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FOREWORD 

Pursuant t o  the provisions o f  Senate B i l l  No. 25 (1978 
Session), the Speaker of the House o f  Representatives and the 
President o f  the Senate appointed a f i f t e e n  member comni t t e e  made 
up o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  and non- legis lat ive members t o  study school 
finance dur ing the 1978 and 1979 in te r im periods. The comnittee 
was required t o  submit a prel iminary repor t  t o  the f i r s t  regular 
session o f  the f ifty-second General Assembly and a f i n a l  repor t  
t o  the second regular session o f  the f i f ty-second General Assem-
bly. 

This volume contains the prel iminary repor t  o f  the Comnit- 
tee on School Finance, which repor t  was accepted by the Legis- 
l a t i v e  Council a t  i t s  meeting on November 27, 1978. The cornnit-
tee repor t  sumnarizes the procedures u t i l i z e d  by the cornnittee i n  
i t s  study, the information developed from i t s  examination of the 
"Public School Finance Act o f  1973" and S.B. No. 25 and i t s  
f indings and recomnendation. 

The comnittee and the s t a f f  o f  the Legis la t ive Council 
were assisted i n  the preparation o f  t h i s  repor t  by Douglas G. 
Brown and Rebecca C. Lennahan o f  the Legis la t ive Draf t ing 
Off ice. 

December, 1978 Ly le C. Kyle 
Director 
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Comraf t tee  Prwtduwts;. 

The s ta tu tor i  1 y created ~ w m l&I#.@ en Schwl F l n w e  was -tab-
l ished by Senate B i l l  No* 25 ( W 8  Sesslm) to ?.. SG@I 
ffnance during the 1978 and 19?9 i n t e y l t i ~ ~ ~ l o d s  ,,.' and ",., 
a p m l b t n a r y  report t o  the J9rst rs@lar ses~Wn.of the QMty 
general + a s s d l  y . . ,'. The cumi t tee i s  &mprf&edof fYfteen qm&w+g 
ten. i l eg i  slators, and f ive non-legis tatays, 

The bomnj t tee conducted five wet1ngs dudng th% 1978 ipter iq,
including two two-day meetings. f n  accordence with I t s  k h h d  char*, 
the c m i t t e e ' s  efforts were concentrated slmrrltaneous1y In  two amw: 
1) an evaluation o f  the provisions and effect$ o f  Colorado's public 
school finance system; and 2) an analysis of the potentfa? i q a c t s  of 
proposed hndment  No, 2 to the Colorado Ccrnst4%Won (Ifrwttlng the 
per capita spending o f  the state and it%p~tltlicalsubdivfshns) on 
Colorado's current system o f  school finance, 

Impacts o f  Amndinent No. 2 

I n  pursuing the comnittee's analysis of the Stupaces of bend-
ment No, 2, i t  was the con l t tee 's  in tent  tu Ibe prepared to  addms 
the need f o r  implementing legis lat ion i n  a wel l  a#?Sid& Pashfcm i n  
the event o f  the proposal's passage. To that end, the-m-t tee  
dlrected the s ta f f s  o f  the Leglslatlve Councfl, ks;~lfsfa4tve D'@#&fthg 
Office, and tlepartmnt of Educatihn to fdsntffy P O - ~ ~ P I.pv&lie~sl *@ 
the proposal's interpretat ion and appl$catl~ltr$o O ~ ~ Q C P FQ i n a ~ d ,. 4I)
add1t f  on, the f iscal impacts of a1 t e n a t e  intcrpreUt$&i$of Ar8ettdfflog-aL. 
No. 2 on the state and local d i s t r i c t s  wsre exar01iW Sn djtt&l"ly *a  
c m i t t e e .  The comnittee recejued s t a f f  p~&enttt"SdirS!n thls reg;is.?+d 
a t  i t s  second, third, and fourth meeting& 

Because o f  the proposal 's defeat by the voters, no lttglslation, 
ffadings, o r  recommendations concemtng 8nrendmt: fb,2 arc advancad 
by the comnl ttee. 

Exanrinati~n of Colorado's Public Sq&ol  Finance SgsfeR1 

k the conmti ttee's study of schOo,l flnance was s t a b 1  f s W  &ona 
two-year basls, the camnttdee divided i t s  work fntq tWo ~myilgctr 
increnrents: 1) a fact-finding stria data ga tb r i ng  phase t o  be pummd 
durlrtg the 1978 legis lat fve intertm; and 2) a pal lcy maklng Mia-stb ta 
resu l t  i n  reconraanded leglsl&t$on durfng the 1 9 B  intar-fn. Pursmt A 

t o  t h i s  d iv is ion of i t s  narkload, the cbaraitteeJs ffmt phase riaz 
p r i m r l ly dedtcatrsd t o  raeelviftg pmmtatSsns fm the staffs of tha 

*J'- Legisl?tlve b m c *  I ,  Legis?Wve Draftfng Off-fce* MS& Wp~rtraent of 
€ducattion. It f s  anttclpated that publfc t m t t f ~ ~ ~ ~ l ybfSlf be ace-'
dated during the 1979 phase of' the c~1lll~15ttee'sa c t M t f e s .  
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Comni$tee Findings and Recoenda tion 

FindJngs i 

, < 

As the result of the . Comni t tee 's first phase of study, t h e  
following findings were adopted a t  the f ina l  meting. 

(1) S.B. Mo. 25, S.B. No; 25 appears to be providing property 
t a x  re l ie f  ,by lowti'trfng the projected average s t a W d e  &11 levy f o r  
school d i s t r i c t s  t o  3L78  mills i n  1979, compareii to.a pprojWt&l 42,76-
mills without S.B. No. 25. The mi11 levy unbrS,B. Wb. 25 i s  
expected t o  @main s table  i n  1980. However, unless s t a t e  @alization 
is  increased f n 1981 and 1982 beyond the 1980 level,  m i  11 levies can 
be anticipated t o  increase significantly i n  those tWo years. 

In addition to  its e f fec t  on property taxes, S.B, No. 25 has 
had a positive impact on equalization of schoibl d f s t r i c t  expend tures 
by raising the ARB of the lower spending districts while r e s t r i c t inq  
the ARB growth of the s t a t e ' s  higher spending districts. I t  4s pro-
jected tha t  the s t a t e ' s  lowest ARB district w d l l  incmse i n  1979 by
the equivalent of 23,46 percent while the s t a t e ' s  hlghest ARB d i s t r i c t  
will be restr icted t o  a 4.02 percent Jncrease. By 1982, the ARB 
dispari ty between the s tate 's  lowest ARO d l s t r i c t  and the statewide 
average ARB will be reduced from $417.89 i n  1978 t o  $207,96, a 50 per-
cent reduction i n  disparity. The ARB d ispar i ty  betwen the s t a te ' s  
low and median ARB d f s t r i c t s  will also be reduced from $355,24 in  1978 
t o  $163,26, a 54 percent reduction by 7982. 

(2) School D i s t r i c t  Operatinq Expenses; The largest  single 
component of school d i s t r i c t  operating expefrses i s  emptayee s h l a r i e ,  
which accoynted fo r  69.6 percent of operating expenses i n  1977. When 
combined w i t h  employee benefft-s, t h i s  coffrpanent .ampunted $0 nearly 80 
percent o f  operating expenses. Of the salarjr e&pcment, sytoghlg WO- 
thirds of a11 sa lar ies  were pafd f o r  instruct9anal pemmel and 
roughly one-th9 r d  f o r  support personnel. 

Salaries tend t o  accupy a larger  portion of the budget i n  
larger school d h t r i c t s  than i n  small school disiiHcts. '  fhe reverse 
trend appears t o  be the case f a r  general administratfan expenses, 

(3) Rates of Inc~easein Par .Pupi 1 Educatiori Expe@se.s,Teacher 
~ d l a r i e s  and Var-tous Indices. During the ten year pwlad rn 
statewWe,per pup4 1 school dfsfrfct  aperating expend-ttures f ncreasad 
at; a m,Pe rapfd'r a t e  than &%biert h e  local and nat i  ona? consumer price 
indi,ces, 'ttp 3ocal and n a t i h 1  b u r l y  earnings indices, or this c1,ass-
mom' teacher or s t a t e  employ& average sal a r tes ,  Increzlses i n  average
d&lx ,attendance entltTemerrt; were minor, with declines-I n  enrallmt 
statewlda durihg the  ' l a s t  four years, Encreasg $n instructional sat-
ar ies  a d  fixed cha ss'(enpto$qe retirement, fnsuvamr; el%) appaar 
to- he ac#unW '3or nqarly 35 percnt af the opel9ltln$-expendlture 
increase, with. increases fn h e  areas bf operations k?iinterram, 
adminf s t ra t ion ,  and pupil transportation accounting for #e remaintftg 
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m#t i~on) .  The reverse trend was CPue for agricultural land. In 3966,*P ~ P i c u ltural land ac'countecl for 13.0 percent of total assessed valua- 

dr * 	 tion I5552.4 millton), while %by1977, this figure had decljned to 5,9 

*" 	
pepcent ($63l,? million). & 

* 
a 

4 

\
''1 sevrces have accounted Yur itpfirox9mdtety 8,&M pew:@ df WthJ s@mF 

a #  	 district general fund budgeted expenditanis during the mine y w t 

period, with the m i n i n g  16-20 percent made up of state wtern~l&31
--+ grants and other state funds, other local funds, qnd Qeb@l funds, 


% State equalization payments have risen mst dramatically shce 1974, 

. the initial year of the impact of the Pub1 lc Schaal Finance Act''of 


1973.
* 


-a=t (11) The Capital Reserve Fwd. A l l  but ffve school dtstricts 

are levying mills for use In the capital m e w e  I%nd f n  '1868,' The 


'4 vast majority of the districts (75.7 percent) am levying the maximum 

\ number of four mills per year. Mbst @#the dlstrlcts a m *  ke tyk


t. 
 accumulating and holding over revenues in the fund each year mthr 
5. 
a 	

than expending the entire balance ,each year. Districts wi th  lowassessed valuations are levying the maxim number of mil 1s on the.+ same scale as distrfcts w i t h  high assessed va'twtions; property wealth-does notappear tobeafactor in  theuseof the fund. 
/lCrc 

(12) Small Attendance Center Aid, Rearly one-half of thebs school districts i n  the state are rect$lvir@ sml1 atteirdance center 
1 aid. Soffle dtstricts recelve mare 'state f ~ r t a n c i ~ t X ~ ~ s C ~ t a n c c  

small attendance C~ntora id  than fm state equal fzihtfqh ,paynnnt$. If 
5. the anbunt..of smll atendance center a.tdTwe;m&x#kd to the awepa-ge.

4 ARB o f  those districts ~ e i w i n gtZte at#, the wera@ Am wwld


increase by appeoximatety 2.7 percent,* 
3 	 (13) Cast pf  t h w r a n t e e .  If the rninlnu. state 

guarantee were elimina e bn a school *districts were placed under 

:p the. genera? aqua1fzation program, the amount of state cqualiratbn
t Wuld decrease and the n M e P  of mllls levied by those BJstrIc.t;s cur-@3 rent ly on the minfmm mulct lncraase through 1982. In 1979:, the W-
'L j - ~ t s d  state equsl~zation decrease would be approxinatcly $8.4 n i b  
J lifen, uIgh en average pmjeceed mitl levy increase of 0.7 mills WT 
& 33strict statkJ-Sda. In 1982, the pmJpcted state qualBrsrt3an

decrease would be approximatelg: $44.9 mIllfon, wf th  rn awbrag pl?oW 
4 Sect& mill levy lncrehse o f  3.4 mills per district statewide. 
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EXAMINATI O N  OF COLORADO 'S  CURRENT 

PUBLIC SCHOOL F~INANCE SYSTEM 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION 


To achieve a thorough understanding of the  posture o f  
Colorado's cur rent  pub1 i c  school f inanc inq system, i t  i s  necessary t o  
examine i t s  general background i n  terms o f  the h i s t o r i c a l  development 
o f  the "Public School Finance Act o f  1973", the cur rent  mechanics o f  
the  most recent amendments t o  the 1973 act, and the expenditure pat-
terns and f i s c a l  pressures w i t h i n  the s ta te ' s  181 school d i s t r i c t s .  

H i s t o r i c a l  Informat ion 

The h i s t o r i c a l  devel opment and continued evaluat ion of the 
"Publ i c  School Finance Act o f  1973" must be analyzed by examininq two 
i n te r re l a ted  inf luences: 1) the l e g i s l a t i v e  h i s t o r y  o f  school f inance 
i n  Colorado; and 2) the cont inuing development of  a vast corpus of 
l ega l  precedent concerning s ta te  systems o f  school funding i n  the  
e a r l y  1970s i n  the f i f t y  states.  

