superior quality of the present system.

*Resolution, April 5, 1973. Copy included in Appendix G,

**Providence Journal, “Peform Still Goal Despite Ruling,"
March 22, 1973, page 1.
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Frequently, the question raised is why, if the Rhade I<land <ystem is

so yood, should a chanye be made? The unfavorable court decision removed
an easy answer to the question of "why". Instead of relying on the
support of a court ruling, the arguments for change must now be based

on logic which will appeal to the politicians and the constituents they
reprcsent. The task thus became more difficult than it originally

appeared.

A hew Board of Regents

As one 0. his campaign issues, Governor Noel proposed that the
Board of Regents be expanded to 21 members. Early in the 1973 Session,
the powerful majority lcader in the Senate, John P. Hawkins, suggested
that the responsibility for the governance of public education should be
vested in the hands of a professional staff headed by a commissioner.
Commissioner Burke also expressed his opinion on the Board to whom he
was responsible.  In January, he issued a fourteen page statement on
governance in which he recommended an increase in the size of the nine
member Board. Aftcr receiving the Commissioner's report, the Board
approved a motion by Dennis J. Roberts which called for a "reexamination
of the existing pcwer-authority relationship between the Regents, the
Commissioner, and the presidents of the three state institutions of higher
education.* At their February i5th meeting the Board approved & measure that
greatly reduced the Commissioner’s duties and responsibilities in respect
tn higher education and vested considerably more power with the presidents
of the three institutions.
*Providence Journai, “Commissioner Uryes Lorger Regents Board

January 1, 1973, nage 1, by-line Carol J. Young.
Q
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By April, the Governor's bill overhauling the Board of Regents
was submitted to the Legislature. The provisions of the bill abolished
the existing nine-member board and replaced it with a fifteen member
board which would operate sometimes as a whole and sometimes as sub-boards
responsible for three separate areas: post-secondary ecucation, elementary
and secondary education, and special populations. Instrad of the then
current provision which permitted the Board to determire the duties and
powers of the commissioner, the new legislation dulineated a relatively
long list of specific respansibilities for the commissioner.

The Regents were quick and devastating in their attack on the
proposced bill. The chairman, Robert A. Riesman, while speaking to the
Rhode Island Association of School Superintendents, asserted that the
effect of the legizlation would be to elevate the commissioner of
education to a powerful position of unbounded control over the state‘s
educational enterprise and would reduce the governing voard to an
“advisory unit" which would function as a "rubber stamp for a commissioner,"*
Mr. Riesman assured the superintendents that the ultimate effect of
the bill would be to estabYish a single, statewide schooi district,
whith would have full state funding. At a press conference at the end
of the same week, Mr. Riesman publicly declared that the selection
of Dr. Burke as Commissioner of Education ranked as one of the Board's

"major errors.,"**

*Providence Sunday Journal, "Noel Measure Attacked by Riesman,”
ApriT 1%, 1973, page B-12, by-line Carol J. Young.

**Providerice Journal, "Selecting Burke Called 'Error' By Regent Chief,"
April 20, 1973, page 1, by-line Carol J. Young.
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On May 5th, in the small hours of the morning of the final day
of the 1973 Legislative Session, the new regents bill was passed. A
new Yoard of Regents was to replace the old, and the Commissioner of
Education was in a far stronger position than ever before. Governor Noel,
when speaking about the new bill, reaffirmed his opinion that leadership
for educational change must come fruom the Board of Regents. He noted
that one of the ccntroversies between Commissioner Burke and some of the
old board members crupted over csuggestions for educational reform. The
Governor stated, "Wnen he (Commissioner Burke) would come out with some
new concept and some new ideas - you know, just laying them cut in
public for discussion and to trigger some dialogue and some thinking -
some of the Regents seemed to reject that approach."* The full state
funding proposal! was the most obwvious example of an issue raised which
matches this descripticn. One side effect of the fiscal study was the
part that it played in drasticaily altering the pattern of educational

governance in Rhode Island.

ThevPresent

At this writing, the new Board of Regents has just held their
first meeting. Much of the time and attention in the Department of
Education over the last two months has been directed towards establishing
the best operative mode to meet the anticipated demands of the new board.
A revised internal departmental organization has been conceptualized and

new positions and job responsibilities are now being assumed. The

*Evening Bulletin, "Regents: Best People," May 24, 1973, pagé 1,
v-Tine Charles Bakst.
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immediate effect of these changes has been to slacken progress in specific
program areas, partly because many decisions muct await the attention of
the new board.

When asked how he intended to broach the subject of reform in
school finance with the new Regents, Commissioner Burke replied that he
would begin by reviewing the entire problem area. Then, as with the
previous board, he plans to suggest a course of action which involves
a statewide funding approach. Hopefully, he concludes, the Regun’s
will support the proposal so that it can be forwarded to the Governor
and General Assembly as a plan for change. The anticipated game plan

is essentially the same, only the players are different.
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IN REVIEW

' Throughout most of the post-proposal period, the attention
of the Department of Education has been focused on more immediately
pressing problems that the financing issue. While the effect of the
Supreme Court ruling in Rodriquez certainly contributed to making
public school financing a less critical area-of concern, the reorgani-
zation of the state's educational policy-making board was also a considerable
distraction. However, Department staff members are frequently called
upon to discuss the financing issue (for example, contributions cf
the staff to the'forum on educational financing sponsored by the Rhode
Island Chamber of Commerce, see Appendix K), to provide continued
assistance to the Governor's Commission on School Finanie, and to
supply information for others interested in this prcb]em.

As the new Board of Regents decides what responsibility fer
change in this area they will assume and the Governor clarifies his
intentions on the implementation of the general concepts for reform
that he has enunb{ated, the Department's role and future contributions

will become increasingly clear.




DATE
June 1968
May 1969
Sept. 1969
wort! qa70
Jan. 1971
Jan. 1971
Jan. 1971
April 197
July
Dec. 1971
Aug. 1971
Nov. 1971
Dec. 1971
Jan. 1972
Jan. 1972
Jan. 1972
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TIME-LINE FOR SCHOOL FINANCE STUDY

MAJOR EVENT

Final Report of the Commission to Study the Entire Field
of Education

Education Act of 1969 became law
Appointment of Board of Regents

PubTic hearings held on school district
regionalization

State income tax legislation passed, first for
Rhode Island

Fred G. Burke assumed duties as Rhode Island
Commissiorer of Education

Henry W. Stevenson, Jr. hired as Assistant Commissioner
for Research, Planning and Evaluation

New Patterns.For Public Education in Rhode Island
Englehardt & Englehardt, presenied ic Board of Regents

Collection of data to test alternative funding methods
undertaken

Proposed modifications to state aid formula drafted

Preparation of cost estimates for differasnt alternatives
using 1970-71 figures

Regents considered reducing state aid to schools by one
percent to 'prevent deficiency in state educational
budget

Teacher Salary Study prepared by the Division of Research,

Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department of Education

Financing Public School Operations -- Tentative
Suggestions, prepared for Commissioner Burke by the
Division of Research, Planning and Evaluation

Some Tentative Proposals for the Finance and Management
of Education in Riode Isiand, presented by Commissioner
Burke at the Quidnesset conference




DATE

Feb.

March

March

March

Ma.ch

April

April
Jan.

June

June

Sept.

Nov.

