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The Legislative Council, which is composed of five Senators, six
Representatives, and the presiding officers of the two houses, serves as a
continuing research agency for the legislature through the maintenance of a
trained staff. Between session, research activities are concentrated on the
study of relatively broad problems formally proposed by legislators and the
publication and distribution of factual reports to aid in their solution.
During the sessions, the emphasis is on supplying legislators on individual
request with personal memoranda providing them with information needed to
handle their own legislative problems. Reports and memoranda both give
pertinent data in the form of facts, figures, arguments, and alternatives, with-
out these involving definite recommendations for action. Fixing upon definite
policies, however, is facilitated by the facts provided and the form in which
they are presented.

*Speaker Hamil resigned from the legislature effective July, 1956.
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| THIS REPORT, RESEARCH PUBLICATION NO. 17-1, CONCERNS
ITSELF WITH RESEARCH AND STUDY OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY SCHOOL FINANCE, CONDUCTED BY THE LEGIS-

LATIVE COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION DURING 1956.

RESEARCH PUBLICATION NO. 17-2 CONTAINS THE MAJOR
RESEARCH AND STUDY OF EDUCATION BEYOND THE HIGH
SCHOOL, THESE TWO PUBLICATIONS COMPRISE THE SECOND
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION TO
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PRO-

VISIONS OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 8 (1955).
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

October 1, 1956

The Honorable Palmer L. Burch, Chairman
Colorado Legislative Council

“Penver, Colorado

Dear Representative Burch:

Transmitted herewith is the report on the study of elementary
and secondary school finance, conducted by the  Legislative Council
Committee on Education during 1956.

This report, together with Research Publication No. 17-2, com-
prises the second annual report of the full Committee on Education to
the Colorado General Assembly, in accordance with the provisions of
House Joint Resolution No. 8 (1955).

Sincerely yours,

/s/ Ernest Weinland, Vice-chairman
Elementary and Secondary Education

d ok ok ok

The major findings and recommendations included in this report were
presented to the Legislative Council on September 26, 1956.
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FOREWORD

House Joint Resolution #8, enacted during the First Regular Session of
the Fortieth General Assembly, directed the Legislative Council to appoint a
permanent committee for the purpose of carrying on continuing studies of school
finance. Pursuant to said Resolution a committee of sixteen legislators was
appointed in May, 1955, and the first progress report was issued in November, 1955.

In March, 1956, the Legislative Council expanded the membership of the
Committee on Education to nineteen and filled a vacancy caused by the resignation
of Senator Mowbray, one of the original members. Senator Brotzman resigned from
the overall committee chairmanship on July 25, 1956, having announced his candi-
dacy for governor, and Representative Burch, General Vice-chairman, became Acting
Chairman of the committee.

In the judgment of the Legislative Council, these nineteen members have
worked diligently and effectively to carry out the responsibilities assigned to
them. The first report made by the Committee on Education listed certain gaps
and deficiencies which exist in the state's program for financing public education,
and which reduce its potentialities for full effectiveness. Recommendations
were included therein on how these weaknesses can be corrected.

This 1956 report of the committee seeks to "round out™ the first progress
report, by supplying additional research data in those areas which, due to limited
time, could not be given sufficiently thorough study in 1955.

In reaching its conclusions, the committee has given careful consideration
to the information which has been developed by its basic research. This infor-
mation provides a comprehensive picture of public school education as it exists
"today" in Colorado. The committee also recognized, however, that a forward-
looking school finance program must encourage future growth and development.

For this reason the committee, in formulating its recommendations, was guided
not only by the current "average practice" existing in Colorado school districts
but also took into consideration desirable practices, standards, and goals which
might encourage economic and efficient school district operation.

In addition to this report which relates to elementary and secondary educa~-
tion, a subsequent report will be issued to cover junior colleges and senior
colleges.

The Committee and the Legislative Council wish to express their appreciation
to the State Board of Iducation and the Commissioner of Education for making the
services of Mr. John J. Coffelt available for this study. Mr. Coffelt has carried
the major research responsibility for the committee in its work on Public School
Finance and has made an invaluable contribution to this study.
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Part I

1956 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS

The Recommendations

The Recommendations of the Committee on Education are based upon a careful
and comprehensive analysis of all the facts which bear upon the financing of
elementary and secondary education in Colorado, including forseeable trends in
school enrollments and costs, quality of public education, and the comparative
burden of local and state taxation. These facts also cover the division of the
cost of public education between the school districts and the state, measures
of local ability to support schools, and the various methods by which state aid
for schools may be apportioned.

It is the collective opinion of the Legislative Council Committee on Educa-
tion that, with minor exceptions, its continued research and study of public
school finance further substantiate the conclusions and recommendations made
in its 1955 report. Following are listed the recommendations of the committee
. as adopted at the August 22, 1956, meeting.

1. Amend the School Finance Act (Chapter 123-6-1 through 123-6-24,
Colorado Revised Statutes, 1953) to provide for the following:

a. Change the calculation of classroom units from Aggregate Days
of Attendance to Average Daily Attendance (Ag.D.A. divided
by 172).

b. Provide for an "excess growth" factor whereby districts having
an increase of seven per cent or more in average daily atten-
dance during the first twelve weeks of the current school year



2,

3.

over the average daily attendance of the first twleve weeks
of the previous school year may, in the discretion of the
State Board of Education, be allowed one additional class-
room unit in excess of such seven per cent increase for each
23 pupils in average daily attendance.

c. Establish the pupil-teacher ratio at 1 ~ 23 for the first
classroom unit and all thereafter, calculating to the major
fraction of one-tenth of a unit. Authorize the State Board
of Fducation to allow one full classroom unit to necessary
small schools with less than 23 A.D.A., and permit up to three
extra teachers in districts of less than 300 A.D.A.; with the
State Department of Education to review the necessity therefor.

d. Eliminate the "sparsity" factor.

e. Eliminate the district qualifying levy and increase the county
qualifying levy to 115 mills. In those counties wherein a
levy of 11% mills will produce a sum greater than the sum of
the aggregate classroom unit values within the county, permit
the Board of County Commissioners to reduce the County Public
School Fund levy accordingly.

f. Raise the classroom unit value to $5,000 for classroom units
served by teachers holding a graduate certificate, and $4,250
for classroom units served by teachers holding other than a
graduate certificate. In the event that the state appropria-
tion shall not be sufficient to support this foundation program,
the amount appropriated should be prorated to the participating
school districts.

g. Change the "minimum salary" provisions so as to guarantee not
less than sixty-five per cent (65%) of the classroom unit
values for teachers' salaries,

h. - Eliminate "direct grant" state aid payments based upon aggre-
gate days of attendance.

The Committee on Education or the Legislative Council should make
the study of tax assessment practices in Colorado a matter of im-
mediate concern. In this regard funds should be provided for such
a study (which would include a determination of whether or not
assessments in Colorado are equitable). At the same time, consider
imposing a "small transfer tax" to permit the gathering of data

for such a study.

Amend Chapter 36-3~2, Colorado Revised Statutes, 1953, to require
each district to lower its respective district special levy in
order that the amount of revenue to be received therefrom will
be reduced by an amount equivalent to the increase which the dis-~
trict will receive as a result of the increase in the County
Public School Fund levy.



Retain as a legislative goal the integration of the transportation
program with the basic School Finance Act, and request that this
committee and the State Department of Education give additional
study to the mechanics of accomplishing such a step.

(Note: House Bill #89, enacted during the Second Regular Session
of the Fortieth General Assembly, created for the first time in
Colorado, a Public School Transportation Fund. Appropriations
to this fund were distributed in August, 1956, in accordance with
a formvla which permitted the gathering of data necessary to the
accomplishment of this goal.)

Consider the feasibility of amending Chapter 35-7-17, Colorado
Revised Statutes, 1953, so as to permit the county treasurer in
each county, upon notification of the county commissioners, to
place on the tax rolls improvements which have been completed
after the legal date of assessment and upon which no assessment
has been made by the assessor.

Retain, as a legislative goal, the integration of the Special
Education program with the School Finance Act and request that
this committee and the State Department of Education give addi-
tional study to the mechanics of accomplishing such a step.
Amend the existing special education statute (Chapter 123-22-1
through 123-22-17, C.R.S. 1953) to provide for:

a. the distribution of funds appropriated for the purpose of im-
plementing Article 22, Section 123, Colorado Revised Statutes,
1953, as amended, on the basis of classroom units for all types
of special education classes,

One classroom unit =-- each twelve (12) educable men-
tally handicapped children . . $3,000

each twelve (12) physically
handicapped children . . . . . $4,000

One classroom unit
One classroom unit -- each six (6) deaf or blind
children . . . + .« .« . . . . $4,000
One classroom unit -- each four (4) homebound or
hospitalized children en-

rolled for 170 days . « « « . $3,200

One classroom unit

each eighty (80) speech
defective children . . . . . . $3,000

These payments reflect "excess costs" and should be in addition

to all other aid to the district from county and state funds.

In no case should a district receive more reimbursement under
this act than its actual excess cost. The number of special
education classroom units allowed any school district should
not exceed the number of equivalent full-time special education
teachers, with classroom units prorated to tenths.

-3 -



b. the distribution of the special education fun@s to the district
of attendance, with state aid for transportation or room and

> board for non-resident children in special education classes

to be paid separately to the district of residence.

- The Findings

. - The following information taken from Part 1I, Legislative Council Research
Publication #17, 1955, and brought up-to-date, present basic data pointing up

the current status of the state's public school program.

t Surmary of Enrollments, Certificated Employees, and
) Number of School Districts, 1953-54 through 1956-57
) School Total Certificated No. of
. Year Enrollment Employees School
(k - 12) (k - 12) Districts
.~
R 1953-54 266,381 11,644 1,009
1954-55 283,897 12,531 998
1955-56 300,000 (est.) 13,553 951
K 1956-57 (est.) 316,000 14,500 925
> (Certificated Employee: Includes administrators and all other non-
> teaching personnel holding a valid Colorado Teaching Certificate.)
r' # Includes 237 non-operating districts.
! -
Total Expenditures for Public School Education, Kinder-
- garten through Junior College, 1953-54 through 1956-57
~ School Current Debt Capital Total
Year Operations Service Outlay
. 1953-54 $68,056,212 $ 9,851,717 $24,745,900 $102,653,829
1954-55 75,140,817 11,120,178 28,593,342 114,854,337

1955-56 (est.) 81,500,000 12,000,000 - 28,000,000 121,500,000
1956-57 (est.) 89,100,000 12,000,000 28,000,000 129,100,000

and Federal Sources, 1953-54 through 1955-56

School. Year Local State Federal

1953-54 76.6% 21.8% 1.6%
~ 1954-55 80.2 17.2 2.6

R | Per Cent of Public School Income from Local, State
1955-56 (est.) 77.3 20.5 2.2



The following findings summarize the research efforts of the committee

during 1956, and supplement the data compiled in 1955, and reported in Part II,

Legislative Council Research Publication #17.