Leg i s l a t i ve  H is to ry  

Leg i s l a t i ve  Act ion P r i o r  t o  1952 

Under the  provis ions o f  the Cons t i tu t ion  o f  the State o f  
Colorado, adopted March 14, 1876, the General Assembly was d i rec ted  t o  ".. . provide f o r  the  establishment and maintenance of a thorough and 
uni form system o f  f r e e  pub l i c  schools throughout the state". Legis-
l a t i o n  adopted i n  1877 t o  implement t h i s  requirement provided f o r  the 
funding o f  such schools, on a county flow-through basis, from l oca l  
property taxes l e v i e d  by l oca l  boards o f  education and f r o m  the s ta te  
Publ i c  School Income Fund. 

t he  s t a t e  Publ ic  School Income Fund was establ ished by the Con- 
s t i t u t i o n  and includes the proceeds from lands granted t o  the  s ta te  
f o r  education purposes, estates t h a t  escheat t o  the state, and other 
grants, g i f t s ,  o r  devises. Primary income t o  t he  fund i s  f r o m  pro-
ceeds o f  t he  s ta te  school lands, granted t o  the s ta te  by the Congress 
i n  the Enabling Act. 

I n  1877, the General Assembly provided f o r  semi-annual d is -
b u r s e m e m h e  Publ ic  School Fund on the basis o f  the number of 
school age ch i ld ren  i n  each county. The f i r s t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  July, 
1879, t o t a l e d  $7,041.30, o r  26.6 cents per ch i l d .  

I n  1908, Congress passed the Forest Reserve Act and provided 
f o r  the re tu rn  o f  25 percent o f  federal  revenues f r o m  nat iona l  forests 

http:$7,041.30


t o  the county of o r i g i n  f o r  the support of roads and schools. Under 
s t a t e  law, the county i s  requ i red t o  a l l oca te  i t s  rece ip ts  from t h i s  
source t o  roads and schools, w i t h  the p rov is ion  t h a t  no t  less  than 
f i v e  percent may be a1 located t o  e i the r .  

I n  1917, the f i r s t  i n d i r e c t  appropr fa t ion f r o m  the s t a t e  gen-
e ra l  f n school d i s t r i c t s  was enacted f o r  purposes o f  matchihq 
federal  support f o r  vocat ional  education. The moneys were t o  be pa id  
ou t  o f  funds appropriated f o r  the maintenance and support o f  i n s t i -  
t u t i ons  under the con t ro l  o f  the Sta te  Board o f  Agr icul ture.  

I n  1921, I eg i s l a t i on  was adopted p rov id i  nq t h a t  minimum teacher 
s a l a r i e m t  a t  $1000 per year f o r  teachers w i t h  two years o f  c61-
lege education, and $1200 per year f o r  teachers w i t h  f o u r  years o f  
co l lege education. I n  addi t ion,  sa la r ies  were no t  t o  be less than $75 
per month and teachers were t o  be pa id  on an annual basis. 

Related l e g i s l a t i o n  was a lso  adopted a t  t h a t  t ime requ i r ina  
t h a t  d i s t r i c t s  l evy  an amount su f f i c ien t  t o  r a i s e  $75 per  month per 
teacher. Fur ther  provis ions s ta ted t h a t  on l y  one teacher per 25 stu-
dents could be c e r t i f i e d  f o r  the f f r s t  100 students enro l led  i n  any 
d i s t r i c t ,  and one teacher per 40 students f o r  enrollments exceedins 
100. More teachers were requfred t o  be funded I n  d i s t r i c t s  I n  
sparsely populated areas, poor areas, and areas w i t h  p a r t i c u l  a r t y  
small enrollments. An addi t iona l  p rov is ion  re l a ted  t o  the  number of 
h igh school teachers, and requ i red t h a t  one be funded f o r  each 25 stu-
dents. I f  the amount necessary t o  r a i s e  such funds exceeded f i v e  
m i l l s ,  on ly  f i v e  m i l l s  would be l ev i ed  and the dif ference made up ou t  
o f  p r i o r i  t y  disbursements from the Pub1 i c  School Income Fund, before 
the per  cap i ta  disbursements o f  such fund. D i s t r i c t s  were allowed t o  
make add i t i ona l  l ev i es  t o  pay f o r  general operat ing expenses and 
teacher sa la r ies  i n  excess of the minimums spec i f ied i n  the law. 

I n  1930, t o t a l  general purpose school revenues t o ta l ed  some 
$24.8 m  m  o  f  which the s t a t e  cont r ibuted approximately $750,000 
f r o m  the  Publ ic  School Income Fund. County school revenues t o ta l ed  
$5.8 m i l l i o n ,  w i t h  school d i s t r i c t s  r a i s i n g  an add i t i ona l  $18.3 m i l -
l i o n  from the property tax. 

I n  1935, as a means of b r ing ing  a cou r t  t e s t  of the v a l i d i t y  of 
d i r e c t  s ta te  support f o r  l oca l  school d i s t r i c t s ,  an appropr iat ion o f  
$500 was made f r o m  the s ta te  general fund t o  the pwblic schools. The 
appropr ia t ion f o r  t h i s  purpose was upheld by the Colorado Supreme 
Court i n  1937 (Wilmore - v. Annear, 100 Colo. 106, 65 P.2d 1433), s t a t -
i n g  that :  

...[t]he establishment and f inanc ia l  maintenance o f  the 
pub l i c  schools o f  the s t a t e  i s  the ca r ry ing  ou t  o f  a 
state, and no t  a l oca l  o r  municipal purpose. 

I n  1937, l e g i s l a t i o n  was adopted t o  implement the s ta te  income 
tax p a s m e  voters a t  the 1936 general e l ec t i on  as an amendment 
t o  the State Const i tut ion.  The apparent purpose of the cons t i t u t i ona l  



amendment was to supplant property taxes as the source of funding for 
public education and the act  provided that the funds derived from the 
income t a x  would be distributed to  school dis t r ic ts  in order to pay 
for the minimum teacher salary provisions i n  the 1921 law. The f i r s t  
allocation of moneys under this  law was approximately $878,9Or), and 
was based on the number of school age children i n  each d i s t r i c t ,  as 
compared to the s ta te  total .  If a d i s t r i c t ' s  share of such funds was 
in excess of the required minimum teacher salaries, they were 
redistributed to a l l  d is t r ic ts  on the basis of pupils. Conversely, i f  
the monies so distributed were not sufficient the d i s t r i c t  would levy 
an amount sufficient to make up  the difference. 

Also, i n  1937, the General Assembly adopted legislation provid- 
i n g  for  a s ta te  program of home instruction for handicapped children. 
In addition, ad valorem taxes on motor vehicles were replaced with 
annual graduated specific ownership taxes which were dl s t r i  buted i n  
the same manner as property taxes. Accordingly, school dis t r ic ts  
received a proportional amount of the tax relative to their  mill levy 
as compared to the total of other levies. 

In 1939, the amount of income taxes reserved for public schools 
was c h a r u n d e r  the 1937 law, a1 1 amounts i n  excess of a five per- 
cent retention for refunds, and three percent for administration, were 
for schools. Under the 1939 amendment, the two deductions were 
retained and the pub1 i c  schools given 65 percent of the remainder of 
collections from 1937, 1938, and 1939 taxes. The other 35 percent was 
se t  aside for a special general fund reserve for the state. Alloca-
tions on the basis of numbers of students were continued, and directed 
to fund the minimum teacher salary program. An amendment to the law 
required d i s t r i c t s  to reduce property tax levies by an amount compa- 
rable to their  receipts from the s ta te  income tax. 

B 1940, total school general fund revenues were $21 - 2  mil lion, 
down s l ig  -h- The s ta te  now contributed almost $1.8 mil-t y from 1930. 
lion to schools, while both county and school d i s t r i c t  property taxes 
were down from 1930, to $4.1 million, and $15.3 million respectively. 

In 1941, the a1 locations from the income tax, af ter  deduction 
for ref- administration, were 10 percent for school d i s t r i c t s  
and 90 percent general fund reserve. After June 30, 1941, the 35 per- 
cent schools and 65 percent s ta te  general fund distribution was rein-
stated utilizing the 1937 distribution scheme on the basis of student 
populations. 

Under the Flood Control Lands Act of 3941 (30 USC 701c-3), 75 
percent of federal receipts realized from the leasing of lands 
acquired for flood control, navigation, and al l ied purposes were to  be 
returned through the s ta te  to the county of oriqin for roads or 
school s . 
-
In 1943, the administration expense deduction from the income 

tax was increased to five percent; of the remainder, 35 percent went 
to schools under the per student allocation formula adopted i n  1937 to 



fund the minimum teacher sa la ry  program, and 65 percent was re ta ined  
by the s t a t e  f o r  the general fund, w i t h  the p rov is ion  t h a t  f o r  1943 
t o  1945, 15 percent of the ne t  rece ip ts  were s e t  aside i n  a special  
State School Equal iza t ion Fund -- such amount coming from the s ta te ' s  
65 percent share. 

Under the Minimum Educational Program Act, a l so  adopted i n  
1943, the  State School Equal izat ion Fund was u t i l i z e d  t o  a i d  d i s t r i c t s  
on the  bas is  of classroom un i t s .  Under t h i s  act, the s t a t e  se t  rrrlni- 
mum revenue needs per classroom u n i t  a t  $1,000 f o r  elementary students 
and $1,333 f o r  h igh school students, The county was required t o  l evy  
an amount s u f f i c i e n t  t o  r a i s e  the $75 per nnnth minimum teacher sa la ry  
(up t o  5 m i l l s ) ,  and the s t a t e  continued t o  provide any dif ference 
between the f i v e  m i l l  l e vy  and the minimum teacher sa la ry  l eve l s  from 
Publ ic  School Income Fund p r i o r i t y  disbursements and cotrt inuing per 
student d i s t r i bu t i ons .  The p rov is ion  of t he  1937 law t o  d i s t r i b u t e  
income taxes on the basis of student populat ion was a lso retained. 
The s ta te  continued t o  recapture any excess of l o c a l  revenues, p lus  
the s ta te  d i s t r i b u t i o n  fo r  teacher salar ies,  and t o  r ea l  l oca te  these 
monies t o  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  on the basis of student population. 

Under t h i s  new law, the s ta te  requ i red the county t6 levy  
enouqh revenue, regardless o f  the f i v e  m i ll l i m i t ,  t o  fund the nininrum 
teacher sa la r ies  a t  t h e i r  f u l l  l eve l ,  a f t e r  tak ing i n t o  account s t a te  
d i s t r i b u t i o n s  under the income tax  law arid Publ ic  School Incorm! Fund. 
I n  addi t ion,  each d i s t r i c t  was requ i red t o  n o t i f y  the county o f  the 
d i f ference between such l o c a l  teacher sa la ry  revenues p l  us s t a t e  sup- 
p o r t  and the amount necessary t o  r a i s e  the minimum classroom revenue 
spec i f i ed  by the state. The county comnissioners could then make an 
add i t i ona l  l evy  o f  up t o  one m i l 1 t o  r a i s e  t h a t  amunt. I f  t h i s  addi- 
t i o n a l  l evy  plus s t a t e  revenues d i d  no t  meet the minimum classroom 
value, an add i t i ona l  2.5 m i l l s  could be l ev i ed  by the comnissioners, 
o r  1.5 m i l l s  f o r  union o r  county h igh school d i s t r i c t s .  This revenue 
was se t  aside i n  a separate special  fund fo r  each d i s t r i c t  known as 
the "Minimum Educational Needs Fund". 

The s t a t e  then made disbursements from the Special State Scnool 
Equalizat ion Fund equal t o  one-ha1 f o f  the  di f ference between the 
l o c a l  revenues under the Minimurn Educational Needs Fund and the t o t a l  
requ i red f o r  t he  minimum classroom amount. Such d i s t r i b u t i o n s  were 
on ly  made i f  the d i s t r i c t  c e r t i f i e d  a l evy  t o  the  comnissioners equal 
t o  an amount which would r a i s e  the o ther  h a l f  o f  the deficiency. How-
ever, i n  no case could the t o t a l  l evy  o f  t h i r d  c lass d i s t r i c t s  exceed 
20 m i l l s ,  and any deficiency was made up by the s t a t e  from the equal- 
i z a t i o n  fund. 

I n  1945, refinements t o  the 1943 law were made, w i t h  the s t a t e  
f u n d i n g ' t l h e t o t a l  difference between l o c a l  and o ther  s t a te  funds and 
the  minimum classroom value. Junior  co l lege d i s t r i c t s  were also pro-
vided w i t h  s t a t e  support fo r  the f i r s t  time, based on the number of 
students tak ing a f u l l - t i m e  program. The d i  s t r i bu t i ons  from the 
income tax continued t o  be 35 percent schools, 50 percent state, and 
15 percent special  equal iza t ion a i d  t o  d i s t r i c t s .  This a1 l oca t i on  was 



of the amount remaining a f t e r  deduction of the refund and administra-
t km costs of 10 percent from the total  receipts of the income tax. 

Also i n  1945, the s t a t e  proqram fo r  the education of handi- 
capped children was revised. Under the Handicapped Children's Edu-
cation Act, the s t a t e  could make payments to  school d i s t r i c t s  for  the 
education of handicapped children and also make payments t o  enroll 
children who lived i n  d i s t r i c t s  without proqrams i n  d i s t r i c t s  with 
such programs. 

In 1947, a l l  remaining revenues from the income tax, a f t e r  
d e d u c t i o n  refunds and administration costs,  were credited t o  the 
s t a t e  general fund. Automatic allocations to  the special school aid 
funds were discontinued. 

The s t a t e  support programs fo r  minimum teacher sa lar ies  and 
c l  assroom-uni t revenues were continued. These were now funded by
appropriations rather than d i rec t  earmarking of the income tax. 

