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‘fis a combination of ldcally raraed ravanuc,;rQVQnua providoa

by the ‘state and todoral roVonua.\ Durinq 1975-76, 51 pa:cent
of the rgvcnua\@vailablc to Ponnlylvania s school dintricts.

Ad .

o ‘\iovanuo was provided by the state and about 6 porcont was

fodaral aid. Tha -ubjoct of tnia ohaptar is atato nupport for,e

QducatiOn in Pannsylvania and the method uhich the atato uaos‘

to diatribqto aid to school diatriqts. | I = .

X In penndylvania, like other ‘states, Jtato-aid-to ochpol.

) | dk@tficts‘is distn{buted on the baaia of an equalization

W >
formula intanded to address differences in ducatiohal neejz(
ﬁg Pennsylvania’s

I S

demands and abilities to pay ' for servic"

School Finanee Plan attempts to. equalize the ravenue avail—k .

able to achool districts for fthe cost of each etudent'

education._ However , Pennsylvania 8 School Finance Plan

e ,ia somewhat unusual in the way in which it undertakas this .

N

”~

{ - equali:ation objecti | Firat,.the plan recogniaé& propetty

wealth alona may not be a good measure of the ability of a

diatrict's residents to support education; therefore a measure
'

" of incoma woaith ia\dncluded in the definition of ability to
g .
3 pay ‘tor education. Socond, the ~Planx: rocog izes differanceg

,d‘.

mong diatricts in the cost of providing prog{ams and servicea.'

- R | L 'f:'u : - .Jf;.\\\“/

Ve "

' The revenue availabln to a Ponnlylvania ;chool dlatrict”_

3 o wa's raisad through 1ooa1 tax cftortl, 43 parcant of the
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ﬁff.v | | This chapter golozdbel Penntylvania'l 8chool ﬁ‘nancor ?
;- Plany 1t ia iﬁwdicatod on the assumption that underntandinq EE
- B ' your etate's school finance plan reQuireo a working knowlodqg ;f
‘ of hOw it oporetel. ;ner;tore. the major feeturea ot Ponnayl-_ ﬁlﬁli

. | vania s Plen aro ouelined including: a step-by-ltop calcula-” ﬁ?

tion of a district's State Aid el%ocation. To &ntist you inff ;?

;underatanding Pennsylvania 5 State Aid formula, exerci.es-_'

appear . thrdughout the chnpter.- You nhould complete nachinotefyéaﬁf

] t

| N > of exercises before proceeding to new Material. P R Tff
j!‘ R ) | —\ "-. | ' .'.' | . | L

AY A

. | ;'Renney1Vania's échooiAFinanceX}Ian S
; S 'Under Pennsy}van!x'e Séhool !Wnance Plan, ' évery Echool.ﬁ SR
A P . ) S >
dlstr1ct teceives a certain percentage (%alled the State
- . Share) of the distrxct '8 E&penditures for elementary end
' ' ' secondmry educption as Stete Aid State Aid per pupil is
ceidulated by.multxblying the diStrict's Expendituree per
. pnpil by thetState Share Thus,.-
Y . / _ b . .
) ™~ X o *
o Stateé Aid | N District’ |
S r . per Pupil ”—\;/, State Shar . X “Expenditures S
R ' Ce S _ ‘ - Per. Pupil '
_ , _ RS \
- o : . = i oo AN B e Ty

v . B .
N . L
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'For example, a dfétrtc with a State Shar%fof,;75'§nd 31,000\\ G

LA

per pupil of Expenditu es will receive ,75Vx_$l,0ﬁ6‘ori$750'

o . 9 ' . .
- . jos o .
;%’ -.:"‘ ) i per papil ln S tate Aid PN ] M . . “ . . v 1
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NG o o '_--'S;ato Shate S
,I.:A_-l ) | | | . . . .- . o kw N (‘ ‘ ,. : . .“.‘.. * . ‘ ’_'.l".. - ‘.l‘_‘ ‘
ER > o determine ‘a district‘k State Aid ptr pupil you muit PR
3 ‘-firstxcdﬁcuiate the Statq;Sharq For purpoaeu ‘ot dotorminingi" i
the Sttto.Share, Pennaylvania 8 School Financo Plan dravn upon“ ' K
an equaLization formuia known as ﬁ,rcentagc equalizinq.;‘Undor ,‘ EE
2y A
©a percentage equalizing plan the state and the local d;)kfﬁct )
} ' ..
v »anare the tost of a student 8 education.. The Stute Sharuj
varies with district wqalth Low wealth diatricts h:“ a
higher state Share than high wealth districts. The determié_ :
,/ L -
nation oﬁ-the State Share requires two steps: | determintnqu-* :
S «the Local Share, and (2)~subtracting tho Local Share from' i 77
? L Tt ’ - T A B T S S L A . .
1.00. ‘ | o I S I SR R T TR
Local shaig ' e
4 . . . . . « “ . // E
S v You have just seen that youtne%d to calculate a disu i
. . 1 ./..- '...

trict s Local Share before its state Share can ‘be. determinedv f_ .
TX determine the Local Share for a Bchool district the atatef»
first establisngs a required Local Share for tﬁe averége

A- wealth district -:In Pennsylvania 8 School Finance Plan//the SN

5

average wealth district is required to contribute 50 pbrcent- -

* (. 50) of the cost Of a student's education. The. Locﬁl ghare = ;f;
Q,/a school gistrict will pe abdve or belou .50 depending . i;m
o ? upon }me digtﬁict's wealtn in rblation to tho/statewide

X‘ zf'%:

™ a#%iﬁﬁe weal ~L The relatipn of the district s fealhh to the» ?

3, \’statewide a%erage we?lth ie - known aa*bne Diﬂtrict Fiscal
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Dietvict Fiecal Capacity

‘f§26 374 per pupil. Thus,

Capacity.- Thp Local Share of a diatrict in tound by multiplye 11eﬂ*@
ing the Diatrict Fiacal Caplcity by phe reqnired ahi!e,“sotf

v

ThUB, . - // .
Diefrict CT co ,'Dietrict Fiscal
Logal Share = .30 . x  Capacity - : A
; e S S R

*mnz'

';.A dietrict'e Fiscal Capacity ia determiniﬁ by the rala~ﬁﬁ“

tionship between the district wealth and the statewide avereqe ’p &r

>

wealth. A district with a 1ower than average %ualth will
have ‘a lower Fiscal Capacity than a diatrict with higher than“f -
L.

average wealth, In Penneylvania a district 8 Fiacal Capacity ;'

1ncludes a. dlstrict 8 property wealth aa weli ‘a8 ita personale'

j-income.fTo calculabe Fiecal Capacity you (l) determine a

property wealth ratio by comparing a distxibt'a propertyfyaau~

wealth o the statewide average property wealth; (2) determineif

L]

" a personal income. wealth ratio by comparing the diatrict‘e

personal income to the atatewide average personal income; and

‘-(3) combine the two measures,\ _“ ;: 1f. l' o },ﬂ

1., Property_wealth Ratio. A disagict‘s Property Wealth_

/ ‘
Ratio ts obtained by dividipg the district 8 property wealth

\

per pupll by the statewideraverage property wealth whicb is‘

.. R o - A Statewide Averaée
#Property Wealth | Property Wealth -_.Property Wealthu ;
Ratio - =  Per Puﬁil , / | (826, 374) . 3_¢

L

LS
.
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re v ‘ For ef‘@Pk‘: the Propcrty wdulth thlo of a dﬁ!trict Withi~‘ -p;ti
n $13,187/826, 374 or g

QQFl {f $13 187 per pupii,o: proparty we\i”¢

.50+, Thisa rabio indicatet tha diatrict‘g proporty wialth
r . .10 '

represents 50 percont of the statewido average proporty” ?F

wealt ‘ . R T | ‘i‘ |
In Pennsylvania, a di?trict‘s property wealth is it

"’i T ( .
market valuation of real property. A diatrict'a property - 2"ri;

- .

-

". -;wealth per pupil ia obtained by dividinq itz tatal markat

\ valuation by the number df pupils., The pupil count uaed for
£
computing propfrty wealth per. pupil is Weighted Aver&ge Daily

. ' -,gdembership -,(WADM).v The calculation of WADM is explained .'._'

Jater Appendix A, Thue a district with a.market valua—

| tio’n”o'"f ‘10,000 /080 and 1,000 WADM has’a market valuatiof of *
810, 000,000/1 000 ‘or $10, 000 ’per ?)ADM. o : S )
;$.~} S 1,} ‘The_ Property Wealth Ratio is a measur? of a diﬁtrict 8 | _'.5
’ abllfty to support education a(T’iip from its property wealth ;
‘1n relation to the statewide average property wealth Table"
vl shows the calculation of  the Property Wealth Ratio’ for
four districts with- different market valuations per WADM._;fL

Districts with higher property wealth per WADM have a highcr | .
Property Wealth Ratio District C with the st;tgwide average “‘}\*f
) property wealth per WADM, $26 374, hae a Property Nealth
Ratf’“of $26, 374/326 374 ot 1.00, l.e., thia dis(rict‘t wealth
u'\loo p{rcent. VoL, the statewide ,avnraqe property wealth.l
However, Dieﬂfict'h winh a property wealth of $l3,187 per,‘i
pupxl has a lower Property Wealth Ratio of .50, i e., District

_.r’f_t - A's wé‘lth is sowpercent of thm Wtatewide average Wea}th'

Q A ,. Ya

) ‘L'-x'"?»-"‘ .. S }, S -
A% S “l o W
v, - .- A ‘-_ e P o .




Diltrict D with a property woalth cf. $G>9 561 bnr WADM. haq Q
Proporty wgalth httid 02(1.50. Thia !atio 1ndicath thi& v
Dist?ict D‘a property wcarth is %0 pcrg,nt highcr than th. Ufé

state avorage propetty wealth S "-'..n

?

Tablq 1 L ~.  “>~wi ’   .?;ﬁ
CALCULATION OE PROPERTY WEALTH RATIO VS

- “'uProperty‘ S teh de _:V‘~§ Proporty LI
= 7 Wealth »” Wealth s
District . ' Per Pupil Prop.'! h‘ltf@? Ratio L

A s 133187 'S 26,374s ~~f$) f°

: s : . »\"
..., B . 20,000 7 26,374 | :75/4 e
¢ o 26,374 26,374 1.00

b 39,561+ 26,374 . - 1.50
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3, A district with property wealtb that is 25 percoht ﬁip
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7f1.' “A Propbrty w.alth '‘Ragio of " .25 indi ‘tes tho oiltriot‘s

jVﬂs‘*f Whot 13 the. property Wealth Ratio of a district with

'.8.“' A.district“with.i}GOO WADM ahd~§wtotal market valuation~

‘.‘4.

nroporty .ff'f property . Y ~hatatowtd¢ Avorngo
4  Wealth = w. thye.. ./ . roporty Wealth ..H,.”p
526 374) f% ‘r,” - W

- property wealth per.*wWaApM is ..~ ‘. Aporcont of tho 4;it;
dtatewide avorago proporty wealth.. LT e e
L '="Hﬂgv'“‘“f; R e

wo

| diatrict whose prdporty woalth is 100 porcent or
.the’ statewlde average property wealth h&l proporty wealth
o of’ R por WADM, . T ki‘ : i

)

‘highéer than.. the satatewide average property‘ wealth per R
WADM hau a- ?YOperty WQalth Ratio of LT .

oW PR . N et A N . ' . 5 e Lo
. . . - ».