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972
1973

1972

1972

1972
1972

-78-

MAJOR EVENT

Regents sent letter to Geroral Assembly indicating their
recomnendation for no change in the number of school
districts in the state

Governor Licht presented "Special Message on Education
to the General Assembly," which announced his inten-
tion to seek a Governor's Commission on School
Finance

Announcement by Governor Frank Licht that he would 1ot
seek a third term

Statewide Funding for Education Computer Simulation

Exercise User's Manual develrped by the Division of

Research, Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department
of Education

A Second Step Toward Statewide Funding for Rhode

Island's Public Schools prepared by the Division of
Research, Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department
of Education

Workshop on School Finance held at Rhode Island Coliege

Refinements of the .statewide funding proposal (weights,
special allocations, phasing) developed by the
Division of Research, Plzanning and Evaluation,

R. I. Department of Educaticn

Rhode Island Comprehensive Flan for School and

Community Transportation Services prepared by the
Concord Research Corporation

The Constitutional Status of the Present System of

Financing Public Education in Rhode Island prepared
by the Division of Research, Planniny aud Evaluation,
R. 1. Department of Education

Appointment of Govertior's Commission on School Finance

Teacher Salary-Fringe Benefit Survey made of school
districts by the Division of Research, Planning and
Evaluation, R. I. Department of Education



__DATE
Nov. 1972
Dec. 1972
Dec. 1972
Jan. 1973
Jan. 1973
Feb. 1975
Feb., 1973
Feb. 1973
Feb. 1973
March 1973
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MAJOR EVENT

Collection of data on 1972-73 estimated expenditures by
the Burcau of Educational Statistics, Division of
Research, Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department
of Education

U. S. 0. E. grant for Fiscal Sub-Committee Study of the
Management Information System

Possible Implementation Steps for The Proposed Rhode

Isiand Full State Funding Plan for Public Elementary ,
and Secondary Education prepared by the Division of
Pesearch, Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department
of Education ‘

Trends in Fublic Day School Expenditures 1962-63 --

19/1-72 Revised, prepared for the Governor's
Commission on School Finance by the Division of
Research, Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department
of Education .

Inauguration of Philip W. Noel as Governor of
Rhode Island

Work session held with the Board of Regents to explain
the stetewide funding plan '

Analysis of Alternative Proposals for Funding Elementary

and Secondary Public School Operations -- A Morking
Document prepared by the Division of Research,
Planning and Evaluation, R. I. Department of
Ecucation ‘

Rhode Island Full State Funding Flan, Analysis of

Estimated Costs - A Working Document prepared by the
Division of Research, Planning and Evaluation,
R. 1. Department of Education

Regents vote to dilute Commissioner's power over three
{nstitutions of higher learning by vesting more
power in presidents of the institutions

Collective Bargaining In Rhode Island Public Education -
A Framework for Legislative Change - Working Document

Brepared by Charles T. Schmidt, Consultant to the
epartment of Education




DATE

March 13973

April 1973
May 1973

May 1973
June 1973

-80-

MAJOR EVENT

L

The Effects of Early Retirement of Teachers - A Horking

Document prepared for the Management Team of the

Department of Education by the Division of Research,
Planning and Evaluation

Regents pass"Resolution on School Finance"

Passage of the new Board of Regents Bill which expanded
the size of the Board and altered its power

Chamber of Commerce Workshop

Selection and confirmation by the Senate of a fifteen
member Board of Regents
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ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL FINANCE STUDY
GENERAL MISSION

Therefore, even in the absence of substantial fiscal
realignments, the Board desires that the educational
practices in the Department of Education and agencies under
its control and influence should reflect its belief that
true equality in the treatment of students can be achieved
only through recognition of the inherent differences in
their individual needs and through the design and provizion
of educational programs thiat meet these needs.

* * X F Kk Kk Kk Kk * Kk *k Kk * Kk *k * Kk K Kk &

Resolution
Board of Regents
April 1973

The baric problems to be confronted in the study of school financing
were those of equity and adequacy. Equity for both the receivers and providers
of educational services in Rhode Island and adequacy for the welfare of the
entire state, as well as for the benefit of those individuals who comprise that
state, are essential elements of any fiscal plan. The purpose of state aid to
education has always been to provide supplemental resources deemed necessary tc
protect the citizens from ignorance, to proviae an intelligent and well trained
labor force, and to provide some common experiences for all children. To
accomplish these ends, the state constitution makes the implicit quarantee that
each child, irrespective of where ‘ie or she lives in the state, should have the
same opportunity as that of every other child for an education which will best
fit him/her for 1ife. How to achieve titis desired outcome of equity is one of

the key factors in the current debate. .
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The other half of the question rests upon the problems of the interrela-
tionship among governments, institutions, and people, and the responsibility
each has to Eupport, foster, and nurture education. For both constitutional
and practical reasons, the state bears a prime responsibility for designing,
supporting, and supervising educational practices. Out of choice, the state
has tronsferred to the local districts the function of providing adequate
education and di. lricts, as creatures of the state, have no choice but to accept.
In the interest of adequacy, the present practice of raising money in support of
education, with a high reliance on what many consider to be a most regressive
tax, the property tax, is subject to review. In the interest of equality,
taxpeyers, too, must be afforded fair treatment when the burden for support of
education is applied through the taxing structure.

Sharply mounting costs in education have revealed weaknesses in both the
adeguacies and equities in the present school finance system. Adequacy usually
is discussed in the context of the "taxpayer rebellion" while the equity
question h&g drawn national attention through numerous court cases and the work

of many. governmental-study commissions.

MAJOR ISSUES

Initially, the study on school finance was rarrowed in scope to encompass
only the question of the raising and distributing of funds for public elementary
and secondary schools. The intended objectives for the study were clearly
delineated in Commissioner Burke's first address. These objectives have con-

tinued to represent the basic goals of the project.

O
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Objectives fur Finance Plan

1. To grovide equal educational opportunities to all
pupils with similar characteristics and nceds.

2. To achieve fiscal neutrality in the collection of
revenues, so that this burden is distributed
equitably throughout the state, based upon the
ability to pe--not place of residence.

3. To maintain all decision-making authority at the
lowest level of management able to resoive the
questions.

As the study and the discussions progressed, it became obvious that
school operations could not and should not be supported by a system which made
no provisions for capital expenditures. As an adjunct to the original study,
therefore, an investigation was undertaken, just recently, to develop a cor-
responding and complementary proposal for a capital improvement plan. The
objectives of this study are identical to those of the school operations study.

Closely aligned with the studies on school finance were investigations
into the possibility of initiating a comprehensive statewide school and community
transportation system, establishment of a single salary schedule for Rhode Island
teachers, and the institution e¢f uniform statewide collective bargaining
practices. All of these studies obviously have implications for any statewide
funding proposals.

The firm possibility exists that the scope of the funding-studies may be
widened by having this question subsumed into a project of greater proportions.
The recent announcement by the Governor of the establishment of a task force,
charged with the responsibility of studying general tat reform, holds evident

consequences for school finance reform. The recommendations of this group wiil

uqdoubtedly include some reference to the school finance question.
©
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CONSTRAINTS

‘The major difficulties in conducting the school finance study were
analogous to the constraints which operate in almost any study undertaken by the
Rhode Island Department of Education or any other state department. Simply
stated, the problems can be reduced to two types: insufficient resources, which
includes time, trained personnel, and data requirement ; and insufficient under-
standing of the problem by those who must eventually make decisions.

The time devoted to the school finance study, although substantial, was
always sandwiched between the prevailing crises of the day, until one deadline
or another propelled it to crisis proportions. Since the original summer's work
on the project, little opportunity has occurred to rethink the project in its
entirety. This is not to say that the project has proceeded without critical
revizw. However, the real soul-searching that should constantly accompany the
development of a proposal of this magnitude has not happened since the beginning,
and it may be past due.

The personnel involved in this project were as competent and thorough as
their training, experience and common sense allowed, but there were obvious gaps
in their backgrounds which should have been supplemented by additional personnel.
The interrelations between what has been suggested as a statewide funding pro-
posal for education and the funding of other state and local functions should
have beeon tested throughout the formulation period b} someone with intimate and
practical knowledge in this area. The idea that any type of legislation can be °
prepared even in draft form without the assistance of a lawyer familiar with the

comptexities of funding plans and Rhode Island general law is unrealistic.




Someone with these quatifications will not be easy to find but these services
must be secured to assist the department staff. When a study on school finance
reaches the boint that it is to be aired to numbers of people outside the educa-
tional sphere, persons trained in the science of preparing technical materials
for public consumption chould be drawn into the proi=ct. The techniques well
known in the advertising world should be adopted, as appropriate, to produce
materials whi;h are eye-catching and readable. Such are examples of the person-
nel problems confronting a small departnent which zttempted a large task.