PUPIL-TEACHER RATIOS (1954-55 School Year):

10

The average pupil-teacher ratio for all school districts was 20.2
to 1. The highest average county pupil-teacher ratio was 23.7 to 1
(Jefferson); the lowest average county pupil-teacher ratio was 11.3
to 1 (Gilpin).

The median state pupil-teacher ratio calculated on the basis of
AD.A. is 21.2 to 1; the median calculated on the basis of number
of districts is only 14.6 to 1. The following medians were cal-
culated on the basis of number of districts:

No. of Teachers A.D.A,
in District Per Teacher

1 9.3

2 13.9

3 ~-10 15.3

11 - 20 16.7

21 - 35 18.6

over 35 21.5

CLASSROOM UNIT EXPENDITURES (1954-55 School Year):

1.

The highest average classroom unit expenditure (county level) was
$7,382 (Rio Blanco); the lowest average C.R.U. expenditure was
$3,828 (Conejos). Excluding transportation expenditures, the
highest average C.R.U. expenditure was $7,047 (Denver, and the
lowest was $3,590 (Conejos).

Following are the low, high, and average current expenditures per
teacher for the 1954-55 school year, including and excluding trans-
portation costs:

Low High Average
Average including trans. costs . . $2,132 $13,410 $5,651
" excluding " " 2,132 7,713 5,418

The average current expenditure per teacher (including transporta-
tion costs) for "one-teacher" school districts was $4,109; the
average for "two-teacher" school districts was $4,421,

Approximately one-fourth (26 per cent) of the teachers were employed

in school districts that expended $6,400 or more per teacher; fewer

than seven per cent were employed by districts spending $3,900 or
less per teacher.



EXPENDITURES PER A.D.A. (1954-55 School Year):

1. Current expenditures per A.D.A. ranged from a low of $142 (lionte-
zuma) to a high of $2,771 (Bent). The average expenditure per
A.D.A. for the state was $280., Excluding transportation costs,
the state average was $268. :

2. A total of 483 school districts reported expenditures for trans-
portation. The highest transportation expenditure per A.D.A. was
$957 (Huerfano); the lowest was $0.08 per A.D.A. (Adams).

TEACHER-ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS (1954-55 School Year):

1. Following is the average ratio of teachers per non-teacher, ac-
cording to type and size of school district.

Excluding Districts with

All Districts No Non-tecaching Personnel
1st class 13.3to 1l . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢-0 o« 13.21t0 1
2nd class 14.84t0 1 . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ .. 13.1tc 1
3rd class 41.3 t0 1l . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o . . 9,3 to 1
Co. Il.S. 104 to 1 . &« ¢« ¢ ¢ o & . 7.3 to 1
Union H.S. 8.1ltol. ... ... . 8.0 to 1

2. Following is the average ratio of teachers per non-teacher in
first class districts, analyzed by number of teachers employed:

lLess than 40 teachers . . ¢« « « 17.8 to 1
41 to 80 " e « o ¢« « 10,8 to 1
81 to 120 " e o o e o« 13.1 t0o 1

121 to 500 " e e s o 4123 to 1
over 500 n e o o o «14.0 to 1

ASSESSED VALUATION PER A.D.A. (1954-55 School Year):

1. The average assessed valuation per A.D.A. was $10,457. The range
" in assessed valuation per A.D.A. was from $1,275 (District #13,
Conejos) to $669,765 (District #93, Logan). In other words, the
richest district had 525 times more taxable wealth per child than
the poorest district.

SPARSITY FACTOR
© Because of the general lack of information concerning the use and effects
of the "sparsity" factor contained in the present School Finance Act, the re-

search staff were directed to analyze its financial effect upon school districts



and its relationship to transportation costs. The following findings were taken

from this study.

1.

4.

Of the 998 school districts in Colorado during the 1955-56 school
year, a total of 473 districts (47.4%) had a "sparsity" factor.

Of these 473 districts, only 241 received additional state aid as
a result of the application of the sparsity factor. Sixty-four
districts received maximum benefits, while the remaining 177 dis-
tricts qualified for partial benefits.

The total state payments in 1955-56 attributable to the application
of the sparsity factor was $683,087.

A total of eighty-seven (87) school districts who received sparsity
benefits in 1955-56 did not provide tran5portat10n. These dis-
tricts received a total of $120,941 in sparsity benefits, or ap-
proximately eighteen per cent of all state payments for sparsity
during this school year.

An additional $69,197 in sparsity benefits was paid to 34 districts
in excess of their budgeted expenditures for transportation.

There were 472 school districts providing transportation budgets
in 1955-56 that received no sparsity benefits.

(Note' Emphasis is given to the relationship of sparsity benefits
and transportation because the belief is commonly held that the
"sparsity factor" was incorporated in the school finance act as
an allowance for transportation expense of a district.)

The range in payments for sparsity (1955-56) was from $37 to $12,690.
The average sparsity payment was $2,834.

SPECIAL EDUCATION

At the April 28, 1956, meeting of the Committee on Education, the State

Department of Education presented several recommended changes in the existing

statutes designed to improve the quality of the state's program for handicapped

Ohild!‘en °

A Temporary Subcommittee on Special Education was appointed to give

intensive study to this area of public school finance. Following are summarized

the major findings of this subcommittee.

1.

A total of 5,112 children were enrolled in "special education"
classes during 1955-56. This is an increase of 494 over 1954-55
enrollments, but represents (on the basis of State Department of



Bducation estirates) only one-sixth of the children in Colorado
who should be enrolled in such classes., S

| 2. In 1955-56, the average cost per A.D.A. for mentally handicapped
3 children was $444.76; for physically handicapped it was $679.75.

[ ' 3. The average cost per teacher in 1955-56 for mentally handicapped
‘ children was $5,667; for physically handicapped, it was $6,803.

4, The average number of pupils per teacher for special education
classes during 1955-56 was:

- ' Tvpe of Class A.D.A. per Teacher
’ Mentally Handicapped 12.7
Physically Handicapped:
- w Deaf 6.6
| Blind 5.1
Partially Seeing 8.8
Crippled 12.5
Speech Correction 114.1

CURZENT ATTENDANCE
The Legislative Council, in its 1955 report to the Second Regular Session
of the Fortieth General Assembly, recommended that further study be given to

the use of current school attendance in calculating equalization payments to

local school districts. (Colorado presently uses the previous year's attendance

data.) During 1956, the staff followed up this recommendation by making a study

of the school finance legislation of those states presently distributing funds
N on.a "current attendance" basis.

Eighteen states currently distribute some state aid to public schools on
the basis of current attendance. The program of each state falls into one or
more of the following four basic patterns.

1. Use of a Growth Factor - State aid is distributed on the basis
- of the previous year's attendance data. However, if attendance

in the current school year exceeds that of the previous year by
a specified amount, an adjustment may be made based on this growth.

‘ Use of Estimates - State aid is distributed on the basis of esti-
r' mated enrollments submitted by each school district. In most-
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cases adjustments are made at the end of the school year when
actual attendance data are available.

3. Use of a Specified Date - The attendance at a specified date or
for a specified period of time early in the school year is used
to determine current attendance.

4, Use of Adjusting Payments - State aid is distributed on the basis
of the previous school year's attendance data, with adjusting pay-
ments made on current attendance as soon as such data are available.

ECONOMIC INDEX

In its 1955 report, the Committee on Education pointed out that the major
weakness in the existing School Finance Act is the basis for measuring local
district financial ability. However, the committee agreed to delay study of
this problem pending the outcome of certain legislation enacted by the 1955
General Assembly which was designed to remedy this situation,

In taking another look at this problem at its first meeting in 1956, the
éommittee concluded that 1955 legislative attempts to solve it were inadequate.
Upon the suggestion of several groups inferested in state school finance, a
temporary subcommittee was appointed to give concentrated study to the feasi~-
bility of developing an economic index to measure local district ad valorem
taxpaying ability.

Following its study, this subcommittee recommended that the Legislative
Coﬁncil proceed with the development of a specific economic index. A contract
- was made with the Bureau of Business Research, University of Colorado, to
develop an index based upon certain data which experience has shown reflect
economic ability. At the time this report went to press, the Bureau had not
yet complefed the index.

Inasmuch as the economic index could not be completed in time to receive
thorough study, the committee voted to include the index in its 1956 report

without recommendation.




| .~:St#f¢-~s‘i@m and Public Bduestion gl

‘ 'L'he comerstone of COIorado's publlc School system was laid in 186'
| the puuge of ‘the first territorial legislation providing for
aince thon, the state s oducational systen has grm &s iﬁ& 05

| '.7{, m have grown. ‘I‘ha way of 1ife it pelps to perpetmtt h&s

' taﬂt obanges since the days ‘of the public schools, vith the resﬁ*t »m
uf education has become- increasingly more. mportant. ‘l‘he cénamquaneef‘
an oatpnmiing cost of the educational program, and this has cmted 7,»':
tﬁ:;s‘f&f ‘the state to assist in financing public education-—thus has: em'
;,ucmcept of a state—local partnership in school f1nance. : 4
» Becanse public education is so important in a deuocracy, it S -e8:
- "ta org&nize the publlc school system that within the linits of ‘t}:e BOTVEH
tvbiltble, all children may receive adequate educatlonal opportuni 
Iﬁss of where"chey may live. It is with this philosophy fin- n:,n& tm
1 "v,‘ahtive Council Committee on Education has conducted 1ts VS‘M

sttte's role in flnancing public educatlon in Colorado.

§tﬂe Essyonsibxlity
E Ms long been recognized as a matter of sound public pnhk
yty‘;-,his' a responsibility to assure that every —child'~"-h}§; act
mcttion program. Article IX, Section 2, of the Sta.tn




"tﬁ;liment .and. ug:}.ntemca of the public schools of the: M:atn
rrying out of a state, and not a local or micipal purpose;
is mo oonstitutional :I.nh:.bition to prevent the Wu-
;oarhy the lh‘gisla‘tnrﬁ of money from the gemeral funds of the atato
#ha'use of school districts, and it has such power. nl _
‘ ‘:__Qu, Article x, Section 17, of the State Constitution pwvﬁu ﬂmt.
WAy -levy incone taxes for the support of the state, or. w

ivisian thoreof, including the support of public schools.