4 What is the property wealth" per WADM of a district

with 2,300 WADM and a total market valuation of
$69 000 000? - . S

$17 000 per ‘WADM of property wealth? . o )

_ k

6 What it the P:operty Wealth Ratio of a district with ,o{

$52 748 per WADM of property wealth?.

A Whatqiqhthe.ﬁrOpérty Wealth Ratio for a district.with“

4,500 WADM and a total market valuation of $90,000,000?
8. $20,000. o T
el W16 0 o | o y - .

¢ d. $25,000 e | ’

-

L]

of $91,000,000 has what Property Wealth Ratio?

k)
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Ly B zncomo winlth aatio. mhc locona ltdp in dotorminianf};f;%

f . di-trict'o risq;; G@phcity it tho calculatign of & dil-gifhﬁj
6Yict'l Incomp Wﬂilth thio.; !&nnsylvuaia'- Schooi :inanco[{b
g;f“kf‘ o Plan rccoqni:cl prophrty woalth Qlond may- not bo th adoqggto'
_ asuro St the abiIYEi"or 1F1HJNWTEY*I“T‘itdtntt”tw'tvvpbrt"[i
."tion. ;he Incomo WQIlth Ratio i: dctormihcd likc tho'ifﬂ

_* | Propcxty wgalth ‘Ratio ; you divide a diattict‘t incpmc p&cfhz“ﬁé

‘ WADM by‘the atatewidq ayorago incomf

}'_]ar wanu.. roc s
1977-78. the statewide average“incomgtwealth iu $15 992 pcr

) o Cw L , R SR
e WADM. Thus, I R RN b
¢ Income'H, - Digtrict . = Statowido Avorago..

Wealth ="' Income “ "/ ° Income Per WADM
| Ratioj> o oper wAnM. T ﬂ_$15,99;)

oy

oo éo:'exémpfe, the Income WQalth thio of ® diatrict with  53??
| $4 230 - per WA M of income wealth ia $4, 230/$16 992 or ,25 “
- o Thia rStio indicates the district‘s,income wealtﬁ ia 25fﬁ 137
.t;t.ﬁ‘!l'- percent of the atatewide average income wealth per pupil |
r R In Pennsylvania 8 . School Finance Plan, a diatrict'
income wealth is its qdjusted personal income as reportod’ﬁ.
; on the state income tax returns.~ A. dietrict's income woalth“.;
per pupil is obtained bg dividing the ‘total peraonal incomeo
of the district by the WADM fo& the district. - ~~ﬂ~__ | ;
Table 2 shows the calculation of thc Income Wealth- -
Ratio for four districts with different leveis Qf personal -
income per WADM._ ”District ¢ with tho state average ihcome

wealth per WADM o£1516,992 has an Income Wealth Ratic of i
| R - , ‘

-
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CALCULATION OF INCOME WEALTH RATIO

v v - - o iy v - _,J

'_zncome . statewida o ‘ o
Wexlth, Twwdﬁ Average S Incomg Woalth

o « District “  per Ppupil . Ihcome Wealth L Ratio RN

A, s 4230 .is 992 . .25
B &,461 16,992 L s
v - ;‘Le;ggz. | 16,992 R 1;00
C 7 osy3es 16992 1.50

. . . X .

o

o bd', | ointri.ct A'. mcdm \«alth o£ 813,236 pdz pupn teprp
H“°‘“t °f th' 't'ﬁ' !V'raqn iunoﬁ- woalth, i




Eyercises on &acaﬁ/ Wealth Ratig’ -
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“10. A district with Income Wealth'pg
' than the statewide average income wealth per. pupil has an

Yy . . L A PR 7 3 IR
) 1 P . P . .
- . -
— —_— e T TH - Y a -
L] - ‘ill R B : . N .
: L __-..\/‘ . T
\ F : -~ .
. . .
' v’ t, . . =
l e x. i . : .
. ) « ’ ¢ o« .
. b - ) PP DU

. Income } Income L »wstatewide Averlqe B -il'\
. Wealth // Wealth -/ Incohe eglth |
“Ratig , Per Pupil Y ($16 9 Z)r

S e
9. An Ingome Wealth of .45 indicarel |
Wealth per pupil ratio is . percent of the statewide
~average income wealth per pupill. . ’

..-e,, oL

-

- pupil 56 peicent hiqher

Income Wealth Ratio of '

11. A district with $25, 500 000 of pereonal income and

a district's Income

2, 500 WADM has what . income wealth per pupil?

-

12, A dlstrict with $16 500 000 of .persenal ncoke: and'

800 WADM has what income wealth per pupil?

r

13. What is ‘the Income Wealth Ratio of a eiatricx with

$13, 500 per pup11 of income wealth?-

14, What is the Income Wealth Ratlo of a distrizt with'

$26,500 per pupil of income wealth?

4,300 WADM and a total personal income of $53 750,0007?

a, %0 | ' L .
b. ,"1.(25 LY & |
} a o, - | .
: .
) ~

15, wWhat iJ the Income Wealth: Ratio of a district with



A A R L I At e R

TR R R

n"“‘”f‘"*'""f? o .'."'.':\”" “"“‘4, ,r“ A "T‘.‘.‘.‘{“‘l mrtes ooy ‘;( '.,
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i%v iy ;. '
o k * SR
y0u know how to c_Iculatt 'y di:trict‘; pngp.uy W“lth Mb!@
S and Incomo wulth thio you Qan dttcmino t.ho bitb;;ct “'cnt,-:,_;_“'
c capwity, . 'rho chtrict Mpcal cnpucity mcludn 60 m_rccng;ﬂ'i;__ N
’ “of a dilt!ict" proportygp-alrh i rclaeion‘tglthu statowidofﬁf" ,
‘V'“go property \vnlj:h\and 40‘p¢(90m; ot a Hitﬁ‘”k‘. fncﬁo‘mi

3.
we,alth in® rclation to th} sta(wide avcraqo incomf wnlth*

_.o Théri’:ore, to determine a district's Fi(cnl Capqcity you

$

. .'.-_ L)) ca.lculate 60 percnnt of the Proporty w.alth Ratio;

(2) calculate 40 bercent of the Incomo Wealth Ratio; dnd ‘

(3) add t e - results - Ei . e I
District - ' property S Income ;i.ff
: - PFiscal =~ = (.60 x Wealth Ratio) L ( 40X WQalth Ri;io)
S . Capacity o .

. .
oL ‘7 For example, Distridt A w*h a Prcp rty WQaith Rat{d of

-

450 and an Income Wealth Ratio of .25 haa a Fiscal Capa‘ity

o ! ) o " 5 ;lb . | | . - e
Fiseal . (.60 x .50) " + (.40 .x .25) o
Cnpacity | o S |
- _. “‘30 + .10 ’
. | = 40 - ,
..»_ ~ ‘ y . S _ | | . o 1 SN

| Table 3 ahowa the calculation of Distr’t Fiscal Capacity\.

h for ou‘rfour distr1cts with the Property WQalth Ratios dis- |
.plax‘ed in Table 1 a.nd ‘the Income weawtim displayed‘
in Table 2 " The Table alao includes each district‘s property \

o iualth per bupil and incom’ weaLth par p*l ' ‘

B e TR
. ' .
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w i CALCULATION OF BISTRICT FISCAL CAPACIZY . = + - = '« A

N S N N LSS 4 Y -

wr ° Property __Property\:Ineeme - —trneom T DIRRNICE T

‘k*—”iwi“‘?fﬁ th = Wealth ' “Wealth. . Wealth - Biscal - .
ToNTe. Distriftl \per WADM  Ratio - Per WADN Gghatio ’2 aciby coa
A T AT e PR REEER. SRR

A 7 513,187 %50 $ 4,230 - .25 ' .40 e
£20,0000 .76 T 8,461 .50, o~ .68 ¢

B
.. ,‘ . . R S ) o R R
C e, G 26,374 1,000 v 16,992 1.0 1,000 -

N ’ edon A
. - na 2 st 4 v

N

25,383 1.50  .1.50"

" Note in Table 3: T

00 p district's Property wealth Raflo ts its property

” + wealth per WADM divided by g state’average proper-
"ty wealth of $26,374 (see TASTRL). R

M Aidiiﬁtict?s Incghe Wealth Rgiio-il'ith income
: . ~ wealth per WADM divided by the atate~a‘.§age jpcome |
wealth off $16,992'(See Table 2).| . P

. .« " A district's Fiscal Capacity is the sum of 60
o F - ., percent of its ;iéperterQalth“Ratio'and 40 percent -
. 0of its Income Wealth Ratio,. L S
i _ ST . ) _ P | ,
«. District C with the }kate average property and 1
income wealth has: a District Fiscal Capacity of )
1.00. District A with below average property and
R , *income-waargh.hASra_Fiscal-Capacity of .40 whereas
o District: D with. above 'average property and income
- .. Wealth has a Fiscal Capacity of 1.50. S _ \

_ . 8 TR T T
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e oy ! 4 | o x
T i;‘w““Pﬁé €f€§”"”f """" ‘Froporty *f'”4v“8%lquldi Averagc‘
S Weal L yedlth /. ?roporty w.alth
« o Batio T ‘,\:.r WADM . o7 ($26,374): | L
) ..::"“\I o Y ;x&‘ -' - oo
Income -~ Income Statcwide Av ragc - )
Wealth . =~ Wealth f ;ncomq ‘Wealth ' B o
Ratio . *° . Per WADM 5?}vf_u4516.992);_ -\ ‘0
oL L} PR Y . :_ 3 oY vl - - T
N | L
pistNet - Lo Property o _-.Income S
"~ Fiscal™ . = (460 x’ wealth Ratio) + 40 x. w¢a1th Rati¢
. Capacity R o .

s

et
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Lo 164 What i the District Eiscal Caqacity ‘of a district with a .

BT ) Property Wealth Ratio of 65 d an income wanlth Ratio v

T, of 18107 : | B SRR e
\

. \"‘1-,
~ ¢ )

7Y . 17. what'is the District Flscal Capacity. of a diatrict with
: L ‘a Property Real,h Ratio ef 1 40 and an Insdme Wealth
I © of L457__ - . | SR

.¢-.'

Toooi S e
T SR

- 18. A District }iscal Capacity of l .35 indicat*gva\ﬁiskrict
fia AVERAGE, ABOVE AVERAGE, BELOW AVERAGE i 1ts abili by ©
to support‘éducation. ‘ | ,
) .
19, A dist:&ct ith a Property ‘Wealth Ratio of .60, ahd o
‘ $12,691.50 p«& WADM of income wealth ‘has what Fiscal Tyl
| Capacity? _ . . . v .,“.V',[
. - ;_\ N oL
o ¢ ) Y. , 066 ' . ' ' : .
T ' . bo |56 _.' . : - . ) -
S ‘ C. .69 . . B RS
d. .75 \ ' o . B

e
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20. CWngt e the Fisculithacity. px . dtltrict WAt 837,967,850
mm( ot prop‘ Kyyalth uw ‘an incomo w.albh Jwéio
b{ 8‘5 )\‘ . _ ek “ ':'-" » \ ‘

l ¢ ' - 7 b‘ 1 09 . ‘ 4 . . . . ' ) o ! .. L I N - "-t..'.'