An additional s t a t e  program was adopted whereby each d i s t r i c t  
received 15 cents per day of average daily attendance f o r  each pupi 1,
funded by any excess from the appropriation for  classrooms. Minimum 
levies were s e t  for  the various classes of d i s t r i c t s  in order t o  par-
t ic ipate .  

In 1949, legis lat ion was adopted concerning equalization of 
property assessments. The ac t  provided tha t  no d i s t r i c t  could receive 
s t a t e  funds fo r  classroom units, o r  the spi l lover  from tha t  fund, i f  
they were assessed a t  more than f ive percent below the s t a t e  average. 
The Sta te  Tax Commission made such determinations on the basis of 
sa les  r a t io  data and the State  Board of Equalization was required t o  
make horizontal adjustments i n  classes t o  effect  equalization of 
assessments. 

Also i n  1949, the m i n i m u m  classroom value was increased t o  
$2000 and a1 locations from the spi 1 lover of the equalization fund 
given a $50 per year per pupil maximum. 

1950, the to ta l  cost of public school general fund expendi- +tures ha more than doubled from 1940 t o  $49.4 million. S ta te  funds 
increased to  about 20 percent of the to ta l ,  o r  $10 mil lion. County
property taxes totaled $4.3 m i  11 ion and school d i  s t r i  c t  property taxes 
$35 million. 

In 1950, Congress adopted Public Law 81-874 under which the 
federal government makes payments to "impacted1' school d i s t r i c t s  i n  
1 ieu of property taxes. Such impact was defined as e i ther  the exis t-
ence of a large amount of tax exempt federal property o r  requirements 
f o r  educating a large number of pupils l i v i n g  on federal property
(e.g., mili tary bases). 

In 1951 , the amount of the minimum classroom u n i t  was increased 
to $210=the requirement fo r  equalized assessments for  receipt of 



s t a t e  funds was repealed. 

I n  1952, l e g i s l a t i o n  was adopted r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  county revenues 
under t-ral Flood Control Lands Act  o f  1941 be c red i t ed  25 per-
cent t o  the road and br idge fund and 75 percent t o  schools. I f  there 
i s  more than one d i s t r i c t  i n  the county, a l l oca t ions  are made on the  
bas is  o f  average d a i l y  attendance. Although other  federal  prdgrams 
provide payments i n  l i e u  o f  property taxes t o  l oca l  governments f o r  
roads o r  schools, these payments go t o  the  county of o r i g i n  and there 
are no s t a t u t o r y  provis ions spec i f y ing  what por t ion,  f f  any, i s  t o  be 
a l loca ted  t o  school d i s t r i c t s .  Included i n  t h i s  l a t t e r  category are 
county rece ip ts  under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act o f  1935 ( 7  
USC 101 2), and the  Mater ia ls  Act of 1947 (Pub1 i c  Law 82-1 36). 

The Publ ic  School Finance Act  o f  1952 

The s ta te ' s  f i r s t  educational foundation program was enacted 
fo l low ing  a two-year study by a comni t t e e  appointed by the  Governor. 
The recommendations were embodied i n  the "Public School Finance Act of 
1952", and establ ished the p r i n c i p l e  o f  s t a t e  f i nanc ing  t o  ensure the 
a v a i l  abi  1 it y  o f  a "foundation program" o f  education i n  each school 
d i  s t r i c t .  

Under t h i s  act, the s t a t e  guaranteed each school d i s t r i c t  reve- 
nues o f  $2625 per classroom u n i t  served by a graduate c e r t i f i e d  
teacher and $2425 per  classroom u n i t  served by o ther  c e t t i f f e d  per-
sonnel. Classroom u n i t s  were determined on the  basis o f  aggregate 
days o f  attendance and one u n i t  was granted f o r  t he  f i r s t  12 student- 
180 days o f  attendance; a second one f o r  the nex t  16 student-190 days 
o f  attendance; and add i t i ona l  u n i t s  f o r  each 20 student-180 days o f  
attendance, Special provis ions i n  the a c t  were made fo r  d i s t r i c t s  i n  
sparsely populated areas o r  w i t h  necessar i ly  i s o l a t e d  schools. 

To be e l i g i b l e  t o  rece ive such s t a t e  aid, d f s t r i e t s  could no t  
pay teachers l ess  than 75 percent o f  the  s t a t e  guarantee per c l a s s r s m  
un i t .  The minimum school year was s e t  a t  170 days. I n  addi t ion,  cer-
t a i n  levy  requirements were imposed: s i x  m i l  1s fo r  the  county pub l i c  
school fund ( d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  each d i s t r i c t  educating students from such 
county), o r  less, i f  allowed by the State Board o f  Education on the 
basis of excess revenue. I n  addi t ion,  county o r  union high school 
d i s t r i c t s  were required t o  levy  two m i l l s ;  c lass 1, 2, and 3 d i s t r i c t s  
comprising a po r t i on  o f  county o r  union h igh school d i s t r i c t s ,  an 
add i t i ona l  s i x  m i l l s ;  and o ther  d i s t r i c t s  e i gh t  m i l l s .  Single d is -
t r i c t  counties were required t o  l e v y  14 m i l l s .  

D i s t r i c t s  received from the s t a t e  the  d i f fe rence  between t h e i r  
share of the county's revenue plus t h e i r  own revenue and t he  amount 
guaranteed by the state.  Nothing i n  the a c t  prevented t he  levy ing  and 
expenditure o f  greater  amounts ifso desired l oca l l y .  

The a c t  was funded by combining appropr iat ions from the  General 
Assembly and revenues i n  the Publ ic  School Income Fund. A d i s t r f -



bution of such monies was made in advance of the school year and final 
entf tlements determined ha1 f-way through the year and distributed. 
Any remaining funds were distributed proportionately on the basis of 
attendance a t  the close of the school year. The appropriation for  the 
1952-1953 school year was $12.5 million and to ta l  s t a t e  aid approached 
$15 million. 

Junior college d i s t r i c t s  were also e l ig ib le  for  s t a t e  funds a t  
a r a t e  specified in the act. 

A contingency fund equal to  1.5 percent of appropriations was 
held by the State Board of Education and could be distributed t o  d i s -
t r i c t s ,  upon application, for  needs resulting from acts  of God, 
enrollment increases, and temporary enrollments. Any funds l e f t  over 
a t  the end of the year were distributed to  a1 1 d i s t r i c t s  on the basis 
of attendance. 

Philosophically, the a c t  establ i shed several s t a t e  principles 
regarding pub1 i c  education. By establishing a basic expenditure level 
per classroom, the s t a t e  was accepting responsibili ty f o r  providing i n  
partnership with county and school d i s t r i c t s ,  a foundation program of 
education opportunity to  a l l  children. Second, the act recognized 
that  s t a t e  funding should be establ i shed for  a m i  nimum educational 
program w h i  1 e a1 1 owing d i s t r i c t s  freedom to  develop expanded proqrams . 
T h i r d ,  the ac t  attempted t o  ensure tax equity through the set t ing of 
uniform 1 evies for  the foundation program. Fourth, the ac t  encouraged 
use of qua1 i f ied, col 1 ege educated personnel. Fifth,  mechanisms were 
established for  uniform school d i s t r i c t  accounting and budgeting. 
Finally, these problems were addressed in  a s ins le ,  comprehensive 
piece of legis lat ion rather than in the traditional piecemeal fashion. 

In 1953, adjustments to  the ac t  were made in the form of the 
local m ' i l l e v y  requirements fo r  participation. In addition, the 
s t a t e  guaranteed revenue level per classroom was increased. 

Also i n  1953, the s t a t e  established provisions fo r  the d i s t r i -
bution of federal Mineral Leasing Act monies. Since i t s  adoption by 
Congress i n  1920, the s t a t e  received 37.5 percent of such federal 
revenues, which were to  be used for  roads and schools. T h i s  money had 
been flowing direct ly through the s t a t e  to  the counties of origin w i t h  
no allocation requirements. Under the new law, the s t a t e  retained 
one-third of a l l  revenues from this source and used i t  for  fundinq the 
s t a t e  support program. The remaining two-thirds were s t i l l  d i s t r i b-
uted t o  counties, b u t  w i t h  a maximum 1 imit of $200,000, except fo r  new 
discoveries. Counties could receive up t o  $500,000 annual ly from 
revenues derived from the discovery of new o i l  f ie lds ,  although only 
for  three years. Any excess tha t  was recaptured was also used to  fund 
the finance act.  Of the two-thirds county share, the law specified 
tha t  neither roads nor schools could receive less  than 25 percent of 
the county's total  share. Again i n  1955, mill levy requirements were 
adjusted and the funding level per classroom increased. Minor changes 
were also made i n  the payment dates of the State  Public School Fund 
under the act .  



I n  addi t ion,  handicapped education was made a function o f  l bca l  
d i s t r i c t s  and a s ta te  a i d  program was s e t  up f o r  the purpose o f  pro- 
v id ing  funds f o r  such programs. 

I n  1955, a t t en t i on  was d i rec ted t o  a l leged i nequ i t i es  i n  prop-
e r t y  tax  assessment between the several counties. The State Board o f  
Education was d i rec ted  t o  compute the r e l a t i o n  between actual  assessed 
va luat ion and appraised va luat ion i n  each county (as determined by the 
State  Board o f  Equal izat ion and a t  t h a t  t ime 1rH) percent of actual  
value). This f a c t o r  was t o  be appl ied t o  the  assessed va luat ion o f  
each county and each school d i s t r i c t  i n  order  t o  a r r i v e  a t  an adjusted 
valuat ion t o  be used i n  ca l cu la t i ng  the amounts t h a t  should have been 
produced by the minimum lev ies .  The State Tax Comnission reported i n  
1955 t h a t  the State Board o f  Equal izat ion found no differences between 
the appraised va luat ion and the assessed va luat ion o f  any county i n  
the s ta te  and, therefore, t h i s  p rov is ion  was never u t i l i z e d .  

I n  1956, a new s ta te  categor ica l  a i d  program was establ ished 
f o r  s c h o o l s t r i c t  t ranspor ta t ion expend4 tures. D i s t r i c t s  were 
e n t i t l e d  t o  fou r  cents per m i l e  and two cents per day f o r  each pup i l  
ac tua l l y  transported. Allowances t o  pup i l s  f o r  board, i n  1  ieu  of d is -
t r i c t  t ransportat ion,  were funded a t  15 cents per day per pup i l .  

The Publ ic  School Foundation Act of ,1957 

A f t e r  the 1955 session, a  Leg i s l a t i ve  Council cornnittee beqan a 
study o f  several aspects o f  education inc lud ing  educational finance. 
The f o l l ow ing  p r i nc i p l es  used as guides f o r  t h i s  study were developed 
by a  subcommittee on school finance: 

- Provide f o r  a  s ta te- loca l  par tnersh ip  i n  the  f inanc inq o f  a 
rea l  i s t i c  foundation program. 

-	 Encourage the  development and exercise of l oca l  leadership 
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  education. 

-	 Ensure t h a t  a l l  taxpayers i n  the s t a t e  provide t h e i r  f a i r  
share o f  the cost  o f  pub l i c  education. 

-	 Seek t o  secure optimum educational re turns from a l l  
expenditures. 

- Provide t h a t  the law should be as simple, equitable, and as 
admin is t ra t i ve ly  sound as possible, 

-	 Encourage the development o f  school d i s t r i c t s  and attend-
ance areas l a rge  enough t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the  operation o f  c o w  
p l  ete, economical ,and e f f i c i e n t  schools. 

The f indings and recommendations of the subcomnittee Here 
prefaced by the fo l low ing  statement sumar i z i nq  the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  found 
i n  the 1952 school f inance act: 



Most o f  the d i f f i c u l t y  and confusion concern1 ng 
Colorado's School Finance Act  stems from the f a i l u r e  t o  
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between t h i s  a c t  as a means o f  d i s t r i b -
u t i n g  a f i x e d  amount o f  revenue and a bona f i de  founda-
t i o n  program. While the a c t  has some charac te r i s t i cs  o f  
both types o f  programs, i t  i s  fundamentally a d i s t r i -
bu t ion  plan. 

Many o f  the recommendations of the i n t e r i m  study were incorpo-
ra ted  i n  the rewr i t e  o f  the Publ ic  School Finance Act of 1952, 
reenacted as the Publ ic  School Foundation Act i n  1957. Although the 
foundation concept remained the same, several s i g n i f i c a n t  changes were 
made. 

Under the new law, classroom u n i t s  remained the basis o f  s t a te  
funding, bu t  were determined on the basis o f  average d a i l y  attendance 
ra ther  than aggregate d a i l y  attendance. One classroom u n i t  was 
allowed f o r  the f i r s t  15 students o f  average d a i l y  attendance (ADA); 
second, t h i r d  and f ou r t h  classroom u n i t s  were allowed f o r  20 ADA each; 
and addi t iona l  u n i t s  f o r  each add i t i ona l  25 ADA. Guaranteed revenue 
f r o m  county proper ty  taxes plus s ta te  support f o r  such classroom u n i t s  
was increased t o  $4500 f o r  non-graduate c e r t i f i e d  teachers and $5200 
f o r  teachers w i t h  graduate c e r t i f i c a t e s .  The spars i t y  fac tor  was 
e l iminated bu t  small attendance center a i d  was rev ised and ref ined.  