The difficulty and time consumption of gathering reliable data must
occupy & place at the top of the 1ist of constraints. The frustration of
attempting to secure what sometimes appears to be trivial pieces of information
is sometimes disheartening. Much of the required data for this study had to be
collected from the local districts. Because of the high degree of autonomy now
exercised by these districts, it was often maddening to try to pry loose from
them what was needed. With the Management Information Syétem for Rhode Island
now in the development stage, in the relatively near future this problem may
solve itself.

One of the draw-backs of the present state aid formula is that so few
people understand just hew it works. Although it is not a very difficult exer-
cise to explain the formula in mathematical terms, all but a very few people
are stopped by the first algebraic equation. As a consequence, whenever one
begins a presentation of the contemplated cﬁanges by trying to explain tfke in-
adequacies of the present formula, the discussion frequently becomes diverted

into a discussion of the calculation of the state share ratio, etc., and the

O
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audience is lost. If thié discussion is purposely avoided, the question of why
it was not presented is often raised.

Along these same lines is the problem of trying to convirice people to
consider changing ‘from a plan that they do not understand to another with which
they also have some difficulty grasping. Evidently in Oregon, the opposition
to the proposed funding plan used the slogan, "“If you are confused, vote No,"
and the same type of reasoning is well underway in Rhode Island. In an effort
to inform the public about- the basic intent of the statewide funding proposal,
Commissioner Burke, Assistant Commisgioner Stevenson, and myself have accepted
a large number of speaking engagements to groups of all sizes tv present the
description of the plan. Armed with a set of transparencies, a stack of fact
sheets, and the conviction that change is needed, we have tried to spread the
message. In all, probably over thirty different groups have been addressed, and
invitations are still being received weekly. It is extremely important that we
articulate the need for change, for if change is to occur it must be understood.

The presentation of proposals on the topic of funding is further compli-
cated by the unwillingness of so many people to even consider the theoretical
intent or basis of the plan, but instead to concentrate exclusively on the imme-
diate impact upen his pocket-book or his community. Dealing with money matters
restricts too many persons' vision to only the here and now, and legislators

seem to be the most prone ic this type of reasoning.
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ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURLS

The Rhode Island Decartment of Education is a small and closely knic
group which can tackle a task that cuts across divisional 1ines without be-
coming mired in the formaltities which often plague larger institutions. The
procedures followed in the finance study are a good exzmple of the type of
cooperative effort which is typical of our flexibly structured organization.

Yuch of the preliminary work on the statewide funding proposatl, once
the basic idea was expressed, developed out of informal brain-storming sessions.
Commissioner Burke, Assistant Commissioner Stevenson and I discussed and debated
how best to process the idea, in order to produce a plan that would contain the
agreed upon essential elements and also have basic appeal to the varied publics
interested in school finance. Once the components were selected, the Division
of Research, Planning, and Evaluation was assigned the task of compiling and
analyzing the available data, so that the fiscal impact of the plan could be
estimated.

To secure data on district school expenditures, the assistance of
R. Richard Joyce, the Supervisor of Statistical Services, was sought. From his
tightiy run shop, Dick cajoles and threatens local districts into submitting
on time reasonable figures on what they spend for education. Good naturedly,
he ably assisted in this project by relaying, as soon as the figures were
available, all the information on expenditures that were needed for tho analyses.

Even before he became a paid member of the staff, Robert A. Reuterinan
proved his interest and usefulness to tne project by expressing both enthusiasm
and well-reasoned criticism of the proposal. His participation in tasks that

ran the gamut from menial to partaking in decision formulating sessions attended
Q
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by the Commissioner, testify to a versatility that is so»necéssary in small
organizations.

From the Division of Regulatory Services assistance was secured from
Stewart R. Essex, who for many years has overseen the dollar determinations of
state aid share tc local districts. Stewart patiently explained the intrica-
cies of the state aid formula and from his logically and neatly arranged filing
system provided data on past trends. The Teacher Certification Office, also in
Regulatory Services, made available information on teacher characteristics
which is collected rnnually by questionnaire; this information was the basis
for the Teacher Salary Study.*

OQutside the Department of Education, data wre.secured on the equalized
weighted assessed valuation, used in the siate aid formula, from the Department
of Conmunity Affairs. Cnarles B. Munsch, Supervisor of Tax Equalization, took
the necessary time, which was not incidental, to explain to staff members
working on the project the methods used to derive these figures for each of the
39 Rhode Island cities and towns. The Computer Resource Center at Rhode Island
Junior College assumed the responsibility for writing the computer programs to
perform the desired analyses and to generate the reports. Innumerable consulta-
tions between Louis Rabinowitz, Program Analyst, and myself werevnecessary to
successfully produce the programs which were used to test the impact of the
different modifications of the state aid formula and the statewide funding pro-
posal. The Computer Resource Center was also invaluable in he]bing to prepare
the computer simulation exercise for use at the workshop and for subsequent

runs.

[:R\j: ‘eacher Salary Study," Rhode Island Department ¢f Education, January 24, 1972
‘oee Supplementary Materials.)
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DATA COILLECTION

Although tHe "Chronicle of Events" Section of this paper specifies what
types of data viere collected for the analysis of the statewide fundina propcsal,
this information appears in narrative form and is scattered throughout the
section. Therefore, to assist the reader intercsted in an overview of the data
gathered, Table II was prepared as a summary and indicates in addition to the

type of data collected, the source of the data, and the appropriate appendix in

which a copy of the collection form or a sample report is located.

TABLE 11
DATA COLLECTION FOR STATEWIDE FUNDING STUDY

Data Source Appendix
~ School Expenditures Form 31 A
by Districts R. I. Department of Education
Teacher Characteristics | Annual Teacher Data Record B
1970-71 R. I. Department of "Education
Equalized Full R. I. Department of Community H
Valuation by Affairs
Communities
Teacher Characteristics | Form developed by Research Section I
1972-73 R. I. Department of Education
Estimated School Fall Form I & E J
Expenaitures by
District R. I. Department of Education




The factua]‘data, once securad,were used to estimate the cost of imple-
menting the propoéed statewide funding plan and to compare these costs with
the actual costs of the present system. The first cost analysis, which was
undertaken in the Fall of 1971, was based upon figures of actual expenditures
for FYfl. To reduce errors of estimate, the casts of statewide funding were
also calculated for FY 71. The question being addrassed was the one - what
would it have cost if the statewide funding system had been in operation in
1970-71? The calcultated cost estimates were then compared with the actual
costs and the doilar differences and the percentage changes were reported.
The reporting tormat described the changes for each of the forty school dis-
tricts and the state for both the monies to be raised and spent for educa-
tion. (See Appendix F for an example of the data display.) !

In the Fall of 1972 it was decided that before the statewide funding
proposal was pursued further, more up-to-date figures would be réquired.
Especially if the proposal were to be submitted as a piece of legislation for
the 1973 Session of the General Assembly, it would be imperative to have
avaitable the most reliable cost figures.

Each fali, the school districts submit to the Department an estimate
of the school expenditures for that year. The form used to collect this in-
formation is very similar to the form used to collect the actual data on ex-
penditures at the close of the school year. (For a copy of Form I and E, see
Appendix J). These estimated data on school éxpenditures for 1972-73,
plus information gathered from each district from a special survey on teacher

characteristics in November 1972, (see Appendix I) were used to run a second
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cost estimate for FY 1973.

The same computer program, énd thereby the same type of report as was
geherated the previous year, was prepared. A report was compiled using 1972-73
data incorporating the computer printed analysis sheets, reduced in size,
directly into the text, thus reducing typing‘costs and the introduction of
grrors through transcription. A clear description of the significance of each
of the culumns of figures prefaced the introduction of the figures. The
report, "Rhode Island Full State Funding Plan - Analysis of\fstimated Costs -

A Working Document"* was prepared for tiie work session with the Board of Regents
and is an example of the data-.display and analysis prepared to present the cost
impact of the propﬁged plan for statewide funding.

It has become clear from our experienca that the presentagtion of the cost
effect of any proposed fiscal plan is essential, if the plan is to be taken
seriously. The prolslem, hgowever, of presenting this information in a clear
format with a readily intelligible commentary is a formidable task, expecially

when on]x 1imited funds are available.

