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The author .of this report belleve§ that ghe subject

" of urban school desegregation costs presents rich qpportunities for

researéh, which has great practical and theoretical interest. This

collection of case studies of five urban areas undergoing

court: orderedgdeseqregation of schools is intended as a -preliminary

to more extensSive study of - the financial proble-s that school

districts encounter in estimating and paying for the cost of school . -

deségregation., The five cities examined are Buffalo, New York,

Milwaukee, wlsopn51n, and Cleveland, Columbus, and Dayton, Ohio. In

all five c1tles, the courts have’ held rhat the schools have violated _

the equal 'protection clause of the @nsStitution. The case reports

' summarize’ the history of desegregation litigativon and the efforts by é .

{ plalntlffs and defendants (city and state) to comply with court ) .

orders. The author discovered that in all five' ‘cities, cost §

- desegregation became a political. issgg and that accurate estimate

methods &ere lacking. (Author/bﬁ) ) .
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Foreword ’ .

0\ \ . '“\~
This report is beingaissucdgduring an interlude in the Liddell et, al, v.
St. Louis Board of Education proceedings before U. S. Districthudge/qames .
Meredith., Two issues are before the Court: - (1) the defendants' 1liability
for segregation in the St. Louis Publig Schools, and (2) the actions which
.could be taken to desegregate the schools. R

%

T, -~

The writer of this report has been heavily involved in actisétiks concerning
‘the second issue, During the perfod from December 1976 thr gh March 1977 1
vas an observer at the'Decision Seminars in which St. Louis school personnel,
board members, and concerned citizens comsidered steps which. could be taken
to reduce segregation. Subseqiently I assisted thé original plainqiffs, .
“Liddell et. agl.,in the development of a desegregation plan which differed
from the one prepared by the defendants. ‘ ' T '

" While considering the problem of desegregating the St. Louis Schools, I ~
became acutely aware of the lackof cost information available to educators
and citizens engaged in the design of desepregation plans., There simply
did not seem to be a body of public knowledge or professional knotsledge
which could be used to estimate the costs:of desegregation plans, or to.

‘.assess the validity of estimates proposed by, others. As desegregation

pPlans entered the litigition process in St Loyis, 1t became afparent that .

poiitical coﬁsidergtfqns, rather than firm knowledge of costs, wvere shaping .
discussions of desegrqgation_costs. Concern about the inadequacy ¢f .cost.
information was heightened in July when Judge Meredith ordered. that the

- Temedia) plans subnitted to the. court should incfude cost information.

~ 5 - *
In Augugt 1977 the Danforth Foundatiof provided a small grant, for a pre-
liminary study of urban school desegxegation costs, The grant has been used
to underwrite (a) a review of the desegregation\literature pertaining to
costs, And .(b) brief case studies of five eities which have been ordered to
desegregate their schools, . S

~

U
»
v

. . . L N
A report on the ligerature review will be completed in December. That -
report will not pr;(de much immediate assistance to those who must generate
estimates of urban school desegregatrfon costs, for the literature is frag:’
mented, unreliable, and wholly inadequate to thetproblem ‘at Hand, ~
L . . e 7, LT : ;
-The present report deals with the financial aspects of desegregation in the
five cities which were studied. Our exanination of the cities, 1like this *
Teport, can beat be described as "preliminary.” «Our ‘goal vas simply to
plot the main outlines of the finangial landscape as‘it,pertginé‘tb o .
deségrqgation. The outline neéds to he vertfied through further stydy, and
the details need-to be filled in. The purpose, of thiis initfai re re is
sinply to present our ‘findings. - If the #eport helps to foste reasoned
S}ecuss}on and informed planning about desegregatién costs, if will have
erved well, T, . - ‘ - .o oo
. - . .
=~David L. Colton, pitector .
: Center for Educational .FieTd Studie
' .-. l‘ ,\ . .._‘ : -‘ - ' ‘
' N ' : 4 £, ¥ /
N T
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;. What does it cost toidesegregite an urb -en? Merely posing o~

"h

"cost" is used in the narrow sense,
[(and benefits): are°ignored. "Dese%r oad Bense, re- '

L4

ferring‘not merely to the process of assigniné students and \t€achers to schools

- . '

| >
in a n?n-discriminatory fashion, but also to.activitiesfwhic may be necessary

’

L]

or desirable concomitaﬂts ‘of such assignment. Some people lebel the latter _ - \
activities as: "integration"' here the distinction is ignored. Even the phrase

urban school system' is ambiguous. In thiS‘report, urban school systems are

those which are roughly limited to the "central city” portions of metropolitan h
areas, €8s, districts such as St. Louis, Cleveland, Rochester, and Detroit, ¢ .

: thLe thgre is a relatively compact central city school district surrounded -
by "suburban" school districts. Hence we exclude many southern school dis- /§

;txicts (e.g., Charlotte-Hecklenberg anqiLouisville-Jefferson County) which

extend from the core city through the suburbs and even jnto rural areas, e
:Add!t;edly this geographic distinction between districts is not always clear, .
Eas in portions of Columbus, where annexation has carried some of the district’
jbounparies into areas that would be ‘considered as "subufbs" in pther settiqgs.

.HNonetheless we have’ tried to focus upon central-city districts rather than =~ - °

- . i 2

metropolitanvarea distticts.

s LY

N . & ) -
Unti1~recently the problem of urban school desegregation costs attracted

lictle notice. Until the mid-19608, desegregation usually whs viewed as a.

E 4

problem of the South. ’guo §eatures of educatio dn the South tended tolde-

enphasize the question of costs. One was that the task of disqsntling _[ ‘

‘v




" that schoolcdtstricts operate very small bus f1eets of their awn, In such

. . -Q W

.

dual school systems rarer involved substantial expenditures. Indeed, in many
districts it was less expensive “td opérate*unitary school systems, where
\ *

facilities and programs did not have to be duplicated than it \ms to operate

segregated systems. » The principal exceptions appear to have occurred in

.,
A

those systems which offered programs which were separate and unegual,\such
)
systems often e§pended funds to upgrade fscilities and other resources pre-

viously assigned to blacks. \A second feature of Southern schools .is the

)" ! ' e

prexalence of county-size school_districts. These largd districts usually pro-
“vide tensive student transportation prior to desegregation. -Thus desegre-

‘gation rarely required'the\creation of ha!sive student . transportation systems.

y . F :
Usually the transportation system was simply re-aligned. waever in some

situations, particularly large cities, additional trbnsportation vas required

to achieve desegregation. In these situations cost became an issue fore-

shadowing the cost problem which rose to prominence as desegregption%became

an issue in northern urban school systems in the 1970s., =

.

Several factors recent1y have conbined to direct attention to the cost (\\
s - ‘h '-
aspects of urban school desegregation. One factof is that cities in the N
L.
north typica11y operate school systens which are small in area, compared to

.

southern districts, Thus many northern urban districts, including St. I,ouis,r

) do not operate substgntia1~student transportation systems, except for special

[}

educatidn and vocational education students.njggere transportation is provided

city schqol systens often re1y on public trangit: facihities with the result

situations the introduction bf a 1arge-sca1e student,transportation-system

‘

"produced new cost items of a magnitude and conplexity beyond the experi':ce

y -

Y
v

L
’
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" of city school'ﬁzrsbnnel. Their ne d'fo: knowledge -became acute when courts ©
’ v 7 ‘ , . . .

;and»boardamembErs started to d r cjst data, '~

A second’ factor which recently has directed attention to the cost

f
of urban school desegregation is the prevalence of 'seriocus financi’l

hd \

, probl;ms in man7 hrbanggshool systems. These problems have been’ developing
for many years/and have received considerable public’ notice during ;he

perfod since the early 1960s. They interact in two ways with the desegrega-'_

-

tion issue. First. desegregation 18 seen as an additi l burden upon school v

'

_ budgeys alf/ady in deep trouble, urban school officals assert that a any ) \ . n///
i | . \

diversion of funds for desegreFation furtiir contributes to the deterioratién \

\
i 4

of urban education. Second however, “the. Emergency School Assistance Act \-

R

(ESAA) and state legislation (or court orders) providing state funds to E
desegregatingwsystems, create opportunities for alleviating some of the
financial.problems of urban education._ Schools ‘have begun to mobilize ) | .
federal and state desegregation assistance even as they fight desegregation ', \
- orders in the courts, Either way, attention to the costs of desegregation

: is heightened. ' N ) ‘ . ]

Another factor, distinguishable from desegregation but very relevant .

to it, has been the dramatic change. in the composition of urban school
students. Their numberé have declined dramatically.. In a de:ade, many yrban

school systems have lost 20-30% of thgir students. The loss has raised

qu\estions about; surpltf facilit‘les and staff "and the possibilities of cost

. econmnies. Desegregation) with 1its posei‘btl‘tfi_s_f" or comprehen.sive re~

‘ organization ok a school

l

| Finally, 'the legal envixonment

em, inié:es attention to such problems.
ontinues to change. Milliken v,

Bradley I ;'angounced last June, has profound significahce for the design and

A : 4 *

= \
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-financing of desegregation’remedies. In that case the’Supreme court,'without

1 4

disoent, decided that the District Court ,did not exceég'its equitable'

power"uhen it found that certain "educational componenta...are essential

" for a school distTict undergoing desegregation. The couft not only abproved ‘
" the inclusion of four educational componente (reading, in-eervice training, .
testing, and. eounseling-guidance) _inDetroit's desegreg ion plan; it also

-

.opproved the apportionment of the costs of these progr between 8 ate and

local defendants. The Supreme Court opinion. emphasizedx that

comppnents must nc remedial in nature. Heretofore the inclusion of e ucational

xoluntary desegregation through program improvement. Milliken v, Bradle¥ II

introduces a‘whole new dimension into the ;rena of dese7regatio;\eosté.,

- In the past 2-3 years, litigatign which began in 'the early/1970s ha
. ‘ )

resulted in court findings that several urban school systems have violated

S

the Equal Protection clauszéff the Constitutién., Renedies are being ordere

_ond:cOurts are asking for

1 ’
that must be eonsidered in desegregation. At the same time, the appointmeut

of Special Hasters, experts, and honitoring conmissions reflects ‘the courts'

- . »

urban echool desegregation.

These judicial developments have served as a catalyst in which the
elements previdusly megtioned have been bronght together to proonce intense
eno very nr;cticol intereot in the problemcof urban school desegregation
costs, What will 1t cost to imniement'a desegregation plan'in citf %?'

& * : , i N

t data. The courts' interest gnllcost appareéntl :ls




In one aenae. the beat ansver to that question is that iy depmde upon the’
charecteuatice of ciy;\x and upon the character of the plen devieed for thdt

Q

‘city."” But thie is not a very help(ul answer for deaegregetion planners

1n cities which are trying to learn from the experience of othe‘r cit:}.ea.

The answer deflecta attention fron g’o i-portent considerations. The .rst

L 1a that cost items are not. 1nf1nite1y variable, the cost of a echool b

<
reading'teacher may vary from city to city,. but they variation is within .

©a fairly narrow range. Hence it Ilay beé posaible to generate "ballpark figures
about urban school deeegl;egation costs. Second. the answer ignores the
-atr'er of strategy. How do urban achool eyateu mroach the cost problem‘i

In an effort to identify regularities in,cost and approech e conducted
‘ ’
some exploratory case studies of urban aehogl deaegregation finances.

%

The following pagea préVide br:lef reporte about the costs of deeegregatiou

0

in fiv'citiea. The reports are not co-plete. Hovever they provide a starting.

N

" po:lnt for comparison and analysis. Following the casé studies the reader will

ﬂnd a preliminary reaearch agenda which is. intended to guide more eyetenstic

atudiee in the future.
i




.'Deyton’ere euller. In four ff the cities (c.le‘elend -Byffalo, colunbue,

»n
~and Deyton) information weh obteined from docu-ente end from 1nt.erviewe

- . “«
. L v
m." N . - t'-J6-
- ‘

t. . .s‘_ \' ' “’ L4 .

\‘ i1, FIVE £ CITIES:  CASE REPORTS ° - | " o | :
'l'he Jive‘-&tiee chosen for eminetion wvere luffelo, Cleveland,
Colu-bue, Deyton, and H:llweukee A11 are northern cities with centrel. .
.lty echool dietriete whfph ere nrte or less completely eurrounded by. ' .
euburben dietriete. Three (Clevelepd Hilveukee, and Colunbue) are '

somevhat legger- then St. Léuis 1n terle of student enrolluent. Buffelo end R N

conducted 1n eeeh city. ‘l'he f:lfth eity, (Hilveukee) was uot vieited° all’

infomtion vu obtained fro- publiehq,‘d end unpublished eoure‘ee. In‘ the

-

cities v:leited 1nfornnte vere uked simply to "tell us eﬁout the costs

H ' %

" of deeegregetioe. Notee tolloving the case repdgte nd&cete the eoureee

~
’

of ﬁf'omtioe used. ot . e ) ) ; ' . ]
. -, c N

In all five cities the courts have held that" the schools ‘have violated | L

the equel protection cleuee. A11 the cit:l.ee have: been ordered to \inetitute '_ : "

4

. ‘»deeegregetion pletp Deytqn f:lnt tdopted egurt-epproved plan in 1973. A ’% A

’ eu‘betentielly expended plan, mwlving me bueing, vas, :lnple-en\ed ;n 1976-77 \

¥
end again 1n 1977~78. Buffalo end H:I.lveukee both :I.nple-ented the firet phuee

-
e .