€. -No# of the at;;wo N o e
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~
\
.
»
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i
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-
21. % What i8 ;the Fiscal Capacity of a. district‘ with (23 736. 60
' per WADM of property woalth and $18, 614.20 per WADM ot :
income wealth? SR B . .
la. .98 . | -
C ' 1-02 . Q . : 7 . . .
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. * Now thqt you know how to dot‘miao a diﬁ‘rio\;‘; Macal
i’.;__"_ g quaci‘ty, yoa are proparod to calcu).;tu th? Loénl shau ot .
l . ‘_m“m. v y “_______; W -, RS
o “l"a the cost of” a studcnt’s educa;i‘on. Romcmbcr, t] mcal Shau

is obtained by*mulﬂplying a district‘l Fi;cul Capacity by

th\\fequired share of ;he avoxago wealth dittrict, ;gg.i
(see-page 3) - o - | x
. - o o f District Fiscal . ” .
LocaliShare ~m - 50 x - Capacity . '

. ..~ ' . | é )
‘Thus a ‘district which has a Fiscal ;apacity of .40 will

X

ha%g a Local Share of .50 X .40 or .20._

Digtrlcts with high Fiscal Capacity have a higher~Local_'

.'.'A.-;_

Share than districts wig\ low Fiscal Capdtit} " Table 4

L | shows the calculathnu of the Local Share for our- foux diB-
tricts. . T e
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o w4 Wealth' o Wealth . . Fiscal, A SO
- District |

+ ™

. Per-WADM = ‘Per WADM Capacity  Local Bhare .- %%
X . A 3"1_3{1;8‘7 L8 49230 S 40 20 7

B 20,0000 8,461 .66 <33 R
S . o I R T T
y o c. 26137{',.*F}§r?92 C k00 ST

| D. 39,561 . 25,383 1.50 75 %
AL T T T -

4

Note in Table 4: | o -
. . c.‘ ' . . . \

o : 'F\\ istricts Wwith a bé&low average Fiscal. Capacity o
- ‘ ?less than 1.00) “kaVve a Local Share less than .
. «30, whereas districtw. with an above average o
Fiscal Capacity (greater than 1.00) have a. Local |

Share greatér than 50 percent (.50). :

.+ - District A with a ‘below average Fiscal Capacity
.. has a Local Share of only .20; it must support

" + 20 'percent of the cost 'of a student's education,
whereas District D with /an above average Fiscal
Capacity\%l.SO)_}s redquired 'to contribute 75
percent of the cost, €.9., a Local Share.of .75, .

. __Distrig;lc with an average Fiscal Capacity has
the Lgcal Share required of the sastate average
distrirt, .50 x 1.00 or .50. > ' -

. _ | - | | _ | “ ’

-

. e - . ")
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« "0 Local, Share = = ;sok/'x' Capacity wR jg'fffg

- 25, "A district with the ave:?a_q[é Fiscal éagaq

G District.
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L o # . District Fiscal :}f_

. B

_ B | _Property - . “Inéomel . =
~ Fiscal. & - / (.60 x Wealth Ratio) + (.40 » Wealth Ratio) -
«' Capacity = B T RS S o
- Property - property - . ~Statewide Avera
. Wealth - = . Wealth /-~ 'Property Wealthft -
Ratio g - Per WADM ($26,374) /.
S | . |

Income Income = - Statéwide Average - | L
Wealth = im0 We th. . - / Income Wealth - SR g
| e S |

. St NV
N . : . TN
- : . N . ) -

S
D" S
¥

.22. What .is the LoéaI-Shane of A\Histrict wibh:a Figcalf

‘" Ccapacity of..657
| o - . ARV

23. sWhat is the Local Share of a district with a Fiscal Capa-
city of 1.357_ - | | T T

24, A district with a Fiscal Capacity of .67 will‘hagk_a .
Local §hqre_which is less than or more than .50 e

ity will have.,

. . . \ . ) .
.~ : . . . R

a Local Share of

26 . The - Local Shéte‘df g,disprict_with'ah-gbove average
_ Fiscal Capacity will be lesg than/more than .50.

27. What is the Local. Share of'a'distrié_tf with a 'P:’rép'erty_--'_’"‘

wQalth Ratio of .45 and an Income Wealth Ratio of .75?5:;_.

a. O630 . § . / ’ f :
b. .462 - - RO L
¢, .231 L

d. None of the abovg '

a | . _;m ;#
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28. .What 1- thc Loqﬁl Shate ~of a dilﬁrq’ct with a Proportyﬁ"'_l'-”_‘_.".,-%.l';.%.;
Wealth Ratio of. 1.45% and an Incom Wealth Ratio of. 26?.; R

i et e e o . e . i" - . . . . . "-‘ N ]

‘l 37‘ . : o . A S BRI

. 'b‘ 0587 . . : ) .w : Q : L o \

: . d. Nona of the above
V4 §
}

29. What is the Local Share of a district with a Propprty
Wealth Ratio of .64 and '$42, 305 per WADM of Income'
- Wealth? - . | |
13‘384»" (\’A . - .’
. 878 ' : :
' 2.50 . .

N o

: 30. . What is the . Loca1 Share of a <ilstrict. with $21, 099 2& 3
7 .- © per WADM, of - property wealth and an Income Wealth Rhtiomna
S of 86? o o | e

a. .824 ‘ '5 R ?;-'-_ e
b. .418 [ e . .I\. . N .. S . A - : N o PRV
d. None of the above S - | BN
-. . | ,——~\ .. : . . ‘ "«. ;
31. What is - the Local Share of a district with $11 868 30

r per WADM of property wealth and $10, 153 20 per WADM
. of Income Wealth? ,

p270
«510
. 540
'.'.255

A
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Statajshara Id

you can determine the State Sharc. Romembor, Stdtt Aid

._is a district 8 Expenditures Qultiplied by . the State Sharc;

the State Share is tHe difference between the Bocal Shaﬁ;;

and 100 percent (1. 00) of the cost of a student‘s educ&tion*g;g-T

State Share\\‘d‘v 1. 0% . Local Share \

Table 5 ahows the calculation of the State Share for our

ewample .gchool districts. Remember  the Local Share 1is

obtained by multiplying the Distrio&\fiscal Capaéity by i

the required share for the ‘average wealth district R SG)

‘.Our disg trict with a Fiscal Capecity of 1. 00, District C,

- \ N
has a Local Share of .50, 1\8 State Share is 1.00 ~ .50 or
. . 50‘ | . | / ) .. .. ‘ . .‘ | . ‘»_ ~y ‘ ‘ ) ‘. “
:t ~ One purpose of Pennsylvania 8 School Finance Plan iaf

to lessen the disparities among districts in their ability to
' support education. Therefore the state assumes a larger share
of the cost of distticts thh less Fiscal Capacity. Didtrict A

with a low capacity has -a Local Share of .20 and a State Share

of .80. Thus the state provides 80 percent of the cost for
»

this district._ District D with an above average Fiscal_'

_ Capacity has a\Local Share of .75 and a State Share of 1. 00 -

.75 or .25.

4 -

-

-
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< R .District Fiscal ? - S
District Capacity - Ldcal Share  State Shdre

A .0 .20 / .80
B . .68 | B T R S
1.00 . 50 .80 .

.“;‘50' : | 075 025
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- - - | District Fincal
Local S8hare .. = (50 x- §\ Capacity

bistrict | : Property .; . Incohe

‘Fiacal e B (R0 X _Wealth t‘1440 X Wealth .)

Capacity Ratio

"

Rat;o

Property Property B StatewidenAVQragé

Wealth _ - Wealth / Property Wealth

Ratio - | ~ Per WADM - 0 {($26,374)
Income Income Statewide Average

Wealth ' =« + Wealth / Income Wealth
Ratio - .Per WADM" ($16,992)

!
| )
wWwhat is8 the State Share for a district with a Local Share
of .76? - , s E

N
é *

A distrxct with a F1scal Capacity of l J& has what state
Share?

a. .18 R | B
b. .82 . '
c. .38 e

- d,..-None of the above_

’what is theVState Share for a district with a Fiecal

Capacity of .482, o o

What is tha state Share for a district with a Property

Wealth ‘Ratio of .96 and an Income Wealth Ratio of 1.122
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. , 36.-MWhat is tha Stato 8harc !or a dittrict with g Proportyiwfi
. Wealth Ratio of 1. 21 and qn Income ﬂcllth Rntlo of  ,;§

. | .77? S ) S
e ¢ b 05‘7 Lo ' ' >
' - . C 473 o ' L O
‘4. . None of the abovo ' R E .;"

v el BT

e 37. What is the State Share of a diltrict with $10, 549.60 'ff?fﬂ
i . WADM_of property wealth and $11,250 pcr WADM of inco
: : wealth? o . _ ] o :

a. _.54
b .73
Cs 27
d. None of the above'
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| Thul tzr you have seen how to detetaine tho Btete Ihd \vnhxx
Local 8hare of the coot ot at pupil'e education. ane youf' |

- :
N TR

kndw the State Share you cen calculate 2 diltrict‘a State;;

Ald per pupil. Rempmber,'
Ty

N | , - . : |
SRR ~ State Ald . | State Dietrict Expenditurlﬁ
' Per Pupil - share x - Per Fupil S

R .'x‘;l,:...;

Pt s e e s s e s . 1Y e e . - <o e e e e £ e e e e

. For example, a dictrict with a State Share of .80 and 32 000

per pupil of Expendituree will receive 80 x $2, 000 or $l,600rtf
| 'per pupil of State Aia~ For the purpoae of determininq Stlte’
v Aid per pupil, a district 8 Expenditurea per pupil are defined
as the district's Actual Instructional Expenditurel. . (For
the defi;ition of Actual Inatructional Expenditurea ‘see
Appendix B). A district's Expenditures per pupil are detor-
* . mined by dividlng the diatrict's total Actuunutructional
Expenditures by-the number of pupils. For the purpose of
“ | determxning per pupiiIExpendituree,'Penneylvania‘uaea e'phpil_
\'count‘known'aa Subeidy'Weighted Averege inly.nembership'
(SWKD&).F SWADM will be explained later in Appendix A. | |
| Uﬂder Pennsylvania 8 School Finance'Plan, ‘low weulth
districta receive more State Aid per pupil than high wealth | t.m
diatricta.' Table 6 shows the calculation of State Aid
,for our four districta in Table 5 assuming each ‘has Expend-
iturea of $l 000 per SWADM. The district's property wealthi
~and income wealth per WADM are dlsplayed in Table 6.
District A with 313 187 per WADM of property wealth and