-
C -

EVALUATION OF TOTAL EFFORT

Suitably, thg analysis of a study on school finance should begin with an
accounting of the cost of the project. The largest share of the rescurces de-
voted to this project, of course, have been in terms of personnel time. The
figures which have been prepared are estimates since, unfortunately no continu-"
ous log was kept of the staff time expended on the project. Other costs have

been estimated or, if the records were available, the actual costs are reported.

O
ERICopy 1s included in the Supplementary Materials.

IToxt Provided by ERI



Only primary costs to the Department are included in this accounting;
no consideration has been given to the secondary costs entailed by presenting
the statewide funding plan for discussion, such as the manhours of time

people have devoted to learning about and debating the merits of the proposal.

)

TABLE III
Estimated Costs of Statewide Funding Study

FY 1972 FY 1973

————

Personnel Costs*

Professional Staff $ 16,500 $ 10,300
Secretarial Staff 3,700 1,600

Printing Costs 1,800 700
Computer Costs - 6,0n0 2,500
Travel Costs | 700 500
Mailing and Telephone Costs 900 400
TOTAL $ 29,600 $ 16,000

-

* Figures include overhead costs.
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The iiscal resources neceésary to complete the study should be evaluated
both in respect to what has been accomplished in the study and what other
studies might have been completed, if the available resources had been directed
to those ends. The first of these tasks is clearly easier to attempt than the
second.

Reviewing the accomplishments of just under two years of attention to
school finance reform, 3,500 man/woman hours of work, and the expenditure of
$45,600 of state funds, it is comforting tc be reminded of the lag-time that
is required to bring about any changes in education. For now after two years,
on the surface no obvious changes have occurred. The state's share of expendi-
tures for elementary and s~condary education.are still determined by basically
the same formula used since 1360, no bills proposing }adica1 changes in the
formula were introduced in the General Assembly's 1973 Session, no report has
been forthcoming from the Governor's Commission on School Finance and the
. summer slump is again on tﬁe schcol finance study for the second time.

The accomplishments which can he enumerated to reduce this dismal pic-
ture are less tangible but may eventually, if one can be optimistic, have a
far greater impact. On the positive side of the ledger, during the past two
years fhe Cepartment has trained at least two additibna] people with sufficient
grounding in the  resent state aid systems to be abie to respond knowledgeably,
vwhen questions are'raised about its operation.' Beside a better understanding
of the present system the staff is now far better prepared to respond to
questions about possible alternate proposals and modifications. The computer

program developed for the statewide funding alternatives has sufficient
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flexibility so that a wide range of variations on the basic proposal can be
tested for cost impact. To test these possibilities, one need only to vary
the submitted data, rather than write a new program or completely revise tﬁe
current one. The speed and ease with which the impact can be calculated for
all the school districts has been and will contiﬁue to be a great time saver.

By developing the capacity not only to generate new ideas, but also to
be able to back these ideas with concrete estimates of the impact effects,lthe
. Depaftment of Education has enhanced its image as a "doing" as well as a
“thinking" department. The recognﬁtion given the Depértment by the U. S. 0. E.
. Task Force on School Finance and by the number of othér state departments and
irndividuals seeking information on our study have reintforced this image. In
the highly competitive situation in which Educatioh must vie with other state
agencies fbr support, the image building or boosting potential of the work
undertaken cannot be forgotten. |

Cne of the most prominent stated objectives of the school finance study
was the initiation of a "dialogue" on school finance with the Depaftment |
assuming the lead in the orchestration of the discussion. In this we have
been successful, for whatever discussion is now undertaken around the state on
§chool finance almost always includes some member of the staff as one of the
invited participants. This was, perhaps, always fhe case when school fiﬁance
was a topic for public forums, butythese discussions seem more'numerous‘since
the proposal on statewide funding was presented. Over the last year and a
half, it is estimated that the staff in the Departﬁent have accepted at least

thirty invitations to speak on the subject of school finance and have spoken

O




before a minimum of 2,0b0 people. By providing staff to assist the Governor's
Commissicn on School Finance, the Department has'had another avenue for advo-
cating its bosition on statewide fundiné. Taking the lead at an early point
assured that the Department's particular view toward school finance reform
would be given at least equal air time with any proposals that follow.

If one of the hidden agenda items of the proposal for statewide funding
was to help tppp]e the then present Board of Regents, the idea was successful
in accomp]ish%ng the desired result. The manner in which the proposal was
surfaced was an announcement to the Regents that Dr. Burke viewed his role as
one of initiation and educational leadership, not as an adminf;trator whose
sole purpose was to respond to the wishes of the Board. No other single event
raised nearly the same degree of personal animosity toward the Commissioner by
the Regents; particularly Dennis J. Roberts, as the issue of fiscal reform.
Rspeatediy, Mr. Roberts would refer to this event, not only in private, but
publicly as well, as an example of a case where Commissioner Burke over-stepped
his authority. At the height of the politicking on the new Regents bill,

Mr. Riesman, then'Chairman of the Bbard of Regents, declared that the selection
of Dr. Burke as Commissiuner ranked as one of the "major errors" of _the Board.
This feeling stemmed, at least in part, from the Commissioner's personal and
close association with the funding proposal and the generally accepted assess-
ment both within and outside the state that the proposal was an exciting inno-
vative approach to the problem.

As for tasks 1eft undone, so that staff time could be directed toward
the school finance study, one can only speculate on what could have been more
important. Judging from the general tenor of feeling about what the Department

© ; accomplishing, expressed by those on the outside, the subjects which surface

wll Toxt Provided by ERI
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st often are the statewide testing program and teacher certificition. Either



directly or indirectly the proposed statewide system for funding schools with
its emphasis on a single uniform salary schedule and the provision for accounta-
bility practices impinges upon these areas. It may well be the most efficient
move to settle the basic question of financing first, so that it can serve as
the foundation on which further reforms can be built. Additional modifications

to the funding scheme can be instituted, as newer reforms dictate.

NEW ISSUES RAISED

The school finance study has brought forth some issues, which although
not entirely new,can now at least be viewed in a new 1ight and from a new per-
spective. Some of these issues are very fundamental ones to the entire opera-
tion of the State Department of Education and others are specific to the funding
problem. At this writing, few of these issues have been resolved and some have
not even been directly addressed. Many will only be evaluated if the statewide
proposal or an adaptation of it is tested in actuality.

Issues Related to the School Finance Study

* What is- the role of the Commissioner of Education in respect
to the vormulation of education-policy and practices?

* Which agency, the local districts, the Board of Regents, the
Legislature or the Governor, shall determine the Tevel of
educational expenditures for public elementary and
secondary education?

* Can the upward spiralling of educational costs be slowed by
placing the decisions on expenditure levels at the state
level?

* Does public interest in education diminish if the funding
soyrce is centralized?




Can the imposition of ceilings on spending and limitations
on number of teachers be imposed without seriously
altering the quality of education?

"Is it politically feasible to increase the incometax in
Rhode Island to support education?

If property taxes in support of education are reduced, will
other locally funded services increase to fill the void?

What approaches can be developed for districts whicn are
Yabnormal", such as Block Island, to ensure equal
treatment for taxation and for distributing funds in

| accordance with the inflated cost of 1iving? :

To what extent can communities be permitted to "overspend"
a statewide determined level of expenditure without
seriously mitigating the equality principle?

Are the figures provided by the R. I. Department of
Community Affairs on full property valuation a fair
representation of relative school district wealth?

With single statewide negotiations for teachers, would the
teacher organization become all powerful and be able to
secure exorbitant salaries and benefits?

If school committees were relieved of the responsibilities

. of negotiating teacher contracts and reviewing school
budgets would they spend more time on educational
issues? Corollary: Under the circumstances of state-
wide funding, would a different type of person be
attracted to school committee positions?

Can school districts be held accountable for the job they
perform and can funds be distributed on the basis of
proven accountability?

How unequal is the present Rhode Island system in pro-
viding equivalent opportunities to students wWith
similar interests and needs?

