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o . " CHAPTER I

FINANCIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR CONNECTICUT'S ' ..
I REGICﬁJAIZ" EDUCATIONAL SERVICE CENTERS
st ) ’ - :

The existence'of educational organizations between the

state and the’iocal schooL district is by no ﬂ%hns a new
. . . ’ .
phenomenon in the Unlted States.v In .the nigeteenth century

!

reglonaI educatlonal agenc1es exlsteé prlmarlly to regulate

local school d1str1ct practlces. Reglonal agencies in variopus

states performed~the following functions: licensing teachers,

~

supervising'instrUction, designing curriculum, training teachers
through in-service proérams; advising'admindstrators, surveying
school‘plant and buiidinés, and providing'opinions to_iocal- -
school boards.‘ These:various1y~named regional, county, or
-.intermediete units weré, in'feffect' arms of the steteﬂ ’
. ;,?he éarlyvgovernanceuand financi structure of regional
\'education agencies often inhibited their control function.
C 'nty hoardsof education_frequentiy were composed;of
représentétives of component local school‘districts.‘ The county

superlntendent s offlce was flnanced through a mill levy set

!

by the‘county board. Polltlcally and flnanclally, then, county .

superintendents were at the mercy of those whom they were'-~

» s . '

supposed ‘to- regulate and monitor. ¥

L~ ¥

grrlng most of the twentleth century regional education

agenc1es were viewed as belng obsolescent Improved communication -

5 p
.o . . a . o




and transportation systems enabled Btate education departments

5

to perform'more:of thefse;vice and‘control'fdnction. State
had at least ‘the ootential tovbtovioe'strong financial support'
for education; regions had no such potential. Finally/ there
was a maJor move towards school district cbnsolidation. While
 there is .pe incompatebil y between regionalism and consolida-

tion, the latter certainly was the focus of attention. The

_post World Wan;iI period witnessed the decline and in some

—

states abolltion of county superinteﬁdencies.

Title IIT of the 1965 Elementary . and Secondary Education
Act probably did more*to revive and reVitalize the regional
education céﬁcept than any single phiece of 1egislation befote}
 or since. ;%rough Title III; supplementa:y education centers
and servicesfwere'established to provide those educational
offerings which iocal districts could not on their own be
exéected to proVide,' ?ﬁese centers form one'basisvfon the
network of negional seryice centers (RSCs) presently found

~

in Connecticut and other states.

4

Unioue Problems of Regional Service Centers (RSC) Finance

* In thefpast few decades the guiding idea behind reéional
educational arrangements haslchanggd ftom one of regulatiné
and controlling the'ectivities of iocalschool districts to
'oﬂé of_providing'specialized services which local districts -
could not undertake on their own. ,SThis change has the foilowe»

ing implications for finance. . . ‘ 1\—5
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‘1. * The ‘Method of Financing-Funding Flow

| Throughout the United States there(are essentially four
methods, by which RSCs receive. funds. Funds may come from ;(
local school districts' own tajy sources, regional taxing
authorities, higher‘levels of_government - both federal-and
state;;and.in categoricalvgrants from the state through local
school districts. Each of these four models is shown in Figure

. I. The four models are- not mutually exdlusive; each state

.and RSC may enploy several s1multaneously. (see Appendix) .

The funding flow in turn, has an impact upd‘ the

activities and the nature of the state educatipn system as a

whole. = . ' 3 L \

2. Extent of Local District Participation'

! .
some districts,not participate? L B T/
ided

'3g The Nature of the Serv1ces to be Pro

I

wWill the level and range of serV1ces prov1ded by the, RSCs
to local districts be the’ same in every district, or will
certain trpes and amounts of service be provided for -gome
districts and not for others? S N
\- N '

4. Incentive Features R . : .
| - -

\ . | a
Should financing procedures encour&ge-tﬁe existénce of .

P ‘

RSCs? Should they encouragewregional provision of serv1ces

. or should they be s-neutral as between locgal prOV1SlOn and .
" BTN SR « - Y, '

regional provision? e c b ﬁ -,

Sl addpr-¢ -

~ I . -
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5. Extent of Eqpalization Provided
:ti Does finanblng of RSCs have a role to play in reducing
\lhe current 1nequalities among local distrlcts in -their tax
bases and expendlture-levels?~ . ‘LM .
. : ’

Each of the four fupding modes in Figure I 'is discussed

below E%Dterms of these tonsiderations.

Model I < ’ “q;'
v . 4 | ( : )
Regional Service Financing procedure - each lodal town
Centers (RSC) - levieg taxes. _At the local board's
— discretion som# of those taxes are
used for purchase of services from

- é 1 - the RSC. \ . "
Local School 7. : . _ -
Districts ‘ B

h 4 . .

‘extent of local participation - voluntary at local option.

services provided - variable, depending on what local districts
want and what each RSC is w1111ng to prov1de.

KA

L4 .
~

incentive features - The presumption is in favor of local
~8chool/district's -own service. Only

ke

r - when ¥wo or more local districts can S
‘agre€ on the same service will it be ‘
finhanced regionally. o

- extent of equalization - None. Wealthy towns have’ the
. ~ capability to buy mdre services. than .
’ poor towns.