4

$4,230 per WADM in~income wealth receives-.ao x $1,000
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$800 par 'BWADM- in State Aid wh‘rcut Dilttict c ﬁ/th thnfffiei
f,varagh Property w.alth ‘and. Incomc woulth pcr WADM has a Stafglt_.;:
‘Share pt <30 and rccoivon ssoo p.: pupil og 3t‘t. Aid. |

.  mables - f_f

 Property Income . S sun
: -+ ‘Wealth Wealth Fiscal Stnto Expcnditurot Ald. ~m;
District Per WADM  Per WADM 1Capacity Sharc Por BWADM Pcr BWADN;
" A $13,187 4,230 .40 ., . » j”si.ood' - 1sadp.;;f5

B . 20,000 s.461 .66 .67 1,000 670

© 26,374 16,992  1.00 .50 1,000 500
D 39,561 25,383  1.50 .25 1,000 = 250

) AJ . . . | | =

¥

You, have seen thgtL“?ennsYIvania's- Schoci' Finance Plan
compensatés-districts-with low wealtn.' It alao prcvidesjmote
State Aid to distr‘ tg with. higher_.Expenditures. Thie re- i.i A !
flects the aesumption that different districtz*ha?e diffetknt '
costs and commitments to supporting education, Table ? ahows
~the relationsnip between Expenditures and. State Aid. Each
district has the same State Share, .67, but different Expendi—.; \y' '
| tures per pupil.. District A with a per pupil Expenditure of

- $500 receives $335% per pupil of State Aid whereas District c
' .with Expenditures of $1,500 per pupil receives $l 005 per : f{p
pupil of State Aid |




CALcunarxGN or ITA!I Azas :!rxcw T e
. or u:aann EXPENDITURES = SRR

. . - . ‘ -

T A ,lxptnd:u:utu suu Aid
District State Share ., = Per 'QLJI ?“ "!.!!“"”

A .61 - % 500 »;q_;." a LA
B .67 . 1,000 w670 )

e .67 Lse0. 1,008 if' ‘
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' state Ald - State - Expenditures .

Per Pupil = Share X Per SWADN
St‘ﬁ.f;hara-‘w-*ﬁngbo . 5 Lbéai;$h§tb

AP | P ‘ |

- | o L Diotrict Fi:cal

Local Share " .50 x Capacity

AR, A : . . ) - ol S

District | 5 B Propqrty . Income
Fiscal m (.60, x w.ulth Ratio) + (.40 23 w.alth Ratio)

.

Capacity

, o o
Property ~ Property Statewide Average

- Wealth =  Wealth  / Property Wealth
Ratio | Per WADM. . (§26,374)

"Inéomé Income : fsmiﬁcwido'kVoragc:y
Wealth - wealth =/ 1Income Wealth
Ratio Per WADM (16,992)

4

38. A district with a State Sharé of . .20 and Expenditurea
~ of 81,000 per pupil receives how much State Aid per
' pupil? o S "

\ . .
39. How much State Aid pe; SWADM. does a ‘aisffrict receive

¢ tures?

.
A

- *40. A dist;ict W, th Expenditurea of $950 per SWADM and a
Local 8hare ®f 0.70 rgceives.how_chh State Aid per
Pupil? . - ; , :

v

MY . . . : }

K '?41.
| ’ / per SWADM of $780 raceives how much Stgte Aid por pupil?

“with a state Share of .64 and $8l10 per pupil Expendi-

A diatrict with a Fiscal Capacity of .8:/;nd Ekpenditdtea,

*+. 
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" 42. A district with « Property mi’lt’h‘\hatioofliymg ;
- Income Wealth Ratio of 0.8\ and 3960 per BWADM Of BX= -
- penditures ‘receives what amouht of State Aid per pupil?. .

43, what is State Aid pe SHAD for a disteict with §24,000
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75 triqt's:tax rate is exproqaod in mills or d&llari per :hculahd-'

S AWM T g e ety T e T T v R Mgy
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Limits on EQESnditurel 'V'V/Nf:--“  i fLﬂi77; -'{; 7§Q77d".
) You havo loon Stato Ald 1is dutcrmincd by mult&plyinq fiz
o a diltrict't Bxpcndituroa Pcr SWADN by Eho Sbatt 8harr&¢~;
\Thore arc, howcvor, 1im1tn on tho por pupil nxponditurc a i
'“di:trict can u-. in the calculation of . 1tl 8tltc Aid por'a'w
;pupil Thc ‘maximum por pupil !qundituro a uiotzict can. u o;
*i{n the calculation of State Aid doponda upon tho giltri%?;

tax rat

e

amount of taxes collcctcd in: tht di-trict by

 market valuation of the diatrict. In-P.nplylvania, ajdii- 

"doilars'0£hmarket vaiuadionk"?or example, a 20 mill tax rate

can be expressed as 20/1,590 or .02. In PhnnsylVanﬁa'i School

Finance Plan districts in higher intervals of tax effort have

a higher maximum allowable por pupil-Expdhditurg'for caiculqt-

'ing“State Aid., Table 8 shows the maximum Exponditutoa per

- pupil associated, with different levels of tax;effort.fof

1977-78. ‘

As Table 8 shows, the maximum per pupil Exponditure
~ for a district which leviea 31 0 milla or more is $1,010

per pupil. For example,_a disg;ict with a;32 mill tax-rate-

and $1,300 per pupil of Expenditures calculates its State

Aid on the basis of the yaximum.EXQénditure'bf $1,010 per

.pupil._Thealimita imposed on-Expenditurés.:og the State aid

calculation. are based on a district's tax rate in relation

to the madian'tax rate (23.9 mills for 1977-78) and. the

state mediaF Expenditures (31,010 per pup[l for 1977- 78)

A district'l tax otfort is d&tcrmincd by dividinq;\
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1977 ~78 LIMITS ON EXPENDITURBB FOR DIFFERENT
INTBRVALB O! TAX RATBB o -

.
<

s - Bazad 3 i 4
Ao . e

) Maximum ;xpcndituro

Mills O&LTQX Effort e iemasomia Per 2_2 1 f* ;
¢ 31,0 Mbovo - s 1,010 U
27.0 - 30.9 v | 060 {
23.9 - 26.9 R U I e
2000 - 23.8,, - 910
17.0 = 19.9 o | - 860
16.9 and Below 4 sl

Caﬁacity.such that.thoy hav

"

N

‘Plan compensates for districts vatiationa in wealth by provid-
ing more State Aid per pupil. By eltablishing highet limits

" on Expenditures  for districts makimg a greater tax effort.

you hqyo already seen that Ptnnaylvania 8. School Finance

Pennsylvania's School Finance \Plan also compgna&tea districts

b

'having a higher tax effort. . ' 4

a4
W

. Floor on Statd.Aid

1t is ponaible that a few districts will have a Fiscal
/ i

a Local Share which is naarly

all of 100'pe}coht of the cost of a student's education.

-Thus the gtate Share for these di:tricta may be very small

or- even .00, However, renntylvania's 8chool Finance Plan -

aslurqt that every Qchool diltrict wikl receive some amount

[J
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e

of State Aid by o:tabltlhinq afloor Oh'tho‘Stnti 8hare.

In P‘“"'YIVlnia'a 8chool Finance” Plan the floor s set lu-”"”'

10 porcent of the cost ot a -tudont'l) oducation Qr a State

Share of .10.

city of “1.96 will have a Local Sharo ot .50 X 1.96 Ot"98.”
The State share, for this di-trict i: ‘then 1 00 -~ .98 Ot.‘f“

.02, However, due to the floor on the Statc Shara this di:~
‘trict is assumed to have a State Sharc of .10 for éalculating

ite State Aid,

- For oxamplo, a diatzict with a Fiucal Capa-"
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STUDYINB PENNSYLVANIA'S SCHOOL !INANCE PLAN

since the eatly decadee ot thia oentury, one important

purpose of moat school finance plans haa been to achieve ,;;Qfé
‘greater equity in raiainq and diagtibutinq educational "";’\? |
vices._ Equity 1: a broad and anue term. but #nwac:::§
finance its moaning has frequently been'teduced to maaaurablo
differencea, or disparitiaa in expenditures and[or le:vice:.li.;va
\7f;among districta {in a state. A qlance st the districte within . |

L

¢ pennsylvénia willtteveal a variaty or auch difterencee, €9y
dieparxties in the amount ot money spent fon each pupil; in7 3
* _ .he tax rate used to raise money for education; in the type of
echool programs available to students and in atudent achieve—m
_ment of students. A state school finance plan may be doeigned‘ _...;f
to reduce one or some combination of these or other type: otl L
diaparities. That is, the plan may attempt to equalize per
pupii exoenditures,n equali;e the revenue raised by the

districts, _”ééualizx" the program offeringa; or “e'ua;ize“
f.-' achievement levels. . R ik{l’”

Theemanner An which “equalizatupn" is defined and mea~

 { sured and ‘the cziteria used to determine it "equaiization” is

’;ZEIQQZQw;E;uimﬁSzEZSE“ESEZEEeracions in evaluating the impact

‘of7a state school fénance plan. A plan may go a lonq way in

'-alleviating one type of diaparity without affectinq other

'tYpes of dinparitiea, or, in fact, woraening ‘other dis~

pa;ities. For example,'a plan may "equalize“tper pupil

: . / . .
o by ERIC R . ) ' < 3 ; s .
) : . - .o .- . . . .
- B T I L R T R T s . . N s ' .
LR PRI o A A T T T S te

e e ‘__A - __,_‘-



.;_axpandituru among achool diatricta but 4R tfha procua in-'_-

A N

creage th’ di'P“iti“ among diltricta i#‘tha tax rate thcy;'iiu
must apply. Similarly, what 1""'Q0l11!1n9 under‘one dofin*z ”ﬁf
ition,‘measuremont or method of analylia may not be '.qutligwtk;iilm
ing* undar anothar set of critoria._:n-othar worda, thora are -
trada-ofts to be mada, and in avaluating tha impa:t\of i’atate.';

‘;financa plan, it is important to investigate its implicationa

under varying concepta or meaaurea of. aquity.