" of their deeegregetion plene fn Septe‘ber 1976, prior to eourt approval of _ . -

full plans. In the fell of 1977 c1mmd and Columbus m;u the etegemf

deeignin; deeegtegetion plene. Cy . :




o ~ . Buffalo - =« . . -
- . oY
Buffalo, hew York State 8 second largest city, had a total population

Ld
.

of 457 814 1n i970. The city economy is depend!ﬁt upon heavy industry. HQWb o

— v

ever the factories often are old and many are closing. For example,'in

Ay

-;5 - August *1977 Bethlehem Steel annOunced the termination of 3000 jobs at itg
. ] ¥

Lackawanna p1ant-a najor blow to the city economy, ' ' : - L. )

s In 1968 the Buffalo Public Schools enrolled 72,000° students, inc1uding o

* »

a’'392 minority. Current school enrollment is down to approximatel\\i‘,000~-

-

472 m&nori‘& Desegregation\became an issué\i£;1965 when the New York
:V’ ’Conmissioner of Education ordered the Board to.develop a desegregation plan.

. The plan which vas developed relied heavily. up0n,a grade reorganization and

f 4

oy upon the construction of twelve new middle schools. nowever the _Board of e
Education Jwas dependent upon the City .Coungil for-. . funds, and after *
. .
4nitia1 support for the plan vore off the Council refused to make new R

a

cdhstruction funds availables Horeover the Board of Education failed to

(e

.
©o obthin sites to bui1d middle schools which could utilize those funds which

had been appropriated. "A second component of the p1an}featured one-way
voluntary busing, whereby inner—city children were provided with free bus

passes for enrollment in schoo1s in the outlying portions of the city. Is

o

\-—-q-/
- 1971 approximately 3200 students were availing’ themselves of thi p1an, byt it

%id 1ittle to reduce the racial’ isolation ofsmany of Buffalo's inner—city

. é . ) - . ‘ 1“.*_
e = ' . , .. . . A} ." L . .
Buffalo was visiged on August 22-23, 1977. . The following ndividuals kindly
shared their’ time, information, idesg and materials with fie: :
. e
- br. Newhouse, Professor JFf Law, SUNY-Buffalo \ iﬂp
. " Mr, Reville, Superintendent, BPS . . .
Mr. Echols, ﬁzgegre"ation Supervisor, BPS ey \ ) , ‘
~ , Mr. Griffin, Attorney for Plaintiffs { . - , v
Mr; Goldfar?/ﬂaintiff Ll I oy .
‘ ) ‘ o _ s ~ . . - - ‘
- N Y - . o7

’
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. achools. According to.the ,1973 Pleiscﬁmann Comissioé Répﬁrt., voluntary'

o\!‘

' desegregation of qufal s public schoo&s. qgglué{:nlikely. Six- yeaf‘s

t

after being ordered by the Commissioner to. begin desegregation, the situation

remsins basically th’e same as it was at t‘\e time of. the order;,. i'%. n?t worse Wl °

P v

In 1972 dedegreoati‘,on litigation began, wvith ti y offi_j;i-els, sch‘ocyl

district offieals, and state officialanamed as defendants. In Hay 1976,

LY 24

-Federal District Judge Curtin ruled that tlp plaintiffs constitutional

rights had lheen violated- Defendants were ordered to submit remedial pIaus.2

: ‘l'he defendani:a plan vas not satisfactory o’ \thall{ntiffs, who - o
® .

devised a_plan of their OV, - Subseciuently, in reviewing the Kwo p],ans, -
. -

’

Judge Curtin made several ebservations concerning the financial aspé‘cts of

&segregation. . He noted for example, that the Board's proposal to close

>

{ + v, LY

several schools ‘was "made primarily for, purposes of ecohomy and that in some

{nstances the integration}aspect is seco‘hdary" subseqUently the court

»
XY
questioned sone school closings bé&ﬁfse of their fail/ure to, advance
S T4
i‘ntegratiOn. The ‘ourt took note of. the d\fehts cqntention that cuts ~

whieh the City Counc*il had made in the school dist‘rict 1976-77 budget i

had created a finaneial criéis in the 'Buffalo Public Schoqls-'-a erisis which

‘ ' 4 ‘ ; - » s

defendants said would 'lead to severe cuts in progyams and ,would pre.elude any

maj.or integration ¢ffort. The Jud/ ge noted that the Board”’s plqn vas; "short

P
of a true .int.egration effort," but he allowed the defendants to proceed with

(Y

most components of their 1976-77 plan. He also’ ordered thqm to subnit s

additiqpal plans whieh\ would produce _grt:‘her desegregation Xn 1977-78
. /e
fo:.'mulatino the 1977-78 plam; the defendant Board was to consider "the practi-

o

on

«

calities": ' L

.\.
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N P Coe ., . . ‘ Buffalo - .3

- : .' In its plan, the Board may take ‘into account practicalid

) ) ' g ' ‘ . ' ‘r“
. v " . - -
- . . - - . v
v e . - -

s =~ tiles...but these practicalities must be supported: by-
r - details. For instance, the cost of rehabilitation,
. maintenance, 'transportatioh, hiring of new personnel,
'transportation distances and nunber of individuals . v
. involved} resources and stafFing problens and
considerations of other problens may be considered‘fn
‘ - drawing up the plan. The Court emphasizess..that mere
" - opinion, however, of the [defendants] cannot be conside e
o ~. by the Court unless it is supported by facts and figures.
4
At the same time the plan prepared by Plaintiffs was rejected because of.its
1 ’
failure "o take into«account some- important practical considerations.' The

4 a
\

-+ court also directed that attention be given to the possibility of drawing : S

;L upon the resources of the business and academic communities. Further, Judge®

>

Curtin ordered city budget officipls "to deternine what funds re needed

¥ B ' o * v

ih,‘.to put. into effect the,plan and to begin to make provisions so that the ¢

" the sfatQ and the tocal defendants submi;ted plans during the winter.

¥

~

s

budget prepdred for the: 1977-78 schodf year would - adequately proVide éhe
needed rqoney."3 s - ) ' . i .

»
[

. f PRI Y f t' ‘. q;
"

The 1976-77 year got off. to a bad start due to; a'long teacher strike '

win September. Nonetheless, ten® schools,were clOSed (Plaintiggs chafgcterize
qhe Phase I plan as a’ "school closing plan, not a,desegregation plan.")
7
In addition uwo magnet scﬁool pronrams were implemented' -An "Horors School "

9.
and a new $l3 million K-8 school fn the inner-city. Additionally, Phase I

continued the one-way bu!ing plan adopted in 1967 E.S.A. A. funds

I

>
($l 6 million) 'were used to cgver some of the' cpsts of Phase I desegregation»

{b

€

,*flanﬂj'§ for Phase 11 occurred ‘during the 1976 77 sohool year. Both
a A

> -

Dissatisfied with these plans, thefplaintiffs subnitted an alternate plan

-~

prepared by John Finger. Finger 8 plan Friticizzz the state plan on a numbef
. ~7 N -v T "‘ - “ ,q' ! : ) )

. . ki

.
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o ' I TP . - * '+ Buffalo.-'4
of grounds, including its failure to incldde any provisions for financiné
L . , . ) .

desegregation. ‘FiA!;r.suggested that ."._* ' | 4

. 3 . . -
tt&ourt should:state an es'timated dollar amount
., to be expended arinually to compensate for the
> state's discriminanry acts, The Regents should
. ; then through its Education Department provide the
|~ . " needed detailed studies as to how suﬁﬁpfunds.should
. be experrded.: Fifty million dollars 4{$50,000,000) *= — -

would seem an appropriate annual amount above that . . .
already provided,3 . }

; . ‘ N

(During the period 1965 through l970 the legislature had annually ap ropriated

funds to assist districts reduce racial imbalance. In FY 1971 43 million
. ) Y

had been appropriated, but thereafter - ‘the Legislature refused to appropriate

-

: desegregation funds )6 Def%ndants acknowledged that $50 million was -

, b ,
"a good‘nd number. - s - !

LN

\

contain a cost estimate. Buffalg pla

~

tiffs maintjin that it is the .

-

defendants -responsibility to
JR v

.Finger noted that

tain funds for desegregatfon. However,
, (ESEBIS

- ’ »

renovations and equipment for the paired schools
are a cost chargeable to the desegx:.egation &an. ) 9
.The Court should diréct the Board of Regents and . ) -
the Buffalo Board of Education to present a joint
plan to the”’Court for the payment of these costs,

. In similar language, Finget su pested that provisions be designed for finanding

e&rly childhood programs, “and inservice traininn for teachers. Regarding
tranSportation, Finger estimated‘that his plan VOuld‘req@ire less tran;portation
‘ ' _ than the deiendan!b' plan, that "buses can easily do se;eial runs," and that 9
F "a cOnsiderable portion of the transportation cbsts can ﬂ; charéed tO'the ’

state." Despite these referenced to costs, Finger 8 plaq provided Jo
detailed cost estinates.7 . : 7 )
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In Jyly )377, the “court substantially approved the Board's Phase II ' .

~

plan. The plan involved the cre;\ion of eight new magnet schools and ﬁﬁi— oo
provements in the transportation program which movef Anrier-city childgen to .

outlying schools., ‘Howeder the courx(required'thét allnngnet schools must

i)

"

be integrated. In" addition the court directed the state. defendanta to

.

provide greater as:}stance to Buffalo b/ way of "state financing of the hirin°
of certain additional staff to assist the Buffalo schools," Judge Curtin -
- O
" directed the City of.Buffalo to give.priority to demolition of "abandonéd\

7

-
%

and derelict structures near some school buildinns...\r8 - N\

P <y ' ‘
- " Planning for the wmagnet schools'survived two summer crises. The\

first occurred when Judge Curtin issubd an order saying that two of

the eight schools [ould not'open because they were racially inbdlanoed. _—

A successful  recruitment effort followed|with the résult that the Judge's .
order was withﬂrawn. A second problen concernedaﬂelay in. announCenent of

ESAA fﬁndlng, hovever at the laBt minute tHe cxpected funds were approved.

a -

A July memorandun, titled "added costs for Phasé II, Desegregetion of ¢

Buffalo Schools," provides information ahout the costs which the school ' T e e

systen considereg as desegregation costs, The total-amount is $8.4 million.

- “
£y . . .

O0f this, nearly $5 million-is for education program cogponentb, (1% 9N

[ ’
125 teachers at $16,000, 160 aides at $5,168, 8 assistant principals at
$21,000 8 librarians and, ll library aides, "specialized equipment"

($515,009), hodﬁs ‘and, supplie" (¢252 000), etc. The district was expecting

to receive $1.6 dfi1lion in E.S.A.A, funds to pay for some of thg‘education

program conponent- expenditures, - . ( : " . ’
. L . ' ) .

& v ‘ N .

. . .
¥ . : . - . - . . { s ~
- ~
. ~ - ‘ b . '\ ~
. . )
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.




In addition ‘ educatiogcomponents he July memo-i 'icates that o
~ / . .
. $275 000 is needed for building renovation, $245 0no f&f security , !

a’ervices, and exact:ly $3 000, 000 fpr transportation./ No details are ', ' . -
provi;ed concerning the transportation item.g, It appears that transporta-
tion, in 1977-78 is being shifted from the public transit systen to a o
contracted ser.vice operat,ion. One of the plainvtiffs :ontended that tw N

* Q

, shift dOubles the cost of the one-vay tranSportation system which carties ) ‘ '
& - .
minority -youngsters from inner-city lf'o outlyi,ng schools. ‘Towever a defendant
notedt t“hat the new transportation system go?ild nake the’ voluntary transfer
{
progtam more desirable, thus: cont ibuting t ‘he,.integracion of the A )

outlying schools, - ‘

-

LI

The opening of school in ptenber wentj. snopthly, accordin,, to press ‘

accounts. Indeed, both stite and national ¢ Licials praised Buffalo for its

. progress. tiowever many'issue rem.'ain unresolved. Plaintiffs maititain . '\ .
= P
that the continuation‘o-f'some fourteen all-black..inner-'ity schools fails

* 4

to ueet constitutional requirements, they are urging a court o'rder which wiil

require the deseoreoation;of rthese schooﬁg &n addition the one-way :

byfsing compon(ent of the Buffalo Plan tisturbs th’e plaintiffs, On the other
‘. i

side, defendants " are appealing the ir{tial finding of system liabilivty.‘

Another complication concgrns the budget. Evidently the Sclpol Board /

adopted a/budget vhich provides for expenditures 53 million in excess of the . I o
’ revenues. A major. dispute has brol.e,n 0ut between the City Council 'hich - .

‘ , PN
provides the schools' funds, and the Board of Education. At ‘the sane time(

the School Board and the State are at odds;- the former has itiled motions )

u ¢ -

Vhich w would require the state, a co-defendant,,to pick up several million' , !