. Model II

. ' ’

-

Regional’ ‘ Regional | ' financing procedure - A

- gervice . "Tax . county, Qr other multi-
éentefs é'—‘ Jurisdiction

: district region levies
. . a uniform”property tax

at a specified mill rate.
) .

Rich districts contribute more than poor dlstricts to the RSC.
But each component district receives an equal amount of
servic per pupil from the RSC. s

: extent¥of -local partiClpation - Uniform redion wide.

-

serv1ces prov1ded - thosé set in statutes or ggreed<to »
. by the partlclpatlng component districts.

vincentive features - mponent districts will be effectlvely
recluded from performing those services
ich are provided bygshe region since
] S ‘the people of component districts are
' financing thosesalready through regional
) " taxe Componént dlstr;cts will accept
service from the RSG since those services
are “free".

extent of equallzatlon - Intra-reg10na1 equalizatlon will
. . occur 51nce wealthy districts within
' -each region will pay more tax than
' poor towns but all districts will
get the same service. No inter-
regional‘ equalization.

L N ,(

: .




State Government

s ADM
WADM

Regional Service
Centers

‘ Model IIT

- financing procedure - The' state funds
specified programg in all of its RSCs.
Funding is a fixed number of dollars
of per pupil and is based upon the
numbey of (weighted) pupils, (W)ADM,
in each of the regions. Regions then.
distribute services equally to each .
of the component districts based

'upon ADM or WADM. . .

[

»
-

extent of local participation - every local district participants

aince'specified services are free.

services provided - under this model the RSC provfaez only
t

, w

. services from their RSC. -

those services specified by the ate.
Statutes may allow local component districts

to buy at their own expense additional
A

incentive features - local districts or private firms will not ¢

undertake the services the state provides,
since state provision is free. Whereas . .-
local districts will acceépt free services
Qwhich they otherwise might not buy.

extent of equalization - inter-regional equalization; no intra-

«

regional equalization since state
funding is based upon the,ayerage
wealth (and-tax effort) ‘of the component
. districts withln each region. : -

L4 -
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) . Model ;V N
- ) . . z\ ’
» ] State Government”] financing procedure = the stat& defrays

alf or part of lqcal costs for' buying
specified services at RSCs. This isga

. ~ categorical grant. The percentaje o

’ Regiog:ltzirvicé " the cost bourne by the state varies

5y according to the fiscal, capacity of the
1\§ ; local school district,\with .the state '
— L . bearing more of the cost. in‘poorer
Local School . districts.

Districts . , ,

L3 T '

¥ \

on ~ local districts which receive
te funding will ‘tend to participate
' ¢ce a percentage of the cost is -
defrayed» Districts whicH have a
greater desire for RSC services qr/

<L ~ which receive a bigger state payment

will tend to participate most.

extent'gg local particip

services provided - the t?pes éﬁd amounts of RSC service
are locally determineéd. The state,
. . " however, can exercise some control by
- - refusing to fund "disallowed" services.
incentive features - local districts have some incentive to

buy regionally if the proportion’ of the
cost defrayed by the state through regional
purchase is greater than the portion of

the cost defrdyed through local purchase.
RSC have an incentive to serve local

needs since otherwise local dlStrlCtS

will not buy. ’

extent of e ~gpalizatlon - both inter and intta-regional equalization
“takes pldce. High need districts
receive,;he mose funding (this produces
. L inter-di¥strict equalization) and those
- RSCs with the most high need dlstrlCtS
receive the largest grants.
4 t

All models have been used successfully throughout the,

k-3

i

cougtry. Three of the four exiSt in Connectlcut today.

4 ~

I

11




CHAPTER II

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FINANCING
CONNECTICUT'S REGYONAL SERVICE CENTERS

The recommendations below ‘are tentative rather than
definitive, and are meant to provide a basis for'discussion;

. \ .
TheBe recommendations ‘represent my own thinking based upon a

-

consideration of the four models above, a review of regional

financing practices in other states, and cohsﬁlﬁéfioﬁs.with

i

Connecticut educators.

N . ) < : ' .
. . | N \ .
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Specific Recommendations for Financing, RSCs
& are mu | ' R
RSC's are mu1ti—purpo=e,:multl-serv1ce agenc1es., hi

suggests that the f1nanc1ng system neqessaf%ly should embody

Q‘
’ different bases of support and should rely on a11 levels of
5 _
#ﬁ government ﬂb some extent. ‘A three tier finanoing s
v : ‘ , .
: . . . N . ) ] &‘
Bsuggested here. o - - . e L

4 . . [

1.. There should be a uniform state grant to each RSC

for its basic.operation;“The,grant should'provide enoﬁgh-funds

"sso that the reglon has the potentlal to develop programs for

i

] component towns and school dlstrlcts. The actual oost of most-

¢’ L) 4

"program development and'program execution should come from
’ T . o : ’

_other funds. = . o S ‘

a - ¢ ) R . B
It is expected that this grant,would.provade enough funds

to cover the costs of renting a small office and paying the

. 1 . . L. .. N . .
‘salaries of one or two professionals and‘'one or two secretaries

o .