The minimum leve l  o f  teacher sa lar ies ,  as a percentage o f  
classroom guaranteed revenue, was reduced from 75 t o  65 percent. The 
minimum school year was increased two days t o  172. 

The required county school l evy  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the pro- 
gram was increased t o  12 m i l l s ,  whereas the requirements f o r  d i s t r i c t  
l ev i es  were discontinued. As under the  1952 act ,  1.5 percent o f  the  
appropr ia t ion was re ta ined  by the s t a t e  board f o r  contingency d i s t r i -
butions. The contingency f o r  enrol lment increases was replaced by a 
formal program prov id ing funds, i n  the d i sc re t i on  o f  the  State Board 
o f  Education, t o  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  increases o f  more than seven percent 
over the previous year. As under the  1952 law, any amounts remaining 
i n  the contingency fund were d i s t r i b u t e d  a t  the  end o f  the  school year 
i n  the same manner as o ther  funds d i s t r i b u t e d  by the act. 

The s t a t e  funding mechanism changed s l i g h t l y  from the 1952 law. 
Rather than combine appropr iat ions and income from the Publ ic  School 
Fund, the  appropr ia t ion was used t o  fund classroom u n i t s  and amounts 
from income on s ta te  school lands were u t i l i z e d  t o  provide a "d i r ec t  
grant'' program on the basis o f  aggregate attendance. Receipts under 
the federal  Mineral Leasing Act continued t o  be used t o  fund the  main 
act. Another change was t h a t  excess appropr iat ions were no t  d i s t r i b -
uted bu t  rever ted t o  the s ta te  general fund. 

I n  b r i e f ,  t h i s  a c t  represented Colorado's f i r s t  serious attempt 
t o  provide equal iza t ion o f  the burden o f  taxa t ion  f o r  the support o f  
schools. Under the 1957 a c t  each county was required t o  levy 12 m i l l s  
f o r  the support o f  schools and the s t a t e  would add enough money t o  



provide $5,200 f o r  each classroom u n i t  o f  the  school d i s t r i c t s .  Reve-
nues derived from s t a t e  school lands were d i s t r i b u t e d  on the basis o f  
aggregate attendance and provided approximately $200 more f o r  each 
classroom u n i t  being once again separated from the s ta te  appropria- 
t i ons  i n  terms o f  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  method. 

The theory behind t h i s  p lan was t h a t  i t  would provide the same 
number o f  do l l a r s  f o r  the support o f  each c h i l d  through s i m i l a r  e f f o r t  
on the p a r t  o f  each taxpayer. The i n t e r i m  committee recognized a t  
t h a t  time, however, t h a t  the amount provided was no t  adequate t o  pro-
v ide a reasonable minimum education program. 

Also i n  1957, the t ranspor ta t ion  ent i t lement  was ra ised t o  
e i gh t  cents per  m i l e  and four  cents per pup i l .  A l i m i t a t i o n  was added 
t h a t  no d i s t r i c t  could rece ive more than 75 percent o f  actual  trans-
por ta t ion  costs. 

I n  1960, the a c t  was amended t o  r e t u r n  t o  the concept o f  the 
1952 1 a m i m i n a t e  reversions from the  funding o f  classroom uni ts .  
Any excess i n  the appropr ia t ion was d i s t r i b u t e d  under the same "d i r ec t  
grantn program then u t i l i z e d  t o  d i s t r i b u t e  income from s ta te  school 
1 ands . 

A1 so i n  1960, a 50 percent sales r a t i o  factor  was added. A 
sales r a t i o  i s  the percentage the assessed va luat ion i s  of the  market 
sa le  p r i c e  o f  property. The s t a t e  average sales r a t i o  and the  sales 
r a t i o  o f  each o f  the counties was determined by studies conducted by 
the Leg i s l a t i ve  Council over a three year period. 

Under the p lan  adopted, the  county's assessed va luat ion f o r  
purposes o f  computing the amount t o  be ra ised  by the 12 m i l l  county 
levy  was adjusted from the county's actual  sales r a t i o  halfway toward 
the s ta te  average sales ra t i o ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a t heo re t i ca l  amount o f  
property taxes t h a t  would be ra ised if the assessed values were 
accordingly adjusted. I n  those d i s t r i c t s  whose assessed values were 
adjusted upwards, the approach ind ica ted  a l a r g e r  l o c a l  share, and 
hence reduced s ta te  support, than was ac tua l l y  col lected.  This l e f t  a 
vo id  funded ne i t he r  l o c a l l y  o r  a t  the s ta te  leve l .  The theory was 
t h a t  h igher assessing counties should n o t  be penal ized and lower 
assessing counties should n o t  be rewarded f o r  t h e i r  assessment prac-
t i ces  i n  terms o f  the amount o f  s t a te  a i d  d i s t r i b u t e d  under the Publ ic  
School Foundation Act. 

Despite the passage of t h i s  1960 amendment, there was less  than 
t o t a l  agreement i n  the General Assembly on the  mer i t s  of such a 
change, and an i n t e r i m  l e g i s l a t i v e  committee was appointed t o  review 
t h i s  question p r i o r  t o  the 1961 session. This comnittee reconnended 
the cont inuat ion of the 50 percent sales r a t i o  adjustment f o r  one more 
year, fo l lowed by rev i s i on  of the a c t  when more in format ion became 
avai lable.  The comnittee a lso recomnended the use of appraisal r a t i o  
studies t o  supplement sales r a t i o  data, t he  inc lus ion  of add i t iona l  
information on recorded deeds, and the use of calendar year data i n  
the sales r a t i o  computation. 



For 1960, total  s t a t e  funds t o  public schools were $30.9 mil-
l ion,  while local property taxes had increased t o  $115.2 million. 

In 1961, a f t e r  much discussion and controversy, the General 
~ s s e m b l y  program whereby s t a t e  school aid under upon a one-year 
the School Foundation Act would be distributed during 1961-1962 using 
a sales  r a t io  adjustment applied a t  100 percent to  urban real property 
only. Plo adjustment in the assessed valuation of a l l  other property 
was directed. In addition, the General Assembly provided i n  a "grand-
father"  clause tha t  no county would receive any l e s s  money per class-
room unit  than i t  had in 1960-1961, with due consideration given to 
changes i n  the number of classroom units and i n  a county's assessed 
valuation. 

The funds provided to  implement the program fo r  1961-1962 were 
less  than the to ta l  needed. Owing t o  the existence of a "grandfather" 
clause i n  the amendment, allocations were not based upon a pro-rata 
formula and varied from about 57 percent t o  about 105 percent. Thus 
the grandfather clause i n  the 1961 b i l l  f o r  the most part  negated the 
basic formula adopted, i .e., adjusting the assessed valuation of urban 
real property by sales  rat io .  Furthermore, those counties which the 
ac t  was designed t o  penalize because of under-assessment of urban real 
property actually gained s t a t e  aid as a resul t  of the interpretation
of the b i l l ' s  grandfather clause by the s t a t e  Department of Education 
and the Attorney General. 

In 1961, transportation entitlements were changed to  ten cents 
per m i l e h r e e  cents per pupil. 

The 1961 amendments called fo r  a Legislative Council comnittee 
to  study revision of the act. Major points tha t  were recomnended by. 
the comni t t e e  included funding junior col 1 ege d i s t r i c t s  i n  separate 
legislation. Other recommendations were t o  fund a1 1 classroom units 
on the basis of 25 students in average dai ly attendance rather  than 
the graduated scale  provided by the 1957 act.  The committee also con- 
cluded tha t  the different iat ion between classrooms on the basis of 
teacher qualifications be eliminated and t h a t  a l l  classrooms be funded 
equally. Significantly,  the comni t t e e  recomnended against both the 
"grandfather" clause and the use of sales  r a t i o  t o  adjust county 
valuations f o r  determining local revenue requirements f o r  s t a t e  aid. 

Also i n  1961, the General Assembly adopted a program fo r  the 
education of migrant children and provided implementation funds to  
local school d i s t r i c t s  to  implement the act. 

The Public School Foundation Act of 1962 

The 1957 a c t  was extensively rewritten and reenacted by the 
1962 session of the General Assembly. The a c t  retained the basic 
approach of the 1957 program, and the amendments thereto, b u t  made 
substantial  changes to the determination of the amount counties would 
be required t o  ra ise  f o r  participation. 



Under the terms o f  the 1962 act, each county was required t o  
levy  an amount which would r a i s e  $200 per classroom un i t .  I n  addi- 
t i on ,  each county was requ i red t o  r a i s e  an add i t i ona l  amount based 
upon a determination o f  county "adjusted gross income" under the  s t a t e  
income t a x  law and i t s  adjusted assessed va lua t ion  based on a 100 per- 
cent adjustment o f  urban r e a l  property t o  conform t o  sales r a t i o  data. 
The remaining amount per classroom un i t ,  now one f o r  each 25 students 
i n  average d a i l y  attendance, was funded by the  state.  The guarantee 
per classroom was a lso se t  uniformly a t  $5200, regardless o f  teacher 
qua l i f i ca t ions .  

The excess growth program was continued based on enrol  1 ment 
increases dur ing the f i r s t  twelve weeks of the year exceeding seven 
percent o f  the  previous school year, b u t  was separately funded. I n  
addi t ion,  any overfunding of the program rever ted t o  the  s ta te  general 
fund. 

A new and separate progrqm was a lso establ ished f o r  small 
attendance centers whereby add i t i ona l  classroom u n i t s  f o r  s t a te  fund-
i n g  would be granted for  schools w i t h  average d a i l y  attendance o f  less  
than 175, i f  located 20 mi les o r  more from the nearest o ther  such 
center. L i ke  the excess enrol lment program, t h i s  program was sepa-
r a t e l y  funded and any excess appropr iat ions rever ted t o  the general 
fund. 

Another new program was a lso  adopted r e l a t i n g  t o  low income 
counties, which were defined t o  be those counties w i t h  an adjusted 
gross income per classroom u n i t  o f  l ess  than $103,000. Di s t r i bu t i ons  
o f  $200 per classroom were made t o  such e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t s  from the  
contingency fund o f  the State Board of Education, ra ther  than from a 
separate appropriat ion. 

The contingency reserve fund was continued, bu t  was given a 
separate, independent appropr ia t ion t h a t  rever ted t o  the s ta te  general 
fund i f  unspent. 

Funding o f  the a c t  returned t o  the 1952 prov is ions o f  combining 
s t a t e  general fund appropr iat ions and income from s t a t e  pub l i c  school 
lands f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  d i s t r i c t s .  I n  addi t ion,  revenues t h a t  the 
s ta te  re ta ined f r o m  the federal  Mineral Leasing Act o f  1920 were a lso 
placed i n  the fund. Any excess appropr ia t ion rever ted t o  the  general 
fund, bu t  o ther  amounts remained i n  the fund, ifi n  excess. I n  prac-
t i ce ,  earmarked funds were t o t a l l y  expended and any excess reverted t o  
the general fund. 

I n  1963, the sales r a t i o  adjustment of assessed value was 
e l i m in a m a  number o f  m inor "housekeepi ng" amendments t o  t he  
Foundation Act were adopted. The changes i n  the l o c a l  requirements 
tended t o  s l i g h t l y  increase the county share, whereas changes t o  the  
small attendance center and low income programs made more d i s t r i c t s  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h i s  special aid. 

I n  1965 the on ly  change t o  the a c t  was an expanslon o f  the uses 
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of the contingency reserve to  allow distr ibut ions i n  the event of 
local d i s t r i c t  financial problems tha t  would force closure of schools. 

Also i n  1965, a new fund was created, en t i t led  the Property Tax 
Re1 i e f  Fund, from which distributions t o  local d i s t r i c t s  were made. 
The intent  of the fund was to  subst i tute  s t a t e  dol lars  for  local prop- 
e r ty  tax dol lars  tha t  migh t  otherwise have been levied t o  accomodate 
increased costs. There was, however, no requirement fo r  local levy
reductions a s  a resul t  of the grants. The grants were fo r  1966 and 
provided $40 for  each pupil i n  average daily attendance. In to t a l ,  
the fund added some $18 million t o  the regular appropriation of $46.1 
million t o  the school fund. T h i s  legis lat ion was an outgrowth of a 
1964 interim comnittee tha t  concluded tha t  property taxes were 
approaching the "saturation point" and should not be further 
increased. T h i s  was the f irst  recent attempt t o  s t ab i l i ze  school d i s -
t r i c t  mill levies. 

In 1967, ( f o r  the year 1968) the amount of the grants under the 
pupil in averageProperty Tax Relief 

daily attendance. 
Fund was increased t o  $52 per
Another increase was a lso  authorized i n  1968-9 this 

time t o  $65 per pupil f o r  1969. 

The Public School Foundation Act of 1969 

In i t s  1969 session, the General Assembly enacted a foundation 
program t o  assure each school d i s t r i c t  $440 per pupil i n  average daily 
attendance from combined local and s t a t e  sources, w i t h  the provision 
that  no d i s t r i c t  was t o  receive l e s s  s t a t e  aid than $60 per pupil i n  
average dai ly attendance. In addition, this was the f i rs t  year since 
1876 tha t  no county property tax funds were ut i l ized and tha t  a l l  
required 1 ocal revenues were raised by the d i s t r i c t s  themselves. 