I'e

’ ] l

B . .
L & o ’ . o . L,
v 4 ‘
/
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’ N\
dollars in desegregation éostéi/,dﬁe costs attributed to- desegeegation,

u ing. .

A )
The $8 million figure produced duting the summer.

téa by the costs of ‘building demolition and renovatipm ‘

1.

rt's latest puling in Bradley v.'IIiliiken 1s being cited by

The SuprEme /éo

-~

B rd s own attorneys.11 A Monitoring Commission has just been appointed

bat no infomation has been obtai‘ned about the cost of this component. of
)
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\" " Notes: Buffa‘lo
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1 Desegratio’n efforts dn Buffalo prior to~l973 are briefly described in Tbe ’

Fleischmann Report on the Nuality, Cost, and Financin~ 0f Flementarv and . .
:Secondary Fducation in jiew Vork State, Volume 1, (Wew York: Viking) pp. 259- /
263, N T L Y
- 3 “ .ot * ' _,:. - ,
2 Arthur- v, liyquist, 415 F. Supp. 904, '? I .\»\w/\ A
' 3 Arthur v Nyquist,, transcript of proceedinos, July 9 1976 o ’
¢ . . -, a )
4 Buf..alo )feninfr News, Auoust 12 1277.. -‘ . . Tt
/ . .

\)o‘m A, T2:[1':ger, Jr.,. "A Plan’ fm' the Eesegregation of t‘ie Buffalc)/l’/ lic.
chools " *arch 1°77., . .

g . . L - .
D 6 Fleim I.epdnt, 02. g ic. ; CoLr e ° / ) ) v
R s/ ' ° . L Va . :
k 7 Finger Plan, o;;. cit, . ‘ Pooe T / .
+ 8 _lgthur V. \}lyguist; order', Ilay l;’,.71977:_ ¢ / \ )
* 9 Board c?f w City of Buffalo, "Interoffice Neworandun: Added Costs
" for Phas esabrenation of Buf‘aio Schools," July ;)7 1377, .
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- The Clevaland Public Séhgols current'iy enroll approximately 115 OOO

174 \
students, a decline.of 40 000‘ since 19.68 Hinbrity enrollment; in 197.6 Xas

-

v " -

612,, compared to 57% in 1968. L . ':, B *

.
LCR - K%
-

Desegregatien ligigatibn was initiat;ed by( the LAACP lateain, 1973/'

r.“

. trial began in vaember 197S~. On Augn\t 31 1976 ﬁi.strict Judge Bat’tisti
Tt T

-

1 ruled that the Cleveland Schooi Board (and co-d’ef?ﬁdant state pffi'cials)
A ¥

\ .
had violated the equal prqtection cla.use 'Uf the Consti.tutioﬁa‘l ‘A Spécial

-u'

Master was appointed and proceedings aimed at devfﬁ:ping & desegrega.tion P

plan vere ordered initiate-d,, The Boar'd of Educ#ion imediate1y~ appealed .

4 — -

Judge Battisti’s ruling, anrd. s’ought a stay of" the order to begin desegre‘- .

N . ! Lot ‘ N K X "
sation planni}ao . o ;""r .-‘." P ;

N The Board' ‘request for a stay emphaaized financial matters. In its .

¢

.
L

o 3

7.

.

* arguments the' Board referred to the expense of glannin‘,,\ the cost-s of S

desegregation itself an.d the precarious financia:l,.'condition (f the school

system, Defendants asserted thdg first-/ear busing would cosé 545 ‘mtllion- .

¥
"

$28 million for buying b’uses and $17 mi“.llion for operatingethem. "Plaintiffs

u«" 'o-

2

i cha.racterized these fivures as "highly speculativev and unsupyorted b,y* .

5
-

2 ' . ‘ - . 4 . N . .l . .
evidénce. . . v ~‘ : l;' a e s
. - v 4 -

“ ! : I < N

’ In granr/ino the Bdard 's motion for a stay, Appellate Court Judge Weick

Y

of desegregatiom He noted that the "board is presently without the funds
-

| needed either to .purchase buses or to »proVide for their operation." He-—
. N - - ’ - -
cited Superintendent Briggs affadavit linking busin,_, with it;;eparable

N r N - . ~

P - 0. . -
Clevelimd was visited on October 43 .The Cd.tizens Counci..l for. Ohio schools
provided the bulk’ of the informaliion reported in this«-section. -

-

N
: 19 . :
' .

e . e P £

-

I R
appearg to}have been particularly attentive to the financial implicatioaf N
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financial injury. fle noted the $65 Jill)oﬂransportation figure Submitted

1Y <

lre/hy the schools. He also noted that Superﬂntendent Brfggs was "familiar with '

. the Dayton plan. for desegregption which has projectedc;n annual deficit of‘

ae!

twelve million dollars," - Applying this figure to Clevelﬁnd, Judge Wéiek

projected a deficit of $35-40 million. The. Judge/also express ‘his solicitude

for the school taxpayers(/ d "the parents who invest their 11 e'earnings

and.make tﬂLir payments o home nortgages, and who have purposely located .

-~

in a neighborhood close to a school so that their children may receive the

.

ufinest available education frpm the loqal schools..'."3 . . \

A \ .
» .
N
f »

The MAACP assailed the Bqard's 'scare tactics,' and appealed Judge

Heick - decision.4 At about the same time the NAACP-suggested 1its own® ..
. ¢
desegfegation guidey/nes. Superintendent Briggs_promptly responded; he

raisedthe Projected cost of busing to $75 million. Asked whether he wasn't
exaggerating the cost, he said he had "supplied in an affadavit to the

-

Circuit Court of Appeals factual straightforward figures based on what the

NAACP is asking for," He further indieated that the money-—equivalent to

half the school system 8 annual budget-—simply could not be raised.5

lidenctobei while the NAACP's appeal wvas, still pJnding, Superintendent '

~Briggs again revised his transportation estimnt% This time he claimed that
.} .

the costs of buslng under,the NAACPs propdsed desegregation‘;uidelines would
, e

be $71, 866 B73. A detailed cost breakdown was provided to support this
figure. Briggﬁ projected the purchase of 1298 buses at $18 350 each ($23)8

. million), annual ‘bus operating costs at $20 81 per bus ($26. 3 million),

construction of bus aervice and storage comg}exes (319 1 million), plus a .
<

communication systen and other miscellaneous costs (82,1 million). 2

T
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j “‘——desegregation plan.

0

accounts failed to’ note that Briggs projections rested on sqme unusual .y "

‘., | J . . ,\, ‘.ﬁ
- . ¥ . " d I} ; . ’ 1) '
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’ |
ﬂhese figurés‘made fronﬁ@page news in the Plain,Dealer.6
’ .

’
it

However press

. - LA

'eséumptions, e.g;, each bus would carry only bne load of stndents, “and the’

v

load factor (ipcondary level) was only 39 students peq bus.z NAACP attorney

Atkiﬁs was quoted as saying that Briggs figures were ridiculous and -t

-«

uqsininef and that "the estimates quoted by the Cleveland school officials

. v T “l 4 .
indicate eithér.shocﬁing incompetence on their part, or a deliberdte .

!
attempt to ‘mislead the public, cause. alarm, and intimidate the federal .court

from tarryinv out 1its mandate.? 8By .this :1ng, of course‘ the issue of busing

costs had become highly politicized Congress%dn Ron hottlvissued a flyer -
headlined '"Busing Ourselves into Bankruptcy. \The Congressman also presented-
his staff s data on desegreoation costs in other cities, and urged readers

to write to President Ford in'protest.9

In Mid-November the Appeals Court set aside Judge Weick's stay and

/

plans. Three weeLs later Judoe Battisti issued guldelines for the dese"regation

w £ '-m

ordered the defendants to proceed vith the development of dese7tegat{on

planning.

I -
.- —_

On danuary 17, 11977 the Board defendants submitted their first
.The plan included no costs fon ney _buses or other’

capita1 expendit/res but .did estimate annual operation costs as foﬁlows.

~Additional Personnel ,......,r.........&s............ $4,417,356
Materials ./....:.q..,,..a-...l.................:...._ 760,500
o . Consultants ...;.—....:‘.....'-'..k;'........-...-...‘..‘..... e 56,000 .
Pupil Transportation ......................\.......,:.' 9,'04;6,600
ToTAL Iy . T $14,274,456 o
. . : . N
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,fhe bases for these estiuates vere not inqluded'ro The plan was rejected

by the court, as it failed to satisfy the cr}.pria set forth in the December

L 4

guidelines.
, i
In February:the Board submitted a second plan. This plan carried a

price tag of $77, 967 033 for implementation, plys-an annual-cost of

4 —

$23, 90 for operating the transportation component of the prorram. . .
This plan calledffor the purchase of 538 buses, less than half the nunber

projected in September.ll' But the.court again rejaected the Board 8 plan.
Y
’ Meanwhile the state defendants had submitted. their own desegregation
4 «
plan.~ It contained more detailed financial analysis, and projected the*

purchase of 485 buses. The total cost of the ‘state plan was set at

$15.4 million,1? ‘ I .
Faced with the unexplained bost disctepancies between Cleveland' ’
" first and second plans, and betueen{those and the state plan, Judge Battisti
, on March 16 issued an order stating that ) C ' \§;

( the Special Master shall be afforded full dccess to ’ ot
the financial books, records, bids, quotes, contractfs
and documents of the State and Cleveland Boards. e
Special Master shall also be afforded access to all ®
special and recurring reports relating ‘to, the budge
. of the Cleveland Board of ! dupation and such other

' reco: as he may deem appropriate. 3 J
At about this time the NAACP suggesting that the Board's onses
to the court were contemptuous, filed a motiow'requesting the court\\g issue -

. '
a show cause order against several of the Cleveland defendants. Although - €

<

the Judge did'not rule on the motion, he did admonish the Board 8 attorneys'

.in vigorous terms.14 Then oniApril 1 Judge Battisti summoned all Cleveland

’ »

Board menmbers ?ﬁd the Superintendent, and addressed then about the!f-

I . ' .’

t :
- - == [
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‘desegregation plans# including the trangportation components, in these

terms: R X . -
. ‘ There is [a] matter about whiCh certain defendants _
I have dealt falsely with the public. Statements relat;ng' / L
to the financial embag:qpsment of the school system, N ; o

. the high cpst of desegregation, and the enormous tax | . .
3:;:2,68 tqibe faced have been given currency. ' ]
. . oy . )
e various cost estimates have been inconsistent, 7 o
‘have not been supported by reliable data, and have borpe.” . . .
aR0 correlation to the estimates offered by the State #
#Hefendant. - . ' j
The outrageous figure of -78 millién dollars as the cost
. of busing for desegregation woeuld evoke laughter. How- S

ever, quoting this sum in a calculated effort to delude
Jpersons unsophisticated in gthool finance cannot be j
considered a laughing matter, ,It appears that publishing

" overbloyn costs of desegregat must be viewed as an
. ' effort to generate fear, embarrass the Court, or perhaps
“ as some measure of the defendant board's incompetence. -

Some discussion of iuportant issues in this case borfSers 3
“on reckless disregard for the truth. Some public state- . .
, ments concerning busing and finances can only have inflamed

segments of the public and cast a shadow on the Federal -
Court as an institution and' on the personal integrity of
the person who conducts)the business 29 the court. :

- The Judge concluded by warning the defendants of the possibility of
. \ ' .
codtempt, and urged them to good faith performance of their legal duties. ,

Y

In May the Board submitted its third desegregation plan. This one : S

carrf;d a price tag of $39 mil@ion for granspérting 52,100 students. ::7} § ;G/(
‘ The figure included %}Oldillion for the purchase of 618 buses and. . - N
. .‘39 militon far.storage and maintenance facilities. The Board wasihé)e . \QH

" .cautious than it ‘md been in its previousk:i:ysions; it indicated that .

" the figurfs gighpjbe revised downward if, a¥angements could be made with the

Regional "Transit Authority to share some of the traifSportation burden.16
» ' . r P ’

.

e
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f —— By this time v other deseggzlition'finance issqfs had come t{ ;
overshaoow‘t;: transpor tion issue. The first issue concerned faeilities.
.Surplus space wapﬂavailable, as student populstfbn had-decline 40,000 ' ) . -
. In the past decade. Tite state's desevrevation plan,'submittedﬂizfaanusry, .
had specified a number o£ scaools for closing. The Court, to ensure that . . ‘\\;:j

_any closings would pronote desegregation, had enjoined—thg defendants “from

closing any schools without Court approval; However in;lu1} 197Z‘Fhe Board
_requested_permission to close eightlschools_'for econbnic reasons. In the T
. opinion of the Special Haster,‘after he;rings, six of the°clgsings "msintained ' ‘

segregation"” and tKe other two "could be interpreted as prohotipg racial .