\
’

ox clerks. ' D S .

2. There should be a grant to towns for RSC services where

part (A) would be based upon the‘present G.T.B. grant and part

(B) woulo also be based on the G.T.B. grantﬁformula.modi§ied to

-reward local taxheffort in supporting RSCs.
' A. Under part kh) each town's grant would bear;the same

"ratio to.the‘states totaihpart A;grant_as that town's grant does

to the GfT;B. aid formula; The’GfT.B; formula“appears in Figure 5:

o | o 13




- Eﬁhﬁple .

: i of State-wide .\ % of State-wige % of State-vile
‘Town =~ -ADM . . G.T.B. monies _ - Part A grant to
S | allocated to town , the town
1 BT B [ N T
2 .58 1% | | 1%
3 L 2% S 1.3% 3 . 1.3%

This would assure thatisome towns receive more RSC services

than others based upon their relative educational needs. Towns
. . ’ - ‘., \’ . ‘ & . ¢ “ . ;“;--
with greater needs as ‘defined by the &.7.B. formula would receive

p

.more funds;
(B) Under Part (QL\each town's grant would.be of %he

lvariable ratlo type matched to the effort each to kes in

W
supﬂortlng RSCs.

[< =)o

POP,
. l

>
Y
n

o

where
A = State a1d to the ith town under part three B.of the '
iRrscs
. RSC funding, formula
TRi - = The tax rate levied by town i to buy'RSC services.
RSC N © . X .
- (Local revenues to RSC's as a percentage of the town's
, " grant list). )

~ Definitions of caIbulated_property values, family‘ineomesﬁahd
populations would ‘be determined as they are in 2 () above. The‘
e ) ' é/ - ‘¢
‘gﬁ“pitions of the terms appears in Figure 2. ..j

R . :
' . .
. N )
. . ' T
‘
- s
“



Figure 2

épv

| m
' ! GTB STR 85 85
- 3 " . . B
RS
.‘_/\ : ' '

/‘ . o [ ‘

"'STR School Tax Rate = dividing the net

{

.
. ‘
.
.
4

4 CBV = Calculated Property Value = divide

current local educational revenues

value

+ the grand list by the assessment ratio

“of the town by 1ts caltulated property |

e boller 6.2.3. Grant t wanx/ R

A

to bring all towns to 1008 valuatlon;v

" then update for the last year of the
~towns revaluation) then divide by
~ the town's ‘population,

MFY = Median Famlly Income = A town §
median family income as determlned
by the 1970 census,

SMFYs State Median Family Income = $11 811
~in 1970, C

- PQP The populatlon from the 1970 census

d = The particular town recelving the
grant . :

"85 = The town at the 85th percentlle

among all towns in the state in
terms of abllrty to pay.

\ N

;)

?/ff

Updating Jor the last yea of r veluatic
“ hfter tdwns" grand’list have been,
adjusted to 1008 of market value -
they arq further ”equalrzed" on the
principle of compound interest for
their last date.of property revaluatic

Grand lists for edch towh within .
each’ county are multlplred bf the
» following annual increments: Fairfiel
B$; Hartford, Litchfield, MiddleSex,
aMMMMmS%MNmMn -
Tolland~and Wrndham, 3, S%. o

Calcuiatrng ab111ty to pay |
'"'hls Is the combined index of towns' _
1ncome and property value,

| - All towns are ranked 1 to 169

| according to the index, Towns
ranked above the 85% receive no GIB
aid (the 25 wealthiest towns in the |
 state), . i
. ' \ '

Thomas B, Jones and
Ted Sergd, 1976

T
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Under the general .G. T B, formula as 1t 1s presently

.

' written the wealthlest f1fteen percent of all\Connectlcut towns
A g
. recelve no fundlng. leewise these same towns woﬁld-recelve

:.::\_

no fundlng under prov1slon .number 2(A) and 2 (B)/bf the RsC
financlng system.v These.wealthy‘towns would be e11g1b1e to
g fund RSCs under part three of the proposed system, negotlated “
'grants.- : 'u» l f : " | »iﬂ** P :

"It is recommended that the bulk of state RSC monlqg be

¥
S .3

distrl uted under prOV1s;ons 2(A)
Beca se of the frscally dependent nature of Connect;cut

'school d1str1cts, it is recommended that the grant funds under |

both 2(A) and 2(B) be held by the State Edudatlon Agency ln i
separate accounts for each town/school district. Whenever local
eflucation agencles purchased reglonal serv{ces, funds would be-'

| transferred d1redt1y by the state to the approprlate RSC..

3. There should be prov1slon for several types of

A 4
discretlonary grants not based on formula funding.

L Negotlated dlscretlonary‘grants prov1de opportunltles for
RSCs to recelve funding outslde ‘the’ requlrements of a formuI&S@ *

5system. Thls has several advantages and dlsadvantages.‘(See e

supporting’ ratlonale below) .