‘ thtt proviuion for pub11c education is a function of tht s’t&te,'
? nfhas pltced the responslblhty for operating the public schools

,of the: loaal people. Article IX, Section 15, of the St-;te"‘sr_ . o

, Assembly shall by law, provide for the orgamzatmn
districts of convement size, in each of which shall be -
‘& board of education, to consist of three or more dimtors
elvcted by the qualified electors of the district. Said di-- ‘
3 %811l have c¢ontrol of instruction in the public schools of
pective districts.”

Olacted school boards are empowered by statute to

;mtmct buildings, decide upon the curriculum,. .;s"

- tax for- school purposes, and do all things M
ot tho pub‘l.ic school program which are esseatial’ tn»ﬁn menw’

L*hc"ﬂhjwtim uf tm school distrie'e, _Ag« aﬁ




, €f1eara£ng) in the state was $25,855,300. !en years lntar, 1954
fﬁ'to mf-e than $114,000,000, an incmse of mr 3“ pw émt.»:f&.

. ;»_ai‘:em be expected to continue through 1960, by which tine \it_

.. fwtures for elementary and secondary o&ucation will  i
4Tffch&vt X, prepared from the following data’ provided hw theysta&g"'

f{ﬁ&ucation, illustrates this trend.

Cost of Public Education in Golorado
" 1944-45 through 1954-55 . - -

Current Debt Capital
Operations Service = QOutlay -

$°21,946,195 §3,288,445 § 620,606
1194950 - 43,961,680 5,439,977 13,797,339
1954-865 75,140,817 11,120,178 28,593,342

© ’1989-80s 117,600,000 17,000,000 25,000,000
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q} »_i"fsbu'ﬂéésf of incqﬁé ‘-‘avaiiable to the'loeai schmitﬁbm

'i'otai Sohooi Disfrict
7 Paxes Levied

319;139 663
. 22,800,351
. 28,623,632
31 309 232




’ ‘ﬁ‘f.tmble property in ‘the ¢tounty.” fhe proceedas from this levy nre pti&

(md and are distributed nonthly on’ the basis of‘ aggrasate duily tﬁeﬁm
each eligable school district in the county to fulfill the coun_ .

' the cest of the public 'school finance: prog:ram. In 1955, *.'this ooun ” ttx :
- amounted to $8,534,rs.54, | ,
"Sftate Appropriations: Monies distributed by the sta'te in swpport of

. eﬁucation come from three major sources. These are (1) 1egislat:hre app

“‘ions, (2) income from the Rublic School Fund, dnd (3) federal "iﬁ"”‘l '1“*"

c Km&ies from these three sources constitute figtate aid®. The fOl
. shovs the amount of funds distributed to public school districts, by r;_

o ’:‘.... r.

Fiscal  legisilative Public School ‘Federal
oo Appropri#éitions® - Income FPund##  Mineral Leases
- 1982-53 . $12,500,000 - $2,300,806.30 © § ~ 8
~"1953-54 11,750,000 2,398,137.28 958,538.58 . ,,Al,sa;zgﬁ&
. . 1954-55 11,500,000 .2,833 871.63 '1,046,447.08 15,5
. 19855-56 14,000,000 3, 146 274.00 ‘2, 321 301.00 19,4
1956-57(est ) 16,500,000 2,900,000.00 , ,sooxqoo .00 22

3 Excluding special education appropriatien
L Including renainder balances._

| : Federal ‘-Govécmont-‘ There are numerous 'Féc"'lezi-‘alypro!gh:‘-m_-. which ‘pry

'f‘?.o!‘ W to local school districts in Colorado. These progrm maluda “8¢H00

© dumch, vocatiomsl education, grants-in-aid to f‘“‘”m’ imuoted sress;
e ': f1o0d control lease aoniu, faderti Pines, and fede!‘!i M“ “’“‘ “’mif

e ""‘“" m‘ of fode 1 aid which nay be used by schocl cmt‘{’l
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. THE 1954-55 SCHOOL DOLLAR WENT




o vhich the Hnitod swm naw pucu finkucial’ burdens becsuse of “Federal im<

paotd.c‘rn"
| A térta.i of seventy—sevnn Colmdo school tlis"tr:lcta ﬂre entitled
o 4[ pbyments under Public Law #8674 Por the 1955-56 school yesr. Totel entd
e for thm emnty—smn districts nounted to $2 036 4&1,49
" ‘payments ranging from a low of $704.14 (District #4, Dolares Co
" ‘of $506,688.90 (Bistrict f1, Benvcr)

hera mm ‘the School Dollar Go?

m educational program which a school district previdn’“
eﬂt and purpose of its expenditures. Chart 3,pageli, :
of each school dollar was spent (1954-55) for each major srvice
lassroom unit. The average school district in Colorido spends
v":fortynsﬂve per cent of eich dollar on '!mstructional" c(rst&, of vhie :
'k;‘*: Assiaries is the chief expenditure

Major Problens Facing Public Edﬁcatiom in Colorade

A tiumber of important changes have occured in the socisl thﬁ‘l
fﬁz‘ o.f Colorado in the last fifteen years which is having marked @
'pﬁhuc'feducation.f For exanple, the total popula-tion of the sta’t

i i f"!‘ of ‘the sitty-‘thrﬁe eéuntioa in the state have Wi
silaticn,  Phis hu-a-state p’opulation SHift combined’ "itli




¢hnols 1n ﬁolorudo in recent years. 'rhe impact of the so-cn.lled "m B
s-nmr being felt by school dlstricts.' In 1950, there were 224 056 ‘

”s eamﬁlod in the public schools of the state. If present trends ¢ontinua,

1111 be nt least 393 000 pupils enrolled by 1960, an increase of lore ‘bhm
; ~f0w cent for the ten year period w
o1 ' u‘airprojected public school enroliments for elementary and aecbn-

s lorads; through-the 1960-61 school year; as presented hy the

4 /of Mucation .

Amount of
" Increase

17,516
16,648
16,051
17,893
- 19,363
- 20,042
20,125




Sttte nepmmnt of mmtm ,mpom‘ m mfam,sauﬁ

ﬁ,,,"ﬁstate's prublic schoo]:s :Ln 1955«58 v:[th “‘tely am,m

. '1856-57 school year. By 1960, pubnc school enrolimn‘ts mm have e
B '_%‘gs"a';ﬁob‘; ‘o;'- approximtely 93,000 nbte' childrén -ﬂm wminw

/ At a ra‘tio of one teacher for each tventy-three pupils Colorado "

fladditional 4, 000 tea¢hers in the next five years to pmide for t, e
f-enrollments. o ! _
In addition, school boards are faced with the even grenber ’taaek of £

_ replacemants for the experlenced teachers who annually lea'wa the M&

fession, According to recent studies this amoun'ts to appro‘ﬁf[ at

tear.‘.hers a year, or a total of 7 500 replacements required by‘w, |
t'lﬂo school boards are faced with 1oca1::lng 11 500 additiml t’mhe!‘s_w 1960

not to mention those néeded to rephce sub-standard teachers, ~ rolim

) :'ov%racmvded classrooms, and to accomodate broadened educatiml pr

L Institutions of higher learning in Colorado are gradunting "i
o 'y""i 500 tmhers ‘each year. Recent increases in‘enr-ollment in’ 'bhe«' ttﬂ:e
> imdicate that a decided increase may be expectcﬂ dﬁ.t':lm htho
| yearé. It is estimated that approximately 10,000 ‘teschers ¥

Affren Golorado colleges and univofsit:iu bé‘hrnn 1986 ‘md 1880

'once has' indicated that at least f'if'ty per cent of thoao m é

weept -nployment in other states.

‘1; therefore’ be faced with the ueceseity w rév?
;*”- m .um d.ur:lng this five yeur pcaioo, - 8dne

R




”wgis-“%of‘_‘govam«mt. Thus, unless additionai soirces of rmm,

;hnsinoss‘becomsa~slack. In contrast the ad valorem, or generaL
more steady, and shows a considerable amount of lag in adf_
‘ f_o conditions. It is slow to change beeause both propar‘hr

"s‘ 'ai‘e . ‘r,equired. . consequently, local revenues for aohmla




Bnder Colorado s ‘existing School Eimﬂe Aqt:, “WW fim W otti o
| ’of "Qtl.te 2id" money distributed to. public schools is disbursed ,undier‘ an '-’ L
‘ zat:lan program. wherein school distrzcts receive payments on the. R

- feed, f‘inanc:lal ability, and tax offort. Loq‘l "abil:i " is :
of the amount of revenue which a &pecified property tax. Iill 1 m lﬂl

ol S Under Colorado's formula for determining equalization payments, the Mtn t&‘; :
E'g;’_f ;m‘,,‘nt-:af??hoolf district realizes from the minimum quatlfﬂ_itfxinx; 1ocaJ, ﬁﬁmt

~ levy,, the smaller the amount of state equalization which it receives.

“If the taxable real property of a school district is under-asaﬁ.

rt S "ralatmn to the level of assessment of such property in other-"

'nin;lm qm\lifying 1evy v111 produce proportmnately 1ass revem wh
| ,‘s‘ ‘that its equahzation paynent will be disproportiona‘tely hish

cuunties which are under-assessed in terms of the general level of as
tln'(mghcmt the state receive more state equalization in pruportionte
' ' tm lti valorem taxpay:mg ability than do those count:.es which _are

T Win line" with the general level of assessments.