The portion of the $440 per p u p i l  paid by the d i s t r i c t  was: 

( a )  the d i s t r i c t ' s  	share of revenue raised through a 17 mill 
1 evy; which was adjusted downward ( b u t  revenue requirements 
upward) i f  17 mil 1s would ra i se  more than $250 per ADA; 

( b )  	the d i s t r i c t ' s  specific ownership tax receipts;  and 

( c )  d i s t r i c t  revenue provided from s t a t e  	 and federal sources 
(excluding Pub1 i c  Law 81 -874 moneys), which were avai lable 
fpr  use as  determined by the board fo r  the basic education 
program, i. e. , non-categori cal funds. These incl uded fed- 
eral mineral leasing, flood control, and timber reserve 
payments. 

The s t a t e  provided the difference between the amount determined 
to  be the local share and the amount required t o  provide $440 fo r  each 
p u p i l .  Normally, the basis for  determining a school d i s t r i c t ' s  
entitlement i n  the following calendar year was the average daily 
attendance d u r i n g  a four week counting period ending the fourth Friday 



of October, although provision was made fo r  year-around schools. 
Since prior finance acts  had rel ied on the attendance of the previous 
year, use of th i s  basis removed the need fo r  the increasing enrollment 
program as i t  had been structured, and the program was el iminated, 

The small attendance center program, wSth revisions, and the 
contingency reserve program were continued from the 1962 act.  These 
were separately funded by general fund appropriations, w i t h  unspent
monies reverting to  the general fund.  The low-income d i s t r f c t  program 
was discontinued. In another change, school d i s t r i c t s  were required 
to  schedule 180 days of instruction, and requirements for  minimum 
teacher sa lar ies  were eliminated. 

The a c t  was funded, as under the 1962 revision, by a combi- 
nation of general fund appropriations, income from s t a t e  publ i c  school 
lands, and federal Mineral Leasing Act monies retained by the s t a t e  
for  this purpose. Any excess appropriation reverted t o  the general 
fund. 

A1 so under the 1969 ac t ,  expenditure increases, without a vote 
of the electorate ,  were limited t o  106 percent of the previous year. 
Prior t o  the amendment, school d i s t r i c t s  had been covered as other 
taxing jurisdictions,  and 1S m i  ted t o  f ive  percent annual increases 
without voter o r  Tax Comni ssion approval. 

Two new programs of categorical aid t o  school d i s t r i c t s  were 
adopted in 1969. First, the Educatlon Achievement Act of Colorado 
provided funding for  special readi ng programs. Sec~ndly,  the Pub1ic 
Education Incentive Program Act provided s t a t e  financi a1 support fo r  
the devel opment of new programs t o  e i the r  increase efficiency o r  
improve the economy of publ i c education. 

In 1970, s t a t e  foundation support totaled $98.7 million and 

1 ocal property taxes $249 mi 1 1 ion. 


For 1971, the a c t  increased the s t a t e  foundation level from 
$440 t o m r  pupil. 

Also i n  1971, the ac t  was amended t o  provlde monthly, rather 

than quarterly, disbursements of s t a t e  aid t o  d i s t r i c t s .  This changed 

the provision tha t  had been i n  e f f ec t  since adoption of the 1957 

finance act .  


In 1972, the support levels were increased from $460 t o  $518 

for  t h e m h o o l  d i s t r i c t  budget year. In addition, minor house-

keeping amendments were made re la t ive  t o  changes i n  the s t ructure of 

s t a t e  government. 


The Public School Finance Act of 1973 

Prior to  1973, Colorado's school finance a c t  was a " fo~ndat fon '~  
program, meaning the s t a t e  guaranteed revenues t o  a s e t  level per 



pup i l  i n  an attempt t o  ensure the  existence o f  a minimum "fo~rndat ion" 
program o f  education i n  each d i s t r i c t  of the state.  Under t h i s  f o r -  
mula, each d i s t r i c t  was requ i red t o  generate from $250 t o  $380 per 
student, depending on d i s t r i c t  wealth, o r  the revenue from 17 m i l l s ,  
whichever was less. Without a vote o f  t he  people, d i s t r i c t s  were 
l i m i t e d  t o  a s i x  percent increase i n  general fund expenditures each 
year. D i s t r i c t s  spending less than $620 per pup i l  ($102 over the 
foundation program), were no t  1i m i ted. The 1 i m i t a t i o n  could be 
exceeded by a vote o f  the electorate.  

Goals o f  the Act 

The f i r s t  major goal of the a c t  was t o  increase educational 
oppor tun i ty  by ensuring t h a t  adequate funds would be ava i lab le  t o  meet 
educational needs and t o  prevent educational oppor tun i ty  from being a 
func t ion  o f  local,  property tax  r a i s i n g  a b i l i t i e s .  Second, the ac t  
attempted t o  address problems w i t h  the  l o c a l  property tax. I n  pa r t i c -  
u lar ,  the provis ions o f  the a c t  reduced property taxes t o  a lower 
1 eve1 , provided f o r  a more equal l y  d i s t r i b u t e d  property tax  burden 
throughout the state, and l i m i t e d  increases i n  subsequent t ax  b i l l s .  

The 1972 i n t e r i m  committee, i n  recornending the  concept o f  the 
1973 act, i d e n t i f i e d  the  fo l low ing  goals: 

1. 	 To assure t h a t  adequate funds are ava i lab le  t o  meet the 
educational needs o f  the  chi ldren, youth, and adul ts served 
by the pub l i c  schools o f  Colorado; 

2. 	 To provide equal i z a t i o n  o f  educational oppor tun i t ies  f o r  
a l l  students; and t o  assure a student 's  educational oppor- 
t u n i t i e s  should no t  be a func t ion  o f  t he  wealth o f  the d is -  
t r i c t  o r  community i n  which he l i ves ;  

3. 	 To provide more equ i t y  i n  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t ax  burden; 

4. 	 To reduce dependence on property tax  f o r  f inanc ing pub l i c  
schools ; 

5. 	 To m i t i g a t e  the burden placed on property taxes due t o  
annual increased educational costs ; 

6. 	 To 1 essen the property tax  burden on ag r i  cu l  ture; 

7. 	 To enhance the concept o f  l o c a l  con t ro l  o f  education and 
provide oppor tun i ty  f o r  c i t i z e n s  i n  the  l oca l  cornuni t ies  
t o  help make decisions concerning education; and 

8. 	 To place some k i nd  o f  1 i m i t a t i o n  on increased school d is -
t r i c t  budgets from year t o  year t o  achieve a reduct ion o r  
s t a b i l  i z a t i o n  o f  school d i s t r i c t  m i l  1 lev ies.  



Addi t iona l  goals t h a t  were o f  great  concern t o  some o f  the par- 
t i c i p a n t s  included: 

1. 	 To f os te r  the concept of the  year around school; 

2. 	 To continue the f inanc ing o f  excess costs o f  necessary 
small attendance centers; 

3. 	 To continue f inanc ing categor ica l  programs such as special 
education, vocational education, and t ranspor ta t ion;  

4. 	 To provide f o r  accommodating budgetary needs i n  school d is -  
t r i c t s  w i t h  dec l in ing  enrollments; 

5. 	 To requ i re  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  f i l e  semi-annual repor ts  o f  
actual  revenues and actual  expendi tures so t h a t  comparabl e 
f i n a n c i a l  data can be compiled on a calendar year basis as 
we l l  as a July-June basis; 

6. 	 To a l loca te  annually a percentage o f  the  s t a t e  general fund 
revenue growth t o  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  provide f u r t h e r  
equal iza t ion and t o  help s t a b i l i z e  m i l l  lev ies;  and 

7. 	 To lessen the property t ax  burden on people w i t h  f i x e d  
incoms. 

Theory 

The theory adopted t o  meet these goals was a modi f ied "power 
equal izat iono'  formula. Under t h i s  program, the s t a t e  guarantees t h a t  
each d i s t r i c t  w i l l  be able t o  r a i s e  a minimum number o f  d o l l a r s  per 
pup i l  f o r  each m i l l  lev ied.  For 1979, t h i s  l eve l  i s  $42.25 per m i l l  
per pup i l  and the  s t a t e  makes up the d i f fe rence  between what the dis-  
t r i c t  can r a i s e  on i t s  own from the property t a x  and t h a t  guarantee 
1 eve1 . 

I n  add i t i on  t o  equal iz ing the revenue r a i s i n g  a b i l i t i e s  o f  each 
d i s t r i c t  on a per  pup i l  basis, a p rov is ion  was enacted t o  equal ize 
expenditures among the d i s t r i c t s .  Under t h i s  provis ion,  each d i s t r i c t  
computed i t s  "authorized revenue base", which was the  sum o f  the 1973 
d i s t r i c t  general fund and s ta te  equal iza t ion expenditures. For 1974 
through 1977, the d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base was a percentage 
increase over the previous year, w i t h  1 ower spending d i s t r i c t s  granted 
a greater percentage increase than the  higher spending d i s t r i c t s .  For 
1978 and subsequent years, ARB increases are provided a t  f i x e d  d o l l a r  
levels.  This p rov is ion  was intended t o  narrow the  va r i a t i on  between 
d i s t r i c t  expenditures. 

Both o f  these provis ions a lso aided i n  meeting goals f o r  
reforming the property tax. The equal iza t ion o f  the revenue ra f s i ng  
a b i l i t i e s  o f  each d i s t r 5 c t 8 s  m i l l  l evy  had the e f f e c t  of reducing the 
va r i a t i on  i n  m i l l  l ev ies  among the d i s t r i c t s  and b r ing ing  tax  ra tes 



more closely in line with s ta te  averages. Second, the restriction on 
Increased spendi nq under the authorized revenue base program worked to  
limit increases in local school d i s t r i c t  expenditures from year to 
year and, as a side benefit, limit property t a x  increases. Most 
importantly, along with enactment of the new financing formula, s ta te  
aid to school d i s t r i c t s  was increased almost $120 million from 1973 to 
1974 for an overall increase in the s ta te ' s  share of local school dis- 
t r i c t  general fund expenditures from 28 percent (1973) to 42 percent 
(1974) of the total.  This reduced average school d i s t r i c t  general 
fund mill levies from 52.69 mills in 1973 to  37.67 mills in 1974 (pro- 
jected a t  37.78 mills in 1979). 

A related provision of the equalization formula was also 
adopted t o  reduce property taxes. Because the assessed value of some 
d is t r i c t s  of the s ta te  was h i g h  enough so that a l l  of the revenue 
guaranteed per pupil per mill by the s ta te  could be raised locally, a 
special provision was added giving a minimum amount of s ta te  aid t o  
each d i s t r i c t  for  each pupil for  each mill levied. As a result, prop-
erty taxes in these d i s t r i c t s  were reduced. Also as a result of this  
provision, only one d i s t r i c t  received less state aid in 1974 than 
1973, although nearly 80 of the s ta te ' s  181 dis t r ic ts  qualified under 
the minimum guarantee. 

How I t  Works 

Authorized revenue base. The School Finance Act of 1973 
adopted the ~ h i l o s o ~ h v  . .  .that the appropriate measure of education costs 
t o  be funded' was the d i s t r i c t ' s  previous year's expendi ture per el i -  
gible pupil from the general fund. Accordingly, the act funds each 
d i s t r i c t  on the basis of i t s  "authorized revenue basen (ARB) which i s  
defined t o  be the sum of the d i s t r i c t ' s  general fund property tax 
expenditures and the s ta te ' s  equalization payments, per eligible 
pupil, for the year preceding the budget year. A percentage factor 
i s  then applied to the previous year's general fund expenditures to 
determine the new ARB to be funded by the s ta te  and local school dis- 
t r i c t .  For 1978, each d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB was determined by adding $120 t o  
i t s  1977 general fund expenditure. For 1979 each d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB i s  
determined by adding $130 t o  i t s  1978 general fund expenditure. 

State guarantee. After calculation of each d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB, or 
how much revenue i s  t o  be available per pupil, the mix between s ta te  
and local sources for such revenue i s  computed. In attempting to 
equalize the tax generating resources of each d i s t r i c t ,  the act pro-
vides for a "state guarantee" level of revenue for  each mi 11 levied by 
each d i s t r i c t  for each el igible pupil. For 1979, the s ta te  has 
guaranteed that each mil 1 per pupil wi 11 raise $42.25 of combined 
s ta te  and local funds. The act  further guarantees t h a t  each mi 11 
levied will generate $45.85 per pupil in 1980, and that the s ta te  
guarantee for 1981, 1982, and thereafter will be established a t  a 
level which will ensure distribution of the same amount of s ta te  
equalization as for 1980. Each d i s t r i c t ' s  expendi ture level, or 
authorized revenue base, i s  then divided by the s ta te  guaranteed 



revenue per m i l l  per pup i l  t o  determine the number of m i l  1s t h a t  each 
d i s t r i c t  must l e v y  i n  order t o  r a i s e  the correspondinq amount of 
revenue. For example, ifa d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base i s  
$1,500 per  pup i l ,  $1,500 d iv ided by $42.25, the s t a t e  quaranteed l e v e l  
o f  revenue per pup i l ,  equals a m i l l  l e vy  o f  35.50 m i l l s  which w i l l  he 
necessary t o  f u l l y  fund the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB from combined s ta te  and 
l oca l  sources ($42.25 per m i l l  per  pup i l  times 35.50 m i l l s  equals the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB o f  $1,500). 