‘Three distinct discretionary funding‘mechanisms are en- .
visioned here:. federal government . funds to RSCs, state
"government funds to RSCs and local government funds.to RSCs. -

17




With respect to state and federal‘projedts, procednres‘fol]awed
necessarily would have to agree Wlth the specific\procedure |
'outlined by the particular agency for-the progect to be fundad(
-The situation,w1th .respect to locally financed RSC serv1ces ‘is
somewhat more complex. - o -'.ig o ‘
. The wealthiest 15% of all ‘towns would fund RSCs f.
i“in the same manner that all 169 towns do at the present
time. They would buy whatever services they‘w1shed :
with no addriional state aldu (Some money would however,

have been gi;en to RSCs on bihalf of these towns unger

part 1 of’ the proposed finan 1ng system) ) _’\,‘ ’ @

e

The remaining ‘144 towns in- the state would receive

) state financial a551stance -in)| paying for RSC serv1ces. %

Under prov151on 2 monies for RSC serviceS would flow

'automatically to the towns-if they»spent\that money at

'RSCs; It is anticipated that towns would fully use this

-

- money s1nce it- buys what are for them essentially free

&

services. i ¢ 4 ¢

. TIUnder provision'Z(Brvto "j&g%d be required to match

[

state d‘rs for RSC serv1ces under- a Varlable ratio

,basis. ‘For example, a fairly well. to do town might be

A

. reimbursed ten cents for every dollar 1t spends at an RSC°
& .

: a very poor town_miﬁt\kget 90 cents for every dollar it

. . ¢ ’ .
spends at an RSC. - ®



- LW

If prov1sions 2(A) and 2(B) of these recommehdations _ -
are fu ed only partially, the 144 towns should be permitted

to fund RSCs as thea do now, ‘on a non-reimbursable and non-

match‘ g basis. ' . o e ‘
™ . 4. BSCS should be given broad 1at1tude to find and employ
t

the least e;pense means of prov1d1ng qpality serV1ces. There.

should be provision for periodic rev1ew of RSCs financial «

practices by local state and private agencies.

‘:‘ : RSCs currently have au&hority to own or lease all types
o of property, plant and equipment They have authority to Lt

contract Wlth private 1ndustry for the proVision of . Spec: ified

‘

,non-instructional serv1ces, e gf, transportation, food serv1ce,
. buildinglmaintenance.' Both short and long term contracts
should be pérmitted. Contracts should be let on the basis of
cofipetitive bids. L

Periodic state rev1ew of the RSC finances should continue.

'The financial records should be avaiIable to‘all citizens on a
.~ ,0.", N

reasonable badis. When a priva?e firm or public employee

1.

\

organization believes it -.can prov1de a spec i/fic. non-instructional\‘
service 1ess expens1vely than“the current prov1der, the firm
.or organization should submit a contract proposal to the RSC

4 '

which explains in detail the costs and the nature of the service
they propose to provide. - | | ‘

The RSC should be required to respond in,Writing_to any
firm_contract proposalj A state appeals procednre should .be
established to resolve any disagreement between an RSC and.a

potential contractor.

. . . . .
>1 . | | '
‘9 ‘ o
. . ¢
. . ) s .
‘ .
. . . . .
8
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N .
’NOTE? None of the recommendatlons above are 1ntended to apply

to speclal educ lon, transportatlon, or other serv1ces RSCs

___;.,&'\«_.L ..

4

might prov1de now or 1n~the future ‘when those services are

,‘financed-under separate provisions“of state/fed 'al funding -

'_f_o'rmul,as.',.‘ Each of thesi speclallzed und' ormulas would

.require a separate revlew which is beyond the scope 9f this
. - ] " ! 2 > . . .
+ paper. ! . ' . ‘ o

[ . . .
. . . . S

. Supporting Rationale for these Recommendatlons

"The recommendations above can be evaluatedzin terms of
-, M

f{.the five character1st1cs of financing plans d1scussed in the
first chapter of th1s paper. Those five characteristics are:
method of_f1nanc1ng-fund1ng flow. extent of localtdlstrict
participation,'the nature of services to be provided,'incentive

wfeatuggk: and-ektent of equalization provided.

Method of f1nanc1ng-fund1ng flow.

-

The recommen atlons above employ thrse of the four financial

L o .

models found thr ughout the Un1ted States as a whole, the- three
currently used in Connectlcut. This seems ‘necessary and
desirable based upon the multiple purposes;of RSCs: an intermediate
step between states and locallties. The assumptlon 1ﬁ that
locallties should fund those services whlch meet their objectlves
- and the state should fund the services which meet 1ts.v By
\matching the part1cular funding agency with the- part1cular
educatlonal objectlve, there is a likelihood that RSCs can retain

their responsiveness and flexibility.

\
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2, Extent of local district’ part1c1pat10n : .