!ncent independent research indioatés that there are wide :Luter-

ihf;;;t:mty variances in Colorado betwgen the ratio of g‘ssgg;;cd valy

; . {
r abﬂity of imividul school diatricts. 'rhe devolcpmnt D:




‘zégaeasnent Practicus | BT
t Boder Colorado's existing School !hnnnce Agt, ‘PPrQXﬁnatan fi;;.aw 2 ';
_7ffio£ ﬂgtlte aid" money distributed to public schools is disbursad undmr

‘1'zat1¢n ‘program wherein school districts receive payments on mheﬂ

*.tﬂo@d,»finﬂnpi&lngbility, and tax effort. . Local "ahility'4gaén§g’:wﬁ
© of the amount of revenue which a specified property tax mill levy will prody
Ynder . Goiorado's formula for determining equalization paymsnté,.thdfzrbif“l'i
amount. a school district realizes from the minimum qualifying local dist”
’(. levy, the smaller the amount of state equalzzation which it receive
| ‘If the taxable real property of a school district is: underuassef"
3:’,4're1at10n to the level of assesssent of such property in other%dist.’é
:t”fft»nininul qnalifying levy will produce proportlonately less reven”
 mQ;;s that its equalization paynent will be disproportionately high
:-‘t,caunties which are under-assessed in terms of the general 1eve1yof‘”
: t;;;;thrOughout the state receive more state equalization in prcportion to t
'}1true ad valorem taxpaying ability than do those counties which are ;; ewhs
' Win line“ ‘with the general level of assessments.

Recent independent research indioates that there are wlde inter-

s f_ ablc ;9.1 property to the market value thereof. since there i

or ability of 1mmaua1 school diptricts. The dev.:topumt ofs ﬁ




e Thia oubcommittee’s findings; based upon research’ studies
*Vaﬂd fieid trips fhfoughout 001orado, reported in the 1955 x

‘chooi dish-iots in Colorado in March, 1955, Of this nm:ber,

ive~grade program of pubiic education. In addition, it is ihfer

f: fyfeiVe*ltate financiai assistance. Theit studies indiu‘




Part III

1956 FROGRESS REPORT ON ELEMENTARY AND SIKCONDARY EDUCATION
Procedure

The Committee on Education held its first meeting of 1956, on April 28.
The purpose of this meeting was to review the work of the committee during the

preceding year and to determine the direction which its studies should take in

At this meeting it was decided to continue the policy of having all meet-
ings open to the public, The staff was directed to develop a mailing list con-
taining the names of various organizations and associations interested in the
work of the commitiee, and to distribute to them copies of all notices of meet-
ings, research data, and minutes of meetings. The names of seventy-nine persons,
representing the following groups, were included in this mail list.

American Association of University Vomen
Colorado Assessor's Association

Colorado Association of County Commissioners
Colorado Association of County Superintendents
Colorado Association of School Boards

Colorado Citizens Council for the Public Schools
Colorado Education Association

Colorado Congress of Parents and Teachers
Colorado Farm Bureau

Colorado Federation of Teachers

Colorado League of Vomen Voters

Colorado Public Expenditures Council

Colorado State Grange

Colorado School Protective Association

Colorado State Department of Education

Colorado Tax Commission

Denver - Public Schools and City & County Officials
Farmers Union ’

Rocky Mountain School Study Council

The following areas relating to public school finance were identified by

the Committee as needing further research and study:



b

The present method of measuring "local ability" in determining
equal’zation payments.

2. The use of "current attendance" in distributing state aid.
3. The effect of the "sparsity" factor on state aid.

4. HMechanics of integrating the special education program with a
foundation progran.

‘5. A comparative analysis of state aid payments under the School
¥inance Act and the proposed School Foundation Act (Senate
Bill 2, 1956).

6. Pupil-teacher ratios and classroom unit expenditures.

Two temporary subcommitteesl were appointed at the April 28 meeting and

directed to give concentrated study to the following problems:

1. The development of an economic index to measure local ad valorem
tax paying ability in Colorado.

2. The integration of the Special Education program with a founda-
tion program.

These two subcommittees were directed to report back by September 1, 1956,
in order that their conclusions could be included in the 1956 report of the com-
mittee. The report of each temporary subcommittee is reproduced in Part IV.
Because of unavoidable delays, the actual data relating to the economic index

will be released as a separate supplement to this report.

Meetings

Beginning with the April 28 meeting, the Committee on Education scheduled
monthly meetings in Denver, and in addition, the temporary subcommittees held
several all-day meetings. These meetings were open to the public, and represen-
tatives of organizations and agencies interested in public school finance were
invited to present their views and recommendations. Dr. R. L. Johns, University

of Florida, a nationally recognized authority on school finance and a proponent

Membership listed in front of this report.
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of the economic index as a means ‘of measuring 1ocal district ability, was re- )

5*“ e tained to meet with the f‘ull committee and with the Temporary Subcomittee on .
P | the Economic Index.. As a consequence, the oommittee;directed this temporary

r*¢ o sobcommittee to proceed with the development of such an‘index for‘Colorado’in
- o order that the committee would have something specific to review before accepting 2
- or.rejecting the idea of an economic index.,o ':‘ I |
| On July 25, the Colorado Committee on Educational Legislation,:\ group

‘ representing_thekColorado gongresskof Parents‘and,Teachsrs, Colorado Education

?«. . . Association, and the colorado Aésooiation'of'School‘Boards, presented and‘dis?"
ig” cussed principles which they. felt were basic toxsound and progressive sehool |
:;T ‘ finance 1egislati0n. ;“ i Lo ‘ , | R ,

r&; ;,‘, At the August 22 meeting. the committee met to consider the reports of its
"

two temporary subcommittees, and approved the recommendations thereof ae repro-

.- duced on‘:pag‘es 93‘ n;an‘d 34 of _‘chpls report.

. r‘ggpbtt‘bficoloradofTax COﬁﬁissidn[-

‘ At the Hay 23 meeting of the ccmmittee, the Colmdo Tax Comission
;‘ o was called upon to present. ita report of researoh completed on inter-county R
. assessments, as provided fbr in House Bill 455 (1955) Following is the re-“ |
port presented by Tax Cemmissioner. A. A. Ballt“‘~ ‘ ‘ "’i‘. |
oy, B. 455, 1955 Legislature, appropriated $15 000 to the Colorado

Tax Commission, 'for expenses incurred by said Commission in assisting
in the administration of the public school finance act of State of

- " ‘Colorado as amended.,, _ . : ,

- *In an attempt to oomply Wlth the provisions of this Act and
- . Senate Bill 321, the efforts of the Tax Commission staff were directed
) , to making a survey in as many counties as possible prior to meeting
- . of State Board of Equalization in Septembér 1955,

"Two additional men were hired on contract basis, Ed Wright,
former assessor of Larimer County, and E. Beasley, retired C.P.A.,

. ‘ Durango, Colorado. Other desirable men were contacted but refused
K _ ‘ - 24 - :



assipnment due to no assurance of permanent employment and low sal-
‘aries (the men were offened approximately the salaries being paid our
Consultant Assessors).. o , L ;

"A rapid survey was made in thirty-three counties. Counties
selected were those representing considerable assessed valuation and
- where indications were that irregular practices had been or were
being employed by the assessors.

"Results of the survey established that a difference to a varying
degree existed in the initial appraised values and the assessed values
as finally extended on the roll. A check was made on both rural and
urban properties. The total difference between recorded initial
appraised values and assessed values in the thirty-three counties
amounted to $14,975,910, or .52% of the total assessed valuation of
the state, - Percentage differences in the counties ranged from a high
of 10.77% to a low of total county valuations of .58%. The differ-
ence between appraised value mnd assessed value was due primarily to
percentage allovances made over and above normal age depreciation,
and to a lesser degree the failure to keep adjustments made upon
properties in classification, errors in computations, additions to .
buildings, etc,, up~to-date on appraisal cards and roll., -

"Field 1nspection of properties to extent permitted by 1im1ted -
time and personnel definitely established that initial appraisals
were not sufficiently accurate and up~to-date (the first appraisals
were made in 1948) to permit a logical conclusion to be drawn as to
the justification for the difference between the initial appraisals ;
and the 1955 assessed valuations.. Accordingly, abstracts as returned .
by the sixty-three assessors (with two minor changes) were submitted
to the State Board of Equalization. That Board ordered no change,
so in effect the assessed value as reflected on the abstracts bdcame
the 'appraised valuation of all taxable property, as determined by
the State Board of Equalization for assessment purposes,' in each
and every county in the state. : ;

‘MAssessors and Boards of County Cemmiseionera in counties studied

were informed of conditions within their counties, This situation

was called t6 all the assessors' attention at the annual conference

in January 1956, Emphasis was placed upon the fact that initial ap-
praisals of all properties, urban and rural, must be corrected according
to Manual procedure in measuring; clasaiﬂying and pricing buildings,
that depreciation below 60% of a praisal value (this is maximum allow-
ance for normal age depreciat{ong was only to be allowed and to the
degree warranted in each particular case as established by actual
inspection of property. All assessors were taken on a field trip and .
instructed in the application of allowance for physical condition,
location, changes in economy in locality, etc. Sixty-one of the sixty-
three counties were represented on this trip, sixty assessors betng
present and a large number of deputies and appraisal men. .

"Considerable attention has been and is beiug given to El1 Paso,
Jefferson, and Pueblo Counties, not because these three counties are
among the four receiving the greatest nmeunt of money under classroom

- 25 -
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unit equalization program, but becatise the past histery indicates that
Jefferson and Pueblo Counties have long been poorly assessed, and tre- '
mendous growth and changes in property values have created mafiy problems
in all three counties.

 "A detailed eurvey has been completed in nine northeastern countiel
and on rural properties in Prowers County. The nine counties are ~ -
eimilarly situated and in the area of the state assessors have been
using percentage discounts to a varying degree, The survey was con=-
ducted to determine to what extent the -asgessors had fbllowed inetrue-
tions to correct the situation. o e T “5,.