What difference does it make, if students are not given
the same educational opportunities in terms of both
their personal satisfaction while in school and their
chances for success as adults? -
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IN RETROSPECT

If we could do it all over again, what would we do differently? -- An
intriguing question, and one which can only be answered upon the premise that
the other factors in the system would remain essentially unchanged. The actors,
the setting, and all the action, save the moves in the fiscal study, would be
the same.

Under these circumstances, at the outset of the project more professional
staff members should have been brought aboard who were competent to assess the
fiscal attributes of the state and to draw upon their expertise to formulate an
education revenue raising ptan which would be compatible with the current tax
structure. Enlarging the group of persons responsible for developing the
original plan with trained personnel from other departments within the state,
expert consultants, and knowledgeable lay people who could work together as a
task force or an advisory committee would have been one way to supplement the
talents available within the Department. This procedure would also have re-
sulted in a larger cadre of people familiar with the intent of the plan to serve
as resources-for interest stimulation with different groups. The plan, very
1ikely then, would not have assumed the'persbna1 character implied by the
title "The Burke Plan," though whether this is an asset or a Tiability is
stil1 to be determined. o

Another essential change which would have furthered the course of school
finance reform would have been to have introduced by this time a legislative
bill incorporating the major considerations of the statewide funding. 'Because
of the Governor's expressed interest in the concept of statewide funding, 1973
would have been a good year to have legislation submitted in this area. A new

O _vernor often enjoys a certain honeymoon period with the legislature, and the




statewide funding p1an will need the most favorable climate to secure accept-
ance. Hext year being an election year, does not appear to be a propitious
time to introduce Tegis1ation which wﬁ]] alter the tax structure, especially
if it results in an increase in state taxes. If the Department had been able
to secure the backing of the Board of Regents and if it had had available the
services of a capable drafter of bills, a piece of appropriate legislation
could have been submitted in 1973. Whether this legislation would have passed
is certainly open to question, but it would have served well as a way to test
the flavor of the political climate to a proposal at this time and to assess
what changes and compromises would be necessary to construct a successful bill.
With this information available, an assessment could be made of what price
would be required for passage of a bill in 1974.

The capital funding proposal froh the very beginning should have been
an integral part of the statewide funding proposal. Ii is difficult to deal
with the funding of séhoo] operations without referring to how capital expendi-
tures would be treated. The press of time when developing the original pro-
posal made it difficult to confront the capital question at the same time, but
the integrated approach would have resulted in a stronger plan to be presented
to the public.

Although these changes would have strengthened the chances of imple-
menting educational fiscal keform along the lines suggested by the statewide
funding proposal, what has been done to date is impressive when measured against
the personnel and fiscal resources available for this study. Looking forward to
the future, we are hopeful that these efforts will eventually come to fruition,
aﬁd that Rhode Island will retain its'envious eosition as a leader in the field

© sublic school financial plans which excel in equity.




APPENDIX A
Form 31

Public School Finance Reporting Form

Submitted Annually by School Districts
to the Rhode Island Depariment of Education
on or before July 3l1st.
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to other sections- ol the FORM 31.  (SEE 600 SERIES OF USOE HANDBOOK II).

j'lm'lnlll« walarvion ol c::rp(:ntursb, painters, plumbers, electricians, groundskeepers, and similar personnel
vopaged in L mainlenaner: of the school plant.  (SEE 700 SERIES OF USOE HANDBQOK 11),

Q ) ' oo
EE l(: _ SPECIAL NOTICE: Subsequent to the printing of this page, the USOE advises us that
"UECURITY GUARDS™ are to be Included with the salaries of the plant operational

personnel; 1.e., Line 21 above.
— B S, e
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Middie and/or Secondary
Elementary Schools
Schools gndlcm
Kinder. gndicnto raden) Special Vocational Total
garden rades) (1.} {-eeed{-ow) | Education Fducatlon

V. Fixed Chargos ;
34. Insurance l
(3} Fire o e e csrensresee s e e seres se s srmar teenes feenatie sees teteneensserfectin sen e ren sesses ree bt e r s e g e e

(¢} Workinen's Compensation .. ............... [FETFSPIR TP PRRY AT ATPITROUTT FRSITPRTRIRIN RRRTRTTI FRTTRITN P et
(1) Other (Explam) s e e bt e s s sssessens s bevnees - o b C e
{0) (nher (Fxplaln) ..

34, Nant for Land and Buililings

S0, Inher Kxpanuns.
(a)  upvivors” Bonelis e sl

{h)  Ceriificatod Personno! Ratiroment ...

(c) NonCertificated Personnel Retirenieny...
(d) FICA (Social Secunity) .......ccocuevienne, w
{£)  BluaCross ..o sieniien
{f}  Major Medical ......ccconnininiriarrinrenanns
(1)  R.LGroupHealth .......oiivreeieniii i [RRTPRRUTON SURTORRITN SUPR

{h)  Lale Ineanee s cvvceeeceveeriine TTTIRRUUINE SO .4 wrngeneneresindien

(i} (aher [Vxplain) ..
O} Cther (laxpbain)
(k) Onher (Fxgplain) ..

37, Totl far Figed Charges

VI. Auxiliary Agencins
38.  tromotion of Health:
{a)  Medical inSpection ... cvnvneeven o cssisien e

(h)  Dental inSPeElion .......ccocvcvennncorvesr oo, PPN PR TRTN FSRREU RN

(€)  School BURLES (. ovreeecvirers v e st v rere i

(d)  Dental clinic ..o v PO SO,

{2} EXPUNSES tnii s nse e e (RS SN

39, Transpartation of papils
(a)  Sdlaties ettt e nsreessis e e sssssen et e sae{sis e ser et

(b}  Supplies antl EXPEnses ..........co.corivensorninnrserorenene svevesfrereserisnsninine

{c)  Contractual services ..ecciererenfiinrri e, FETT RS AT

{dl  Crossing Guards/Junior Palice ...... Ceeeien dreserteatsasatsrraesEeferetsseesanestsstesterssas it sl et re s et rsan s raee e fr et ot asanernas it sesnees

40, Provision of lunches .
41,  Community lectures
42, Sogial reprers ol L

A3 Revgeaton .

44, Payments (ltuang (o pravate schonts ...
4% Faymente (i) oathor towns b e
Al Cnher anxiliary o oning aned gunedry activitlod ... e e crrerrissssnsssssrmentennisfroranniinaneesianine fronn

a7,

ota) Jor Auxiliary Ageneies ..o s

EXPENDITURES FOR PUBLIC EVENING SCHOOLS

J V.I-l. i-ivenix;l;écl:.ools‘
48, Salaries of supervisors of

yrades and subjects’ ...
49, [alaries of principals [T KON T
50.  Satancs of teachers: ... e TEVORS P !
91, Fxpenses of SUDEEVISORS ..iinoneeee versesee s vininnnnnnnnenons srreesamesassaerstsnsrersenss e ress s e e reresensestsassssssasniferetntanessssasssassaiaalucertersse s ooty
Y2, Salsries of principaly’ clorks

aned ERIELINLE L i siireereerersssniennnednnneresienteeeeres s dreresnen e f e s e e s assaserns

13, . (nther exprnsas of principals’ offiens ... ST e TN o

54, Toxthooks . ...

55, Supplies ustd 10 inStruction ..o [T TPRRN PPN A "

86, TUition paid ........coimnnnene e ..

57.  Other expenses of inStruction ........coeieieiiind e ST f A
o 58, Wages of JANTIOTS c.ovvrcniriie e cosnnarsderaresessasansersrsrsasnnns fosrstsmmnstonrorsipupressrorss e
E l C 59. Other expenses of operation
0. Total for Evening Schools ... ienaonsience o oo b s ahisn ferses .