The first deciaion that must be made in formulating'"
a 8chool finance plan is deciding what to " equaliae-.' K‘

plan may address diaparitﬁea either in ‘the raising or the

distribution of resources for education. Most often, it ad-

dresses both, as in Pennsylvania 8 aducation finance program.w

Egu&tw in the Raising of Resources -

The fir& step in equalizing the raising of resourcee

for education is to decide upon a definition of equity;

either the "same treatment for everyone or "different

4
3

treatment for different needs," In Pennsylvania, equity

in the raising of resources for education is defined an

“equai treatment for everyone.” For the raising of resources

for education; this definition of equity is translated into

practice by basing a district's aid on its chal Capacity

| which varies with district waalth. Diatricts with low Fiacal

‘Capacity have a higher State Share and receive more State

L4

Aid.
J8
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h;f_ 'V Diatrict wealth il a baeic pert ot any ltate echool fﬁ
' -ﬁinanoe plan, eince, aa you hava eeen, it ie uaed to determine .21;;

a district‘e ability to eepport education., hoat ltatel detina ‘wif

wealth in terma of property waluatiOn per pupll aldhe. Penn-: t;
| aylvania 8 SChool Finance Plan is unusual because. ’t uteq both |
property valuation per pupil and peraonal income per pupi .to
”mea-ure a diatrict'e ability to eupport education._widp{ 111
remember that to determine a district's. Fiecal Capacity, a“Fliﬁ
'district'a property wealth ig compared to the statewide
‘average property ‘wealth and a district 5. income weal%h ia o

compared to the statewide average income’ wealth.: | ]

To investigate disparities in wealth we will ;irlt
‘look at Fiecal Capacity. Table 1 showa the Fiscal Capapiﬁg
for 32 Pennsylvania school districts.; The districts in Table
| 1 are arranged from the district with ‘the highest Fi cal
) Capacity to the district with the lowest Fisca{ Capacity
_Since Fiscal Capacity 1is determined by both a district‘
property and income wealth, Table 1 also includes property
. ‘wealth per WADM, income wealth per WADM, and the property and
_income wealth ratio. Remember, the Property Wealth Ratio is
obtained by dividing a dietrict e'valuation per pbpil by the
etatewide average valuation per pupik, $26 374. These ratios.
1ndicate what percentage a district's property wealth is of
the atatewide average j:fg:rty wealth. Thus, if we look at

Apollo.Ridge, one of.ou sample dietricts with a low index of

JAFunText provided by enic . T - . )
c . . . N N ~ ) “$ )
T LY - o e et e e Sy b i e e e e 9 . N
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B | Tablc 1 4] | .
| - 'FISCAL CAPACITY FOR SELECTED PENNSYLVANIA = AT
S 8CHOOL bxs'mxcrs | i .
"Market Pro arty Personal Income -
* Valuation: Wealth  Income’  Wealth Fimcal.
et Per WADM ~_Ratio "~ Per WADM Ratio. g!gaeitz
wallenpaupack $117,468 445  '$ 10,720 .63  2.92°
New Hope Solebury 79,334 3.01 33,597 1,98 2.60
Springfield Township 46,106  1.75 30,654 1,80 1,77
York Suburban 51,378 1.95 48,120 - 1.65 1.83
‘Susquehana | 40,815 1,55 ' 28,609 1.68 1.60
'~ Mount Lebanon » 33,600 - /}~%%’,,/' 29,216 1,72 1.45%
Pittsburjh 37,393 121,862 1,29 1,37
Bethlehel. 32,633 1, J23,037 1136 1.29
State College 36,479  1.38 19,251  1.13 1,28
Aptietam 31,094  1.18 023,706 1.40 1.27
Cumberland valley 4320607 1.24 15,882 93 . 1.12
Willian Penn 29,302 - 1.11 19,302 1,14  1.12
~Salisbury Township 26,343 99 22,081 1,30 1.11
Gettysburg 32,228 1.22 16,007 .94 1.11
Lewisburg 26,541 1,01 18,410  1.08 1.04
McKeesport 26,543 1.01 17,812 1,05 1.03
Lancaster 126,893 1,82 17,345  1.02 1.02
Philadelphia 29,122 1.10 15,470 - .91 1,02
Hazelton 23,724 .90 17,354  1.02 95
Wilkes Barre = 22 ;729 .86 17,647 1.04 +94
Scranton 21,201 - .80 16,545 .97 .87
Harrisburg 22,864 .87 13,524 .80 .84
Sullivan County 25,033 95 9,956 .59 .81
Altoona 19,694 .75 115,004 .88 .80
Hatbor Creek 19,031 .72 12,015 0 72
Halifax 14,903 .57 12,185° .72 .63
: Tyrone 14'894 056 10 810 064 060
Apollo Ridge #1606 .44 12,383 .73 .56
Portage . 11,380 43 12,533 .74 .55
Juniata 13,785 .52 9,561 . 56 .54
Union 9,923 - ,38 12,471 .73 .52
Canton l3]141 '@}50 8 892 052 : 051
TOTAL 979,827 | 571,962 |

*§ource. PennayIvaﬁ%a Department of Educatfon. 'fComparIson of MV RatIo

with Income/MV Ratios, Payable 1977-78" (1977).

1 (N
- Stat
| ERESIigures.t

\

\

40

inimum has no( been applied in the calculation of these

¢ -L
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Fiscal Capacity, wo see it hae a property wealth of $ll 606'fﬁéff

par pupil or 44" percent of the the atatewide avaraga property

| wealth per pupil..l
ig'f" The Income Wealth Ratio is also shown in. Tabla 1.. Tho.
?;_rg_xncome Wealth Ratio is obtained S the aamq_way ;3 ;h.w;hjﬁgg
Property Wealth Ratio ——-by dividing ‘the district~s;persona1-' o

ihcome per WADM by .the statewide a rage'paraonai income,
$16,992 per pupil._ again these ratioe indicate what per- o
centage a district s income wealth is of the statewidér “
average ihcome wealth,a Thus, Apollo Ridge has an income-
wealth which is 73 ;mrcent of the statewide average income-
wealth;_; oo . ) ._ '.; |

By including income wealth in-iteﬁdefinition of revenue

raising ability, Pennsylvania recognizes that . property

-

N wealth alone may not be a reliable ‘measure of a district's

ability to pay. That 1s, a district s property wealth may '

not reflect the personal income of its’ re51dents. -'For J.!

examphe, if you look at the gnoperty and income wealth e
jﬁ . 'ratios of the sampie districts in Table 1 you -can see that a0

'.district might have higher>than average property wealth but
’ .
_1ower than average income wealth, . #hile Wailenpaupack has the'

*higheék,property wealth ratio of 4. 45, 1ts income wea@th e
s only 63 percent o f the state average income wealth,

- l.e., an income wealth ratio-of-- 3r-F . R L.,'

Examining the information in Table 1, it is poesible to

‘see that there are substantial differences amOng the 32 school'

a
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"'(Jist‘f‘icté in proparty wealth and incoma waalth. abwivgr;;""

' from‘aimple obaarvation it is difticult to lummarin in

any. afltematig way what thoae diaparitiaa are and thcir_.’

'magni_}:\ida. For this raaaop, it is useful to employ some

- ﬁmetn!drfer lumm#:llih9~dilp&litillw~w-WQ-w%ll“i&iﬂittltt”

s .‘\‘J‘m;“
N - 3
X

. \-:
N
3y

v o <

. . '.Iy

ein sinmenea skl

how to summarizc diaparitiaa by uaing proparty waalth p&r '

WADM. Theh we will lat you attempt to lummari:a incomc'

_i

wcalth per WAQM. |
way to summarize ia to obtain a simpla averago.
The mean or average propctty wealth per WADM for the diltrictt

in Table 1 ia $30 620, Thie ia the sum of each diatrict's

)

prcperty wealth per pupil,_ $979,827, divided by the 32:

districts in\gable 1. S . o . e

- A simple average acc0unts for. the nhmber of districts,

v v

but it does not account for differencea among diat;tha,f'

in’ the‘number of pupils. A weighted avera age accounta for

- these differences and'is the more common measure uaed in the'\

'study of school finance. .It is cbtained by dividing the

total market valuation of the 32 districﬁs by the total number

| qf“pupils in those districts. Thus, $16, 796,879 900 is

divided by 562, 292 WADM to obtain a weighted average ﬁroperty-

L ivaluation per pupll of $29,872, Note that the weiqs;ed_

'avetage is aiightly amaller than the simple average. . This
ST S L . N
“indicates tht the districta'with a higher p;operty wealth*per

pupil have somewhat fewer pupils than do lower wealth dieﬂ

| _ L . 4D -

Lol

P
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'valuu dccording to lin. - If the 32 diatrictl in 'rable‘

fore, the median property wealth perrpupﬁl for- Qur 32 dia—“,fydﬂ

| districts, such as the number of districts within $500 of one

Th, median ia tho middlo value when you arranqc thc.fgii

1 were ranked by property valuation per WADM (column 1),

-

| ‘the median property wealth for tho ‘sample would\bc a value 'iiiﬁ
. half. way botwoen the cixtoenxh And lnvnpu‘&e&hmunalthixjgwwmw_,

school diatricte. In our eample Mcxeelport ($26 543 )gr

‘pupil) and Lewisburg (626,541 per pupil) are ranked raspact-

ively 16th and 17th in property valuation per’ pupil. Thered

-tridgs is $26,542 per pup(l. Note that the median is lower'

than the weighted or Qimple average, - : : -‘F%i
 Each type of average -- simple, weighted or the median
-~ can be used to describe disparities by comparing it with:

’

the actual values for individual school districts, 'For

example, you may indicate how. much a particular district'.

»

.varies from the average, You may use this procedG%a to group'

of the measures and 80 ‘on. However, averages do not indicate

how widely disperled the districts are, AnOther summary

.measure, the rangg, helps to” provide this information.

The range is the difference between the highest and lowest

) value. | S - - | S 'Y

Among the 32 districts, Walkenpaupack has the highest

~property valuation per pupil, $1IT}468, and Union the lowest, i

$9,923)pe5 pupil. The range fqr;the 32 districta is.then

$117,468 - $9,923 or $107,545., Often the range s represented

43 3



[ Ras

- as a ratio £0und'by dividinéttho highest propofty*valuution;

per pupil by tho lowost property valuation pet pupil, The

ratio of the rango for the 32 aoloo%od tehool districta-
| )

is found by dividing the proporty valuation of wallonplupack,

LN A AR ) ot S b e

PO

$117,468 by the property valuation of Union. $9 953,: Thﬁh the

' range expressed as a ratio is 11.8 to 3

The way to intorpret-thit ratio_ir/that-thg'woélthielt

. district has a tax base that is 11.8 times greater than that |

of the poorest district. Used with the average, weightod

’

'average,. or mediah, the rango indicatea hii accurately the
apmmary measure represents actual property values. For*

example, if we had obtained a range Of only $100 for the -

N\

gsample districts, this would indicate that the average is .

fairly representatiwe of the actual property values in the.

sample. Spec1fica11y, it would indicate that no district 8

tax base differs substantially from the avarage property value

because the wealthiest arfd poorest districts a;quéparateh by

only $100. Since the r&nge is much larger for the districts

1n our samplé; the average measures are not by themselvés a’

good represéntation of the actual property valuation per pupil

\'that is available gn each’ of our sample districts.
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Uling tho Information Ln Tablo Bt ond providod bqlow P

anlwar the following quo:tionu:

TotaI nnrlonathhcomt
of 32 Diltrictl

. What‘is:thc_

Ekp}esz the.

what is ‘the

‘What is the

what is the

. Total WADM'Ofu32 nisxrkcts 't

a ratio.'fi"

T

- D

-g’sez;goz

-rango in ‘personal: incomo por pupil?

avorage peraonal incomo p.x pupil?

weighted average personal incomc per

median personal income per pupil? -

oy
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Thus far we havq',hown indicatorl ot woalth rolatod

diaparitiol for a selo_'od number of Pennuylvanig.school

Rt 'w- - "J;. Loy
. P ¥

districts. Howcvor, the picture wo have obtainod £or our 32;'V5

f7~47/;iltricta ' y not be rcprcscntativc of ltdtowido drlparitico;"

, in prope:ty vealth and’ inoomc we&ith. lelc 2 providolf]fﬁg,%
summany meaaurcs of dinparitiea in. property woalth and‘person~f-'-jfv2;

al income for Penncylvania s 505 :chool diltrictn.; He noc.lffDﬁéé
. “: . S
that our- sample of 32 districts does not accuratoly retlect-

the disparities which exist statewide ; Thc rgtio botwoon thonn .

highest and lowest property wealthadiatriots in'tﬁe state is

w

15.60 to 1”wh¢teas the ratio-in the sample was 11;8$£o 1.