“Field men were instrueted to take off transfers of" urban and _

rural properties for period of March 1985 to March 1866, taking only
those transferred by warranty deeds that showed a congideration of
$2,000 or more, and that would be considered normal sales, Inprove-'*t
ments on each property were appraised and.depreeietien for age allowed -
up to a maximum of 60% mny additional allowance justified was made
and reasons noted. ‘Appraisal time determined was compared with apprai-
sal as made by the assessor and to the assessed value as determined
by him, which figure would, of course, reflect any ‘additional’ allow-

. ance he may have made to. the. initial eppraieal figure.\

"Percent appraieed velue by the assessor is of the appraiaal

~‘value by the Commission was determined, also the percent of the asses- -

sed value is of. the appraisal by Cammisaion, ‘and the percent of the '
assessed value is of the sales value and the percent of the appraised L
o . /

~value by the. Commasa;on is of eales. »

RESUETS AND CONCLUSIONS :

"URBAN PROPERTIES APPRAISED VALDE by assessors compared on an everage,
pretty favorably with appraisel as made by the Commiesion‘ ‘Inequitied’
between individual properties ranged from 20.53% to 166.86%. Additional
allowance over and. above normal’ ‘age depreeiation resulted in a slight
difference in one or two countiss betwesen the average appraised valus ,
of improvements by the asseasor and the ueaeesed veluevof the impreve«>
ments, Thia was not a serioym : 3 e

"RURAL. improvementa eheWedﬁ : '

provements. The Appralsed: valus by : ees:ur, when eompered to o
that of the Commission, ranged from 66.43% to 116.05%. This epread

was apparently due to two things; first, an error in classification

of buildings, some were too high, others too low, and second, failure
on the part of the assessor to pick up new and added improvementa

that have developed since the original. appraisal was made. Individuai
_properties ranged from 9. 257 to 182. 00%

"When assessed value was compared to appraieed value of improve- '
ments, as made by the Commission, greater discrepanciea weré evident.
Percentage discounts allowed ranging as high as 307 have resulted in.
the average assessed value varying from 577 to- 99% of the appraised
value as determined by the Commiasion. On' both rural and urban . -




improved properties, the appraised value as ‘determined by the Commis--
sion showed a. higher percént of the sales price than the assessed
value showed of this figure. . , :

"Sales of unimproved lands indicated an average assessment
_ranging from a low of 5.3% to 77.33%. The percentage of assessment
to sales on unimproved lands was lower in all counties than the per-
centage of assessment to sales on 1mproved properties, both urban '
and rural. : :

-~ "The assessors of the ten counties included in the survey, with
several commissioners from the counties, were called into a meeting
with, the Tax Commission, Monday, May 21. The data compiled en the
counties was discussed in detail and each assessor and commissioner
permitted an opportunity to explain the situation in his county. The
change necessary in each county to bring the assessed valuation, on

an average, up to the appraised valuation by the Commission was called ‘

to the attention of’ the assessor,

"Attempts ‘will be made to make a check in each county prior to
July first on properties included in the survey to determine the 1956
valuation as finally made by the assessor. In counties where this
figure does not approximate ‘the appraisal’ figure by the Tax Commission,
the matter will be referred to the County Board of Equaliration prior
to July 16, and if satisfactory adjustment is not made, faiéts sur-
rounding the case will be submitted to the State Board of Equalization
in the report of the Tax Commission on Septemher 10.  No definite
recormendations can be prepared for submission to the State Board
of Equalization until after abstracts are submitted by assessors to
the Tax Commission. «

"Mr. Beasley has dealt exclusively with merchandise assessnents.
He has not worked full time due to commitment to La Plate County. He
has checked ‘at least 20% of merehan&ise aasessments in twelve major
counties, pointing out to assessors generally over-all low assessments
and particularly inequities existing between assessments on classes
of property and between individual 't :
* picked up a great deal of value on ‘omitted assessments', and we
expect 1956 abstracts to refiect substantial increasés in merchandise
assessments as a result of his work. Our request for appropriation _
sufficient to continue his servide after July first was dehied. On
one omitted assessment made by Mr, Beasley, the taxss collected ‘
amounted to $15, 200, or $200 more than the. entire supplemental appro-.
priation. ‘ o o o

- "Our objeetive vas, is, and will continue to be a complete and e

‘equalized assessment in all counties, and all efforts will be.directed

to that end. 1957 will find a large number of counties applying de=-

preciation following instructions in the Manual that depreciation is
to be allowed at least every five years. The values resulting from

reappraisal were first put on the tax rolls in 1952, so 1957 will find

the greatest percentage of counties applying depreciation. Some few
countieg as Denver, Delta, larimer, Montrose, and Prowers have applied

axpayers in each class. He has ;e’b
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; depreciation, or will apply it in 1966, This fact must be considered

> in comparing ratios of adeessed values to sales in counties. c -

- ,

‘"Suggestions and instructions to assessors applying depreeiation

o~ in their counties emphasigse, first, all buildings depreciated dowm to

L - \ 407 shall be inspected, and any addtional allowance justified before -
being allowed. Second, careful check shall be made on all buildings

e ‘ for additions and modernization which shall be considered in new value

- of building before allowance for depreciation., Third, all lots and

+ lands not included in agricultural lands of the county shall be re-

o ~ valued and new value of approximately 35% of average current selling

Y price in area where land is located shall be new value of lands. In

- many counties, this review will result in an increase of over-all

r* value. ,

T

| . "4 point of interest might be thnt six of the northeastern counties

o included in our survey were among those in which the A B'& Q Railroad

p - Company conducted a sales ratio study for 19556. The percentages shown

; in the railroad study in no case coincided with those determined by

" our men for the same period, and in some instances varied as much as

46%. This emphasizes the fact that while sales ratios are a necessary
factor in any study and are indicative of trends, they~cannot be
relied upon entireLy in establishing values.

LA B

"Opinions seem to be that the most effective way to have equali-
zation in distribution of school funds is to have an equaligzed assess-
ment of all properties between counties. Obviously, before this can.

_be accomplished, equalization and unifOrmity of assessments within
- counties must be realiszed. :

'

"Enactment of 1egielation to provide the follouing would do mnch
to accomplish the objective:

.W

1. Change assesement date to January 1.

2. Require all merchants and manufacturers to file with asses-
sor opening and closing inventory, gross eales, cost of goods
~80ld and depreciation scheduie as shown on current year's
income tax report ,

3. Clarification and fixation of responsibilitiea for assesaing
and collecting tax on house trailers - $25 to $30,000,000 in
valuation is escaping taxation in part or entirely nnder :
present setup.

4. Provide for entire assessment of oil and gas to be made
against producers rather than to mnltiple royalty inierest
holders. ‘

f

i

§. Provide that one levy sufficient to take care of all o gt-
standing bond issues, existing after consolidation of°
taxing districts, be applied to total valuation of taxing

‘district,

A YR o




"These last two would not affect assessed valuations but would
greatly lessen detail work in the assessor's office in some count1es, ~
thereby allowing more time to appraisdl of properties.

"The last comments are more or less general information but may
~be of some benefit in giving a better overall picture of the situation."

ReSgarch

On the follbwihé,pages are reproduced the mgjbr research work completed
by the full Committee on Education during 1956. In addition, there were two -
rescarch documents completed which iefé foo voluminous to be reproduced in
this report. o |

In order to provi&e an indicatibn‘of the naturé,of information included
in each of these studies, a'"sdmple“,sheet from each study, listed as Resegrch
Documents.No. 1 and 2, is incgrporafedkgs a part of this report. Copies of the
complete studies'are;aéaiighi;;fdf rgﬁéféncé inftheyéffice of the Législativu ‘
Council, Ro&m 341, State Capitol. 'Féiibiingkis‘é‘list’of‘the research material
- contained herein and a statement as f@,ihe reason why such a study was made.

The reports and research of the subcommittees arekcontaiﬁéd'ih Phrt“IV

Research Document No. 1 - Comparative Analysis of State Aid Payments
" Under the Present School Finance Aot (Senate Bill #7) and the
Proposed School Foundation<Act (Senate Bill #2, 1956).

Senate Bill #2, (19566), which embodied the main principlea recom-
mended in 1955 by the Committee on Education, was rejected during
.the 1956 legislative session. Theicommittee requested this analy-
sis, using actual data for the 1955-56 school year, in order to
determine what weaknesses, if. any, existed in the committee's
proposals. ‘ , :

Research Document No. 2 - Comparative Information on Enrollments,
“Teachers, and School Fina.nce, by District and by, County. 1954-55
School Year.

The purpose of this study was to develop a comyrehqnsive ploture /
of public school education as it exists today in Colorado, and

‘to analyze "average practice" with respect to classroom unit ex-
penditures, pupil-teacher ratios, teaoher-admin1strator ratios,
assessed valuation per pupil, etc.
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lesearch Document No. 3 = Analysis of Pupil-Teacher Ratios in Colorado
High Schools, 1955-56 School Year.

Previous research of the committee indicated that one of the
major problems encountered in developing a foundation program

was that of making adequate provision for the "small high school”.
A single-step pupil-teacher ratio which is realistic aparently:
does not provide sufficient classroom units to districts having
high schools with fewer than 150 pupils. This study was, under-
taken to determine average pupil-teacher ratios in the various
sized high schools of the state.

Research NDocument No. 4 -~ Analysis of the Sparsity Factor.

Because of the general lack of information concerning the use

and effects of the Ysparsity" factor contained in the School
Finance Act, this study was made to determine its financial ef-
fect upon school districts and its relationship to transportation
costs, Since the belief is commonly held that the sparsity
factor was incorporated in the school finance act as an allow-
ance for transportation expenditures of school districts, emphasis
is given in this study to the relationship of sparsity benefits
and transportation expenditures.

Research Document No. 5 - Use of Current School Year Attendance in
Digstributing State Aid.

The existing school finance law in Colorado provides for the
distribution of state aid to school districts on the basis of

the previous school year's attendance data, which works a hard-
ship on those districts experiencing rapid enrollment increases.
The committee asked the research staff to study the school finance
legislation of other states to determine how they have solved

this problem. This study reports on the methods used in eighteen
states which presently are using current attendance data to dis-
tribute state aid.-

At its May 23 meeting, the committee requested the research staff to check
on thevcurrent status of efforts of the county commiésioners in Adams, Arapahoe,
and Jefferson counties to assess a "move-in fee". This fee was being assessed
to take the place of ad valorem taxes during the period between the éccupancy
of a home and its being placed on the tax rolls. Memoranda on the follow-up

of this request are contained in the Appendix.
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X .  Comparative Analysis of State Aid Payments
e ' Under the Present School Finance Act
i‘ . : and the Proposed School
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August, 1956
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‘Adams County -1955-56

. School-

SAMPLE SHEET OF CALCULATIONS

for
TA_BIE II

(Research Document No. 1)