-t <

B segregation.“17' The Board's request therefore vas denied. Heannhi‘e the. _" R

Board had removed equipment fron at least one of the schools; it vas returned
- L4

. 'in damaoed condition and in oeptenher C1eve1and newspaper accounts conveyed ‘the <

-

impression that the court's order resulted in the continued-operatiom of at
h R Ve R ~
least one un-econonic school Witi inoperhtive equipnent.'18

1

Far more serious’ howevex, vag the Cleveland‘Schools overall financial .
situations Some $§ million in 1977‘revenues had been used to pay unpaid
' debts from 197§-an act of questionable legality. Inﬂaddition it appeared
that there would Bé a $12'm111ion deficit for 1977. The total cash shortage;- -

$20 million-~threatened the systen with shutdown in late October. School

-7
/

officials approadhed the state legislature, seeking pernission to borrow ’ \

3

money anainst 1978 revenues--a move which some people interpr‘ped as a device

pbstpone the day, of complete financial collapse so that it would coincide witﬁ the

..
—
-
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."gzilementation of a desegregstion plan in the fall of 1978. Others inte:greted

the situation as one of financial mismanagement; and utged the state to .

insist that the school system get its financial affairs in order. In late
October, the state legislature_fefused to authoxize Cleveland to borrow any
money againSt 1978 taxes. Preparation for a shutdown wag made, However' .
the Court's order was?s"ill in force' No schools could be closed without
court approval.19 There matters standL - ot B
The-Special Haster has been inVestigating the school system's finances, .
_a% has expressEd do‘ubts about the school system's' actual need for cash,
‘dudge Battisti had ordered an outside audit of the Cleveland schools'
financial operation and managenment, and has referred to the state attorney
genéYal an auditor' 8- finding that the system acted illegally in covering its
1976 deficit.20 'The Special Master has issued a report questioning the
defendants competence, e.g., MSome of the q{itical functions where testimony
indicated a lack of necessary level of expertise include desegregation
. planning and coordination, transportation, computer utilization for modern e ) .'
management reporting, and accounting and financial management positions."21 - ) Qﬂ
Judge. Battisti has accused the. defendants of "squandering" money by

. "maintaining segregation and defending it in thds c;:urt."22 According to - f

v »
- ’

the Plain Dealer, leoal »ills through July 1977 were approaching $1 million,

2
with many more to come, Bills from the Board'p ovn legal firms totalled

$657,000 at that time. The state co-defendants have been billed $95,000

. \

plus another $20,000 fpr consuleants who’ designed the desegregation plan

E 3 3
13

submitted by ‘the state, NAACP bills had not yet been computed Plain Dealer

d

reports ‘expect them to equal or exceed those of the Board's attorneys. In

Pl

.
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. addition' the Special Master in the c::as', as*well as two exfwergs. (a;u! their ; ~ ° )

LY

‘ éo not distingu;gh between edpucation programs that are constitutionall '
. mandated and those that, afthough educationally séund,. are not : g

"to secure a waiver of certain HRY requirements are Beingayndertéken. To

‘rcport containing many references to the fiqapcial4qspects of deségregition.

' Significant excerpts are presented below: i <:3{'7 ' -

-Meanwhile, no dgsegregétioﬁ plan has” - - .
S . S b & .
been adopted, and the litigation gogs on. r ' L ) f

staffs) have yet to submit bills,2>

"'Prospecsf_for paying for desegregatfion inipleveland‘are difficult te

assess. It appears,fhéi substaﬁfigl cogt skﬁings will‘be,possibie through Ty
’ . ' S, - T . ’ ! N . A )
the cIbsing of excess séhools? State gfficials are considering the possibility

of authorizing full reimbursement

L Y ‘ .
desegregation. . The NAACP has pointed to the Detroit case ag a precedent

r the cht of putchasing buses for . .

for directing state participation in the payﬁent of desqgfegation costs.

Cleveland's initis#l application for E.S.A.A. fands was’ rejected, but efforts

date, no comprehensive plan for financing désggregation (or .the school

: » ) . - s T Y
systefi as a whole), has Peenzdeve}opéd.' . o

P

_Addendum .~ - . . | Lo

¢ N . ‘ L]

. <o [
Early in November the Special Master in the Cleveland éase-releiied a, .

« ¥ < :/.

The district has the important obligation to develop educational .
prograns that will correct, to the greatest extent possible, the -
effects of prior segregated schooling.... [T/he defendants proposals -

directly related to remedying the evils of segrekation.24, A e

fg/he court should avoid orderﬁng'jéfendantﬂ‘to engage in specific .
rams when the effect of such orders might be to jeopardize .
securing government funding for .those programs,25 ‘ B
It appears that the proposals {for ‘certain magnet ‘schools] were . - e L™
not based on serious or careful plagning, nor designed to mesh . .awerT”
vith other components of the Plan, such as -thoge dealing more
- directly with desegregation, for exampfs, the components concerned Coe
- vith pupil assignment, school cloaings,’tranSportaiion,'agd finance.26 ) T -

L) ’ »
X -/ g
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) } While the ﬁpec:_ltl Master i'e;ognizcs that the remedy of ‘the effect
< of vio ons.of Constitutional rights-of an individual or class ..

» of individuals cannot be foregone or submgrged by the perpetrators'
financial condition, hé also recognizes that the practicalities
and realities dictate that the ‘remedy must recognize and address
financial difficulties to assurg the avaiiak’lity of resources
to finance the remedial deésegragation plan. ) -

- C e as N
During the course of the Proceedings bgfore tif) Special Master, it
- * also came to lightsthat there may ‘be pétential for considerable
. cost sevings generated within the districe.28 . T

The. remedy for the cumulative effects of the segregative acts or
: : omigsiong of the State School Board should include gharing jointly
C and severally the cost of implementation of the desegregation ° -
‘ plan. These cdsts should be shared by the State School Board
a8, they ae incurred and not on a reimbursesment basis in order
that the Cleveland Board of Education defendant is mot ~ .
initially unduly burdened with the cost ¢f dmplementation of
i ' a desegregation remedy. >
: ~ The Cleveland Board of Education's Plan...estimated that approx-
P imately 50,300 ¢hildren would be transported when all phases of
’ the Plan were implemented. While the _Special Master is of the
. opinion that this number overstated by a substantial amount (maybe
as much as 507), it does serve to illustrate shat there will be
- . & magked increase in transportation needs....3? g

a.

The prfpceedingé before the Master are repléte with e‘vi'den'ce‘thit
a serious cost stidy was not undertaken to determine the most
economically feasible means of .transpdrting students from among

" a number of alternatives.3l . ° '
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The Columbus public é/hool systen encompasses an urban core area as

well as many newer residestial,areas annexed*by the dis;rict. Enrollment

‘u

in 1977 1s about °6 500 students, down from 110 700. in 1968, Minority en~
. rollmeng—mostly black™-1is 33%, dompared if 267 in 1968,
' Desegtegation became a dominsnt issue in 1973, That year the Board

{ - of Educatiod adopted a "Columbus P1an" featurino voluntary transfers and a -

L4 L

variety of alternative schools aﬁd special;y programs. By 1976-71.5200
! iy A\ .

students were participating in the Columbus Plan.  The plan had several*u

<

desegregative effects, but' the 'school system remained substantially segregated.
' L"/ i . ’
" A second key event in 1973 was the initiation ,of litigation by'plaintiffs

whq!sought to assdre that ‘an $8§ 5 million school construction program would
f L3
be used affirmatively to promote integration. Later the NA&CP joined the s
;‘suit as intervening plaintiff and Ohio state officials became to-defendants, - .

The - heartngs began in April 1976, On March 8, 1977, District Judge Duncan

3

Y

ruled in favor of the plaintiffs. The court ordered the Columbus and state

4 @
4

In Columbus discussions vere held with the‘following individuals'
I Damon Asbury, Director of Rese CPS )
® Beverly Bowen, Director of Publ formation, CPS 'y .
. Robert- Bowers, Ohio State Departmént 'of Education
' " Lila, Carol, Coalftion of. Religious Cbngregations
~ Hanford Combs, School TranSportatioquystems, Ine.
s Luvern Cunningham, Special llaster in the Columbus case
' Gordon Noffman, Ohio School Boards Associatdion , , - ) W
Jeff Pottinger, Director of Finance, CPS v
' . Ratherine Scott, member of plaintiff organization . . ' - ‘
~ Calvin Smith, Transportatiqn Director;. CPS, - ¢ '
{-f . William Wayson, CPS School Board Candidate and OSU faculty member
' oF . . >
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defendants to_submit desegregation plans within 90" dayé. In his Opinion,

Judge Duncan aeﬁnouledged ’ .
.the social costs which‘can'bé’assOciated with the . .
implementation of a r dy. Depending dpon the school - ‘
system involved, 4#hese socia)l costs’ can include sub- :

L Stantial expenditures o
"  plaintiffs must, and'w

¥ social costs should not
, formulation of a remedy.

the deéprivation of thefr constitutiona} Tights, the ..

pubhlic funds....While the
1, reeeive vindication for

Re forgotten in the

The

In {une the Columbus Board submitted a plan for desegreoation.
. $_
proposal incorporated and expanded ‘the existing Columbus Plan,, stressing .

voluntary transfers (with transportatidn‘provided).

v

In addition, 30 schools.

L

were to be closed, and nearly 40,000- students weresto be involuntarily

.

assigned to new locations.

-~

The prOposal indicated that 423 new 65- .
, o .

passenger buses would be required to implement the plan. ihe Bo:rd's proposal

Ancluded some rough cost projections for each cohponent of the three-

phase plan. (Phase I involved elementary students, Phase II involved h

junior high students, and Phase III involved high scheol studénts.) The - L

plan also distinguished between items already- bud"eted (Columbus <~len),

items to be reimhursed through

aid,. and-items which would ad
N

local tax b&rden. A f#hancial summary was presented as followsz‘
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-
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Colunbus Desegref'ation Plan (&/77;2

-qa

.

. Component Phase I Cobt PhasmII Cost Phase IfI Cost’
=omponent —== 2% L
! Y N 3 . ~ . .
+ Transportation $10,490,835 $ 4,287,506 $ 347,703
| (Edicatitnal P et = '
Brograms - - 75,527,693 . .° . 6;492,124%~" © 2,698,340
. Staff- ‘ _ S , .
Development N 772,742 © 7 505,360 - 505,360
. - .0, A ’
) - Commnity \ bt T o )
' Services. ) ) ,52u.189 . - - 487,567 : 487,567 .
Gross '~ ) $17,623,767, " - $1i,772,55% - $4,038,970
4 ' “7 f ) . 4 ( ) *
Existing . ' N S -
Budget, 2 2,423,238 Tt 2,666,980 - . 1,627,772
.. — . / ¢ l/ °., . : N } .
Net -New 15,200, 529 . 9,105,577 _ 2,411,248
» , .- T . .
State Aid, / 2,487,520 ° 813,212 * 402,458
. .. - i - "
ét/Local ~ ° 3
Costs $12,712,909 $ '8,292.365 - $2,0QS,790

The key item. for'the Board.wss‘the $23 million fncrease in lacal costs.

. \ .
) (This is the s

of the bottom line-net local new costs--fnr s11 three

-

. phased, )r. At the tie the’plan was submitged the Board asked the clur: to

( order the state of Ohio to assume the costs of desegregation. At the same
»

>

we w111 get all the _money,

time Superintendent Dav:ls was ‘quoted. as- saying "Frankly, I, don t know where

We slresdy have a projected $3.6 millisn ': '

!

adcf:lcit this’ year." o This theme a.lso wvas stressed in the Board's proposal

o

to ths court, the f:lnsncisl plight of the Columbus schools was descr}bad

in detail

T

"t

~ /

-

-~

-
The defendspt state off:lc:lals also submitted a desegreg‘ation plan :ln

those so prominently featured in the Colunmbus Board's plan.

'June. It gave 11tt1e attentidn to educationsl program components sy _
Instea tention

W
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"was_limited to faculty and\étudent're-assignmgnt,

N . e ' [ " o Colulti;bus - 4

R y * R ‘ .
A3

and ;O‘transportaﬁion.

» -
4

The "State plan calculated that an additional 37,000 students would need

to - -

\/./"\ ’ /'

ey

be.transported, and that such traﬁsportatidp“yould require purchase o§}3éla

new 65-passenger buses fthe Columbus Board had'projectéa a need for 423
a-i. T N
+ - flew buses).,  In displaying cests, the state distinguished between non-recurring

F -

‘.

- - - ' . \ N .
costs (prircipally for vehicle acquisitibn) and "annual operating costs,

+

" The latter figure was prdjected at $8.3\gillionnannéallyv;nore thag $200

perAsfhdent.

Of this aount $5.9'million yas £6T the costs of bus drivers,

~‘computed at approximately $13,000 per driver. Aan additional $2.

for bus monitors, at $6360 per monitor,

’

8 million was

The state's calculations assuned a .

.

load factor of 119 stud

] 4
ents per bus for 65-passenger buses. .

Doubts about the cost data immediately surfaced. WUp‘Froht:
Desegregation News and Perspectiﬁes"f-a n&ﬁslétter‘published by a citizens'

8roup concerned with facilitating acgurége information on ‘the bfogresq)bf

. dggegregag;on.gn>Columbus -Qaraed that

id the (Columbus and State

T

The dollar ¢osts and numbers of stude;ts to be transported

) plans cannot be compared since

each plan used different cos

t categories and was predicated on

will be bused.