: !
. Table 2

.  WEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL DISTRICTS
~ ) 1976-1977

nat

bR s

P ———

. . ' : ' o .
Property Valuation _ Personal Income
Highest : s117,468 $74,376
Lowest S | f S 7,832 x - 4,5477

Raﬁée (Highest minus = = ' _ i ‘ e - '
) Lowest)  * 109,936 - 69,829
Ratio (Highest divided - | . | |
. - by Lowest) : - 15,60 ‘ . _16,36

Weighted Average | R (YRS 16,922

e

"Qourte: Penqsylvania Department of Education. “COmpatison.
= R of MV Ratids with Income/MV Ratios, Payable 1977-
: Q 1978“ (1977). .




RS 3ol A N B R R R S [ RPURNRAAT AL | 14 RPN L SRR St £ B, T aad
EANPERY R oo . N S AEEARIR, e AU 2T A S R I L R AL )
o B PRUNT s e X EREE o R Ny *t

;Similarly:\Ghe ratic. Betwoen the hiqhoat and 1owclt distric:7l;ﬁhe
" personal income” in tho state is 16.36 to 1 whereaa the ratiO'
'for the aample was 3, 78 to 1, . :b ;];ﬁf”

" ' ' s e .
o Although the’ luMmury measures you have loarned arc ulo!ul o

. toola tor deacribing dilparitied,!they ltlll do not proVide a” fﬁVfif
'_completi picture.j Uae of the:e noasurea may provide a dis~y::5"ﬁg
_torted view of the diatéibution of propeérty and incbme wealth :

| in the state. For. example, in Table ‘1 it was obvious that
Wallenpaupack 8 property wealth of $ll7 468 per pupil differl
51gnificantly from the property wealth of the other 31 school
dlstrrcts.' Therefore,'the inplusion of Wallenpeupack‘
property wealth in the calculation of the gummary meaaureu.mey
cause the measures to m¥srepresent the basic pattern of.
property wealth in the state. . . ' ._ . _‘}\ _:».°
'One way to assess the representativeness of summary
5_measuresiis to look at’ the distribution of’ districts within
different ranges‘of wealth. 1In Table 3 we have divided
_the distrlote of the state.into'geVen renges'of pr0perty ~',Q
Awealth per pupil ?nd have shown the numberland,peroentege of“' |
__districts within each of. these renges. Foc.exemple; 210.of
Pennsylvanla 8 595 school distrﬁ'ts (41, 6 percent) have 2 - f
market valuation per WADM between $10,000 and $19, 999, while .
172 districts (34 1 percént) have a property valuation between
%i"' $20,000 and $29, 999. Thua 75.7: percent of Pennsylvanla’a
B gchool - districts have ‘a ;noperty wealth between le 000 per' | QVJ

WADM and $29,999 per WADM.

“45:°~' I y";" E (“~€l7
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Tabla ‘
| DI&TRIBUTION OF PROPERTY WEALTH

.. \  :-. ' t .‘- :'“?nf :Lw;;lhi'“

MarkOt valuation  Number of _  percentage .

Bolow $9,999 13 2
,15:959: a0 .,.;s _11;6 ¢g;

10 ooo'

20,000 - 29,999 172 34,1

30,000 - 39,999 B NS VU SENE
49,999 25§ 5.0 Ax

40,000
50,000 - 59,999 4 - 7 14
GOjOUd aﬁd'Above‘ : 6 . | 1.0

b

sources 'Pennaylvania Department of Educatlon. "Cohpafisoh
of MV Ratios with Income/MV Ratios, Payable 1977-
1978" (1977). "

-

‘Figure 1 displaya the distribution of district property

' wealth per pupil found in Table 3 in the form of a histogram_

or‘bac graph, The width of each bar repreaents the range

in market values, while the height indicates the ngmber

-of d1§tricts which fall within each range._

s

e _'"'“'TT”-"“""_"","":T'{' R “‘“W?‘;‘ s e
; l' . e o . . . - -, . o ) N ,’t
o . .- oot : 3 B : N '.- " . N

Per WADM - _jnistrict- f"f;vo!gpiitrZQeiPFf -



C e . . | riquro i*sf7ﬁf‘? ”‘  };' j2ffffﬁ5 N
?T¥f :'__ DISTRIBUTION OF DIBTRICT'B FROPIRTY WIALTH PIR PUPIL \\ f:
o * a0 o L T
S sty . Y -
RS V195 o '
” 180 S
: - N 4,1X
P | R
el 4 ‘ .
- . ) . . "
135 )
120 . . ' . \
105 \
% |
L _
.: @ .
I 60 )
.53 ~ ' - ¢
Jo 45 - _
\g 30 | ; ' . ’ | 5.0} ’
T 2.6 : | . o
| é BEE BN asnsnae I 1 | l.4x. .o 1,0%
; | S S y B L
& . 9.9 Under 10.~19.9 20.-29.9 30.-39.8 40.-49.9 50.-59.9 - 60, Over
- ‘\- oo . R
,Thouaandq of Dollar 8 |
E . Market Valuétion per WADM LT
X Y L3 . ' :
Note in Figure 1: _
o
. Intervals of market valuation per WADM are diaplayed
on the horizontal line. _ . .
%“”' S L"Each '‘bar representa ‘the percentage ‘of districts within

. each range of property wealth per pupil.

. The actual percentage of districts within each range

ﬂ»

of property wealth is displayed at -the top of each bar., .
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Binco Ptnnlylvania s dntinition of wcnlth includ-; both.:q$4;£

prop.rty and incomo, Tnblo 4 uhows thu dintribution og di.*_; ﬂqﬁ

trictl' porlonal income pcr pupil.‘-ln *ablo 4 wc havc ﬂ
divided ‘the dintricts into § dittount intorvall ot incomo

woalth, and havo lhown tha numbox and potcontaqc of diutrictc f:¢f ;

PRGN TPAN RN
VT

vania'a districts have incomc por pupil bo:ﬂccn $10, 000 and :

Pennsylvania's school districts have an incoma between $i0, 000

and $l9,999.

Table 4

stwnxauwxon OF INCOME WEALTH o oa

Personal Income.' o thber-of . Pércentlof'

Per WADM : Districts - Districts
Below - $9,999 , 36 _~ PO 7.1
10,000 - 14,999 201 | ‘  39.8
15,000 - 19,999 193 38.2
20,000 - 59 999 | 64 o 1247
30,000 - 39, 999 K 8 . - 1.6
40,000 and Abo?e - T 0.6

v

Sodrce: Pennaylvénia Department of Educatibh. "Comparison
- .of MV Rgtios with Income/Mv Ratios, Payable 1977~
- 1978" (1977).

!

.G

O . . . oo N 5. . .
‘ . ‘ . . 0 . -~
) - 7 . o . e . i ) .

$14,999, and 38.2 pnrccnt of tht districts havc“incomu ‘per

.within each intotval. For . Qxamplc 39 8 percﬁnt ot Ponnsyl- :f g§g

rpupil between 815 000 and $19 999. "Phus 78 . p‘rc.nt Of_gv.wg
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| - U’ni'n‘q the i'nform(f:ion ‘providid' in '-"rnbl'c' 4 y qraphically

display in Fiquu 2 th;&pucontaqc of diutrictl within "'f_;.'.'

the difforcnt ranges of .rlonal inmo. .

o L o , Figure 2 ‘
- DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICT S INCOME WEALTH PER PUPIL

¢
/ ' , P
ALY
: .

. . . Lo
% .
. R . \ N

Under 10-14,9 " 15-19.9  20+29.9  30~39.9 . Over
9.9 s | SR a 40.0 -
o . - Personal Income Per WADM . N

| . (In thousands) L

Q 3 : : L ~ ' T
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rou navh‘\a.n thut th-rc at- ditf!tinc!i in tht pacpnrty igw

wealth and incomo woalth uupportinq pupilt in vcnn.ylvania qz ;i
school . diatkictc.-' Onc purpose of Pcnntylvania 'y schoolfiJﬁi

rinanco Plan is to roduco tho o!toct of thou. di!tcronccl by;i’*@

proviging more Wi K1a o a‘uzticu wrth hu probarw‘ hnd‘”“*"

1nC°mQ w.llth p.[ pupil. To ... P.nn.ylv.nj.‘ . BQMOI '1n.nc._
Plan compensates districts with loalfpropozty and 1nc°m.*f;£§

‘wcalth,_Tablq 5 shows thor-la;$onnhip_bqtycgn;gipgitjt;éj—j;ﬁ{;

"

city and StatQ_Sh&:e'for‘our sampie of 3§ ;éhéoi dij::i¢t§¢ :f??
In Table S:th0 diltr1Ctl ari ukrah§§d £r¢mfth§ qiittiét wiéﬁ't:}i
the highcit fiscal éipa&ity ﬁd'ihc.diutrict with!thg_lchﬁ%}-. 
You should note that the state Shiro has an inverse relation~ «
. ship to riucal Capacity; dinttict- with a low Fiscal Capacity-'m.m
have a high Stato Share, whcreas, disgrictl with a high Ficca1_ .- 
Capacity have a low State Share. Sbme districto_with a high_
. State Share receive more State Aid, Penhsylvania'a .Financi’
Plan tends to compensate diatricts with a low ability to pay'

for education.
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| - '; Tablo L |
5??ft5 . ' ?ijT:-WEALTH AND TH! sm&ws suana ][777 .7¥?7F75?5?3 l7;i7rx\

e : o Flacal

e o L c;pacieyl

o ‘New Hope sol'bury ”j*""‘l 80

L - Bpringfield . 1,80 : B

wil .. - York Buburban LT e
‘Susqyehana - , . 1.60

Mount .Lebanon - : o 1.45% 0 e W7

Pittsburgh : 1,37 632 o
wallenpaupack ' L 1.33 . ' W33 B s
Bethlehem ' S 1,29 - ' . .35 S

# . State College o 1,28 ' .36
Antietam - . 1,27 - _ , 37 " o
Cumberland Valley 1l.12 o : .44 e
william Penn ‘ 1.12 _ Y L S

Salisbury Township . 1.1 _ W45

Gettysburg j : Y.l . 45 .
~ Lewisburg. 1.04 . . .48
"McKeesport 1.03 ' o .49

Lancaster 1,02 r‘l | 49
- Hazel on z - . 095' T : 052
L Wilkes Barre 94 . S . .53

‘Scranton City o .87 B ' L 57
Harsjaburg City o 84 i . .58
Sullivan ‘ : - .81 . , 59
Altoona. i . - 80 v ' - «60

‘Harbor Creek Y : . .64

Halifax o . ' : ;63 ' ) . .;\068 S
Tyrone : .60 _ : - W70 S
Apollo Ridge . ' 56 - : N 72 -

portage - - 55 - N Y 2
Juniata o .Y S ‘ w13
_Un.ion . o ’ ; ’ . -52 074
Canton: S .51 - o .74

531:2;: 'Pennsylvania Department of Education.. '“Comparison
_ of MV Ratios with Incomt/Mv Ratios, Payable 1977~

1978" (1977) .