C.R.U. | C.R.U. Effort #7 | Effort #2]  State aid fr State Aid #2
District] Values Values | Dist. County Total [(114 millé] Ag.D.A. | Equali-] Total =|[(exc. for excess
| o ; #2 (7 mills) (45 mills) | » BB Pa.yment ~zation _ | growth units)
1 |$ 75,200(8 110,240] § 65,698]$ 1,861,627($ 4,807,698 | $'»4a,547 $ 1,829,708 $ 8,547|$ 26,844.08| $ 61,693
5 5,400|  4,950| 28,840| 61,817 2,822,225 . 2,160|  60,757| - 607.57] 2,800
12 70,860| 102,700] 62,469| 1,825,116| 4,421,809| 45,266| 1,793,823| ~&,3091| 26,329.23| 57,434
14 | 477,600 695,240 313,266| 12,044,603 19,282,032 306,787 | 11,838,091] 164,334| 282,714.91 388,453
17 o | a,984| 24,442| 413,970 “24,022| - 7 240,22
22 | 4,860 4,950] 4,146| 61,885\ -353,000{  2,10|  e0,528|  714| 1,319.20] 2,800
23 2,700( 4,500 2,696 51,560| 217,994|  1,924| 50,675 4| 's10.75 2,576
24 16,500| 27,700 16,774| 550,508| 1,126,002 12,222| 541,069 5,410.69 15,478
26 6,000 6,20 - 7,168| . 65,109 'e51,735-| 2,716 - e3.%03] "e39.93} 3,524
21 | " 289,920| 427,900| 177,569| 7,433,228| 10,323,670 | 188,757 | 7,305,781| 112,351 185,408.81 239,143
37 2,700  4,500| 10,002|  45,999| 9s4,212|  1,924| 7,863] |  78.63 2,576
50 | 389,880| 578,040| 188,738| 9,916,921| 8,956,843 | 252,808 | 9,746,890| 201,142 208,610.90| 320,232
62 7,020 10,350| ~ 7,384| 148,592| 589,856 | 4,521 | 145,046 1,460.46 | 5,823
3. 29 207699| 44,2000 20,723| 7Toslesz| 1,36.633| 190364  693,600]  9,272| 16,208.00 24,836
3.3t | 21,209| 40,%0| 16,890 663,350| 1,005,668 w 004 | - 651,985| - 10,756| - 17,275.95 22,896
3.5 | 6,509 7,000| 8,204  8s,255| 732, 109 2,862 s 14| 867,49 4,138
Total |$1,412,097 [$2,064,410 -;936;346 $35,548 404 458,086,365 | $910, §a4,901,591' 3515,51; $664,526.91|  $1,154,402
[
(7>
[N
1
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SAMPLE SHEET OF CALCULATIONS '
' for : .
TABLE III

(Research Document No, 1)

Adams County-1955-56 _ Analysis of Excess Growth Factor
Empl. Teachers| Exc. Growth| Used C.R.U.'s|Non-used|Excess Growth C.R.U.'s|Exc. Growth
School jCalculated| C.R.U.'s efore growth|C.R.U.'s| _ :U:Fd Not Use C.R.U.
District| Grad.] Non- { C.R.U.'s |{1954 over | Grad. |Non- | before | Grad.| Non- Values
- - 1953) | erad:| growth . | erad. v '
-1 | 24 4.1 21.2 : 2.8] 1.3 | $ 20,410
5 S , | 1 S ) '
12 | 13 . 10.2 13.0] 7.8 | o] 6.9 3.3 31,050
14 | 186 20.9 | 133.7 - 20,9 ) 108,680
T | | 10 | = S |
22 51 1.1 B S .1 ~ - 450
23 <1 1.0 Lo 1
24 1 08 1.0 5.0 ‘.8 . ’ 58. -
26 2 - 12| ' S -
27 79 | <9 2.0 79.0| 3.8 | 2.0 9,000
37 1.0} . 1.0} o
62 3.0 { .2 ) 2.3 1 .2 900
J. 29 1| 29 .2 8.5} . -2 1,040
J. 31 7 3.0 .2 T.0f 1.0 | - .2 900
J. 55 1 2.0 10| .4 : -
- Total | 441 | 122.7 55.1 | 375.8|24.5]| 1.8 | 30.T] 20.2 4.2 $250,540




RESEARCH DOCUMENT NO. 2

: Oompmtive Infomtion on Enrollments,

: . Teachers,and School Finance, = -

by County and by:District,
1954-55 School Year, -

(Summary tables and sample county sheet)

} Auggq’t,, 1956
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EXPLANATION

Purpose: This report was prepared to provide the Legislative Council
C Eﬁittee on Education with comparative information on enrollments,
teachers, current operating expenditures and levies of Colorado school
districts.

- Source: The data for this report were taken from audited Annual Reporte 3

of the County Superintendent of Schools to the State Commissioner of
Education (Form CS-1 Rev.). The 1954-55 school year was used as this is
the latest year for which complete and accurate data are available.

Information on school district levies was taken from the Forty-third
Annual Report of the Colorado Tax Commission (1954). The County Public

'School Fund Levy of 4.5 mills is not shown in this report.

Limitations: (1) County totals may not always conform to the county
totals in other similar reports, since the data for joint school districts

~were shown 1n the “headquarters" counties only.

(2) In some.instances, school districts held school for less than a full
school term. Data for these districts were not shown if they did not
reflect proportional costs,

(3) "Certificated Peraonnel" reflects the number of teachers employed
onlyj no adjustment could be made for those teachers who were employed

on a part-time basis. To this extent, the data in columns 16 and ‘16

are invalid,

(4) Because of the dissolution of school districts during the school

- year and the transfer of this assessed valuation to other school districts,

the data in Column 17 will not always coincide with those in the Tax
Commission report. .

(5) Since no data were shown on those districts transporting to other
school districts and because there was no way of determining to which
districts the children were transported, ‘transportation expenditures of .
non-operatiqg}districts were necessariiy omitted from this study ~

(6) The reader is cautioned against using the totals of columns 10 and 11
to determine teacher-administrator ratios, because of the large number
of one-, two-, and three-teacher school districts that do not employ
administrative personnel .
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HIGHLIGHTS

Enrollments:

The total average daiiy attendance for all public schools in Colorado (kinder-
garten through grade twelve), for the 1954-55 school year was 258,974.

0f the 755 operating school districts in 1954-55 1229 school districts (over 30

per cent) employed only one teacher. These 229 districts had an average daily
attendance of 2, 237 or less than.l per cent of the total state A.D.A:

An additional 122 school districts (16 per cent) employed only two teachers andk

" enrolled only 1.3 per cent of the total state A.D.A. Thus, in 1984-55, 48 per
cent of all Cclorado achool districts’enplqyed-tvo or less teac ers.

There were only 47 school districts employing more than 35 teachors. These a7
districts enrolled approximately 74 Egr cent of the public school children.

Classroom Unit Expenditures:k

The highest average classroom unit expenditure (county level) vas $7,382 (Rio
Blanco); the lowest average C.R.U. expenditure was $3,828 (Conejos). Excluding
transportation expenditures, the higheat average C.R.U. expenditure was 37,047
(Denver), and the lowest was $3,590 (conejos). .

Following are the low, high, and average current expenditures per ‘teacher for
the 1954-55 school year, including and excluding transportation costs:

. ; ; . ) ‘ ' ‘ (-]
Average including trans. costs $ o e e e $27132 313 410 ‘.337335-'
" excluding . 7,“' b oee e e e s 72,132 0 ,713 5,418

' The average current expenditure per teacher (including transportation costs)
for "one-teacher" school districts was $4,109; the average for "two-teacher"
school districts was $4 421. ‘

Approximately one-fcurth (26 per sent) of the teachers were employed in school
districts that expended $6,400 or more per teacher; fewer than seven per cent
were employed by districts spending $3 900 or less per teacher.

Expenditures Per A.D. A.

. Current expenditures per A.D.A. ranged from a 1ow of $142 (Montezuma) to a high
. of $2,771 (Bent). The average expenditure per A.D.A. for the state was. $280.
Excluding transportation costs, the state average was $268 ' '

A total of 483 school districts reported expenditures for. transportation in 1954-55. L
The highest transportation expenditure per A.D.A. was $957 (Huerfano); the lowest

was $0.08 per A.D.A. (Adams)
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Pupil-Teacher Ratiost

In 1954-55, the average "pupil-teacher ratio” for all schooi districts was 20.2
to 1, The highest average county pupil-teacher ratio was 23.7 to 1 (Jeffhrson);
the lowest average county pupil-teacher ratio was 11.3 to 1 (Gilpin).

The median state ‘pupil-teacher ratio calculafed on the basis of A.D. A. is 21.2 -
to 13 the median calculated on the basis of” number of districts is only 14.6
to 1. The following medians were caloulated on the basis of number of districts.

-

No. of Teachers , A.D.A. Per Teacher
1 9.3
2 13.9
3 --10 . 15.3
11 - 20 : 16.7
21 - 35 18.6

over 35 o ‘ 21,6
Teacher-Administrator Ratios: )

Following is the average ratio of teachers per non-teacher, according to type
and size of school dis rict° 1954-55 school year.‘>_ o

/

Excluding Districts with

' A1l Districta - _No Non-Teaching Personne
1st cl”a 1505 E Io ) LI BN 2o T SR T 13 o 1 y
2nd class 148tol . 4. 0. ¢ .o 13.1 to 1
3rd class 41.3t0 1 . 4 . 0 v a0 0 9.3 to 1
Co. H.S. v 1041:010.'0.-..0'..'7.81:01\

0( o & e oo . s 8.0 to 1

Union H.S. 8.1 to 1.

Following is the average ratio of teachers petr non-teacher in first class dia-
triots, analyped by number of teachers employedz = e _

'Less than 40 teachors . o .,.f,‘17.8 to 1
41 to 80 > e ¢',~0, . 10.8 to 1 .
81 to 120 ",‘ C o 131 tel
121 to 500 A ¢ o o0 +12.3 %0 1 .
over 500 " ¢« o s s ¢ 14,0 to 1 o

Assessed V&iuation°

The" average ‘assessed valuation por A, D A. in 1954-55 was $10,457. The range in
assessed valuation per A.D.A., was from $1,275 (District #13, Conejos) to $669,765

- (Distriot #93, Logan). In other words, the richest diatrict had 525 times more

taxable wealth per child than the p00rest diatrict.