: different assumptions of vho % To date; néither
Plan is-based on studies ‘and recommendations of transportation
experts. - ) # .

v

" "Up Pront" further noted that the Bard's plan ~

N allocates "as deségregation costs programs which ordinarily

’ " are the constitutional and education responsibility of the ]
school board....The savings through_vacated facilities are .

not ‘translated into dollar- amounts, -

L4

4

Shortly after the Columbus and State plans were submitted, theoz;j;///}

Supreme Courg éﬁnounced its Dayton decisiéql suggestinl that courg- ' ed

5

*

remédies needed to be restricted in 8scope to the remediation of Ehe

-

L
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‘constitutional violations which had been found. The Columbu‘ schook board ’
. , . - ' R \
majority thereupon submitted -a drastically scaled-down desegregation plan

-

, -
affecting only the schools *named in Judge.Du can's order. In this plan,}

only 4000 students would be involuntarily b sed, and jonly 30 additional
o

buses iwould be required,” The Board nino y prepared still another plan;

this one proposed transporting nearly as many students as the initial . -

Board plan, but at a cost of only $2.8 u;illion’.6

»

On July 29 Judge Duncan rejected all the plans, The otiginal Board -

. plan was defective'because 1t left tpo many predominantly-white schools. ..
.

In addition thé Judge took exception to the heavy emphasis ypon the Columbﬁs hd

Plan elements of the proposals: - _ ¢ )
+s+Since the evidence in this case does not. show that. these i
programs will operate to desegregate the Columbus Public
Schools, or that they are necessary for the success of a
remedy.plan, I do not believe that they are necessary, .
elements of'a Court-ordered remedy....Such matters should be )
reserved for consideration by the local board of education. ’ .o
That board‘'has determined that these programs are desirable, and ¢
the Court will neither 'interfere nor argue with that -judgment. .
Although the expansion of “such plans rwust be assigned a lower
priority thaa the implementation of the court-ordered: remedy
plan, these programs may.,i,be continued if fﬂqq’/;xlly feasible.7 3

The Court then set forth guidelines for the development:of a new plans

Phase I was to concern community and student and faculty orientation, ./\\;:> .

curriculum’devalopment, and a reading program)\ it wes to be submitted to -

theccourt by mideAugust so that implementation cdyld begin in September,

- 1977 Phase II, to be submitted by September, was to provide for elementary
student re-assignment and transportation in January 1978, and secondary -
]
studeht reassignment and transportation in September 1978. The Phase II [

submission was to include transportation cost data.®

"
v ’ ) - A
‘ . - .
-
0 .
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-In August the Columbus Board submitted its Phase I plan. Total costs .

. were estinsted at $3,2 million £or a developmental reading progra.n. Other

components included Cormunity Orientation and Information Services (8162, 000), i be

e

" Pupil Orientation ($38 000) Multi-Cultural Curriculum Development ($58 000),

and Staff LOrieutation (3104 000). The Board again stressed its financial
plight, and noted that full inquementation of the Phsse I plan was contingent
.upon the availability of additional funding .9'Th rogram was approved, by -
the court, and currently is being implanented. ‘ ",

| In pre’paring its Phase II plan, the quumbus Board relied heavil;

upon ia-formtion supplied by a private transporation engineering fi/m,

»

'SIQPBOH and Curtin. Simpson and Curtin proj'ected a need to purchase 200

new buges to sransport 38,000 additional 'studénts. (The origifal Board

plan had called for 423 new buses, and the state plan had projected a need

L] — s

for 321 buses.) Annual operatin,_, costs vere projected at $2 3 million ar ) S

[

$63 ‘per student, in the Simpson and Curtin report.]-0 ) ’

A4

The Phase II plan included some detailed cost projections which incorpor-

-

ated both the ?hase I and the Pha:jl cost components. The key figure was J :
&.7 milliOn-a projection of th

Phase I and Phase II co\/ts through

July 1979 assuming that pupil reassignment and transportation did not

bagg until September 1978 If Phase II was, to be implemented in Jartuary 1978, -

[y

the key figure was $25 million.u On the day the plan was submitted’ to the

court’ the Director of Public Informtion issued a new\release stating that

"without additional funds, the desegregation costs combined with currently —

estimsted deficits would force schools to *lose as early as September 22, 1978,"12

\' . : * - “ —

t /' ! ,: \&,_i | o ‘ Q.
- 3
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In late September the Special’ Mastler held hearings on the Phdse II

L

plans. At the hearings it was disclosed that the Board 8 figures contained
an error : the $25 million figure was $6 millign too high, anc_l. the
$16.7 million figure was $4.3 million too high, 13 The erro::' stermned,‘from
counting bus drivera' wages tvice.ll' In the documents which corrected -
‘these errors further changes were made. Several Phage I cost, projections were
substantially increased without explanation. Disregarding the S:meson and
Curtin figures, the Board now projected that operating costs for transporation
in 1998-79- would be $5.1 million, or $l:»0 per pupil. This figure included
- 40 "pupil personnel specialists” at $21,267 eginch..]'5
R

A feature-of the Phase\lI plan was its stresé. upon_school closi’ngs.

closed. Eleven other schools we

Information abOut the savings stemming from the school closings was not”

o be converted to alternate uses. .

Ay

presented to the cou_y: However, Columbrus school officisls stated that they
P

estimate annual savingleof $75, 000 per elementary school, $150 000 for a

Junior high school, and $225,000 for a senior high.16 Thus the projected

. savings, from school closings, would ,amount to $1,875,000 annually, ,

On October 4, Judge.Duncan issued a ney order. He expressed "doubgs"
elementary student transportation in January 1978, and stated tha,t'the

conclusory, and only marginally responsive to the Court's (July 29) order,"”

T . . LY

Board's submission of information about transportation eduipment‘was "Mshallow,

= ~ 7 ) .H )
‘ ’ : ? ” ' R (%olumbus - 7 X

3
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Bowever the Judge deferred to the Board's preference for delaying implen!nta-
.-
tion of Phase ‘11 Uptil Sé/tember 1978 o

- b .

-As he had done_ previously, Judge Duncan continued to take issue with /

L}

*‘he types of cost//which the Board attributed’ to desegregationJ In’his

-

L October 4 order he jnotdd that . . -
. the expenses of desegregatiom. are substantial enough o
’ without including budget items which arguably have ‘no , . N
S 2 - direct relationship to ‘the desegregation process. .
Budget items designed/to address needs which existed A ,
’ S before the March 8, 1977, finding of {1ability cahnot

An fairness be attributed to the remedy phase of this
litigation, - ¥hel conmunity should nat be misled about
the cosats of desegregation, (emphasis added) - ' .

I4

As an example, the’j’dée cited a $769,960 item for "pupil personnel specialists,"

The Judge ordered the Board to ' re-exanine and update,the anticipated budget
f
.- for all phases of the plan and submit the revised budget to the court

.. omn November 9. 17 . ‘ . ’ N \ .
N . P

. A campaign to secureﬁvoter approval for a school tax increase was underway

< i , » 4 ' ,
at the time Columbus was visited.' In notable contrast to the Board's emphasis .

(in its cormunications to the court) about the high costs of desegregation, "
desegregation osts were being down-played in the tax campaign, According’

.

“to Superintendent Davis, only 1.65 mills ,.of the 8,70 mill levy increase -

»

was earmarked for desegregation. Moreover,-according'to the Superintendent,

/
the multi-million dollar ‘error” discovered at the September hearings meant that

. \
.

" the school district needed to seek only 1 md1lion yearly 1n outside desegre-
gation funding assistance, rasher than the previously Brojected 3 million in

butside desegregation assistance ﬁoney 18 no explanation for these figures o

p ot Wes ,presented, At the November 8‘election the’tax levy was defeated by a

narrow margin,

L

.37

.-
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On Novenber 9 the Board of Education presen the desegregation

budget vhich ttne court had requelted’( ‘rhe Board document included a

"Summary" which is reproduced below: 19§

" Co

@

lumbus - 9

~ ’

»~

1977-78 costs (10 months

L)

.ot

1978-79 costs-(12 months)

Itém
total out of pocket]_ .total' “lod® of pocket
Rewenue ~ = - - .
v .
Bus purchases and operation $1,124,661 $1,124,661 |$1,783,941| $1,783,941
. Total Revenue 51,124,661 | $1,126,681 (51,783,941 | $1,783,941
EEMG
Pupil Reauig/mnent B ,
- ) . : . . ’ ’ SRS '}
Bus Operation $4,256,016 | $4,250,006 [$4,076,050 | 2,892,958
Bus Maintenance $1,544,829 | $1,527,472 - |$ 585,725 430,064
. — , ,
Data Processing S ospon 52,012 115,304 115,304
. Admini.tution (including . " ) : : .
‘Pupil Assistance Pérlonnel) 275,094 154,172 1,360,155 1,194,044
Pupil Information, suff ] ) .
Orientation, Multi- / '
Oultural Update 524,284 355,042 «0= 7/ wle
commity Orientation and - T .
Information Services . 97,860 | %97,860 .| 108,715 | _ 108,715
' leading Development - 1,529,845 | - 267;?768‘* 2,772,102 1,028,{718!
" Total Expenses T38,279,960‘ $6,704,312 |$9,018,051 | $5,769,803
- Bavings ‘
School.- Closings «0= ‘ -0-" $1;275,000 51,2;,000 '
Toul SAvingo - =0 0~ $1,275,000 . §1127§,000
t 'rom Net Expense 98,279,941 | $6,704,312 85 959,110 | $2,710,862
" Total*Net Cost $7,155,219 | $5,579,651 |$5,959,110 | $2,710,862

" (Total Revenue
lcu Total Net

anonpe)

N .
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Supplenent‘ing the "Smary" vere sevaul pages of text and figures vhich .

' provided more detailed information about the bases “of thevd 8 cost

~

-’ tG’o o ! -

‘ Sevcral featutés of the Board's budget wan'aht coment. One is the .

-

- attention given to "total net cost", In contrast to some other cities, ’
. the Colunbus budget acknowledges that some of the costs of desegregation’
are offset by revenues (state trmportation aid) and by aavinga (school -~
closings))/A second interestlhg feature 1s the dist:lnction betveen "total"
and "out of pocket" itens, Acc?rding to the Boar@fs .docunent, "fotal cost

represents-the’ total of personne,l.‘a‘nd material costs attributable to the

~

remedy plan." ' Out of pocket costs represedt "those costs attributable , x

. to the renedy plan wvhich are in additionn to curre;lt expenditure ‘levels T .

’

and for the most part xepresent nevﬁ-ehployees and higher naterial .

K
’expenditure 1evels. Evidently then, the Board'a plan presents a local

t&/lerden Gf $S § million :ln 1977-78 hnd $2 7 n:lll:lon 1n 1978-79 (when .

the plan is fully op.eutional). This 10&31 tax burd% will b’e substantially e y

-

reduced in.the event that the state defendants are ordered to pay a larger U '

portion of ‘the ttanapoftation costs (bus. purchase in 197'7-78, aud bus . ' / :

operation in 1978-79), ‘Additionﬁl state or federal funding could further’

1

. - offset costs’ of desegregation conponentu such as reading deve!.opment, ‘

1 .

and administtation. However the availability of such outside reaour;:es

is by n¢’> means assured,

.
1
’

o~ -

.
»
\
3 .
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- _ Dayton, Ohio, has achieved national praise. for its smoth and peaceful !

ﬁ'nplementation of a czurt'-ordered school desegregation plan which required

- 0

massive transportation of students, . The plan, first implemented in Segtember
1976 was designed to Pno\dge/ al balance in’ ever/ chool; Qﬁ the 40 OOU“ -

. students,enrolled in 1976-77 (52% minority), approximately ll 000 were °

transported Asa result of the court ordse. (Enrollment has declined from °
%9 000 in 1968 when the minority populati%( was 382 -of the tota;—),

’:, In view of the Supreme Court's .Iune 1977 deéision ordering a review of

desegregation ‘plan in. Dayton, and the imminent annOuncement of the
. results of that review (hearings were held early in November). it may be
. T
useful to summarize desegregat‘ion effortss in Daytdn. In 1969 an Office of

Givil Rights (1EW)- compliance review showed non-ﬁpliance with -

i, §
v,

Civil Rights Act standards concerning faculty» and’ student assignmen.t in - -

Day‘ton. In June 1571 the Ohio State ISepartment of Educaiion recwl.lded -

RS that th&nayton Schools ,l%\ngps\to eliminate vestiges of state %pos&d

segregation. The Board then appointed, -a citzizens committe*o make

R e

‘. recommenaations for the reduc.t.ion of racial isolation. In Decem r 1971 thg
e »

Board adopted a series of recomendations acknowledging the ‘existefce of

segregatiOn in’ the .district‘ and _directing.' imple(hentation _3f 2 ’desegr'egation , ‘

- - . R $ . T 4
c I N T ‘ .
e | g

' P
In Dayton discussions were ,held with' the followinpindiv@lr :
v

Richard Austin, Attorney for plaintiffs

+" Ashley Farmer, Security Director, \DPS ’

~ Norman Feuer, Assiistant’ Superintendent for Instruction, DPS .