1St;te Minimum Fiscal Capacity of 1.80 has been ap=
plled in calculatihg State Aid Per Pupil.

53
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Equity in_the Distributlon of gpnoqpceu,

o _rYeu'h;ve:l(;e
‘_'» . e . . .

meﬁt for everyOne detinitidn of equity ﬁer the railinq ot

RN

Aennnylvanie adopt: the. 'equal treat- ;ff
Tf“' ‘reuoerees for educahion. A State plan muat adopt a detinition .:;L;
5%;“-' ot equity in: theldiséribution ot eeleurceu.; Pennnylvaniehw f
‘ | define: equity in the distribution of relourcel 3; "ditterent .ww\

treatment for different needs. Thil definition ot equity is
__translated into practice by dietributing State Aid on tho'

basis of a district 8 tax rate and expenditurea and the pupil
count known ak S WADM.' | | |
You have. already seen that diepe{ities exhet in the.| @?:
property weelth and personal income wealth supporting each .
pupil.  These differemces in wealth result in diffeiing
abilities to raise revenue tor'educationr Thelstate_Shere
‘ helps to cempensate for these -disparities, Howeyer; wealth
| -disparities alone are not a relieble indicator o¥ Qhe distri~
bution of revenue, Disparities in the ability of distfidte to-
reiae revenue also depend upon the tax rates districts levy on

their weaith._;

/

In'Penneylvania‘s School Fihance Plan district tax effort‘t

]

__\has been ueed as a measure of commitment to educetion; die-.
tricts which make a grq’ter tax effort receive more State

. L S ' ) o
Table 6 prov1des eummary measures of the tax effort '

of Penneylvenia 8 echool dietricte. . The higheet» tax rate,

-

37.5‘milis,'is 18, 75 times as great ae the lowest tax rate; -




suM MMARY xnasnams or 'rax znon'r I
| Hiéhest Tax,Ratdli',it o . s 37 ¢d -
. [Lowest Tax Rate - o o FZ, 2. 0
Ratio (Hi hest divided b Lowest) o f..:18;75-
| g Yy At coamns
, Median ) _ ’ e 2. +23.85
_ IBdurce:'.PahnsyIVania Department of Educatipnx,"ngor Typen of
¥ - .~ Taxes, Total Taxes, 1976 Market Value, and. Computed
- Mills on Market Valuo by County and School Dihtrict,
-1976 77 . |
‘The max1mum expenditures used in calculating State Aid
are g&socxated with different intervals of tax effort. These
ii - intervals are. based on’ different percentages of tax effort .
above and below the gtate median tax rate of 23. 85.'.Table 7
shows how Pennsylvanla 8 school districts are distributed infl
v .
- these different intervaIB for 1977-78. The maximum{expenditure
assocxated w1th each interval is also shown. |
L ‘ . L + . ) '_:. ’ ’ . . , |
IS . . . ‘ o . . .. :_ L ~—-—«) : . | , el
o C © ‘!
. | &
95




f';fS;'or5ﬂ§IBUT10N OF TAX. RATES . . b
EEREEE L L .
: e e S oo oo SIINE R
T Number ‘of .pPercent of ~ Maximum B
. Tax Rate .. Districts  Districts . '.-.‘Exponditures N
;f 31,4 and Above o2 saw s Moo
T 5&27.0 - 30097 N los 20k se0
24.0 - 269, 15 22.8 o e10 ¢
~ T . A o 0
20,0 - 23.9 o154 305 S %10
C17.0 - 1909 66 13,1 860
o Less than 17,0 36 7 SRR\ IR

" Source: Pennsylva%1a Departmeht of Educationi "Major Types
of Taxes, Total Taxeg, 1976 Market Value, and Computed
, Mills on Market Value by County and School Diatrict,'

1976~ 77.

. You can see' that there is not a wide ‘disparity iﬁ tax

- o ) . - % : .
rates, . 74,1 percent of the districts have a tax rate between

:20 and 30.9 mills. R .
?/ ';f - We have already seen that Peonsylvanla $ School Flnancé‘
| .Plan reduces disparities assocxated w1th dlffering abllitles R
‘to raise revenue and costs of prov1d1ng services, ‘Since
revenues,are directly related to expendltqrescwe need also to
.eraminé.district eXpéndfturész- | N
| Table 8 shows the. distrlbutlon of districts for'lo
" different 1ntervals of expendltures per pupil.
. |
\ 56 4 X
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T ",V mebles |

| DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTIONAL =~

1   ' EXPENDITURES PER PUPID Sl

ao Expeﬁqrturds o | 'Number of Porcnﬁ#-ot
ﬂ’b - Per Pupil (%) o Districts  ~ Distriets
E 1600 ;;Above. B o 7. - 1.4%

| lngx' 1599 | i 8 16
1400 - 1499 | o 9 . 1.8

1300 - 1399 22 4.4
1200 - 1299 N “ T S
1100 - ¥199° 69 . 13.7

1000 7 1099 \? - 22,0

900 - 999 162 32.1
800 - 899 o 71 14,1
700 - Below | e a2 T

SOurce:'Pennsylva-nia Department of Education:
"Instructional Subsidies, Detail to TAL Payments

! Report,"

~ In this chapter yﬁu have seen the differences in thé_
wealth,’ Sax effort, and eXpenditureé jmong Peﬁnéyivania
séhboi'distriéts; ‘Using summary measures and examining
the'distribd!koné it becomes apparent ;hat Pennsylvania‘s
School Finance Plan has to some extent succeeded in compensa-
ting foru?hter distrlct dlsparitles 1n per pupil expenditures.
Yéur intqrpregation of existing diSparities and;Pgnnsylvania s .

effort to élfhinate them depends, of course, upbn your own

value judgement chcefning what the relationghip is and should

be among wealth, effort, need anhd expenditures.,
DR - 1



'WQ;ghtcd Avcragg Dgigx gcmborlgig

Pcnnlylvania'n Bchool rinnncc Plan unl a pupil count;.;.r_‘-_'.{--_‘_-,}.1
known al Woighted Avcraqo Daily Mcmbcrthip (WADH) to detnr-tnfﬁ
mine a diltrict'n property wcalth per. pupi1,_ Nhilo th.-;l

Average Daily Memberlhip (ADM)  is oimply thc numbct o! cn-uiﬁﬁ

rolled atudcnts dividcd by the numbn: of dnyn ochool is

aession (a minimum of 180 in Pcnnlylvanin). VADM tlk!l into"“

account the different education costa of vafioun gradu levels.

The . WADM for a particular qrade is calculatcd by multiplying .:

the grade ADM by the a:aociated welight,

Table A shows thc weights assigned to varioua gtade'
'levels used to calculate WADM in a hypothetical school dis~

trict. A diatrict's WADM is obtained by adding the WADM of all

grades.
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Educational  Program ADM . WADM
- Program .  wedlght - S

alf-time kinderdartenh' 450 100 )  §0_

ull-time kindergarten; 1.00 2000 200 - ’.-iﬂ

Elementary | | 1.00 '1,200'_' 1,200
High School - 136 % 900 1,224
. . o T B, n_

oo ~ - N N
g LA

Note in Table 1:

. Full-time kindergdrten ahd elementary pupils have .
weight of 1,00. WADM in these programa is thera~-'

fore the gsame as ADM, , | ‘

L Only half of a d’strict'l half-time kindergarten
ADM are included in WADM, - o .

L : . High school pupila are"weighted 1.36. This reflects.
: the assumption it costs more to educate a high

school studernt. - There are 1,224 high school WADM

as opposed £0- 900 ADM due to weighting.~

Sgpsidy Weighted AveragehDafly Membarship

To calculate the Subsidy Weighted Average Daily Member—"

'ship (SWADM) divide the aggregate waighted membership by

180 days or the actual number of,days-school.was in session,

A

whichever is greater, - - .

v y
.
. .
)
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Y N APPENDIX B .

. v.

"~ Actual IdStructionel‘Egpehditurei

’ Actual ;nstructional Expendituren are Total Inltructional

Expenditures minus ¥) revenue from. 'tuition paid by parontl

(

2) state paymen;a for apecial education, vocational education,'
driver education, vocational education of the unemployod.

and matching funda for federa11y~£unded programs 3) federall

revenues eXcept for those received under ?L 874, or Section

7-A and 4) incoming tranafers from other districts.

Totel Inetructional Bxpendituree include all genere1<

 fund expenditures except for health services, transportation,

capital outlays,. debt service andg’ transfe: payments to.

community colleges -and“~poateecondary ;technical inetitutes.fk

1"" . e
: 7

e S RN ‘_ o Al .
' LI : S o
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In addition to providinq all diotrioto ttnto oid throuqn o'J'

» .*J\.

the previously delcribcd qonoral -ubsidy tormu;a, thc stutc

of Pennaylvania recognizes that thore hay be spocial contl?f
'associated with providing oducational oorviooo'irt-aroas;
of . high and. low pqpulation donlity. Howovor;:diatrictl'

must make written application £o the State in order to receivo '

aid,under these provisions. ' .

'DensitygFactor

Payments under’ this 'provision are Authorized for four-n

typeg of diatricts: - \\

&: Denaity Factor .(Full Density) =-- for school districts

that have a popdlation éxdeeding 10,000 per agua:e mile,

density

‘B, Modified 'bensity” -- for A’scho'o‘l“_ districtafoviously

assigned a density factor whoge\ populatdi

has fallen to 10 000 people or less per .gquare mile.

{Components of reorganized school districts are also

. eligible.]

b. Density Factor for - u‘rge Districts Supe; Denaity) 5--v

for districts qualifying for full density and which

have 50,000 or more WADM, o C

D. Density \Fartor for'Largngistriots (Modified Super-~

density)

than 10,000 per square mile but having. 50,000 or more.

wADM, . 6]

- for.districts with_a poéulétion of less



em
: qualify undcr criterion A or- B you pzocecd as tollowls

,y‘ \n 7\%\'\ \\‘*‘%a 4“33'

) h .

R R .,.....,.- BT TR

'f"58*&

To  determine tho don:ity paymnnt of diatrictl which"’

4

1. Multiply the district's actual inatructional expondi—

tures per WADM in excess of $400 (but not to exceed .