“ary
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Frequency Distribution of A.D.A. per Teacher According to the Number:of Districts and Number of Teschers per District, with Total A.D.A. for ‘Each Class Interval

3 to 10 Teacher | 11 to 20 Teacher

34 Teachers

1 Toaéb._rlh, 2 Teacher 21 to 35 Teacher Total
A.D.A, Per Teacher) ] 3 My&_trﬁts_ t and Over
No. of| A.D.A. ¥o. of] A.D.A. No. of| A.D.A. No. of] A.D.A. ¥o. A.D.A. | No. of] A.D.A. ~¥o. of] A.D.A.
Dist. | Dist. , Dist. Dist. " Dist. - Dist.
Lese than 4.0 27 80.9 1 3.5 v 28 844
4eO = = = 4.9 12 | 5.9 12 54.9
5.0 - - - 5.9 18 97.1 1 | n. 2 ‘2.0 2 140.9
6.0 -——- 6-9 16 1% 1 1205 1 mvo 18 158-3
7.0 - = =~ 7.9 18 | 1 2 | 307 2 4.3 22 241
8.0 - - - 8.9 6 | 1362 7 | i19.9 5 2.4 | , 28 498.5
9.0 - - - 9.9 23 | 29.3 8 | 1s.8 10 460.0 1} 107.5 42 935.6
10.0 - - 1009 15 159¢° ]Jo 294.1; g 10 &5-3 1 193-5 Lo 1,312.2
1.0-- 1.9 18 205.9 13 1 295.6 9 674.7 3 | 485.0 ) 43 1,661.2
12.0 - - 12.9 12 - | 150.3 8 | =20.7 20 | 1,37.3 2] 3% 2 | 7239 W | 2,785.6
13.0 - - 13.9 2 | 160.4 6 | 165 | 19|14 7 4 1,9.0 1 | 28s.2 _ 45 | 3,584
14.0 - - 4.9 7 | 1003 10 .| 285.7 25 | 1,85.2 14 | 2,998.4 1 449.7 2 | 1,445.8:| 59 | 7,096.1
15.0 - - 15.9 10 | 153.8 n 336.0 2% | 2,m8.0 8 | 1,726.0 3 | 1,153.5 1 583.2 . 5 | s5,970.5
16.0 - - 16.9 5] . 8.3 9 296.4. 22 | 1,892.2 16 | 3,995.6 6 | 2,566.0 58 | 8,832.5
17.0 = ~ 17.9 10 ,175.1. 5 - 17.5 15 .1‘7,637.5 15 | 3,868.3 2 985.2 48} §,837.9
18.0 - - 18.9 2 | %.8 7 [ 257 2 19226 6 |1,780.0 7 | 3,200.7 2 | 3,404:6 4 | 10,601.4
19.0 - - 19.9 1 19.6 6 | 232.5 10 | 1,35.2 1 | 3,025.8 6 | 2,990.8 6 | 10,518.0 40 | 18,540.9
20.0 -« 20.9 1 | 20.9 7 286.1 8 ] mas.s 4 [1,353.3 3 |1,637.1 7 | 13,091.6 30 | 17,107.8
2.0-- 2.9 2 | 4.5 4 | 19 9 910.7 3 | 1,065.4 1 | 84,141.8 29 | @5,333.3
22,0- - 22.9 1| 22,0 1 44.8 2 152.1 1 408. 4 | 2,280 5 | 12,0%.4 1 | 14,945.3
23.0 - = 23.9 1 | 234 1| @2 1 207.4 1 381.8 9 | 30,637.3 13 | 3m,297.1
2‘000 - - 24-9 1 2‘07 . ! 2 ’ | 270.1 1,272.“ 3 u"55509 8 26,123'1
25.0 - - 25.9 : 4 419.3 1 | 508.0 1 | n,72.1 6 |12,689.4
2600 - - 2609 1 26.0 5 1 %‘-2 1 - 681..8 . . 3 1’07500
27.0 - -~ 27.9 j ‘ 1 f1.1 o . 1] aa
Total 229 |2,23.6 122 3,41.2 22, |18,436.5 95 |23,993.2 38 |18,231.3 | 47 |192,516.7 755 |258,925.5
*Included are all certificdted pergonnel
. .
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No. of School Dictricts ani A.D.A.
According to "A.D.A. per Teabhar®.

. o : A.D.A
A.D,A. Per Teacher | Fo. of|% of |Cumtar] Fo. of A.D.A. Cumulative % of | Cumuls~
: Dist. [Total|tive £ | = ‘AD.A. | Total|tive £
Less than 4.0 28 3.7 84.4 0.03
_ i 40 =~ = 4.9 12 1.6] 5.3%: 54.9 139.3 ; 0.02| 0.05%
B Cl ‘ 5.0 = -~ 5.9 a 2.8] 8.1 140.9 280.2 { 0.05| 0.10
o No. of School Pistricts and A.D.A 6.0 - -~ 6.9 .18 | 2.3]:10.4 158.3 438.51 0.08] 0.6
According to Number of Teachers* Eaployed 70 == =7.9 22 2.9/:13.3. . 2141 652.6 | 0.08] 0.2
S R L . ' 8.0 -~ ~'= 8.9 28 | 3.7] 17.0 498.5 1,151.1] 0.19] 0.43
S . Schicol Dists. v, Qg;t_lt.t?.__ : 9.0 --<9.9 2 | 56226 | = 9356 2,086.7| 0.36 0.7
-Size of Schoal Dut [ ¥o. off % of fo- of 2.D.A4 % of . 10.0 - - 10.9 40 | 5.3] 279 1,312.2 | 3,398.9| 0.:1| 1.30
S ©o | Dist. | Totalf “Total - ¢ 11,0 == 11,9 3 | g-? , ‘;‘36 ; ?%: ;’%'# g-g‘f ‘}'3’5
., e :]-2-0 - = 129 Ak -8 ok » . ’ . . .
* 1 Teach. S.D. 29 | 30.3% 92% 6 | . 0?9’ L S B SR ' i ;
2 Teaglt. S.D. . 122 | 16.2 342 | <13 © 130 <~ 139 45| 6.00°45.4 | T 3,548.4 | 11,394.1| 1.37| 4.39 -
3-10 Teach. S.D. 24 | 297 18,5%.5 | 7.2° L 40 - - 19 59 | 7.81'53.2 | - 7,096.1 | 18,490.2| 2.7 7.13
11-20 Teach. S.D. 95 | 12.6 | 23,993.2 | 9.3 . - 15.0 -~ 15.9 59 | 7.8{ 8.0 | ¢ ‘5,910 5 | 24,4607 2.3 9.44
.. 21-35 Teach. 3.D. 38 | 5.0 182%.3 | 7.0 ‘ . 160 == 19 58 ¢ 7.TL68.7 | 8,832.5 | 33,293.2{ 3.4l 12.85
' Over 35 Teach. S.D. AT | 6.2 | 192,516.7 | 4.3 _17.0 -~ 17.9 48 | 6af75.1 ) 6,837.9 40,1311 | 2.64| 15.49
rnm, State 755 |100.0 | 258,%5.5 [100.0 - ‘ 13,0_-- 18.9 4k | 5.8]80.9 |  10,600L.4 | 50,732.5| 4.10| 19.59
_ : o I o 19,0 -~ = 19.9 40 5.3| 8.2 | 18,540.9 .'.69 273.4 | 7.16] 26.75
20,0 = - 2009 ” ‘.O 90.2 " 17’10,.8 ,3& 2 6.61 33.%
_ a2.0-- 2.9 29 3.8] 9.0 | 86,333.3 |172,74.5] 33.34] 66.70
‘ L S 22,0 -- 2.9 u 1.9} 95.9 | 14,945.3 (187.659.28 | 5.77| 7247
#Included are all certificated personnel. Y _ ] ) ~
. R ‘ - 23.0 = - 23.9° © 13 1.7 97.6 |  3M;297.1 |218,956.9 | 12.09| 84.56
. B 24,0 = ~ 24.9 -8 | 1.1]98.7 © 26,123.1 |245,080.0 | 10.09} 94.65
25.0 - - 259 6 0.8 9.5 | 12,689.4 1257,769.4| 4.90f 99.55 -
26,0 - - 26.9 T3 | 0.4l 9.9 1,075.0 |258,844.4  0.42| 99.97
X 270 -~ 27.9 1 | o.1foo.0 .1 |258,925.5| 0.03(200.00
hm’. M 1 755 - ﬂmco 2%,&5-’ : s 100.0
Nedian ?’ u-mm) pqnl-—rouhcnmo . 4.6 -1

Sh‘“ Avarage " . - 20.2-1
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SUMMARY BY COUNTY

1 Tota] Enrollment Jﬁﬂ_;_annjs&&mAmdh__Emmguhlugmg__hmhlﬁjhmuuJmﬁndkhl£11_ ¥

County [¥o. of| k-8 | 9-12 otal 1 A.D.A. Trans.| Cur, Bxp. | Total | Teach. |Non-teach.|Total |Including | BExcluding | Excluding Total Total

Dist. ) Less Trans. [Cur. Exp. Non-teach.| Non-tegch.] Trans.

) (2) (3) | (&) (5) (6) (7 (8 (9 Qe) | (1) (12) a3 | aa (15 (16) an
Mans 19 8,494( 1,6882| 10,376 9,410.3: 12.23] $223.61 | $235.84 | 437f @ 2 463 203 2.5 | $4,5u4.88 $4,793. Asg $ 72,011,475
Alamosa 12 | 1,556} 54| 2,080 11.53| 233.65 245.18 99 8 07| 18.3 19.8 4;279.96 | 4,49L.19: 15,099,952