Minimum guarantee. I n  order t h a t  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  may share i n  
s t a te  education support and benef it from the property tax re1 ie f  
offered, the a c t  contains a minimum a i d  p rov is ion  t h a t  quarantees t h a t  
each d i s t r i c t  w i l l  receive a minimum o f  $11.35 per m i l l  per e l i q i b l e  
pup i l ,  even i f  l oca l  revenues are s u f f i c i e n t  t o  r a i s e  more than the 
d i f fe rence  between the minimum and the s t a t e  guaranteed leve l  of sup-
port.  I f  the m i l l  l evy  o f  the d i s t r i c t  computed a t  the $11.35 minimum 
guarantee l eve l  exceeds 20 m i l l s ,  the d i s t r i c t  can receive 312.35 per 
m i l l  per pup i l  i n  1979, and $13.35 per m i l l  per  pup i l  i n  1980, of 
s t a t e  support. Again, t o  compute the m l l l  l evy  requ i red t o  r a i s e  the  
amount o f  s t a te  and l oca l  revenues necessary t o  fund the d i s t r i c t ' s  
ARB, the ARB i s  d iv ided by the s ta te  guarantee, i n  t h i s  instance the 
sum o f  loca l  revenue c a p a b i l i t i e s  per m i l l  per  pup i l  p lus $11.35. For 
example, i f  a d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB i s  $l,5Otl per  pup i l ,  and l oca l  revenues 
w i l l  r a i s e  $35.00 per pup i l  per m i l l ,  the  ARB i s  d iv ided by the sum o f  
the d i s t r i c t ' s  l oca l  revenue r a i s i n g  c a p a b i l i t y  per m i l l  per pup i l  and 
the minimum guarantee, o r  $35.00 p lus  $11.35 ($46.35). This computes 
a m i l  1 l evy  of 32.36 m i l l s  necessary t o  r a i s e  the appropr iate amount 
o f  s t a t e  and l oca l  funds t o  equal the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB. Since, i n  t h i s  
instance, the m i 11 levy  computed a t  the $1 1.35 minimum warantee l eve l  
(32.36 m i l l s )  exceeds 20 m i l l s ,  the d i s t r i c t  q u a l i f i e s  f o r  a minimum 
guarantee l eve l  o f  $12.35 per m l l l  per  pup i l ,  and the  m i l l  l evy  i s  
recomputed as fo l lows: the l oca l  d i s t r i c t  revenue r a i s i n a  c a p a b i l i t y  
($35.00 per m i l l )  i s  added t o  the a l t e rna te  minimum quarantee l eve l  
($12.35) and the sum ($47.35) i s  d iv ided i n t o  the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB . The new m i 11 1 evy i s  then computed t o  be 31.65 m i l l s  
$37.35 per m i l l  per  pup i l  times 31.68 $1,5OOtbl ,50a) m i l  1s equals the ARB o f  

per pupi 1 ) . 
State/ local  share. The loca l  share per m i l l  per pup i l  i s  equal 

t o  the amount t ha t  can be ra ised from the d i s t r i c t ' s  property tax  base 
per m i l l ,  d iv ided by the number o f  e l i g i b l e  pup i ls .  The s ta te ' s  share 
per m i l l  per pup i l  i s  equal t o  the dif ference between the amount t h a t  
the loca l  property tax can r a i s e  and the s t a t e  quarantee. For 
example, i f  the l oca l  tax  base can ra i se  $15.00 per m i l l  per pup i l  and 
the s t a t e  guarantee i s  $42.25, the s ta te ' s  share i s  $27.25. For those 
d i s t r i c t s  whose l oca l  tax  base i s  sufficient t o  r a i s e  more than 63fI.90 
per m i 11 per pupi 1, and thus would receive 1 ess than $1 1.35 under the 
s ta te  guarantee per m i l l  o f  $42.25, the s ta te ' s  share i s  $11.35 per 
m i l l  per pup i l ,  o r  $12.35 as discussed above, dependinq upon the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  levy. The t o t a l  expenditure per pup i l  i s  the ARB. 
The t o t a l  l oca l  share per pup i l  i s  the l oca l  share per m i l l  times the  
m i l l  levy. The t o t a l  s ta te  share per  pup i l  i s  the s t a t e  share t i m s  
the m i l l  levy. Together, the t o t a l  s t a te  and l oca l  shares per pup i l  



are equal t o  the authorized revenue base, o r  expenditure leve l .  

Attendance ent i t lement.  A d i s t r i c t ' s  attendance ent i t lement i s  
the number o f  e l i g i b l e  pup i l s  f o r  which i t  may r a i s e  revenues, equal 
t o  the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB, f o r  expenditure. The attendance ent i t lement i s  
determined on the basis of average d a i l y  attendance dur inq a special  
fou r  week counting per iod ending the four th  Fr iday of October pre-
ceding the budget year. (A special  prov is ion i s  ava i lab le  f o r  
f u l l - y e a r  programs which allows f o r  a s i m i l a r  fou r  week countinq 
per iod ending about two months a f t e r  the s t a r t  of the school year.) 

Total revenue. The t o t a l  revenue of a d i s t r i c t  fo r  i t s  qeneral 
fund proqram comes from both s ta te  and l oca l  sources. The l oca l  share 
of the t o t a l  i s  the  r e s u l t  o f  the school d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  levy, com-
puted as noted above, times the d i s t r i c t ' s  t o t a l  va luat ion f o r  assess-
ment f o r  property tax  purposes. The s ta te ' s  share i s  the s ta te ' s  
share per pup i l  per m i l l ,  times the number o f  pupi ls ,  times the m i l l  
levy. Together these two sources equal the amount o f  revenue required 
t o  fund each attendance ent i t lement  a t  the f u l l  ARB leve l .  

Special Provisions 

Increases i n  ARB above allowed leve l .  I n  recogni t ion o f  the 
fac t  t h a t  special  condi t ions can a r i s e  causing a school d i s t r i c t  t o  
need more revenue than might be authorized, the a c t  al lows d i s t r i c t s  
t o  request an increase i n  t h e i r  authorized revenue base from a special 
"State School D i s t r i c t  Rudget Review Board" composed o f  the L t .  Gover-
nor, State Treasurer, and Chairman o f  the  State Board o f  Education. 
Any such increase t h a t  might be allowed would not  be included i n  the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base f o r  computation of the d i s t r i c t ' s  
s t a t e  a i d  f o r  the f i r s t  year. The d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  levy, and s ta te  and 
l oca l  share would be computed i n  the normal manner exclusive o f  the 
increase and then an add i t i ona l  computation made t o  determine the 
increase i n  the l oca l  m i l l  l evy  necessary t o  fund the increase. As a 
resu l t ,  the increase would be e n t i r e l y  l o c a l l y  funded f o r  the f i r s t  
year, bu t  f o r  subsequent years, the increase would be included i n  the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base and the s t a t e  would share i n  i t s  
funding i n  accordance w i t h  the formula described above. 

The d i s t r i c t  may a lso have a vote o f  t he  people t o  author ize an 
increase i n  the d i s t r i c t ' s  revenue base n o t  granted by the review 
board. Such a vote can on l y  be taken a f t e r  ac t ion  by the s t a t e  review 
board and, again, the s t a t e  does not  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  funding the 
increase u n t i l  the f o l l ow ing  year when i t  becomes a normal po r t i on  of 
the d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base. 

ARB increases and minimum ARBS. S.B. No. 25 (1979 Session) 
establ ished annual ARB increases over the p r i o r  year 's ARB o f  $14Q fo r  
1980, $150 f o r  1931, and $160 f o r  1982. I n  addi t ion,  the b i l l  pro-
vided t h a t  no d i s t r i c t  be required t o  have an ARB lower than $1,400 
f o r  1979, $1,600 f o r  1980, and $1,800 f o r  1981, and thereaf ter .  The 
effect o f  a l lowing the lower spending d i s t r i c t s  t o  increase a t  the 



$200 per year minimum ARB level while other d i s t r i c t s  increase a t  a 
lesser rate i s  to narrow the variation in local d i s t r j c t  expenditures. 

Densit factor. The act  was amended in 1978 to provide that  i f  
a d i s t r i c t4s atten ance entitlement i s  greater than 50,000, and i t  
averages more than 500 pupils per square mile of pupil density, i t  
qualifies for one hundred seven and one-half percent of the s ta te  
guarantee. For 1979, i f  a d i s t r i c t  met the requirements of the den-
s i t y  factor, i t  would receive a s ta te  guarantee of $45.42 ($42.25 
times 107 1/2% equals $45.42). Since a d i s t r i c t ' s  mill levy i s  deter- 
mined by dividing i t s  ARB by the s ta te  guarantee, increases in the 
s ta te  guarantee will have the overall effect of lowering the mill levy 
i n  a qualified dis t r ic t .  

Declining enrollments. Another provision of the act  relates to 
d i s t r i c t s  that have declininq enrollments. In recoqnition of the fact  
that  costs do not necessarily decrease in direct proportion to small 
decreases i n  enrollment, optional methods of determininq the number of 
pupils used to determine a d i s t r i c t ' s  funding are provided. Althouqh
normally the average daily attendance count made i n  the fa l l  precedina 
the budget year i s  utilized, the count for  the second preceding year, 
or  an average of the three preceding years, i s  used i f  these numbers 
are larger. This provision inflates the number of students funded 
over those in actual attendance and provides a bonus i n  s t a te  and 
local funds to such d i s t r i c t s  to allow a lonqer phase-down of expendi- 
tures. 

Increasing enrollment, A special provision was enacted in 1977 
to provyde additional aid to d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  increasing enrol lments 
during a budget year. For any d i s t r i c t  w i t h  an increase i n  i t s  
attendance entitlement of greater than three percent or 350 pupils,
whichever i s  less, the s ta te  provides a special payment equal to 40 
percent of the d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base for the budget year
for each pupil exceeding the lesser of the three percent or 350 pupil 
increase. Attendance entitlement changes are measured d u r f n g  a 
d i s t r i c t ' s  normal counting period. 

Small attendance centers. The 1973 act  continued a special
provision providinq additional s ta te  aid to d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  srnall 
attendance centers:. Small attendance centers are defined by the act  
to be elementary or secondary schools w i t h  less than 175 pupils 
enrolled, and located a t  least 20 miles from the nearest other such 
center not i n  a reorganized dis t r ic t .  

Bonus pupils are allowed for attendance in small attendance 
centers based on the following statutory schedule: 



El emen tary Secondary

(Grades 1-6 o r  1-0) (Grades 7-1 2 or  9-12) 


Attendance Maximum Attendance Maximum 
Entitlement Factor A1 lowed Entitlement Factor A1 lowed 

0-20 Allow 24 24 0-25 2.g 40 
20.1-50 1.2 5 5 25.1-50 1.6 75 
50.1 -80 1.1 84 50.1-75 1.5 105 
80.1-115 1.05 120 75.1-125 1.4 150 

115.1-150 	 1.04 150 125.1-150 1.2 16 5 
150.1-175 1.1 175 

If the product resulting from mu1 tip1 ication of the factor ,  times the 
center 's  actual average daily attendance is greater than the maximum 
allowed, the number of bonus pupils i s  reduced t o  the maximum allowed. 
From t h i s  number i s  subtracted the attendance center 's  actual averaqe
daily attendance to  derive the bonus pupils e l ig ib le  f o r  additional 
s t a t e  aid. 

State  small attendance aid i s  equal t o  the lesser  of the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  authorized revenue base times the number of bonus pupils, 
o r  $35 f o r  each mill levied in the d i s t r i c t  times the number of bonus 
pupils (1973). Small attendance aid i s  comprised ent i re ly  of addi- 
tional s t a t e  dol lars  provided f o r  these bonus pupils and no local 
dol lars  a re  required. This provision places small attendance aid on 
an equal basis f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s ,  regardless of property wealth. In 
e f f ec t ,  this provision increases the total  number of dollars available 
to  the d i s t r i c t  t o  educate the pupils actual ly i n  attendance a t  a 
center. 

In order tha t  the small attendance aid provision not serve as a 
deterrent to  school d i s t r i c t  reorganization, the ac t  provides tha t  the 
provision would be phased out over a four year period. I f  a d i s t r i c t  
i s  reorganized so as to  locate a previously e l ig ib le  center within 20 
miles of another such center,  the center may s t i l l  receive aid: 100 
percent f o r  the f i r s t  year following such reorganization, 75 percent 
the second following year, 50 percent in the third year, and 25 per-
cent i n  the fourth year, with no small attendance aid granted f ive or  
more years a f t e r  the reorganization. 