Provislon one under the three t1er funding - system—assures

that all localltres would have access to RSCs ébn a permanent

basis. However,vnot all districts are assured oprart1c1pat10n.
. - . \

The wealthiest 15% of'alrvtoﬁns'would receive no state aid

" for purchase of RSC services. .Their participatien-would depend

e

;purely on local 1n1t1at1ve {as is the case for all dlstrlcgz
now). Prov1slon; .2(a)- and 2(B) of ‘the recomhéndatlons ibo
Ajvirtually agﬁure that the rema1n1ng 144 towns 1n~the state.

will utlllze RSCs 51nce they receive state funds for- d01ng so.

#

In sum, these recommendatlons’do~not require part1c1patlonv_

. ”m:" : ’ . . . ! - . T . - 3 N . .‘ ’ ’
but they do make participation financially attractive for most
. town 10Cah}ties and they assure RSC availability on'a permanent

) . K .

.basls to all loca11t1es. R

3. °Nature of services to be Erov1ded

~

The systemrrecommended here would 1nsure that both the state

and locallties would have substantial f1nanc1al control over

’

the services to be prov1ded The state would have negotlated
grants as its major vehicle to assure state purpose§\were

carried out. The limited number of RSCs.in Connecticut assures

~ . %

that the state can draw specific contracts with each one'and

.

. employ appropriatd oversight procedures. . T _
Provisions 2(A) and (B) of-the'recomnendations wouid.
providé most localities more leeway than they have now to buy
‘tnefkinds and.quantities of RSC services they-want; ‘The Statex
G.T.B./i;s.c. funds could be used for any purpoée agreed uben

21
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mutually by localities and the RSC. Localities would be'free”'
to buy additional RSC services above.and beyond the state

formula. _

‘. " This would mean that different locaylties would buy

-

------- 'ﬂifferéﬁt types and amounts of- regional servicet, The mix mlght

not be the same for any two towns. Each RSC would be

v ™ - R -

,'ffhanoially enceuraged to'respond‘to the unique needs of
_compgﬁgnt-towns in its region. But where the state wished to .,
mandate certain activities in every locality it could do so )

a

. 4.ﬁ Incentive features ‘ ) e

» . -

' throu§§~a negotiated grant.

There are majpr 1ncent1ve features of the plan recommended
here. The first of these 1s the financial presumption in favor
of RéCs. MEach of the plan s three prov151ons earmarks funds ﬂik
for RSCs and their: serv1ces.' Inevitably this means that RSCs
will get some monies “that other organlzatlons mlght have ;otten
_in the absenpe-of earmarking. Then earmarking may be partlcularly
questionable under provisions 2(A) and (B) above.l' ;fwﬁm }
Parts 2(A) and (B) of the recommendationvare the equalizing .
portion. They are categorical 1n nature and base the 51ze of the

B ant

state’ s'grant to each localityvon two factors: (1) its fiscal
'S o o ' v

capacity and (2) its tax effort. The state grant is inversely

related to the former and directly related to the latter.

The only difference betﬁeen (A) and (B) is the measure of .

tax'effort employed. Under (A) the state'sraid is based upon

: 99
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hd .

l .
total local tax rate, levied to support schools. Under (B) .id

is based solely upon that portion of the local tax ratej*iyied .
to support RQE services.* .

' Prov151ons Z(A) and (B) mlght d1vert G.T.B. monles from
§

_general use to RSC support. The earmarklng (categorical grant) "

‘ provisions of the formula would add "a new d;men51on of o
cOmpleglty to the public's understandlngjg The nature of‘tnei”
fornulaﬂis such that the neediestnlocalities would have a, ,}2’
greater financial incentive for uedng RSC services than less'
needy. localities. N o | )

Whether thesge are de51rable ﬁeatures 1s an open quastion.

- In this. study tce presumptlon was that’ spec1f1c financial

support for RSCs is de51rable. The questlon was not dhether,

to finance RSCs, but "how" to do it.

However, in response to the Speclflc con51deratlons raised
. ]
above, it 1s,'f1rst of all, not certain that G.T. B. monies for

RSC support would come at the expense7o£ general G.T.B. funds.

_2".

RSCB may: be polltlcally popular enough %% -generate more total

dollars for educatlon rqﬁher thanfto red1v%de the existing funds.’
Secondly, the added complexlqi»ofva,new G.T.B/R.S.C.

formula is a drawback. But this drawback would have to be.

: o . L . .
_weighed against other coniider ions. Any new method of

- To avoid double counting that portion of total local sﬂﬁpol_
tax rate going to support RSCs should be deducted from ///”*’f\
portion 2(a). - - -

-
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financ%&g RSCs would be’ complex. The G. T.B has the advantage
~ X

of already belng i lace. It.mlght well be clearer to the

wholly new financlng system devised

general public than
'speciflcally for RSCs.. S . ot %_

The third conslderatlcn is that recommendations 2(A) and (B)
ajd some localities more than others in .the purchase of
regiohal services. This~m;§ or may not be fair depending on
one's view. Pcrmclas are, by their-nature, operational '

definitions of relative need.”‘Incvitably they differentiate’

‘among recipients in measuring the eiktent 'of need. The: specific

recommendation here is to tie regional funding to the general

aid ﬁ;nding formula, the G.T.B. or whatever eventually replaces
L - 4 .