Aruntext proviasa by enic JIRES=SEY



Pa—— m— e —— —— — - ) N .
- : Middle andfor] Sccomdary
¥ lementary Schools
: Schools (Indlcate
Kinder- (Indicate Grades)
. N Special Vocational Total
arten - -
& Grades) (1-_) (( )= Education | Schools

VI supanee oy

ey o

Cated atlge

oof e peade

f1 " alare ot tead b

01 Salines of dlerks and
asnistanls

65 Tentlnehs

o Suoplies nsed ininstruction . h .
62, Tuton paid . K
oR. (e expenses of anstniction "

’ 6 \Wape ob famlogs . C e

70 Txher exprisas of operation . . .

7V Doal b tannsies Sty

IX  tapital thatlays Naie
' uidnate iy Rlary aiearils
expemled from hwililing
Tanda or other xpecial
framisy

72, Sites - . - o o .
73, New builihngs
74, Adiitians, ta buiblings

75. Impraveinents ta buildings . .. L PN
76 Fquipment {nol replateinents) .
fa) School hbraty hnoks
(h) Labhratory egmpment,
furniute and haores

(1) Mechanival equipment . . IURITRNS NI . .

77, School lisses

8. Onher expenses of capital vutlay

.7’I. Total for Capital Dutlays . . o e

C.~-SUMMARY OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES

" 80. General Control (item 7) L

RL dustren tio fitens 01 '
TR Operation wf Hehaol Plent taem 2R)

83, Maintenzere of School Pl tien 3y

84 Fixet { largrs (e 71

HS. Awxiliary Azenoes (e 47)

w. Tdtal cuerem expenditine for cupraat of day s hieesls Cilems B 10 KS)

87. “Tatal turrent expenditnee lor ~|||-;xa-ll af eventig <chenls (Hen 4]

BR~ Total coteent expenedsine e l‘.u ;limmrl of suttnner s hnals (nem 71)

B Totad caneent expewdiinge fene sched vesenes Tor capiad satlays fnstareed items in 1X) ' ,

00, ‘Latul cataeeat enprncdadace bone o lied gevemies (ann ol itene 80 10 B9)

9). thnexpegded atanee of sclond evrnies

B2, Toval egent expendire from baibling ombaned frome otlier fnnda ot acluded in ilem A
] . .

03 Unexprended balance of huabling sty and otheg Dels (lae Tabinres of which sre sot given in item 91

Y. Current expendilute o the vear lar sunpaul per capita of average menthesshipn uf schenls (item W6 divided by average membership tar year}

Statistical sialemest ceptihed 10 e Commissiones of Educating for the Schoa) Commitie of e . . . . )
Hy : - : )
Gflicisf povnan,

E ]{[C Iate
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- JuLry 1, 19 To June 30, 19 CITy oR Town

PO

RHODE |SLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

PUBLIC SCHOOL £ XPENDITURL S
FORM 31-SUPPLEMENT E

DIRECTICONS: RECORD ON SEPARATE PAGES A DETAILED ACCOUNTING OF ALL EXPENDITURES

IN THE CATEGORIES LISTED BELOW. THIS ACCOUNTING SHOULD BE
SUFFICIENTLY DETAILED TO INDICA™F CLEARLY THE PURPOSES FOR WHICH
THE MONEY WAS EXPENDED. RETURN TO THE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION
WITH FORM 137. :

.
e

GENERAL CONTROL
6. OTHER ExPENSES OF GENERAL CONTROL

INSTRUCTION

13. OTHEW EXPEMSES OF SUPERY)ISORS |

15. OTHER CAPENSES OF PRINCIPALSY OFFICE
19. OTHER LXFENSES OF INSTRUCTION

OPERATION OF SCHOOL PLANT

21. SALARILS OF JAN!ITORS AND OTHER EMPLOYEES ,
LIST THE CLASSIFICATIONS OF EMPLOYEES WITH THE AMOUNTS EXPENDED IN
EACH CLASSIFICATION. '

V. MAINTENANCE Of SCHOOL PLANT
29. UPkee- «F GROUNDS
30. Ri-x1R CF BUILDINGS
32, UTHER EXFENSES OF MAINTENANCE
V. FIXFu CHARGES
36. OTHER EXPENSES
VIi. AUXITTARY AGENCIES
% 46. OTHER AUXILIARY AGENCIES AMD SUNDRY ACTIVITIES
Yil. EVENING SCHOOLS
59. 0Tk EXPENSES OF OPERATION
YiIE. SUMMER 5CHOOLS
TTHER EXPENSES OF INSTRUCTION
0. JYHEX EXPENSES CF OPERATION
IX. CAPITAL OUTLAYS ;
7t. ")THLR EXPENSES OF CAPITAL OUTLAY
NoTE: |IN EACH SEPARATE CATEGORY THE TOTAL OF THE EXPEMDITURES LISTED IN THIS

SUMPLEMENTARY REPORY MUST EQUAL THE AMOUNT LISTED ON THE RESPECTIVE
LINES um Furm 31,



By TowN OF __

SUPCRINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

FORM 31-~SUPPLEMENT N
Juty 1, 19 To June 3C, 19

REPORT HERE REVINUES AND EXPENDITURES NOT TREATED AS PART OF THE REGULAR SCHOOL
BIDGET AND NOT APPEARING OnN FORM 31

(Mot ALL 1TEM3 WILL BE IDENTICAL FOR ALL COMMUNITIES. |F AN ITEM LISTED BELOW IS
A PART OF YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL BUDGET, AND, THEREFORE, REPORTED oN ForM 31, po NOT

REFORT IT AGAIN HERF.)

GENERAL RuLE: I© FUNDS ARE HANDLED THROUSH THE $8HOOL COMMITTEE, REPORT on Form 31.

b ®

IF NoT HAHDLED THROUGH THE SCHOCL C(OMMITTEE REPORY HERE.

REVENUES:

CAFETERIA RSCE!PTS.n..i......-.-.-.........-o...‘

MiLk RECEI?TS..\................................

RECREATION AND ATHLETIC RECE!PTS.secesossscsasne

TOTAL--1.--0.--oo--t-.--o-----oto.--o-o--io-u-fn-a.-anun--rto--$

EXPEND | TURES:

8CHOOL COMMITTEE SALARIESieesneoceenseoncacsensed

t

5CHOOL COMMITTEE EXPENSES.eeevsoconcescsssssasacse

AUDITING OF SCHOOL ACOUNTS.ceeesroeasacoannconsse o

INSqRANCE (FIRE AND‘LlABlLlTY)....o.o..o....i.o;

WORKMEN"S COMPENSATION.¢eussvosssressnsnnssssacs

CoST OF BONDBING SCHOOL EMPLOYEES, THEFT AND _ .
oTHER...-lO-|l|‘|l.OI"..l.l.-n.ldot.......l..‘. ‘: [
COMMUNITY'S SHARE OF TEACHERS' PENSION FUNDeee.s -

SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES.eessosesccensoososonsnssan

OTHER (EXPLAIN) vevroosoncneacroneosasasacsannses

‘TOTAL.‘.‘.......l....’n."..E.......l..l|......................$

DO NOT INCLUDE ANYWHERE:

PRINCIPAL PAYMENTS FOR THE COST OF SCHOOL BUITLDJINGS
DEBT SERVICE ON THE COST OF SCHOOL BUILDINGS
PENSIONS OF FORMER SCHOOL DEPARTMENT EMPLOYEES;

O

[:Rdf:lvso BY COMMISS!ONER OF EDUCATION
Phrir o e




July 1, 19__ to June 30, 19__ City or Town

RHODE ISLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

PUBLIC SCHOOL EXPENDITURES
FORM 31--SUPPLEMENT PS

Do you pay TUITION to PRIVATE SCHOOLS?

(Answer YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, return this supplement
with the Form 31. :

If your answer is YES, complete A & B below
and return with the Form 31,

A. Number of RESIDENTS OF YOUR DISTRICT
for whom you pay the above TUITION
to PRIVATE Schools.

B. Average Daily Attendance (ADA) of
Line A above.




July 1, 19 to June 30, 19 City or Town

PUBLIC SCHOOL FiNANCE
FORM 31-SUFPLEMENT R

REVENUES

21,

.22,

Tuitions
A. Day School

1. Paid by Other School Districts $

2. Paid by Individuals (How many pupils )

B. Evening Schools

C. Summer Schools

o

TOTAL* $

Other Revenues

Datail below by sources all ”Othgr Revenues' reported. These must
include all receipts from whatever source which are applied toward the
expenditures reporﬁed on Form 31l. Do not includ; receipts which are
épplied to expenditures nct reported on Form 31, Repbrt these on the
supplementary report provided for such receipts and expenditures.