.'Ken llall, Director of Transportefion, .DPS " - »-
Williem Harrison, Assistant- Superintendent for Administrative‘Services, DPS
Donald l&iges,}esearch Department, DPS ¢ .

", Robert Weinman; Assistant Superintendent for Mgt. Servlces, bps
B, M, Wilson, Jr., Clerk-'rreasurer, DPS

4
N




# plan by September 1972, 1In addition a téam of _consultants x;as employed to -~

b

’ by the Board majority and the Board mitprit:}ﬁ Judge Rubi tual.‘]a' yacc‘epted .

,,thtﬂ
.

_a plm featuring open %nrollment, faculty desegregatton, ma Schools, 4

. scho}l parks which would‘ierve all of the district 8 elementary school oo _..'

. requi{'/ed cross-district busm ’In addition, portions of the magnet, school

.o ) Dayton =~ 2 Tose

g - - “

@,

‘prepare a. desegregation plan. However these December actisns vere ta“ by ’

3 - - .

a ‘Iam'e duc‘kgoard, ‘its pro-fntegration majority was about to be replaced by

newly-elected members who promptlygéé:inded the prior board's December

scttons, I April 1972 a.gult was' {iled against the Board, " #hd 1 Pebruary

; -

.

1873 Distﬂ.ct Judge Rubin hef tha%the Dayton Schools had violated the -

-

i

Equal Ptotaction clause.l Soon thereafter separate remedial plans were - filed ¥

14
. !

LY
o 2 A 4

: 2
and specialty schools which enrolled students on a part-time basis. On |

|
- -

appeal h0weVer, the Sixth. Cizcuit Court of\;\ppeals decla.red that a moig ‘ I
. ~ 3 B

éxtensive remedy was raquired to ‘overcome the effects of past ssgreﬂation. : »

. v . -

y'l'he gase went back and forth between Judge Rub:ln and the Gircuit Court for . .

£ s )
vime. An order requi,ring system-wide "racial balance and suhstintial .
b

uflng was issued {n, March 1976 for inplementation in September. Wl*.ia all . & .
1 ? & J v . " "

‘of these procaedings were - underway, the district had implemented the magnet o ‘ :
T

. [

4
school concept, had established specialty schools (science cent;ers} .and had - ,

feaegregﬁed the faculty and staff. (-At one. point the Board also had submit- S

"1-

ted a proposed plan cal(ing for thke qestion of three “E,OOOvstudent elsmentary K

R - N 3 a \ rs ' ’ .
c.h,ghdren..) Hpuever the plan fina’lly adop:.ed by the cpurt was based on o e T oo

¢

prepat:ed by John Finger' the plan enphasized pairings and’ clusterings which o

progran were to be retained. The _Board determined v:hat the plan wopld be”’ . ’ .

‘ implemented, and with the staff Vorl.ed hard td assure successfu]p and peacefia ‘ "



-

Dayton - 3

. . .

\ . ~
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implemeqtation in September 1976 and again in September 1977. . Meanwhile

] 4 . - T . .

however, the Board's*appeal had been heard by the Supreme Ceurt, which Bent -

Y
.

the case back for review, as n&ted!above.a ) ]

¢

. In the summer of 1976 a citizens' committee was formed to- looL at the

costs of desegregatiorlglN ‘Dayton, E@idently'the formption of the committee .
P

was prompted by .several considerations. the prospect of a budget deficit .
in’ 1977 a quest for federak funds for deshgregation sssistance, and a desire
vy -~ M

. to force the State of Ohio (a co-defendant in the Dayton case) t assume some

of the costs of desegregation. The comniiife gathered datg fro .1973

&
.vhen the magnet schiool and alternative.centers prdgrams were ‘adopted, through

‘thé end of 1977 (projected costs), when the court-ordered pairingS'p ogram
o

+ " would have been instituted ‘and operated for a year and a half, (School

T budgeting in Ohio is .done -on a calendar year basis, rather than an academic

Y

>

year basis.) An initial report of the*co tkee was released in August

4976. The report showed a 1973-77 total desegregation cost of $12 million,

including-$9 niIlign already spent and a projected $3 million for the period \

' September 1976 through December l977-the pe‘;od of court-ordened s%?tem—wide

: deseg¥egation., In commenting on the report, Superintendent Maxwell_noted .

-

L 4

3 : ~\
that a fiscal pinch was anticipated in 1977, but that "if we didn't have

desegregation, we could. sweat through it probably.? "He. further noted that

-

"There 8 no cit?sschool district in the United States under‘ﬂesegregation

a

that has ‘passed a school levy that I know .of. 5
)
The citizens committee report was formally released by the Board of

Educpsion in November 1976, A revised- version, g:sed on actual cost
A4 ’

experﬁ;é’! in 1976 plus modified estimates for 1977 costs, was released in

’ . . « -

v > I ]

» ’ -

A AJ

-

iy
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April' the April repprt revised total 1973-77 desegregdtion costs' downward
to $11,3 million,® The report provides one of the best‘ available accounts
", of desegregation finances, and 1s discussed in some d\etail below.i '
By’fsr the largest portion of the cost which Daytod attributes to

desegregation is for educational lrograms. The total cost of magnet schools ‘

-

*  and alternative centers for the period 1973-77 is $8 miliion. 'I'he annual

l
‘, L

‘ costs of these programsg are’ listed as follows' ‘

1973 S $l.l million . .
1974 1.1 million ‘ L et
1975 . 2.2 million ' - v
1976 72,0 millioh .
C 1977 1.6 million .

< 4 J
The reductions in the edpcational component, shown for ]}7@ and 1977, stem .
. r
primarily from the discontinusnce of 3 "science centerg" program in which

students were-bused to special science schools fer~ the?.r integrated learning

experience--a program rendered Qnecessary hy the }durt-ord;réd plan in “
% . ‘ N

1976-77; . o \ ) o

)

s’

[ R .
T L)

-~
The $8 million cost of the educatiqnal components ‘was met in part thrgﬁh

-

"the regular school budget (state and s]ﬁoca unds) and in part throug\ federal

-

asgistance, According to the financiaf x:epor Dayton received §2.1 million
b
in ESAA funds through August’ 1976. An-additional ESAA grant amounted tq sz 0’

million in 1976-77, x§AA funding for‘1977-78 had not ben settled by Octobers

. Y oINS |
However, even without firm figures for' 4977-78 it appears that federal L.
« 7 , .
dollars have supported somew e’%hgn halﬁyof the educational’ program
)

component éosts which are ascribed to desegregation by Dazton officsals.

The next largest sum asgribed to desegregation during the ﬁrioﬁ973—77

. 18 for transportation. Thﬁranaportation costs allocated to the maieg !
. iy

. B : . :
- . [ 4 . *

. =

» ~
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" schools h;d a1ternative°centers, 1973—77;‘are $1.2 million in local costs plus f’

’ $0,8 million in state aid. Transportation costs- for the pairing pronram,

’; September 1976 through December 1977, are shovn at $1 2 million 1oca1 and

. $0.8 million in state reimbursement. On an annual basis, the transportation -

"'costs of the magnet‘and alternative programs in 1975 was $536, 000 including ‘
$170 000 in state aid .(local cost: $366 »000); in 1977 the transportation
‘costs for the _magnet and alternative proé'ﬁms dropped %o $372 000, inc1udin°

$160, OOO in state aid (local cost' $212 000)." Bowever in 1977 the court-

[y

ordered pairing proxram was in effect, wish an estimated tr!nsportation cost -
of $1 4 million, gpcluding $6OQ,OOO in state aid (local cost: ‘800 »0N0)., |
SchooI officials claim. that 11 090 students were transported in 1976-77
‘under the pairing program.7 Thus, per pupil costs for transportation
under the pairing- prooram were approximately $127 per pupil—$73 local and ‘
.$54 state. The Dayton data do not show exactly’what tran8portation costs are
included within this figure. However, since therbulk of the(%ransportation
was provided under a contrhct system, it 18 safe to assume that the $127

S per pupil figure incIudes ?osts of-operation p1us the costs of capital

equipment SPuses, storage and maintenance facilities, étc.), andy~ course,

4 . ¥ ’
" a profit for. the contractor.. (The’Transportation Director anticipate
:reduced cost per pupil in 1977-8because (a) the Diiz:n Schools now operate °
" their own bus- fleet, and (b) staggered starting ties.in the elementary °

4?_c}t’obls will increase the 1oad factor on buseslp

Dayton uses a "mix ode" pupil-transportation syStem. Several thousand =

students are transported the Regional Transit Authority, using a bus pass

syq;em which cost $76 per student in 1976-77. The 1arges]§portion of étudents,

—

-

. P .
. o . 45 | ’ S




as noted above, were transported under a

<

contract system with a private

|
. corporation at a cost of §67.50 per bus per day &) hours).* In adhition,

“

tha'Board of EdUcation operates a shall fleet of its owm buses.,

include a parent contract system whereby

porting children to school, p1us limited

r

the costs of these services were:9
T _

Contracted Service

Regional Transit Authority

Board-owmed AR

Parent contract

+ Taxi ®

-

»,

parents are reimbursed
¥

use of a taxi system.

for trans-

In 1976-77

r

$1,568,569

~ 496,480
262,213
53,885

_ A

In addition to the coqts which_the Dayton report attributed to the

educational component and transportation

costs of desegregation are identified.

'

for desegregation, several ‘other

Costs relaued to 1itigation total

$256, 000 excluding a yet-to-be-negotiated bill for $500,000 for plaintiffs

legal costs,

$300, 000,

o Although the figures included ‘in the district's report on desegregation

A "himan relations and communications” -component is priced at

Security 1s listed as a $224,000 itenm.

cosats appear to be genuine, they are not updisputed. Even the people’ wvho

. prepared“the figures have encountered difficulties in deCiding vhat costs are

Q

»

properly charged to desegregation, and in identifying the proper numbers

.to attach to each approved cost category.,

’\

There are differences in both

categories and amounts as reported in August 1976 November 1976 and .

April 1977,

L4

. e

_However these discrepancies are minot compared to those which

"% If this figure. is correct, aé'it aBpears to be ($67 50 per bus x 167 days

x 148 buses produces a figure close
bus contract), and 4£ the $127

to the reported price for the 1976-77
per pupil cost figure is corréct, then the load

factor in Dayton was 90-95 students per bus.,
) . :

Other.modes

v
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some individuals allege. Thus, for example, individuals who” adhere to the
notion that desegregation costs should not incluyde the costs of prqgram

L

improvements such as magnet schools, reject more than 75% of the "b11l" ; _
‘attr»ibu'ted to-.des‘e:gregation. 'Schoolita'ff. members a'ls‘o ‘achx'ovlledged::that
some of the educqtionsl.conponent'itens are for coststhat would be inéurred.
anyway; and that tﬁe effort to seek st..! or fede;al reimbursement for-
ﬁdesurevatim costs encourages broad definitions-.of vhat those costs are.

.. One school official expressed concern about ' the wisdom of displaying the .

costs in sucH a wvay as todgreate the iupression that desegreoation "has

cost $12 nillion.”" (It will he recalled that Cleveland Superintendent Brivﬂs

conveyed to* the courts the impression that transportation in Dayton cost
$12 million annually--a claim without foundatiom, ihe fact that the costsv
are spread ovég five years has been lost on some.) )

The Dayton Schools, 1ike virtually every other msjor citv schooi district
in Ohio, are in considerable financial distress. A tax levy campaign, ' .

designed to forestall a school system closing late in 1978, was underway

at the time of my visit;to Dayton. School offisigii vere trying to downplay /m'

the iwnpression that tbej earlier had created, to the effect that desehre gation

was a financial burden, and was contributing to the systen's financial
L.}

distress. -All the available evidence indi‘.’cates that the distress stems in large
- . - i
part from factors not related to desegregation costs. TFor vhatever reason, )

"

Dayton voters on November 8 rejected the proposal to increase the‘local

school ta* rate. -

. M . -

> Despite this rebuff Dayton officiai\ &Pe continuing tﬁeir efforts t%
- force the state of Ohio, a2 co-defendant in-the.dase, to absorb a ghare of

the city'i desegregation costs, _As this is written, the legislature and';

the Stat rd of Bducation are considering the matter, as it involvés not

v
v

| » o
[Kc' R 4 ' e

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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r

¢
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only Dayton but also the several: othel' Ohio cities caught up in desegi‘égation.

’ \ '

In addition, bayton officials ar;making pilgrimages to Washington to P
N

»
~

é\permde federal officials to pick up a larger share of the costs of desevré
P N ] ‘

gation. The outcome of these efforts remains in.ldoubt.
However, Dayton has received ‘sub_stantial a(ssistance under the ESAA
programs, It has re‘Ceived'staff‘ triining fundedT through the Genera'l As,sis-u
tance (‘:enter locgzed at nea‘rby Wright State University, ThTe haire been
l 1arge corporate eontributions'which have been helpful in cm‘mn‘ty relations
‘and Monitorin., Comnission activities.’ Recently the State Board of Educatix ;

«
has indicated receptivity toward underwriting the costs of buses purchased o

-

~ . .
) N t
—.Currently, Doyton school ofticials are avaiting the rssul‘:s of

for purposes qf. desegregation.

bearings ordered by the Supreme Court. The outcome of .those “hearings, .
vhich concern the extent of deugregation vhich the courts can require,

)

undoubtedly will affect future de'egregation financing in Daytonm.