16 | 14,737| 3,200] 17,838 16,661..7 3| =;2316 | aaseo| 672 5 724| 23.0 2.8 | 4,883.33 | 4,969.487 131,538,451
Archuleta 1 a3 11| e 220! 289.82 | 7N2.5 35 3 38| 153 16.7 4;447.88 | 4,796.31 | 4,852,640
Baca 30 1,129| 360] 1,489 1.1.08 8 4405 273.27 | AN7.32 92 5 97| .5 15.3 | 3,968.92 4,608.65| 19,278,257
Bent 16 1,308 377! 1,685 1,57..71 20.46] 264.11 284.57 2 6 e8! 17.9 19.2 AATAL | 5,082.54 14,845,711
Boulder 31 6,760 2,25 9,Q02| 8,497.5] 5.68] 262,62 268.30 e 32 Ml 2007 2.4 5,429.74 | 5,547.19 ]  %,732,
Chaffee 1 1,000[ -339| 1,319 1,325.4 13.40] '211.64 225.04 '8 3 | 2.7 2.9 4,598.4 4,889.651 13,271,710
Cheyenne 7 429 196| 625 607.2| 104.46] 38371 | 488.17 42 4 461 13.2 14.5 5,664.92 | 6,443.2C! 15,234,350
Clear Creedd 7 406 133 539 503.6] 5.A7| 284.48 | 289.95 29 1 30| 16.8 17.4 k,775.43 | 4,867.32 | 5,557,700
Conejos 17 | 1,928 sse| 2.um| 2,399.5 12.62] 189.99 | 202.60| 12 3 127} 18.9 19.4 3,589.58 | 3,828.09 | 9,971,651
Coatilla 12 1,196| 248| 1,444 1,291.2| 18.53| 226.75 235.28 63 4 &1 19.3 20.5 4,177.22 | 4,534.29 ¢ 5,498,445
" Crowley 9 | ‘70| . 246| 1,6{ 1,005.0| 22.08] 259.64 281.70 59 4 63| 16.0 17.1 4,146.02 | 4,498.70 | 7,568,895
Custer 2 197 %| 2731 267.0| s57.07|  248.35 305.42 17 1 - 181 4.8 15.7. 3,683.86 | 4,530.3% | 3,338,001
Delta .1 2,457| 1,042 3,499 3,308.6] 23.7| 2:.28 | 275.%9 155 11 166} 19.9 2.3 | 5,028.26 | 5,492.86 21,615,845
~ Denver 1 | 60,194(15,283| 75,477| 63,307.0] 2.54| 328.47 | 3:.00| 2,743 208 2,95 &a.5 23.1 7,046.50 | 7,101.07 | 929,494,610
Doroles 9 13 &1 495 446.9| 26.54 =272.40 298.94 28 1 29| 154 16.0 4,197.80 | 4,606.76 ! 4,055,990
:Douglas 18 647 6] 863 8%.0] 39.05| 267.92 306.97 50 2 2| 156.0 16.6 4,276.38 | 4,899.7¢ 12,460,614
Eagle 15 738  246] - 984 - 930.9]| R.39| 309.97 | 3u2.3% 6 1 671 13.9 - 1.1 4;306.67 | 4,75.75 12,110,816
Elbert 8 s60| 2| - 78L| 744.8] 62.27) 304.69 366.96 46 3 491 15.2 16.2 4,63.3 | 5,577.83 1,713,115
EL Paso 22 [14;280 3,327] 17,607 16,552.9] 8.59] 242.% 25.09 661] . 43 4| 23.5 25.0 | 5,701.68 | 5,903.75 127,758,457
Fremont 25 2,375 @s5] 3,190 2,991.6] 14.44| 250.3 | 264.75 L6 12 _158{ 18.9 20.5 4,739.40 | 5,002.89 24,320,200
Garfield 27 1,82 661 2,523 2,35.6] 20.57] 265.84, | 286.41 | 125 10 135 17.2 18.6 4,519.53 | 4,933.95 23,622,120
Gilpin 7 100 10 Uo| 135.9] 40.97| @8.32 | 4%9.29 n 1 12| 11.3 12.4 AT | 5,20L.43 2,641,940
Grant V3 é82| 199| e81| 828.2] 13.25| 343.19 | 356.44 5 3 591 u.0 1.8 4,807.44 | 5,003.39 10,519,990
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SUMMARY BY COUNTY (CONT"D) '
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REaGE HaBaB

BEBRE w885

TV 5 P

fﬂ?'

ment | Total or A.D.A, Ay, Cur, Exp, Per C.P,!  Ascessed Valuation
ST | Aok, [T i e e aeh | Toee Excluding | Excluding|  Total Total  [Per A.D.A.
. |[Less Trans.|Cur. Exp. ach.|Non-teach.| Trans.

(1) (5 | (&) @) 8) (9) | (10) (1) (12)-| 3) (4) - (15) (16) an (18)
217 9L5 836.6 [$28.45| $351.80 | $380.25 55 5 60| 13.9 152 | $4,905.251 $5,300.94 | § 11,592,960| $13,857
7 28 - 25 504.93 | 504.93 2 2] 126 12.6 6,336.87| 6,336.87 988,821 39,395
18| 1,585 1,520.9 | 20.97] 246.3%4 267.71 g8 4 92| 16.5 17.3 4,072.47| 4,819.06 11,075,330 7,282
A -452]  4kS.T . 292.7% 292.7% 25 1 25| 17.8 18.6 5,218.98 | 5,436.44 7,240,243 | 16,245
3,555| 16,870( 15,27.8 [ 8.09| 226.84, | 234.93 604 40 6| 23.7 | 25.3 5,379.46 | 5,571.19 92,187,150| 6,036
134 574 543.6 | 64.69| 324.69 389.38 3 -3 3B W3 15.5 4,644.78 5,570.14 14,119,386 25,974
W7[ 1,622] 1,525.9 | 58.21 279.48 337.69 89| 7 9% |. 15.9 171 | &,442.21 ] 5,367.45 20,163,433 13,214
N} 1,593| 1,487.9 | 3.87] - 276.07 | 279.9% n 5 %] 19.6 2.0 8,404.63 ] 5,480.47 26,774,435] 18,513
"838] 3,331] 3,128.0 | 19.77| 20%.48 224.25 137 12 ue| 2.0 22.8 4,292.84 1 4,707.84 27,545,340 8,806
2,1R{ 8,309 7,703.7 | 7.64] 237.58 | 2a5.22 364 | 22 3% | 20.0 2.2 4,TR1.43 | 4,893.98 84,425,504 | 10,959
1,209| 5,125| 4,823.7 | 24.04| 25514 | 279.28| 260|119 279( 17.3 18.6 4,Q11.16 | 4,828.:0 2,631,550 6,558
e8| 1, 1,263.9 | 55.77 276.5% Rl 2 %1 16.6 17.1 4,599.06.| 5,526.60 19,125,949 | 15,132
7Ll 4,202| 3,965.1 | 22.95] 276.61 | 299.56 | 206 17 23] 17.8 19.2 4,918.23| 5,326.31 55,415,410 13,976
2,271 9,058 8,514.7 | 9.67] 249.26 258.93 m 35 o611 2.0 23.0 532275 5,430,34 57,109.1504 6,707
28 106.3 | 14.77| 34.27 328.94 6. 1 7] 152 17,7 6,203.96 ] 6,428.70 1,771,365 16,664
294 1,320| 1;230.6 | 30.34| 288.40 08.74 | 3 731 16.9 17.6 4,861.72 | 5,373.23 15,495,205 | 12,592
669 2,419 2,347.0 | 19.21| 227.54 26,75 14 6 120 20.0 - 2.6 4;450.40 | 4,826.09 10,079,000 1 4,294
920 3, 3,467.8 | 14. 235.07 249.73 169 10 19| 194 20.5 4,554.0L | ' 4,838.03 2,742,780 | 6,270
1,197} 4,865 4,575.2 | 16.96| 245.80 262, 206 12 |« a8 2.0 2.2 5,158.64 ] 5,511.58 43,025,670 9,404
1,284] 5,969 5,7719.3 | B.T4| 234.97 213, an 2 295 | 19.6 2.3 |- 4,603.80 | 4,774.69 39,840,924 | . 6,893
125 &75 4.2 | 22.95] 279.66 302.61 22 3 25| 17.2 12;6 4,823.56 | 5,29.35 3,695,802} 8,571
53 287{ 260.0 | 68.36} 338.68 | 407.04 17 1 18 \12.:. - 16.3 4,892.01 | 5,879.49 6,534,195 | ‘25,132
307} 1,192}.1,109.8 | 51.06} 302.08 353.14 &6 2 68| 16.3 16.8 4,930.09 | 4,763.48 | 16,261,272 14,652
102 397)  3W.9 | 42.55| 291.04 333.%9 22 1 231 161 16.9 4,693.0| 5,379.44 6,432, 17,343
705| 3,126 2,962.2 | 19.64| 270.%9 290.23 163 8 17} 17.3 18.2 4,687.28| 5,027.54 27,962,649 | * 9,440
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RESEARCH DOCUMENT NO. 3

Ané.lysis of Pupil-Teacher Ratios
in Colorado High Schools,
- 1956-56 School Year

July, 1956




Ratio of enrollment to Teachers in First Class School Districts

High School

Adams City
Alamosa
Aurora
Boulder
Brighton

Brush

Canon

Center :
Cherry Creek
Cheyenne Jr. & Sr.

Colorado Springs Main
. Cripple Creek-~Victor
Del Notre

Delta

Denver

Durango
. Englewood
Florence
Ft. Collins
- P, Lupton

Ft. Morgan Jr. & Sr.
Greeley

- Ignaeio

Jefferson

La Jara

La Junta
Leadville
Littleton

Longmont
Loveland

TABLE 4

as of November 1, 1955

Dist.
No.

J. .

Je

'Sutn

= N
Pudrr Judul

)
RS Mol )

Grades
in H.8.

10-12

9-12
9-12

10-12 -
10-12

9-12
9-12
7-12

7-12

7-12

10-12

9-12
7-12
9-128

10-12

10-12
10-12

9-12
9-12
7-12

7-12

10-12

12,

9-12

812

10-12
10-12

8-12

. T-12
10-12

- 48 -

Enrollment
in H.8.*

493
478
1,120
920
393

282
543
302
703
489
1,922
105
331
1,172
10,430

561
1,020
253
1,113
417

1,120
825
1295
3,477
227

412
206
700
1,184
486

28
21

49
40

24

18
29
12

Teachers™*  Enrollment
i‘] }{.s'

per Teacher
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vHigh School

Manitou Springs
‘Mesa County Valley

Monte Vista
Platte Canon

~ Pueblo

Pueblo
Rocky Ford
Salida
Trinidad
Westminster

Total

o

@#EHskg Srew

TABLE 4 ,_(cpm'n)

Dist,
‘ No D

14

51

Grades
1ﬂH50

7-12

9-12
2 9-12-
9=-12
1012

9-12
9-12
9-12
9-12
10-12
9-12

Enrollmsnt i

in H.S.¢

110
2,299
)

2’781 s

535
163

40,383

ATwo high schools have 7—12 H.8. program
Phree high schoole have 7—-12, and three achonln 10--12,

O 25

. 2b== 50
51— 175

- T5—100
101--200

. 201—300
~ Over 300

| Total

,1

2

6

Qo

1

L. 268

- 1,537

u -?40,383 |

# Enrollmnnt as of November 1, 1955

1,782
1,887

Teachersss  Baroliment
- per Teacher

2.6

1n HASA .

19
111
17

u3

30
24
16
30
29
9

. , 1,887
'umuAmage&mnmntpurraachur-----~~---211.

20,7
16.1
11.,0 )
24.6

19.5
A17.7
19.6
20.3
1844
;18 1

f 333.9', |

" H.S8. gg,__;gg& §ggg;;mgg§ gggh _;g. Enrollmant Par !bauhor

1

15

89

## As reported in 1955-56, State Dopartmsnt of
Education Directory o ‘

- 49 -

19
BT X R
a6