~the G.T.B. The rationale for this recommendation is that it

is difficult to define ways in which localities are more (or
less) needy for regiohal services than they are for local |
services. It see;s reascnable that definitions or need be the
same for both. o | | |
’ Creating a substantially different'formula would proﬁide
specific financial incentives for local:districts to favor one
methcd_?f service provgsion ovet the other. .If town A'got more
state aid foriregionalvservices and less aid ‘for local services,
it would tend to buy'regionally. IE town B got more state aid
~ for 1ccal'services than for‘regional services, it would tend
htb rely‘On-local‘provision. States which use two substantially'

different formulas for local versus reglonal services tend to

'deVelop a similar characteristlc- the methed of flnanclng ¢
\ : .
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5determines which education agency w111 prov1de the service.

The basis for these ghcommendations is that the nature of the"'
aervice itg"%g rather ‘than fingnxing proV1sions should '; .
‘ 7/ PR a
determine serv1ce prov1der. - c "ﬂi

J

It'should be stated however, that almost no fihancing

system;*s"entirely w1thoﬁf‘ihcent1ve features, The system
) %

- recommend\ji here is\n\\\an eXception, it does insure thg\smost
b2

‘terns in the state will use RSCs since services will be sub-

.sidiied For this reason the efficiency prov1sions under part
4 of the recommendations are important\) Many of these proV1sions
_ are already in place. _They should be continued and expanded
: where'appiicable;isince relaxiné or removing them could mean
\that. the state and its localities pay ino* for -.ser.vices than *
they should. o ‘ ‘ |
};” Finaily parﬁtZ(ﬁ) of the recommendations provides a specific
financial incentive to use regﬂonal rather than local services.
_To the extent that the State wishes to foster RSC use.it
should fund this portion’of the formula generously with the
§ appropriate-deduction from part'Z(A) of the.formula. To the

extent it does not want to proVide such 1ncentives, it should

provide 1itt1e or no funding under 2(B).

i

5, mxtent of ‘'equalization provided
An initial question that might arise is whether RSCs have

'any role to play in eéualiZation. .The Horton v. Meskill “decision

" has overturned Connecticut's school financing system, one baged

|
23
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largely on a flat grantir enrolled'pupil. "It would seem
'prudent therefore to consider the recent court ruling in
4,
designing a finﬁncial system for RSC support. Recommbndatioég

Q

which did not “include strong equalization proViSions might

not withstand a Judicial test. 3
Initially it appeared that there were two methods of
.
achieving equalizatf‘n through RSCs- (l) direct state funding

of RSCs based on regional variations in fiscal capaq&ty/tax ,

; and (B) of the recommendations.
"Aa review of recent court decisions suggested that (l) is
ilnot legally prudent.'gggz courts have focused on local
inequalities not regional inequalities Even poor regions
may cogiain one or- two wealthy localities If funding were
hased on regional rather than logal walth, such towns might
reap windfalls. ‘In sum; there is no evidence to suggest that

any RSC financing system can - by itself - satisfy the courts

that Connecticu is making sufficient progress toward equalizak

tion. On the o : hand, any financing .arrangement which does
'not take into acoount. the equalizati®h might be illegal.’ The

legally accepta§§GJWay to foster equalization is througH aid .
to towns. And for reasoﬁs above, this implies the G.T.B. or .
whatever: replaces it. \

22
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The recommendatlons above prov1de only an outllne plan.
They are, however, more spec1f1c than prev1ous recommendatlons.
They are put forward in the hope of encouraglng further ,

digcussion respecting the goals and tegboneibilf ies of

‘Connecticut's Regional Educational Service Centers, and of

the various education agencies to which these centers relate.

!



‘_ BIBLIOGRAPHY

Achilles, C. M. Reglonalism and ooperatlon in Educatlon.
Plannlng and Changl ai 197 4, 217- 222

Belton, J.R. Wisconsian New District Educatlonal Serylce o
* Agencies. Journal on State School Systems Development,
’ 1968, 1, 203- 222.. S . L. -

- Campbell, R.F., Cunningham, L.L., and McPhee, R.F. The

Organization and Control of American Schools. Columbus:
Charles E. Merrill Books, 1965, 110-128.

Chrestman, P.S. Developing a State" Plan for Pennsylvanla S ,
Intermediate Uits. Journal on State School. Systems‘h
Develqpment, 1968, 1, II7—I§9.' : N *

Isenberg, R. The’ Multldlstrlct Local Education Agency.
Journal on State School Systems Development, 1968, 1,

McLure, William P. §§g§&Thoughts on a Model of State School
System De31gn. nal on State School Systems Development,

1967, . 46~ 55. C . ' \

Morphet, E.L., Johns, R.L., and Reller, 'P.L. Educational
Organization and Administration. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.,
rentice Hall, 1967, 263-87. : '

14

Nyquist,'E B. How BOCES Serves the Metropolitan School Systems
Concept in New York State.. Phi Delta Kappan, 1971, 55,
26-28, 81. .. c

’

* Office of Education Performance Review. Boards of 000perat1ve
Educational Services: An Examination of a Temporary ,
Program After 25 Years —? Operation. Albany, N Yo Governor s

Ce, I§7 -

Schlack, L., and Kofel J. A Model for Educational Planning on
a Reglonal Basis. . Planning and Chaning, - 1975 5, 219-224.