« 9 - 3
. ? .
b3 . .
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Ibid.

.
4

Dayton v. Brin!ixan, 53 L Ed 2d 851, .

2

Dayton Journal .iergld, August 24, 1975,

)

.

}

Tl;-acl—c—gx;omd is summarized in Brinlman v. G1l1i~an, 503 F.2d 684,

Dayton ?ublic'Schoolé, "Actual and Projected Expenditures for Desegregatiori,

Dayton City Schools, 1973-77," Revised 4/4/77.
\ B .\ 4 -

Interview -

'Interv:le'w : ) -

Fact Sheet (Transportation Costs)
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'. Fall’1976 enrollment in the Milwaukee fublic_Schools was 109,500—

down from 130,000 in 1963. In the ‘same period the proportion of minority

enrollment grew ‘from 27Z to approximately 407. A desegregation suit was

initiated in the mid-19609. * tn Janua: 1976 Pedarsal District-Tudge Reynolds
=
\ .ruled thst the Board of Education had__unlawfully maintained segregation within

the Milwaukee s«:hools.:l A Special Master was appointed to supervise the

AN

deVelopment and_implementation of a renedy. District efforts to devise a

desegregation plan lagged dur the Spring of 1976; {n June the court
-ordered the defendants. to accelerate their efforts so that a remedy could
be fgitiated in Septeaber 1976 and completed by September 1978,2 ©
Subsequently a three-phase plan was submitted to the court. The first ﬁhsse

relied heavily upon magnet schools, )specialty programs, and voluntary

~ -_—

transfers' of students, This phase was approved by the court, but approval
of subsequent phases vas withheld pending subnissfon of momg detailed
. - -

by
information.

Late in 1976 the Board submitted a plan for Phases II and III,
but the court found the plan defieient. An alternate plan, devised byﬂe/
'Special Master, vas-adopted with modifications. This plan incorporated a
sophisticated planning base for a new student assigﬁme’nt systen “and required

that in addition to the 1/3 of the schools desegregated in 1976-77 under

v - \

voluntary programs, an addftional 1/3 must be desegregated in September 1977,

-t
and the remainder by September 1978.4

-~ S '
Information about degezregation in Milwaukee was provided by the I!ilwaukee

Urban Observatory, a Division of therUrbsn Outreach prograitof the University
'« of WiscOnsin, Milwaukee, : . .

-~ »
-

e
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Limited infor ion -about the costs of the 1976-77 desegregation plan

vas obtained, Based rimarily upon newspaper accounts, ve vere able to

-

- develop partial descriptione’bf three aspects of desegregation costs in

Milwaukee: transportation, litigation, and revenue. In the following
v * . ‘

.

+8ections these'are examined separately. . -

Transportation ‘ — ..

Before the court-ordered plan went into effect in September 1976,
AT ]
MilwauLee transported approximately 20,000 students. lMost used the public
transit systen., .The desegregation plan for 1576-77 added about 6600 students

to that total.5

Of these, approximately 4900 attended specialty secondary
schools, and were ‘provided bus passes for use on the public transit system.
The cost was 5C¢ per day per student, or $90 per year per student (assuming
180 szs of school), or %360, OOO) In.adoit%on,'several special transportatiOn

-~ contracts were let. One of these systems, designed to serve,three city-vide
elementary specialty schools, vas repthed to h!!e an estinated cost of
about $1000 per day for‘zo‘buses (number,of‘studentst .unknown), or $180,000
for the year. Another system, invol'ing 12 other elementary specialty

-
schools, dnvelved 42 vehicles for $1404 | per dsy, or $263 N00 for the year.

The third large contract, seE::ffi?oluntary transfer students, involved’

73 vehicles'costinﬂ $2109 per day; or $390 000.6 These three systens can

be compared in ternms of cost per day per bus ($50 $33, and $29 respectively).

or cost per year per bus ($9000,,$59ﬁ0, and $5220 respectiyely). The vsriations '
probably refleét differing characteristics of the routes involved, (Load *

factors are unknown, so fe cannot estimate cost per pupil.) °
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1 The lowest figure turned out to be' noe vieble. The contrector, whoee )
bid of $1Ht per day per route had underb:ld other potential contractors "K
(vho bid $190, $240, and $311 per day for the same service) d:ld not provide !
eccepteble servite, and much of it had ta be transferred to other contrectors ¥ ~3

at nee.rly twige the original cost.7 ' . ’ , -

L‘:lt:iget:lon Costs . ) ~ - - o
By nid-1977 1:lt:lga.t:lon b:llle exceeded $1 mill:lon in the Milvaukee . __
',%eﬁegat:lon case, '.l'heee costs reportedly were d:letr:lbuted \2 follows: n
1l e Board retains a pr:lve.te firm, Quarles and Bre.dy to handle its 1ega.l
defénse in the desegregation case. The pr:lnc:lpel ettorney 4n the case bills
the Board $65 per ‘hop.r for his ovn time and 335 per hour for the time of
Junior meml;ere of the firm., Evidently these fees include everheed“, but -
other direct costs are added to‘.tl;e héurly costs., The biMings vary in amoult
from month to month amd \rear to year. From May 1968 through May 1976 billings
to the Board fron Quarles and nr;dy totalled $216,000, * Of this, $40,000 was
for the first four months of 1976 The highq’legel costs continued thr@ ‘ »
1976 by the’ end of llovember the cumulative, billing had climbed to $312, shz-
& six month increase of $96,000. By June 1977 the total hed risen to > $393,148--
& six month increase of more than $81,000, 8 ‘»» ) \
2. In"January 1976 Judge Reynolds appointed a Special Mester in the c'..e, “
| to bde peid by the Board of Education at a re.te of $50 pei'ﬁ hour p{lus expenses. \ .
"By the end of Septenber Bou-a peynents to the Special Master amounted to J!" ' |
350 339, mcluding 433,325 for his tine, plus additional payments for travels
(he commutes from Texas), living expeneee, and staff expenses. (An issue -
has been -Vhether the 8pec:le1 Master should have his ovn staff, or vhether he
must depend upon Board of Education employees for staff work.)?

-

. o : -
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" 3. In'Junua.ry 1976 J’udgc Reynolds appointed attorney Irvin Charne to repre-
~N

sent children not specifically na* in the desegregation suit. Cha.rnc's bills, /\

vhich must be approved by the Judge, are pegged at $55 per hour for Charne and .
3‘45 per hour for his e.s!ociatce. By the end of 1976 Cha.rne's bills totalled

" $78,302, ° By August 1977 the amount had climbed to $13k,2u5,10 ‘ , o

b, Attorney Lloyd Ba.rbec; who has represented pla.intiffa'sinc’e 'the inc“;t}wg

of the Milvaukee litigation in 1;:65,w submitted bills emounting to $69'8,1"rT

through April 19‘77. His 'rate is $50 per hour. Ba.rhee's bill has been challenged

" by the Board; the dieposition of the challenge is not known 1l . ) "L

Judge Reynolds hu.s ruled that the defendant Board must pay attorne¥y fees

to the Special Master and phi fs' attorneys Bdrbee and Charne. With the

%
‘case currently under reviev by the Dietrict Lourt, folloving the Supreme Court

ruling of June 1977, it seems likely that litigation costs will continue to
'
_ mount.’' In the words of the Sentinel, "As Milvaukeeans are learning, one of

the highest tangible costs of segregation can be the legal fees,"12

Revenues for Desegregation

Perhaps the most striking feature of Milwaukee's dgsegrega.tion progran;~
is that its costs appea.r to be fully covered by outside feven'ues. “The Journaf
quotes Auista.ht éuperintendent John l’eper as follows: "De;egregation is‘not

- causing eny increase in the local property tax rate-absblutely noue.;'l3
Milvaukee's 1976-77 kesegregation plan was financed from three revenue sourcess .. .
1, In 1976 the Hisconsin legislature addpted a bill (popula.rly knovn as .’ . .
" "Chapter 220") providing major desegregation incentives. The_bill provides
- that each student who tra.nafers for desegregation is counted as l.2 pupile
" for state eﬁ'mzrpoaes. In e.ddition the state reimburses the full trans-
?ortation'coate of students vho transfer for desegregation. In the case of : .
- . s . .

4
hl

s
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ltudente vhp transfer from one district to another, the eending dietrict etill
counts the et?nta for etete aid purpoeee end the receiving district is paid

the full costd “of education for the reéeived student.1¥ e effect of all this,

'e.ecording t&" the‘.Toumal vas "so lucrative that it alloved Milvaukee dfficials ~
to’teblieh all their specialty echoole e.nd other incentives to induce volunte.ry’
deeegregetion without che.rging local te.xpayexje anything £or them"15 . Initial 19}6—77
eetinetea indicated.that Milwvaukee would receive a $4 million increase in

state eid rrom the transfer incentive plus full reimbureenent for associated w S
treniportetion coets.lﬁ ) . B ‘ — L

2. .In addition to state aid Milweukee has received major federal assistance.’

In June 1976 Milveukee received a $7k, 000 grant for deeegregetion planning under
the proyisions of the Civil Rights Act of 196k, An e.dditione;. $124,000 vas - -
‘received under thie Act in 1977.17 However the bulk ot Milwaukee 8 federal de=-.
eegregetion eseistence came rron ESAA funde. During August 1976, when the ®, .
,dietrict's ESAA proposal.first was drefted, it vas e‘stimeted that the request

for funding ‘would total $7-10 lnillion.n18 However the request later was raised

to $13.5 million "by, including nearly all expenses even remotely connected .

3

. vith ‘the city's desegregation plans... except legal teee end court releted costs,"l9 .

After this epplicetion wes r;.;ected by HEH a revised requeet for $5 5-million
vas eubnitted. Further negotietione ensued and the fine.l gran't, announced in _

. late September 1976, was-for $3.4 nillion. slated for use principelly in . .
financing remedial reeding, mh.themtics, and- hum.n .reletione proJecta.2° In - .
1ete Mey 1977 it vas reported that ne:}h $1 million*of the ESM grant. had not .
been epent e.nd would have to be returned-e result ettributed to lete receipt

. of the funds, a teacher strike end Boe.rd dieputee whieh hed deleyed the employnent

of a large number of teacher aides,2l L. . > - o
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3.‘ In addition to pu?,lic aourcea, the Milvaukee sehoola reeoived at least

v ¢ v

. one giﬁ; fron 8 rounda‘tion intereeted in oupporting desegregatiop.

. rginb\&ed by gﬁte and federal rnnds the loceJ. ,press rrequently conveyed -
the i.npression t'hpt dgegr,egation m costi

’ in e following excer;!te frou the 1oc ) ) .
IR, NN [Iollowing annowggenent-of a - cut 1R the district'q "/
.- 7 ... ESAA a liqatigﬂnless the School Board is sué- .
S e .ceesml in obtaining additional’ .Lederal desegegation ) :

.. funds, Milvaukee:-residents-will face large tax _ . : )
S increaaes to pay for future deuegygntion eg.ns.23 ) ‘

LY

. [Ine ection vith a discussion about budget cuts -
. < for lgg';l Although the desegregation plan for 1977 is -~ ° .
- & - " not done andsits costs cannot be deternmined, school .
Lt . offictals said it would be ‘réasonable to expect '+ )
R that the.cost would be about the same as ‘the firakt
. .- ' phase cost of $2.8 million or-.an additionel tax -
Yoo T T rate of k6 cents per $1000 of 2seued vag‘.nntion.a‘

t _’ ‘ "!ventuolly a $226 million budget was ‘adopted, includ-
. *- ing 33 $nioﬁ for Qesegregntion_, i.e., 1.4% of‘\the

To- ll. < . 'Lx . s 4 : *
Y Ee ’ .

-, . . )

/'\
inppeesio}m ‘about theﬁa,l costs of desegreqntion' .