1. Receipts (local) for food services including milk $

3. Receipts for athletics

4. Receipts (other than tuition) for adult education classes

5. Receipts (other than tuition) for summer school

6. Receipts for remtal of school buildings, buses,
equipment, etc.

7. Receipts from the sale of school equipment, books, sup-
plies, etc. Include payments for items lost or damaged

8. Receipts for service rendered, such as custodial ser-
vice, bus drivers, cafeteria personnel, etc.

TOTAL* . - . 4




APPENDIX B

Annual Teacher Data Record

Submitted Annually by A1l Professional Personnel
in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools
to the Rhode Island Department of Education



i

.. STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
ROGER WILLIAMS BUILDING .

HAYES STREET, PROVIDENCE, R. I. 02908

ANNUAL TEACHER DATA RECORD

PLEASE PRINT CORRECTIONS IF NECESSARY — OR COMPLETE IF BLANK

CERTIFICATE NUMBER

HAaME

7.21

1-6

ADDRESS

CAY/STATE/ZIP

E
|

O

DATE
SOC. SEC. NUMBER
24.32

SCHOOL/COMM,
33.36

NOTE: DO NOT FILL IN ANY SHADED BOX — USE CCRRESPONDING LINE FOR ANSWER

Your highest degree is:

None ..
Bachelors .. ..
Bach., |- 30 .
Masters .

+ Mast, 4 3D .

Doctorate ...

Semestor hours carned during past
year? (Number)

Send course cards to cerlification
office, State Agency for Elemantary
and Secondary Education, Hayes 5t.,
Peovidence, R. 1. 02908. So courses

can be added to recard.

Marital status: {Check One)

Single .. ...

Marriad .

Diverced .. ... . ... ...

Separated
Widowed
Have you over bean employod as a
teachar bafore? (Check One)
It answer is yes. where did you
teach last year? (Answer All)
In Rhode lIsland
la same district ...
In same school ...
In public school

In private school ..

In parochial school .

In another state
Did not teach

RIC

Aruntext provided by eric [l

Lo oS B - P N )

W obh W o -

Cherk

one

37

38.3¢9

42
43
44
45
46
47
43
49

This year are you teaching
full - time? (Check Onle)

What is the highest grade you
are teaching or supervising?

If all or none, so indicate.

What subjects are you teaching? '
{Subject Names) Elementary grade
teachers will write elementary.
Other teachers will name subjects
taught.

Administrators will give title.

A,

B.

c

Are your duties more than one-half

administrative? (Check One!

Are you a depariment head?
(Check One) If yes, of

what depi?

Whal is your basic

contract salary?

63-67
Are you employed by more
than one school district? Yes Ne
If yes, name them. 68
A. Nt
69.71
B N
71.7
c .




APPENDIX C
Sample Data Display
Computer Analysis of the Cost of Alternatives
to the State Aid Formula
1970-71 Data
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APPENDIX D
Fact Sheet

Designed to Summarize the Salient Facts
about the Proposed Statewide Funding Plan

Prepared: January 1972



$ |  kkkkALTERNATE PLANS**#% .
REVENUE

1. Abolition of local property taxes for education in favor of broader
based state taxes, in particular the income tax
$ Assets: Income tax is recognized as a more progressive tax than
the property tax
: Mechanics of collection are simple
$ Problem: Tax levy required in R. I. would make it the highest
state income tax in the nation ‘ '

$ 2. Local property tax yield equa11zed by app]mcat1on of a stateW1de
property tax
Assets: Diversity of tax bases
$ Fqualization is accomplished
Problems: Equity of statewide assessment techniques
Local or state assessment?

3. Major shift of funding burden from local to state sources
Assets: Reduction in average local property tax rate for educa-
$ tion
Increased equalization over present sharing ration
Problem: Political reality of increasing state taxes
$ b
K : ?IBUTION

$ 1. Fund1ng budgets submitted by LEA s accordwng to needs of the dis-
trict's pupil population ‘
Assets: Achievement of equal educational opportunities
$ Programs developed at local level to meet local needs
Problem: Lack of sufficient data to execute program budgeting

) 2. Distribution by Educational Differential - Pupils are assigned
weightings based upon the known relative costs of providing pro-
grams (e.g. elementary = 1.00, senior high = 1.40, etc.)

$ Multiplying the weightings times the number of pupils generates a
- weighted pupil count. A flat grant assigned for the state times
the district weighted pupil count yields the allocation.
Assets: Allocations are distributed to all districts equitably
‘ on the basis of cost hy pupil type
Calculation of district allocations is a simple procedure
Problems: Establishment of a fair per pup11 weightings
Funds for exemp]ary programs -

3. Assumption of the total costs of special programs or services by the.
state. Used in conjunction with the educational differential plan,
the state could assume the total costs of professional salaries and
transportation.

Assets: Equalization enhancement ' '
: "~ Establishment of a system approach to teacher neaotiations
and transportation
Problem: Transitional phasing
-The Excelient Equaiized tducation Plan (Iriple EJ as Suggested by Commis-

stoner Buvke combines choices Z and 3 from both the Revenueé and Distri-
Ri(huf1on alternatives :




§ *xkk AL TERNATE PLANS ®¥%*
REVENUE

1. Abolition of local property taxes for education in favor of Lroader
based state taxes, in particular the income tax
$ Assets: Income tax is recognized as a more progressive tax than
: the property tax
' Mechanics of collection are simple
$ Problem: Tax levy required in R. I. would make it the highest
state income tax in the nation

3 2. Llocal property tax yield equalized by application of a statewide
property tax '
Assets: Diversity of tax bases
$ Equalization s accomplished
Problems: Equity of statewide assessment techniques
Local or state assessment?

3. Major shift of funding burden from local to state sources
Assets: Reduction in average local property tax rate for educa-
$ tion :
Increased equalization cver present sharing ration
Problem: Political reality of increasing state taxes

JISTRI3UTION

. $ 1. Funding budygets submitted by LEA's according to needs of the dis-
1 trict's pupil population

: Assets: Achievement of equal educational opportunities

. $ Programs developed at local level to meet local needs
: Problem: Lack of sufficient data to execute program budgeting

i 8 2. Distribution by Educational Differential - Pupils are assigned

: weightings based upon the known relative costs of providing pro-
: : grams (Q.g. clementary = 1.00, senior high = 1.40, etc.)

3 Multiplying the weightings times the number of pupils generates a
; weighted pupil count. A flat grant assigned for the state times
. the district weighted pupil count yields the allucation.

S Assets: Allocations are disiributed to all districts equitably
; on the basis of cost by pupit type

: _ Calculation of district allocations is a simple procedure
% Problems: Establishment of a fair per pupil weightings

Funds for exemplary programs

'$ 3. Assumption of the total costs of special programs or services by the
state. Used in conjunction with the educational differential plan,
the state could assume the total costs of professional salaries and

“ % transportation.

3 Assets: Equalization enhancement

L E<tablishment of a system.approach to teacher negotiations

S and transportation

Problem: Transitional phasing

- The Excellent Equalized Education Plan (Triplé EJ as suggested by Commis-

sioner Burke combines choices Z and 3 from both the Revenue and UIStri-

bution alternatives. _ g

~ -2 rd F ~SV—.-. & - < L o S A LI g & & t:ﬁ—-ﬁ—-




APPENDIX F
Sample Data Display
Computer Generated Results
of the Cost Impact of Statewide Funding Plan
on the Forty School Districts |




APPENDIX F
Sample Data Display
Computer Generated Results
of the Cost Impact of Statewide Funding Plan
on the Forty School Districts
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APPENDIX G
Board of Regents Resolution
en School Finance Reform

April 5, 1973



/
STATE OF RHODEISTAND AND PROVIDINCE PIANTATIONS

; BOARD OF REGENTS FOR EDUCATION

Roowm 2000 199 Promenade Streel, Providence, Bhode I:land 02908

April 5, 1973

- RESOLUTION

Although a recent decision by the Supreme Court of the United States
failed to acknowledge the existence of a constitutional imperative for cqualizéd
educational opportunity through fiscal reform inlthe chergl states, the issue of
providing equal épportunity in public elementary and secondary education to
- Rhode Island students remains paramount among the concerns of the Board of
Regents for Education. This Board hereby affirms as it; policy thut any
recommendations proposed by this Board for changes in the method of financing
public education be designed to eliminate inequality of educational opportunity
at the earliest feasible date.