Aid to  low income pupils. A new general aid provision to  the 
"Public School Finance Act of 1973" was enacted in 1977 t o  provide aid 
to  d i s t r i c t s  with high concentrations of pupils from low income fam- 
i l i e s .  To be e l ig ib le ,  the number of children from low income fam-
i l i e s  in a d i s t r i c t  must exceed 15 percent of i t s  attendance 
entitlement. The aid i s  $125 per year fo r  each such pupil exceedina 
15 percent of the d i s t r i c t ' s  attendance entitlement. The mechanism 
used to  determine the number of students from low income families 1s 
the number counted under T i t l e  I of the Federal Elementary and Second- 
ary Education Act. 

Aid to  instructional television. Another new program enacted 



i n  1977 provides s t a t e  support to  e l ig ib le  d i s t r i c t s  tha t  su,pport o r  
operate instructional television s tat ions.  For djstri c t s  operati nq 
instructional television (Denver only), the  aid i s  equal t o  one dol lar  
fo r  each pupil residing i n  the primary coverage area. For d i s t r i c t s  
tha t  support public educational television, the s t a t e  aid i s  on a one 
dollar  per pupfl basis and limited t o  a to t a l  of $100,000, 

Example calculations 

The following hypothetical example of a school d i s t r i c t  
i l l u s t r a t e s  the calculation sequence for  a d i s t r i c t  being funded under 
the s t a t e  guarantee formula of $42.25 per pupil per mill. 

Authorized Expenditures Per Pupi I 

Funded w i  t h  s t a t e  participation : 
general fund expenditures 

plus s t a tu to r i ly  a1 lowed increase 
equal s 1979 Authorized Revenue Base 

{unded 1 o c a 1 1 ~  
ncrease granted by State  School 

D i  s t r i c t  Budget Review Board 

Increase granted by electorate  

Total Authori zed Expendi tures 
19/9 ARB 

plus Increase granted by review board 
pl us Increase granted by electorate  

equals Total authori zed expendi ture 

Eligible Pupils 

Fa1 1 1976 average daily attendance 1,330 
Fall 1977 average daily attendance 1,250 
Fall 1978 average daily attendance 1 ,200 
Three year average of ADA 1,260 

Since three year average is largest  
Attendance Enti tlement equals 1,260 



Dist r ic t  Mill Levy 

1979 ARB $1,510.r10 
d i v i d e d  by 

equals 
State  guaranteed revenue per pupi 1 
State  participation m i  11 1 evy 

42.25 
mills 

Increased expenditure granted 
by board and vote $ 45.00 

divided by 
equals 

Local revenue per mil 1 per pupil 
Additional local mill levy 

15.00 
3.00mills 

State Participation mil 1 levy 35.74 mills 
plus Additional local mill levy 3.OO 

equals Total d i s t r i c t  general fund mill levy 38.mills 

State  and Local Shares Per Pupil 

State  Share: 
S ta t e  quaranteed revenue per pupil $ 42.25 

1 ess Local revenue per mil 1 per pupil 15.00 
equals State  share per m i  11 per pupil 27.25-

times S t a t e  participation m i l  1 levy 35.74 
equals State  share per pupil $7rmf 

Local Share: 
Local valuation fo r  assessment $18,90D,DOO.QO 

divided by Attendance entitlement 1,260 pupils 
divided by One mill .001 

equals Local Share per mil 1 per pupi 1 $ 15.00 

times Total d i s t r i c t  mill levy 38.74 mills 
equals Local share per pupil $ 581 -10 



Total .Slate and Local,  Shares 

S t a t e  Share: 
S t a t e  sha re  pep pup11

times Attendance enti tterhent 
equals  Total S t a t e  Share* 

Local Share: 
Local Share per pupil

times Attendance e n t i  t l mknt 
equals  Total local  sha re  

Total .Revenues 

Total S t a t e  Share $1,227,114 
plus Total Local Share 732 186 

equals  Total Revenue $m!tm 
Note: 

Totals  
Total Expenditures agree 

Total allowed expend. 1,555 
times Attendance enti ti ement 1- 260 

equals  Total expend1 t u r e s  $-




His to ry  o f  School Finance L i t i g a t i o n  
i n  the United States 

I n  the per iod s ince 1970, a number o f  decisions have been 
handed down i n  cases which challenged s t a t e  school f inancing systems 
as having weal th- re la ted d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  per pup i l  spending among d is-  
t r i c t s  w i t h i n  a state. I t  has usua l l y  been a l leged t h a t  the q u a l i t y  
o f  a c h i l d ' s  education may no t  be "a funct ion of the  wealth o f  h i s  
parents and neighbors" and t h a t  a "pub l ic  school f inancing system 
which r e l i e s  heav i l y  on l oca l  property taxes and causes substant ia l  
d i s p a r i t i e s  among i nd i v i dua l  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  amount o f  revenue 
ava i lab le  per pupi 1 f o r  the d i s t r i c t s  ' educational grants i nv i d i ous l y  
d iscr iminates against  the poor ...".I/-

These a1 legat ions have been var ious ly  based on provis ions o f  
the Uni ted States Cons t i tu t ion  and provis ions contained i n  the  con- 
s t i t u t i o n  o f  the s t a t e  wherein the d isc r im ina t ion  was a l leged t o  have 
occurred. Spec i f i ca l l y ,  the sources have been: (1 )  t he  equal pro- 
t ec t i on  clause contained i n  the Fourteenth Amendment t o  the United 
States Const i tut ion;  (2 )  the equal p ro tec t ion  provis ions o f  a s ta te  
cons t i  tution;2/ - and (3)  - the education clause o f -  a s t a te  const i  tu-  ~ 

t ion .  3J 

Trad i t i ona l l y ,  courts have used the  " r a t i ona l  basis"  t e s t  when 
analyzing a s t a t e  s ta tu te  f o r  poss ib le  v i o l a t i ons  of the  equal pro-
t ec t i on  clause o f  the Fourteenth Amendment. Under t h i s  standard o f  
review, the cou r t  presumes the law under a t tack t o  be va l id .  The 
p l a i n t i f f  has the burden o f  proving t h a t  t he  law bears no r a t i o n a l  
r e l a t i onsh ip  t o  a l eg i t ima te  s t a t e  purpose and thus i s  i r r a t i o n a l  o r  
a rb i t r a r y .  

1/-	 Serrano v. Pr ies t ,  5 Cal. 3d 584, 589, 487 P.2d 1241, 1244, 96 
Cal. Rptr. 601, 604 (1971 ). 

2/ 	 The due process clause o f  a r t i c l e  11, sect ion 25 o f  the  
Colorado Consti t u t i o n  has been construed t o  requi  r e  equal pro- 
t e c t i o n  o f  the law. Peo l e  v. Max, 70 Colo. 100, 148P. 150*
(1921); C f .  Vanderhoo v. eop e, 152 Colo. 147, 380 P.2d 903 
(1963); Trueblood v. Tfnsley, 148 Colo. 503, 366 P.2d 655 
(1961). 

-31 The Colorado Cons t i tu t ion  provides t h a t  "[Tlhe general assembly 
s h a l l  ... provide f o r  the  establishment and maintenance o f  a 
thorough and uni form system o f  f r e e  pub1 ic schools. " Colo. 
Const. a r t .  I X ,  sec. 2. 



A more s t r i c t  standard o f  review, the  " s t r i c t  sc ru t iny "  tes t ,  
i s  t r i ggered  i f  the l e g i s l a t i o n  under a t tack  d i f fe ren t ia tes  between 
a f fec ted  par t ies  on the basis of a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  which the Supreme 
Court has declared t o  be "suspect", such as race, o r  ifa r i g h t  which 
has been declared t o  be fundamental, such as the r i g h t  t o  t r ave l  o r  
the r i g h t  t o  vote, i s  involved. Ifthe cou r t  employs the s t r i c t  
sc ru t iny  standard, the defendant s t a te  has the burden o f  showing: (1)  
a compelling s ta te  i n t e r e s t  which j u s t i f i e s  i t s  use of the law under 
at tack;  (2) t h a t  no o ther  reasonable, l ess  d iscr iminatory  l e g i s l a t i v e  
scheme could accomplish the same object ive;  and ( 3 )  t h a t  the d i s t i nc -
t ions  drawn by the law are necessary t o  fu r the r  the  law's purpose. 

I f  an education clause ex i s t s  i n  the  s ta te  cons t i tu t ion ,  
another approach has been taken by some p l a i n t i f f s ,  a l l eg ing  t h a t  a 
s ta te  school f inance system v i o l a tes  the  s ta te ' s  cons t i t u t i ona l  com-
nand t o  the l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  provide a "thorough and e f f i c i e n t "  o r  a 
"general and uniform" system o f  f r ee  pub1 i c  schools. The argument 
general ly  used t o  challenge the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  of school f inancinq 
systems as v i o l a t i v e  o f  the education clause i s  t h a t  because o f  sub- 
s t a n t i a l  i n t e r d i s t r i c t  d i s p a r i t i e s  I n  spending, the  education clause 
has no t  been complied with. State education clauses have been u t i l -  
i zed by p l a i n t i f f s  i n  New Jersey and Connecticut t o  s t r i k e  down the 
e x i s t i n g  school f inanc ing systems, whereas Oregon, Idaho, and Washing- 
ton have he ld  t h a t  t h e i r  systems d i d  not  v i o l a t e  any s t a t e  const i tu-  
t i o n a l  mandate despi te substant i  a1 spending d i s p a r i t i e s  per pupi 1 
between d i  s t r i  cts. 

An education clause may a lso be important i n  analyzing a case 
under the equal p ro tec t ion  clause. I f  a s ta te  cons t i t u t i on  contains 
an education clause, a cour t  may regard i t  as evidence t h a t  education 
i s  a fundamental r i g h t  i n  t h a t  s t a t e  and t h a t  t he  s t r i c t  s c ru t i ny  t e s t  
should therefore  be applied. A cour t 's  f i nd ing  t h a t  a fundamental 
r i g h t  t o  education e x i s t s  may be based on i t s  determination t h a t  the  
e f fec t i ve  exercise o f  o ther  fundamental r i gh ts ,  such as the r i q h t  t o  
vote, depends on a r i g h t  t o  education. 

The Rodriguez Case 

Facts. I n  1973, the United States Supreme Court handed down -San Antonio Independent School D i s t r i c t  v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 93 
S. C t .  1278, 36 L. Ed.2d 16. The p l a i n t i f f s  brought a class ac t ion  on 
behal f  o f  school ch i ld ren  f r o m  poor fami l ies who resided i n  school 
d i s t r i c t s  having a low property tax  base, a l l eg ing  t h a t  the Texas 
school system, which r e l i e d  heav i l y  on l o c a l  ad valorem property taxes 
t o  supplement s t a t e  a i d  t o  school d i s t r i c t s ,  v i o l a ted  equal p ro tec t ion  
requirements because o f  substant ia l  i n t e r d i s t r i c t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  per  
pup i l  expenditures r e s u l t i n g  p r i m a r i l y  from differences i n  the  value 
o f  assessable property among the d i s t r i c t s .  I n  order t o  understand 
the Supreme Court opinion, i t  i s  necessary t o  examine the Texas school 
f inanc ing system. 



The Texas cons t i t u t i on  provides fo r  t he  establ ishment o f  f r e e  
schools by the state. Further amendments t o  t h a t  cons t i t u t i on  pro- 
vided f o r  the  c rea t ion  of l oca l  school d i s t r i c t s  empowered t o  levy ad 
valorem taxes f o r  the "erect ion .. . o f  school bu i ld inqs"  and f o r  the 
" f u r t he r  maintenance o f  pub1 i c  free schools. "41 Local funds were 
supplemented by funds from the State 's ~ermaneEt and Avai lab1 e School 
Funds. These funds received moneys from various s t a t e  lands and prop- 
e r t y  and other designated taxes and disbursed them t o  the l oca l  school 
d i s t r i c t s .  As Texas became more i ndus t r i a l i zed ,  the amount o f  tax  
resources ava i lab le  t o  each d i s t r i c t  var ied according t o  the commer- 
c i a l  and i n d u s t r i a l  property located therein. Growing d i  spar i  t i e s  i n  
populat ion and taxable property accounted t o  a la rge  extent  f o r  the 
increasing d i f ferences i n  1 ocal expendi tures f o r  education. 

The Texas s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  rea l i zed  t h a t  a reevaluat ion o f  the  
school f inanc ing scheme was necessary t o  ameliorate these di f ferences,  
and i n  the l a t e  1940's establ ished the Texas I.linimum Foundation School 
Program, which eventua l ly  accounted f o r  approximately one-half o f  the 
t o t a l  educational expenditures i n  Texas. The nature o f  the  Foundation 
Program was explained by the Court: 

The Program c a l l s  f o r  s t a t e  and l oca l  con t r ibu t ions  t o  a 
fund earmarked s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  teacher sa lar ies ,  oper-
a t i n g  expenses, and t ranspor ta t ion costs. The State, 
supplying funds from i t s  general revenues, f inances 
approximately 80% o f  the Program, and the school d i s -
t r i c t s  are responsible - as a u n i t  - fo r  prov id ing the  
remaining 20%. The d i s t r i c t s '  share, known as the Local 
Fund Assignment, i s  apportioned among the school d i s -
t r i c t s  under a formula designed t o  r e f l e c t  each 
d i s t r i c t ' s  r e l a t i v e  taxpaying abi 1 ity.  The Assignment 
i s  f i r s t  d i v ided  among Texas' 254 counties pursuant t o  a 
compl ica ted economic index .. . Each county's assignment 
i s  then d iv ided among i t s  school d i s t r i c t s  on the  basis 
o f  each d i s t r i c t ' s  share o f  assessable property w i t h i n  
the county. The d i s t r i c t ,  i n  turn, f inances i t s  share 
o f  the  Assignment ou t  o f  revenues from l o c a l  property 
taxa t ion  .5/ -
I t  was hoped t h a t  the Foundation Program would have an 

equal iz ing in f luence on expenditure l eve l s  by p lac ing  the heaviest  
burden on school d i s t r i c t s  most capable o f  paying and t h a t  by estab- 
l i s h i n g  the Local Fund Assignment each school d i s t r i c t  would con t r ib -
u te  t o  the  education o f  i t s  ch i l d ren  bu t  would no t  exhaust i t s  
resources. 