Stefonek T.J. Reglonal Programming for leferenttal Needs: Y j N
Disadvantaged Special Education Programs in Wisconsin's T
-Cooperatlve Education Service Agencies. Washington, D.C.:
Us,S. Office of Education, Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education, School Finance Study Unlt, 1973

..STh | o S _253 .
R P

-




A\

Stephens, R. E. Regional Edubatlonal Serv1ce Agencies ERS

Monograph Ser1es,_1975, 29. v

U4

Yeafbook of School Law 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975. Topekh

Ka:

‘5

]

Natural Organlzatlon on- Legal Problems of Education.

¢ L] g

~ r
- ] =
-
. .
o
w -
.z ¢
o
s
’. .
/ o !
- e
b
- :
-
- -
]
-
»
o
* , .
\ .
8 v
- i
L4
N N N
. .
.
. .
r
N v
4
3



APPENDIX
[ 3

-+ SCHOOL DISTRICTS

S

The folloWing information was compiled from Thomas L. Johns:_

' and Janet Foerster!' s, Public School Finance Programs, 1971 72.

:Washington:’ u.s. Office of Education, 1912. Programs reported
were thoserin effect during theearly i970's. Theﬂseveral

newer programs for financing intermediate school districts are
not reported here. They will 'be available soon in a iaterd,
publication. | . g

The authors caution that, for a variety of reasons;‘the

information reported in the publication ﬂay not ‘be complete

for’ every individual- state. The information recorded below
records information for the financing of the county super-,»"

| intendencies as well as for intermediate school districts since

. . -’ nd_w :
many states are in a period of transition from the older to the

-

newer form of regional arrangement. _
In the following descriptions the term "intermediate school’
. .
district" replaces regional service center since the former is-

much more common throughout the country as a whole. -
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¢ Alabama“ /*Cpunties must levy at least fou- mills on property. "

......

' Counties may levy an additional tax on property, -,

' 2 ‘
L ) sales or gasoline for specific school purposes.

G
‘Alaska . No financial plan for intermediate units. o
Arizona _ Each county must raige $18 50 per pupil per year.
. < .
v The state dedicates revenues from other specific

' taxes and trusts to finance a share‘gf intermedrpte

district costs. : . ' }.;v.!;’
' ’ w . , -;t " _“1'

Arkansas . There are no county-wide .taxes for schools.- .HOwW-

\ ‘,' *_-h.

ever counties vote a small fund to support a
supervisor s office.

'California The state sets a specific sum/of noney annually
to support county-wide school services. County
superintendents receive-grants based upon budgets

| ////;/// presented to theistate superintendent"s office.

Counties supplement the stategrant from their =
_ ~ own revenus.. . Q i | ky
~ Colorado No financial pldﬁf o, )
Connecticut No.financial plan. . | | ' :
1~De1aware_ No financial plan. ) : \S, : | N
Florida No'financial'plan.” 4 . ‘ -
Georgia ' Thfs state has a multi-purpose grantéin;aid'program.

One program funds educational services across

local school districts.

.
. ' .
. ‘' . ’
. : . e s - . - N
P . . te .
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Hawaii This state fully.funds and operatgs its schools’
| centrally at the state ievel There are seven
:districts within the Islands which have purely
‘ administrative (and no taxing) functions. The
State Educstion Department allocates funds to
the adﬁinistrative districts based on: ADM -
* modified £orsvariations in Eupil,needs'and £a§ea

‘on otiations between the state department

’ anﬂ seven regional superintendents, ,
| idaho, _ _Each county levies an 8 mill tax for support of -

{intermediate school.districts.

Illinois No financial/plen
IndiQna‘ No financiai plan. o
Iowa A tax of 1/4»to 3/4 mill may be levied by each |

Py

‘ ,county's board of‘suoeruisors. -Also the county -
L board of educstion may levy additional taxes' for
_ operation of the county superintendent's off1ce.~_-
'Kanses. ‘ Countips are authorized to levy a. ten ‘mill tax for
| distribution to local school districts within the
county. Distribution is made on a per pupil and )
per teacher ba51s. The tax does not finance a-
_ . ~ county superintendent's office.u o
’Kbntucky No financial plan. .
Louisiana vfo financial plan,‘
Maine ~ &he state has a program-for regional vocstionale
technicai centersg_ About 2/3 of the local coats .
in such centers are borne by the stateg

- ,




Maryland
"Massachusetts

Michigan

R
-
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No financial plan.v
No financial plah.-

The state pays a pgﬁcentage of intermediate

districts' approved budget equal to the per-

. centage of the constituent districts' total

expenditures for operating purposes,supplied .
by the state divided bymz ~The state pays

ea h- intermediate district an additional

iaﬁ§3*500 if the county is included in an,

o

P“gynnexation or consolidation. Counties may

1

: levy an additional 15 mill tax to support

Minnesota

Migsissippi

Q'Hisaouri‘
“Montana

- Nebraska

_No financial plan.. _‘

programs for the handicapped.:

,j No financial plan.