Further, recognizing that the elimination of dollar disparities in the
level of supporﬁ behind each student's schooling is properly the concern of the
legislature, 'the Board hereby affirms as its policy that equal educational opp-
ortunity must be ultimately achieved in the educational process itself. Critical
as 1t may be, fiscal reform alone will not insure équality in the learning en-
vironment.

Therefore, even in the absence of substantial fiscal realignments, the
Board desires that the educational practices in the Department of Education and
agencies under its control and influence should reflect its belief that true
equality in the treatment of students can be achieved only through recognition of
the inherent differences in their individual needs and through the design and

provision of educational programs that meet these needs.
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The Commissioner and his staff are hereby directed to take all measures
‘ncccséary to implement the infent qf thié resolution. The Board further urges
that the local school districts adopt this policy and directs the Commissioner
to disseminate this resolution to all concerned, and to offer his services and
those of his staff in assis;iug the local school districts in furtherance of

equal educational opportunity.

O
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APPENDIX H
Sample Report _
Equalized Weighted Assessed Valuctions

Prepared Annually by the Rhode Island
Department of Community Affe.irs
for the Rhode Island Department of Education
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- APPENDIX I
Sample Form
Developed to Collect Data on Teacher Characteristics

1972-73 Data Estimates
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Hayes Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

fred G. Burke, Commissioner
September 28, 1972

TO: All Superintendents ' [/g Z
FROM: Dr. Fred G. Burke, Commissioner s .///i'

(% i

'
SURJECT: Data:Collection for Testing Alternatlve for Financial
Assistance to Public School

The Division of Research, Planning and Fvaluation has been assigned the
task of costing out several proposals for financial assistance to locdl education
agencies. Tn order to carry out the assignment it is necessary to solicit your
assistance in providing some data. . .

T realize that you are very busy at this time with the opening
of schools, but, unfortunately, there is very little for the Department to
complete the project. The Commnission on School Finance will begin their
deliberations soon and.we must have the costs of the alternatives ready, for them.
Therefore, 1 hope Lhat you can give this request your earliest possible considera-
tion and reply by nOctober l6th. ‘

The following information is requested:

1. Copy-of the 1972-1973 teachers' salary scale.

2. Number of full-Lime teacher equivalents in each step and the

'~ aggregate salaries in each step. -

3. Total cstimated cost of fringe benefits for teachers for
1972-1973.

4. Total est1m4ted cost of substitute teachers for 1972-1973.

5. Total estimated tuition paid out for special education
students for 1972-1973

Request number two may need some additional explanation. The term -
full-time teacher equivalent is the amount of teaching time that is normally '
required of a teacher tb perform a less than full time assignment W1th1n an
assignment classification,

Ixumple A full-time teacher has an assignment of 5 teaching
perlods per day. A part-time teacher with:the same assignment classification
is assigned 3 teaching periods per day. The full-time teaching equivalent for
this teacher would be a 3 % 5 or 3/5ths. The full-time teaching equivalent

cf’"ths in Lhis case) wuuld be applied to the salary correspondlng to the

R\!:cher s position on the salary scale.
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Request number three refers to the type of fringe benefits for
teachers that have a monetary cost to the school department. These would include
such benefits as health insurance plan, life insurance, workmens' compensation,
retirement plans, survivors' benefits, reimbursement for accredited courses.
Benefits such as sick days, professional days, etc. should not be included at
this time. : '

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call Mr. Donley
R. Taft in the Division of Research, Planning and Evaluation at 277-2666.. Your
prompt assistance in this task will help us to properly evaluate the merit of
these proposals.

Plcase send the .completed form to:

Mr. Donley R. Taft _

Division of Research, Planning and Evaluation
State Department of Education

Roger-Williams Building

Hayes Street v

Providence, R.I. 02908

Thank you for your cooperation,
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, INSTRUCCTIONS
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use FULL-TIME TEACHER EQUIVALENTS (EXPLAINGD 1w LerreR ) :

Hz .
CLUDE oMLYy THOSE TERSCMS who ARE oh THE TIRCHERS' SALARy ScHEDLE

>o nor INCLUDE SUPERINTEAMDENTS
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APPENDIX J
Ferm I and E
Estimates of School Expenditures
for Current Year
Submitted Annually by School Districts

to the Rhode Island Department of Education
in the Fall



ALL FORM I & E
Department ‘of Education

~ffica of Research,
lanning & Evaluation

SUMMARY OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES

X

Cl

6.

"'UMMARY OF PUPIL DATA

"

*T?clude pupils attending schools in other districts for
E]{I(jﬂa district is financially responsible,
et ude pupils in the schools of the district only,

IText Provided by ERIC

Grades %K-12%

Grades %K-12%*%

SCHOOL OPERATING INCOME AND LAFLNULLURNG unin
AND PUPIL SUMMARY DATA

School District
Actual Actual Actual Estimate
1970-71 i971-72 1972-73 1973-74”_7

Current Expenditures from School

Revenues (Line 90, Form 31)

Current Expenditures for

Other Programs

a, - Community Services
(Lines 41, 42, 43)

b, Summer Schools (Line 1)

¢. Adult Education {(Linz 60)

Total Capital Outlay (Form 31,
Line 79, use unstarred items only)

Instructional Salaries

(Omit breakdown for men and women)

a., Saiuaries of Supervisors, etc.,
(Line 8)

b. Salaries of Principals (Line 9)

¢. Salaries of Assistant Principals

(Line 9A) .
d. Salaries of Classroom Teachers
. (Line 10)
e. Salaries of School Librarians
(Line 11)

f. Salaries of Guidance Counselors/

Deans (Line 12)
g. Salaries of Homebound, Radio &

T.V. (Line 12A)
h. Salaries of Psychological Staff

(Line 12B)

i. Salaries of Audio-visual Staff
(Line 12C)

3. Salaries of Nurse-teachers
(Line 12D)

Transportation-~Total expended for
transportation of pupils (Lines 39A,B,C)

P. L, 874 Receipts (Line 8)

Tuitions Received (Line 21)

Resident Average Daily Membership

Average Daily Attendance

Date

Scperintendeﬁt of Schools




Summary of Nozmpublic Sehool Pupil Data--1973/74 Sckool Year

Resident Average Daily Meatership*
Grades %K~12

*In:ludes all nompublic school students residirg in your city/row:.

regardlesz of where they are being educated providsd tine stident-

are rnot inzlad:d in ycur annual Pupil Sumrary Data Report.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS




SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS - SEQUENTIALLY LISTED

"“Some Tentat%ve Proposais for the Finance and Management of Education in Rhode
Isiand,” Fred G. Burke, State Department of Education, January 20, 1972.

"Teacher Salary Study," Rhode Island Department of Education, January 24, 1972.

"A Second Step Toward Statewide Funding for Rhode Island's Public Schools,"”
Rhode Island Department of Education, March 10, 1972.

"Statewide Funding for Education, Computer Simulation Exercise: User's Manual,"
Rhode Island Department of Education, March 24, 1972.

“The Constitutional Status of the Present System of Financing Public Education
in Rhode Island," Rhode Island Department of Education, June 26, 1972.

"Possible Implementation Steps for the Proposed Rhode Island Full State Funding
Plan for Public Elementary and Secondary Education," Rhode Island Department
of Education, December 29, 1972.

"Proposed Recommendations: Rhg.ie Island Full State Funding Plan for Public
Elementary and Secondary Education," Rhode Island Department of Education,
January 23, 1973.

“Rhode Island Full State Funding Plan: Analysis of Estimated Costs - A Workima
Document," Rhode Island Department of Education, February 2, 1973.

"Governor's Commission on School Finance: Proposed Qutline for Final Report,”
Rhode Island Department of Education, July 5, 1973.