$250) % timos the State Share or 375, which eyor['i““f

V. is Iarger *

2, Multiply the result f:om step 1 timeu *hc Subaidy

Weighted Average Raily Memberahip (s WADM) in the{

| districts. S u N e
3. For districts which qualify for modified density

aid (B) multiply the rezult from~2 times the ratio
district;pogulation per Bquare mile o

of
10, obo per square mile

For example if a district had a State Share of"

10,000 S WADM, it would qualify for full density and 1ts'

gdenSity'aidlwould be:

behsity payment = $' 250 x .4 X ib,OOO
| $ 100,00 x 10,000 |
s 1,000,000 B
if the same district's population den31ty fell to 9 000'

£

per square mile the density payment would be.

: *For ail districts in the'Commonwealth this is how $250.
~ *%p district nmay, in lieu of payment based on these a
calculations, reveive aid at thelfqte of $30 per S WADM,

howéver; few districts benefit from this provision.

62




" The elements of the éparsity-factor péyment calculation'afe

$ 1 ooo ooo X .9 "f
= 5900, 000 |

Caiculation of aid under the luper~denlity and moditLed

nuper-density provieions- [qu., Philndelphia and Pittlburq]°

is similar to the above calculationl except that Actual

Instructional Expenditures per WADM rather than the excess

expenditure limit of $250 is used.

Sparaity Factor

23

Special payments are also made to school districts filing

applications to_help meet the special-needs aasociated with

widely dispersed population.

Sparsity Factor - for districts that have a population

density of less than 50 people per

sqﬁare mile.

Modified spgrSity - for districts that have a population

than 100 people per gsquare mile,

| similar to those.previously desCribed‘for density factor

pAYQents. In the case of the Sparsity Factor a district
receives aid based on the excess cost limit of $250, the

State S:7re (or .375, whichever is larger) and-the district‘s'

S WADM.

Share of ,4 and 2000 S WADM would receive payment based .

- on the following calculation--

(33:;f

10 000

density of more than 50 but leas'-

District A with 40 people per square mile,  a state

.1
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.Aa in the case of denaity factor paymonts, ﬂi.trict' m.y,_r:_Nk

\
\d )l«

%

--'"'—-*_"_ -——m
oo Sy

Spaplity Factor Paymnnt - $ 250 x .t x 2000
| | --$' 200, ood |

elcct to be componsatud at a rate of $30 p.r 8 WADM.

District B has the same State Share and s WADM as District |
A, but 1t haa a population denskpy of 80 poraons per lquaro _f'
mile and therefore qualifies for a Modifiod Sparsity Factpr-
Payment as follows: - - ) f‘?féif
Modified Sparsity Modified -

Factor qument f S?SO X f‘ * 2900 X Sparcity_?ercent 'fj
= $200,000 . . x  [.40]

=3 80,000

v / ) " ’ . A
where : ' |
Modified Sparsity ?ercént | Pop./Square] ) :f"(i:
for District B = 2,00 =» | Mile for ¥ 50 S
o District B -
- 2.00 - 80 & 50]
= 2,00 - l.60
- .40
x
“
'(;df
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Each school diltrict receivca additional paymcnts trom thc

dsuhte of Ponnsylvania balod on the numbor of childrcn from E
.low-incomo/familiea” Most dintrict: aro paid at tho rate ot

$200 for each child from a low incomo tamily with the oxccp—"'

tion of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh which are paid at tha tato
of $165 per pupil.
Children of low~income families are defined ast
. children_aged 5.~ 17, inclusive,_in the district.-
' of families having an annual income of les® than 
$2000; and | | | |
. children aged 5 - 17,_inclusivé, in the idistrict
of families receiving grants I;h;;dess of SZOOO.
fxom the COmmonwealth for payments on account of

depehdeht children uhder. Title IV pf’_the Federal .

‘Social Security Act., . ' 1!

In addxtion to the general payment to districts described

above the Commonwealth makes grants to districts with 1arge

'concentrations of low iﬁcome children, Districta are aided

based on the rates shown in ‘the following tablex

‘percentage of Poverty Pupils Grant per Poverty Pupil
in the District .

. , P .
15 - 19.9% | $ 30
20 - 24.9 o - - 60
25 - 29.9 - . -85
30 - 34.9 y | 135

35 -~ and over _ | 150

Y

;Act 59 Sdbsidy Ptimer)-pp; 35-36.,



Diltricu havinq lnu thln 15 pu‘cont ot thur pupill trom
low incomo fa_@/a roccivo no aid und.r thit p;:ogram. /
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]
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Ansvers to 'Exe;-r',c',i ses on Property Wealth Ratio v
S as I A . :
. ) ) " ] A‘(I {
2. $26,374 ' r ]
SR 3
L e 3.0 1025 \ KB
L -
4. $69,000,000/%2,300 = $30,000 .
: * C ’ * 'S
5. $17,000/826,374 = .64 o
. ~ o .
[ __ s w - - S - R - - e
6. $52,748/$26,374 = 2.00
. . K . . - . .
7. < (1) Wealth per pupil.
: $90,000,000/4,500 = $20,000
(2) Wealth ratio o
* ' $20,000/826,274 = .76
’ v, . | |
- 8. (1) Wealth per’ pupil - ‘.
i $91,000,000/2,600 = $35,000 |
. (2) Wealth ratio v ' s )
' $35,000/$26,374 = 1,33 V.
* R . )
. N ’ - R ) ?\
3 § . ¢
N
. .‘. ’
® o
) - >
: ’ v, »
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11. $25,500,000/2,500 = $1a,200

12. $16,500,000/800 = $20,625
13, 81 ‘,”S'Of)’f’_$ 16,992 = 80 . N - . D ____,,-. A _ﬁw

14. | $26,500/816,992 = 1~. 57

15. ¢ (1) Wealth per_pupil . - |

' $53;750,00Q/&,300 w $12,500 _ .

(2) Wealth r;fio o c | , ' e
812,500/$16,992 = .74 - &
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Answvers tb Excrci;cl on Diltrici Ficcil'Capacity 4
16. (.60 x .65) + (,40 x 1.10) . oo
.39 + 44 = 83 ’
T 17, (.60 x 1.40) + (.40 x .45)
e 84 + .18 = 1,02
l&m\\ibove Average S
*19., a (1) Income ratio -
“$12,691,50/$16,992 = .75
(2) Fiscal Capacity S . T
(.60 x .60) + (,40 x ¢75)
© .36 4+ .30 = .66
20. b (1) Prop{;ty‘wealth ratio \}‘\
$32,9%7.50/$26,374 = 1.25 | o
(2) Fiscal capacity :
(.60 x 1.25) + (.40 x .85)
.75 ' + .34 = 1.09
21, ‘a (1) Pfope}ty weaftﬁ ratio’
$23,736.06/5$26,374 = .90
(2) Income Wealth ratio
318,614'.20/3’16,992 = 1,10 .
_ _ .
“(3) Fiacal capacity =~ = ‘
- (.60 x .90) + (.40 x 1.10) .
.54 .o+ 44 = 98
. S
: (
1 ~




_ 'Ahayirn to Exercises on Local Shiri 

*

SR
22.’- .65 x .50 = .32%-

23. 1.35 x .5 = .675
24. Lnlf‘than;..67 x .50 = .335
. kY :

25. .50 x 1.00 = .50 )

26. More than .50

27. d (1) Fiscal capacity :
: (.60 x .45) + (.40 x .7%)
27 ) o+ .30 0= 57
(2) Local Share .
.50 ex .57 = .285

28. d (1). Fiscal capacity

(60 x 1.45) + (.40 x .25)

& .87 ; 4 ..10 = ,97

(2) Local sﬁire o "
.50 x .97 = .485

29, a (1) fnqome wealth ratio
$42,305/816,992 = 2.50

(2) Fiscal capacity |
(.60 x .64) + (.40 x 2.50)
384 + 1,00 = 1.384

//// ~(3) Locdl share . .

.50 x 1.384 = 692




Answers to Exercises on Local Share

30.

31.

(1) Prqportf wii}th rﬂtiq}
(2)
K3)
(1) Prope: ._
-$11,868.30/$26,374

- (2)

(3)

(4)

$21,099.20/$26,374

Fiscal capacity
(\60 x .80) + (.40,
48 + 344 = 824

'L&cal share

50 x .824 = 412

Property wealth rat

Income wealth ratio

"$10,153.20/816,992

Fiscal Capacity
(.60 x .45) + (.40
.27 0 0+ .24 = 51
Logal Share

.50 x 1.51 -_,25‘

X

io

-

X

(Continued)

.80

.86) | //’

.45

.60)
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© Amawers to Sxercisas on Galculatfon of Btate AlS
32. 1.00 - .76 = ,24
33, a (1) Local share
.50 x 1;65‘- }82 ’ .
(2) State share
1.00 - .82 = 18 .
345 .76 (1) Local share _ o
| 80 x chB o= 26
-~ © (2) State share o
1,00 - :24 = .76 ,
35. ¢ (1) Fiecal capacity -
. (.60,x .96) + (.40 x 1.12)
4 576 ) .648 = 1.024
(2) Lot -
50(x 1.024 = .512
(3) Stade share 4
1.00 - 488
j . .
36, d° (1) Fiscal capacity _ _
(.60 x 1.21) + (.40 x .77)
726 + .308 = 1.03
A - (2) Local share - e
. - .50 x 1.03. = .517
x; ;74-
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~ Answers to Exercises on Chléﬁlit10636£78idtn.xid'(Cbnt;ﬁhcd)

7. b (1) Propcrty wcalth ratio e
810,549, 60/826, 374 - 40

(2) Incpno vealth ratio o
812,691.50/316.992 - ,73-

(3)c;1|ca1 capacity
= (,60 x..40) + (. 40 x .75)
= 24 4+ .30 = .54

,,,,, _ (4)- Lecal-share
.50 x .54 = 27

(5) State share , "
1.00 - .27 = .73 ‘ '
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4.

{ Answers to Exercises on State Aid

38, .20 x $1,000 = $200

39,

40,

41

64 x $810 = $518.40

(1) State Share

1.00 - .70

= .30

(2) State Aid Par Pupil

(1)

(2).

(3)

(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

Local Share
.50 x .84 =
State Share
1.00 - .42 =

*

42

.58

© 030 % $950 = §285 -

State Aid Per Pupil
.58 x $780 = $452.40

A

District Fiscal “Capacity

(.6 x 1.45) + (.4 x .65)
.87 + .26 = 1.13
Local Share |

. 565

.50 x 1.13 =

State Share

1.00 - .565 i‘

435

State Aid ?éffPupil _
435 x $960 = $417.60

—

~

A

Q-




. Answars 'to Exercises.on State Aid (continued). .
I _ - e _ — L e
43. b (1) Property Wealth Ratio o ' o
~ $24,000.34/826,374 = .91
(2) ncome Wealth %atio | ' ' .

$19,460.30/816,992 = 1.15

(3) District Fiscal Capgcity, o *,Vn-
(.6 x .91) + (.4 x 1.15) . -
546 + L6 w 1,006

(4) Local Share ‘ : _ . o
— e e 8 ¥ 1,008 =503 - - I
Y . C '
(5) State Share
1.00 - .503 = ,497
(6) - State Aid Per Pupil L,
L 497 x $1£0,0 = $546.70 (rounded td $550)
N .
b
}
I'4
N
e

’
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