Local property taxgayers do not fbot the' bill for -
school desegregation, state and federal taxpayers do.
. ' Wdvertheless, the economics of school desegregation :
‘a)  have crept !:ﬂfo poiitic rhetorio as candidates pre-' ‘ -
: "~ pare for the ‘School d election April 5.... To . ' ‘

R 7 Busalacchi and other incumbgtts fayoring continued

| _ © .appeal of the origlnal desegregation order, the vaste , -
| " refers ‘to irfreased busing costs. To Perry and

' ] . .nenbera of the School Board minority vho want to drop

S . all-appeals and get on wﬁ:h raci balancing the schoola,
. . the vBdte applies to lawydsi'fees for the appesls. =
. Nejiwer issue has a.nything a.pprecia.bn.e to- do with et
© 7 . property taxes,26 . . .
. = 3.! e ,. - < '
The' main faétornin khe increue inclu ~ .- :
.~ 'million for.schoolgjeries, $3.to $i mi}Aion for - W,
_. 7 sion of progrm rm; umdica.pped &ildr a.ntl 'clooe to el
: . 1.9
e LA R
P . ° \A :' ) -* ‘ / \t '
a4 - 55 . -
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- De tpii;e sthe fe.ct tha.t desegregation coots appear to hnve been fully ’

loca.l ta.x dolIars C ) ind,icnted

L]

Cont:uting w‘i‘th such it.em uere otherp in which the preu cﬁweyed dii'ferent "
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" | . . 1 M:llve.ukee 7

’ . B S B a
© $8 miliion for desegregation. The increased costs for
. desegregation and education of the handicappe¢ would $-
C be paid by‘the state .and federal govermment. The ~, . .
¢ . expenditures would have some effect-on the state and . T -
: federa.l tax rete, of. course, but not’ on the local tax - . o-.
rate, . . /,

[ 4

\

Vhile scme of the con’ton reflected in press. eccounts undoubtedly: was due ' *
< to cu'eleasness or pogitica.l considerMs much of it seems to have reflecﬁ:ed
the eehool system 8 1nab111ty to engag ’in financiel phnning. As late as - ..
, August 1976, ‘lloca.‘l. séhool ‘officials Aid not knév how much money wguld be
. ) forthcming under the newly a.dopted Chapter 220 etatute. And as .noted
_ previously, ‘the ESAA gra.nt vas not rﬂmzed until arter the Phue I plan vas
in- operation. In eddition, during the planning period Judge Neynoldb and the
.city counselor t_’pposing usertione conceming the distric}.’g entitlement

to use of several million’ dolla.rs 1n~unex-pended funds rron 1975. / Such conditions
st have hampered aistfict rimmciu pla.ming‘ efforts.

~ ) ‘ - -
\ R . V' . ) . .
N ¢ . . ' - ~ .
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'.l'he "olldwing pa.ngrophe guma.rize the tentative ‘c'onclusions .drawn from
~ -
) the case studies and outline some directions for rurther research,

e

1, During the design-of-r dy pho.ee of desegregation litigation, cost in~
fomtion is used m&iticallx i.e. 1t is used as a dqvice to influence policy-
makers and policy outcomes. Policymaks s include the litiga.nts thenﬁelves, the

.
court, the general public, legislotors, civic offic.‘.a.ls. interest groupe,‘ and

civic elites. Policy oufcomes include the scope of a desegregation plan,'the -
ti.ning of its implementation, the substance of its internel elements, and its
relotionships to current progran.' Politicalization fosters dietortione of; cost /
information; these distortions lead to confusfon and dionﬁte. Subéequent re- -
’leo.rch ‘should examine questious such as the folloving° i B
, ==On the defendants’ eide, vho controle the cost proJection procese?
Board members? Attorneye? ‘School orficia‘lo? Outs,ide consultants? °-
When n'qere is conflict among them, who 'prevo_ils?‘ Why? Similar
questions can be askel on the plaintiffs' side. Generally these
- questions fall ¥ithin the n;mri of existing theortes vhich relate
informatfon control to the decieiont-naking behavior of intere?t groups.
—~Vhat techniques’ are used to politicize cost data? Is information
- vithheld? Distorted? Inyented? Displayed in inccuprehensible fashion? '
What is the role of the press in the politice&zotion of cost information? _
"-Buch questionn fall vithin the general purview of influence theoriel
ha theorieo about’ public opinion formation, '
--Hov is the politica.lizetiom process li.nited apd coff¥olled, insofar a.i it
insg*to deoegregation cost data! What part is played by proceedingl

court'! Hhat is Ehe role of Spevial Masters? What is the impact
S : } .
) ' ' :

.
«
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of a tax jevy campaign? What is the effect of having the state as 3",

co-defendant? These‘questions, like the preceding 'set, can be :lii\m:lmtcg

by casting them in theé context of influence theo!:y and opinion formation :

' theories, ¢

~In ordcring\"i-/ucdics ‘how do *?ﬁae -courts interpret and -act upon the .

"practicality of\cost‘r In vhat vays are rcgedj.cs structured around '

-y cost considerat:lons? That is, do the courts first dctcminc vhct {s N
\ . Zonst:ltut:lona.lly ncccua.ry, a.nd then cpproach the cost problem, or does’

the qucct:lon of coct become mcxtricably linkcd with the dcsig: ( a - =

\

o
rencdy? An vhat 'wa.ys do the institutional ccnstraints of thc courts and
" the procedura.l ccpa.bilit:lca of the coﬂ.rts a.frcct_&h‘i; o\coat data
‘in the design of dccegrcgat:lon rencd:lec? There is a fairly substant:lal

body of literature concerned vith Judicial pol:lcy-mking, such litcraturc

.

can be used to. orga.n:lzc studies of the role of cost in the fonmlat:lon
¢ «

a.nd substance of dcscgrc;ﬁ:lon orders issued by the courts.

L J

2. As remedy procced:lngsamove tovard closure, gnd as implementation i)cg:lna,

/ ' . -
simple cost r:lgurcs_become less useful and-less significant than the con;:cpt

of "net local cost". Net local cost :ls .the amount’ of money that must be generat- -

N

| ed by razs:lng local taxcs or by shifting funds from other cducct:lonal functions.

To dctcminc the net local cost of a dcacgrcgation - thz eta of ca.lculctionu _
are mdc. Thc f:lrst is" gross expend:lturcs fi desegregation, 53. ltaff train-
ing, transportation, cmity relations, construction _orsre-lodelmg ‘of
fac:llit:lcs, cducctit;nal prograna for dclcgrcgat:loa. "Ihc'second c&lc;alition
identifies revenues for ae-egreghuon, e.g. additional state aid for t:qns-
portat:lon, federal grants such as those under E.S.A.A. and ‘the Civil R:lght. Act, "

-~

gmu from private sources, g.nd contributed services frcu sources such as the -~ __

‘ e
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Gonerc.‘l. Auistance«Centers or the Couiunity Relations Service, The third ""

“vt

ctlculction ic the co;t uvings vhich can be ertectuatod as part of a .

delegregation phn\ «8+ 8chool closings. Net ],ocel cost then, is,‘the ditter-

. ence betveen gross expenditures, on thg one hand, end a combination of desegre-

N

gation revenuee and loce.l savings vhich can be applied tp desegregation. on

the other. The net cost concept gives rise to a number of research quest_igns'

==How are grosﬂ‘ de,eegregetion expenditu:ree calculuted? The questih ‘
: two main ingrmients, one political e.nd one technicul. The politica.l

question is evident in the case of nagnet school progrm. Defendants

\_\ ucua.lly identit}' magnet scpol’ costs as desegregetion coats but plaintiffs

do not, except to the extent that na.gnets in fact resuit in desegregation.

stnce Milliken v, Bredlg IT, new iuuel he.ve begun to eppea.r- these cherq
the propriety of including remedial programe as deleg-egation costs. .The

techniccl problems. of deecribing deeegregetion expenditures are difticult

[ 4

on both conceptuu.l and gperational grounds. At the conceptual level,fa-
,ror &xample, vhat proportdon of new traneportation costs‘are cha.rgeeble

3

to desegregation, if eone or the studente who a.re tra.nsporte& are
tr’a.nsported due to conlideratione of distance, not desegregation? It oo
‘ltudente are carried by public transit, using a pus syeten, is the

true cost the cost of the pass, or the cost to the transit syete;n? -

Approaches to such qﬁestiona can draw upon' tHeoretical frameworks from
both onlitice.l science and public fidance.’ R

"w=How are grou delegregetion revenues eltiuted and celculcted? Uhich

’

A
revepues are directIy attributable to detegregation and which are indirect?

4

Opceﬁi'-eceived, which revenues in fact are used for desegregation and
' i - * .
vhich are used for purposes less clearly defined as desegregation? To

' . ’ : i

\ ' . .
.
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‘vhat extent are desegregatisms renedies detemined by, considerations of '

the emount and ueeebility of wtside mmfar How doee the te.rdinese with

’

which stete and federe.l agencies award desegregation funds a.ffect their

.

>

use?, 'l'heories bearing on public fimee and fe‘d;?.liq areé applicable
here, '
, \ /

‘ ' . =-How are cost savings calculatedt' Ag;ih, there are.political e.nd tech:;ibl;l
| dinen;iona to th: question, In the case of school. cloaﬁgs, ‘for example,
consideretiona or’ ecpnow, comuni‘ty pressure, e.nd—desegregative efrects
. " may determine whether a school remains open or closes. ‘I'he nvings
‘ whi&i are :ea.lized will depend not merely upon the reduct\ons a.chieved
- in dalaries and utilitien. coste' %elsb will depend on disposition of
) ’ . the building, é.g. nothballing, leasge, sale, or. denolition. The

possibility of shﬂting savinge for the purpose of eupporting desegregation -

co:ts may be limited'by ete.te law or by bndgeting practi .' Political |

theories concerning resource ré-allocation are useful here, as are the

insights to be gained from eccounting end punic fina.nce theories. -
is the net local cost concept used in the polifical struggde to -

determine the structure and inpielnedtetion of 'e ‘dese)grege.tion plan?

. 3. besegregation appears to be hnving eubstantia.l effects upon the overa.ll

finan¢jal situa.’tion of urban school eyltena Although it is difficult to discern

¥
-

r the cumulative effects, the areas of impe.ct are visible. _ Here ve idenps then

" in terns of inquiries:

| " —fo'what extent ahd in vhat fashion 'is deeegz'eget"ion a pretext for re-
ltdring personnel and progrm vhich previouly ha.d been cut for

ﬁna.ncial reedons, or vhich vould be cut in the ebeence of a desegrega.tion .

-, . ,
. ’ e
rogren? . .
) . .
) . ‘ ‘
, .
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==To vhst extent is dessgregst&n & device for mobilizing state and federsl )

mnds otherwise unsvsils‘ble’l To vhat extent do such erfjrts affect the

overall psttern of interco?ermentsl fund trsnsfers?
{

pow ‘ «=To vhat extent and ‘in which fsshion ‘is desegregs.tion prcmpting pasource
re-sllocs.tion and improved cost effe{:tiveness in urban school systens?

vhst extent snd in vhat vsars are desegregation finances sffec.ting

—

o resource control within urbs.n school systems?

. . . .
r ., ’ . o .

S8uch questions need to be re{cs.st in theoretical framevorks spproprls.te for
. . C -

»

eminisg Juorban s,chp"ol systen finances; at this time our point is sinply that « -

o«

dgegz"egstion finance appears to have mjorhozganizstionsl effects which extend

beyond desegregation progra.ms- themsej(es. initial entry-point Jor exploring

this matter s the magnet school . prograns which we found in all five (c_ities.
These progrsms ‘run counter to the historic enphs.sis updn stsndsrdizstion sn@
buresucrs.tizs.tion in wrban school systeas. Their sudden s.ppesrs.nce, under t’he.
gnise of désegregation, provides an opportunity to ‘examine alterations in flovs .

o rsonnel and other resources, snd in terms of altered lsodes of contnol. -

- .

‘, i .
k, Lit‘igs.tion costs are mounting to hundreds of thouss.gds of dollars in eséh

. . -

city. . o -
N L4

-‘ro vhat ltent is pro'longed litigstipu & consequence of- the i’gct "

that the ns.,jor initial beneficiaries of .the litigation s.re the s.ttorneys
thenselves?

- —In What wsys do,,sdrerss:‘isl proceedings snd Judicial contexts sffect ‘the

m‘bstsv.e and tho cost of desegregstion plsns? )
" wwfow do the sctorl in the legal setting-a-sttorneys, Judges, specisl masters,

court-s.ppointed experts-~learn s.'bout desegregs.tion costs, and how do they

-

'+ . utflize that knowledge?

LS

.
1
T




S. Milliken v. Br 11 sustained a desegregation plo.n vhich inposed certain
reqedial "educe.tion program” cdnponente ‘and vhich mandated state support for

these components. The case is“shifting ettention toward incluaion of such '

" components in cities other than Detroit.

_To vhat extent and ig vhat- fashioh does- court-ordered desegrega.tion in

one setking a.ffect desegregetion plans in other aettings? \

»,

v -Hhere remedial education conponents are ordered as in Detroit how are-
these components: meshed with sta.te and federal a.id _programs which M

be targeted on aubstantially\the seme students?
' » . .
6 'I'he different components of desegregation pla.ns (e.g. tra.nsporta.tion ' »

component , ‘educational program component, coumnity rela.ti?e conponent, staff ‘
- \

develefment conponent facilities couponent 1itiga.tioh component) differ from

A- .
-~ <
y

city to city.

-Hha.t are the determinants sf inter-sity cost differences emong simile.r

’

components? ¢ . .
. ’ .--To vha.t extent are apparent cost di“‘hces simply a.rtifa.cts of
differing mawf compiling nnd feporting cost informa.tion? ‘
 =—Are some programs ;nor,e cos'E effective—the.n others? (e.g. givena -
ne.eato tranaport a ‘givcn number of children, q.nd" other things deing
‘equal, 1_5' it more efficient to-depend upon a :achool-own.ed fleet of

buses, ch;;tq‘r service, public transit, or oone mix of these?

The list could be extended. But perhapvhe point hu beeri ,made: the
oubJect of urban school desegregation coetl pruento ricfopportunitiee for

research which has great. theoretical and proctica.‘l. Mereet. .

‘ .
‘, . »
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