Each country is required to levy a tax averaging
10.5 mills, higher in.wealthier counties’ iower

in poorer counties.’ This amount is then dis-

,tributed;to the local education agency(ies) in

the county. The state contributes funds to

. - !
counties from severance tax revenues.

' No financiallplan;ﬁ

'
County-wide taxes may be lévied for high schools
without ltmit on - voter approval on property which

is not located in a high school district.

e
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Nevada - ' No financial plan. ' /;%///
.New Hampshire No financial plan. - ' ‘
hNew;Jersey Local property taxes are the only iﬁtermediate

district revenue sources. New Jersé} does have

county superintendents. ..
“$ . .:‘J .
New Mexico  In certain’ cases counties mayklevy up to 15 mills

14
for school purposes. "In additgpn, cﬁnnties'
,distribute funds'from federal forr'_t 1ands and
motor vehicle license taxes. ?ﬁnds te dis-

. » |
e . tributed to' school districts Withinqﬁach county"

based on each district s weightbd aver;Le daily,
membership. h TR "' - Q

New York The 'state grants'categorical éid to} i'eﬁ
.districts participating in Béerd ofvgooperative.
Educational SErVices (BOCES} programs.\ These
funds may only*be spent on- QOGkﬂgprograms.‘ The
state allows each district two methods to compute
their BOCES.state'aid entitlements. Locgl districts
choose the method which is most advantageous for
them: Using the’ first method, each district's
share‘in'en amount which is in the same proportion ,
to that district's tcteliapproved BOCES cost as a
‘tax of 6 mills is £b that districts total school
‘lax rate. Using the secondgmethoq;_distric:;

: compute their aid ratic;under‘the éeneral aid

portion 8f the formula. This ratio becomes the

o 3¢1 l '. . ..' | : i .;J“. ".
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state's -share. Most aid is distributed under

the first method.
State/federal funds flow directly to BOCES to

\ support administrative costs, _BOCES may also
" acquire or construct buildinés-whereithe costs
of such huildings,are paftially reimbursable‘.%~a?h
through local districts state aid. . N
North Carolina Np financial plan. . | )

B North Dakota No financial plan.

‘Ohio A. few countdes distribute small amounts of money

A3

\

to local school districts from their Undivided .
c1assified Property Tax Fund. "

Oklahomal Counties levy aid mill tax on all taxable property. :
Proqﬁeds are apportioned to local districts on |

the basis of their ‘average daily attendance.

N

.oregon 1 Intermediate school districts have widb discretionary
| - powers to tax*ior schools if citizens approve.

They may levy taxes to support specific services;
in addition, they may levy region-wide sufficient
taxes to defray up to 50%'of the operating costs E
of component districts; These funds‘are dis~- ,
tributed according to ADM. Twenty-five intermediate .-
districts.are included in this plan;

rour other intermediate school. districts serve’ as
tax levying and ‘Bervice agenciés. But they

3 o . distribute funds to local school districts on the

~ ' basis of”the revenue collected from each local

" —Tdistrict rather than on the basis of ADM.

Q | : B -! :355




' Pennsylvania

; L_,vfj‘
¥

3 E

' ThQ.state fully funds the costs of seven specific

€

lervicesjﬁﬁf’
Local districte may buy additional services

from intermeciate districts but they receive no

vwladditionaiéstate funds.

| State aid to intermediate units is based on

average daily memb&8rship weighted by the wealth

. and local tax effort of component local districts.

Rhode -Island
Sotth éarolina

L

‘South Dakota

LS
4

Ténnéséee

Texas

Utah

deach county superintendent. In addition, most

No financial plan. B -,
A state fund pays $7, 400 towards the salary of

L

counties have local legislation for a»county school

tax. _ v 7
At the county level, there are tw?/sources of-revenue

for schools-- a poll tax of $1.00 per elector

- »:.<; CN «KN : . -

- plus revenues from fines.

Counties levy property and other taxes in -

support of their schools.

Some counties may levy an equalization tax of _
'nb to 2.5 mills. Revenue is then‘distrihutedjto

'component districts on the basis of ADM.

/
The state distributes a flat grant to each of 4

intermediate school districts. Component local

districts may use their own funds to purchase _

,additional_gervices.

ﬁo_finanoial’plan.

36 ..



Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsih

Wyoming

.
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'No tinancial plan.

State aid county taxes support an intermodiate

superintendent's office. A county-wide vd

‘real estate transfer tax is distributed annually

.

"to each component district based on its ADM,

No financial plan.

Counties must levy a tax to produce $350 per
for“QMalifyiﬂg component districts.

Counties are empowered to levy up to 3 mills

for current ‘operation.

37