-4/ Tex. Const. a r t .  7, sec. 3. 
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Throughout the course o f  the Rodri uez l i t i g a t i o n ,  comparison 
was made between the most a f f l u e n t  a--#-Tt e east a f f l u e n t  school d i s -  an 
t r i c t s  i n  the San Antonio area. The Court pointed o u t  the  d i s p a r i t i e s  
t h a t  ex is ted  between the two: 

Edgewood i s  one o f  seven pub l i c  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  the 
metropol i tan area. Approximately 22,000 students are 
enro l led  i n  i t s  25 elementary and secondary schools. 
The d i s t r i c t  i s  s i tua ted  i n  the co re -c i t y  sector o f  San 
Antonio i n  a r es i den t i a l  neighborhood t h a t  has l i t t l e  
comerc ia l  o r  i n d u s t r i  a1 property. The residents are 
predominantly o f  Flexican-American descent: approximately 
90% o f  the student populat ion i s  Mexican-American and 
over 6% i s  Negro. The average assessed property value 
per  pup i l  i s  $5,960 - the lowest i n  the metropol i tan 
area - and the median fami l y  income ($4,686) i s  a lso the 
lowest. A t  an equal ized t a x  r a t e  o f  $1.05 per $100 o f  
assessed property - the highest  i n  the  metropol i tan area - the d i s t r i c t  cont r ibuted $26 t o  t he  education o f  each 
c h i l d  f o r  the 1967-1968 school year above i t s  Local Fund 
Assignment f o r  the Minimum Foundation Program. The 
Foundation Program cont r ibuted $222 per pupi 1 f o r  a 
state-1 ocal t o t a l  o f  $248. Federal funds added another 
$108 f o r  a t o t a l  of $356 per pup i l .  

Alamo Heights i s  the most a f f l uen t  school d i s t r i c t  
i n  San Antonio. I t s  s i x  schools, housing approximately 
5,000 students, are s i tua ted  i n  a r es i den t i a l  connnunity 
q u i t e  un l i ke  the Edgewood D i s t r i c t .  The school popu- 
l a t i o n  i s  predominantly "Anglo," having on ly  18% 
t4exi can-Ameri cans and 1 ess than 1% Negroes. The 
assessed property value per pupi 1 exceeds $49,000 and 
the median fami l y  income i s  $8,001. I n  1967-1968 the  
l oca l  t a x  r a t e  o f  $.85 per $100 o f  va luat ion y ie lded  
$333 per pup i l  over and above i t s  con t r ibu t ion  t o  the 
Foundation Program. Coupled w i t h  t he  $225 provided from 
t h a t  Program, t he  d i s t r i c t  was able t o  supply $558 per 
student. Supplemented by a $36 per-pupi l  grant  from 
federal  sources, A1 a m  Heights spent $594 per pupi 1 . /  

To demonstrate how the  Local Fund Assignment attempted t o  m i  ti-
gate these d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  the 1970-1971 school year, data was o f fe red  
showing t h a t  Alamo Heights was required, because o f  i t s  r e l a t i v e  
wealth, t o  con t r ibu te  ou t  o f  i t s  l o c a l  property tax  $100 per pupi l ,  
which was 20% o f  i t s  Foundation grant  o f  $491 per pup i l .  Edgewood, a 
d i s t r i c t  w i t h  much less property, was on ly  requ i red t o  pay $8.46 per 
pup i l ,  which was 2.4% o f  i t s  Foundation qrant  o f  $356 per pup i l .  The 

-G/ -Id. a t  11-13. 



Local Fund Assignment, i n  t h i s  respect, re f lec ted  a rough approxima-
tion o f  the  r e l a t i v e  taxpaying po ten t ia l  of each d i s t r i c t .  Despite 
th is ,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court he ld  t h a t  the system 

discr iminates on the  basis of wealth i n  the manner i n  
which education i s  provided f o r  i t s  people .... Finding 
t h a t  wealth i s  a  'suspect' c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and t h a t  edu-
ca t ion  i s  a 'fundamental' i n t e res t ,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court 
held t h a t  the Texas system could be sustained on ly  i f  
the State could show t h a t  i t  was premised upon some 
compelling s t a t e  i n t e r e s t  .... On t h i s  issue t he  cour t  
concluded t h a t  'not  on ly  are defendants unable t o  demon- 
s t r a t e  compelling s ta te  i n t e r e s t s  ... they f a i l  even t o  
es tab l i sh  a  reasonable basis fo r  these c lass i f i ca t ions .  ' ...y 
The questions presented t o  the Supreme Court on appeal were: 

(1 ) whether the ex as school f inanc ing scheme operated'. to the dis-  
advantage o f  some suspect c lass o r  impinged upon a fundamental r i q h t  
expl i c i  t l y  o r  imp1 i c i t l y  protected by t he  United States Const i tu t ion 
such t h a t  the  system would be subject  t o  s t r i c t  j u d i c i a l  scrut iny;  and 
(2)  i f  the system were no t  he ld  t o  t h i s  s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  standard, d i d  
i t  r a t i o n a l l y  f u r t h e r  some leg i t imate,  a r t i c u l a t e d  s t a t e  purpose and 
therefore  no t  cons t i t u t e  an inv id ious  d isc r im ina t ion  i n  v i o l  a t i on  o f  
the equal p ro tec t ion  clause o f  the  Fourteenth Amendment? 

Suspect c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  analysis. The Supreme Court pointed ou t  
t h a t  the  ind iv idua ls  o r  groups o f  i nd i v i dua l s  t h a t  const i tu ted the 
c lass o r  classes d iscr iminated against  i n  p r i o r  cases i n  which the 
s t r i c t  s c ru t i ny  t e s t  was appl ied showed two d is t ingu ish ing  character- 
i s t i c s :  (1)  because o f  t h e i r  impecunity they were completely unable 
t o  pay for  some desired benef i t ;  and ( 2 )  they sustained an absolute 
depr ivat ion o f  a  meaningful opportuni ty t o  enjoy t h a t  benef i t  as a 
r e s u l t  o f  t h a t  impecunity. The Court s ta ted t h a t  the  p l a i n t i f f s  d i d  
no t  show t h a t  the Texas school-f inancing system discr iminated against 
a  c lass  ' ' f a i r l y  def inab le  as indigent,  o r  as composed o f  persons whose 
incomes are beneath any designated poverty level . "  However, even i f  a 
c lass could have been defined, the Court found t h a t  t he  c lass d i d  no t  
s u f f e r  from an absolute depr ivat ion o f  education. It said, i n  
essence, t h a t  the equal p ro tec t ion  clause does no t  requ i re  absolute 
equa l i t y  o r  p rec ise ly  equal advantages, a t  l e a s t  where wealth i s  
involved. 

The p l a i n t i f f s  a lso argued t h a t  t he  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  scheme was 
unconst i tu t iona l  on the basis o f  what the Court termed " d i s t r i c t  
wealth d iscr iminat ion",  i.e.? d isc r im ina t ion  wi thout  regard t o  the 
i nd i v i dua l  income charac te r i s t i cs  o f  d i s t r i c t  residents. Once again, 
the Court determined t h a t  the c lass al leged t o  be discr iminated 
against  was too amorphous and had none o f  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  character-
i s t i c s  o f  suspectness. 

-7/ -Id. a t  16. 



Fundamental i n t e r e s t  analysis. The p l a i n t i f f s  a lso asserted 
t h a t  the system i n t e r f e r e d  w i t h  a "fundamental r i g h t "  and t h a t  the 
Supreme cou r t  should subject  i t  t o  a s t r i c t  s c ru t i ny  standard o f  
review. The Court, wh i le  a ree ing t h a t  the  r i g h t  t o  education > i s  
s t rong ly  rooted i n  our soc ie ty  ?quot ing from Brown v. Board o f  Edu-
cat ion,  347 U.S. 483, 74 S.Ct. 686, 98 L.Ed, 813 1954)), i n d i c a t e d  
m  e  mere i ortance of a serv ice performed by t i e  s t a te  d i d  no t+determine whether t must be regarded as fundamental f o r  purposes o f  
examination under the equal p ro tec t ion  clause. The Court s ta ted t h a t  
substantive cons t i t u t i ona l  r i g h t s  are n o t  created under the guise o f  
the equal p ro tec t ion  clause; rather,  i t  must determine whether there 
i s  a r i g h t ,  i n  t h i s  case a r i g h t  t o  education, e x p l i c i t l y o r  
i m p l i c i t l y  guaranteed by the cons t i tu t ion .  The Court found no 
e x p l i c i t  r i g h t  t o  education i n  the federal constitution.!3/ 

The p l a i n t i f f s  contended t h a t  there i s  an i m p l i c i t  r i g h t  t o  
education which should be deemed fundamental because o f  i t s  nexus t o  
o ther  r i g h t s  and l i b e r t i e s  guaranteed by the cons t i tu t ion ,  spec i f i -
ca l l y  F i r s t  Amendment freedoms o f  speech and p a r t i  c i  pat ion i n  the  
e lec to ra l  process. I n  reply,  the Court s ta ted t h a t  they "have never 
presumed t o  possess e i t h e r  the a b i l i t y  o r  the  au tho r i t y  t o  quarantee 
t o  the c i t i z e n r y  the  most e f f ec t i ve  speech o r  the most informed elec- 
t o r a l  choice.I19/ Furthermore, "a ' s t a tu te  i s  n o t  i n v a l i d r  the  
Cons t i tu t ion  Eecause i t  might have gone fa r ther  than i t  did,' . .. 
'reform may take one step a t  a time, addressing i t s e l f  t o  the phase o f  
the problem which seems most acute t o  the  l e g i s l a t i v e  mind ...'".l!I/ 
For these reasons, the Court refused t o  f i n d  t h a t  education i s a  
fundamental r i g h t  r equ i r i ng  the app l i ca t ion  o f  the s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  
standard o f  review. Instead, the t r a d i t i o n a l  standard, requ i r ing  t h a t  
the s ta te ' s  system be shown t o  bear some r a t i o n a l  r e l a t i onsh ip  t o  
1 egi t imate s ta te  purposes, was he1 d appl icab1 e. 

Rational r e l a t i onsh ip  t o  a l gq i t ima te  s ta te  purpose. I n  t h i s  
por t ion  o f  the  Rodri +uez decision, the Court added some d e t a i l  t o  i t s  
e a r l i e r  explanat on o the Texas school f inancing system and described 
how i t  operated i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the demands of the  equal pro tect ion 
clause. While agreeing t h a t  i n t e r d i s t r i c t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  spending 
were based p r i m a r i l y  on the amount of assessable property ava i lab le  
w i t h i n  the d l s t r i c t ,  the Court s ta ted t h a t  the Texas system was compa- 
r ab le  t o  the systems i n  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  o ther  states. The "foundation 
grant"  system used by Texas was designed t o  guarantee a minimum state-  
wide educational program wi thout  s a c r i f i c i n g  l oca l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  o r  
con t ro l  of education. The Court sa id  o f  the Texas system: "While 
assuring a basic education f o r  every c h i l d  i n  the  State, i t  permits 

-9/ 	 -Id. a t  36. 
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and encourages a large measure of participation i n  and control of each 
d i s t r i c t ' s  schools a t  the local level ."l l /  The attack made by the 
p la in t i f f s  on the system was not tha t  i t  f aTed  i n  these objectives 
b u t  that  i t  d i d  not provide the same level of control and f i sca l  
f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  a l l  d i s t r i c t s .  Replying t o  th i s ,  the Court once aqain
emphasized tha t  only where the s t a t e  action impinges on the exercise 
of fundamental constitutional r ights  o r  l ibe r t i e s  o r  employs a suspect 
c lass i f ica t ion  must the State  choose the l eas t  r e s t r i c t ive  a1 terna- 
tjve. In the Court's judgment, the system was not invidiously d i s -
criminatory merely because the s t a t e  imperfectly effected i ts  goals. 

Conclusion. The Court made every e f fo r t  t o  emphasize the 
importance of education i n  modern society b u t  did not go so f a r  as t o  
f i n d  an expl ic i t  o r  implicit  r i g h t  t o  education i n  the United States 
Constitution t o  education. Therefore, i n  a constitutional chal lenge 
to  any s t a t e  school finance plan, under the equal protection clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment, the correct standard of review i s  whether 
the challenged s t a t e  action rational ly fur thers  a legitimate s t a t e  
purpose or  interest.121 The Court held tha t  the Texas plan abundantly 
sa t i s f i ed  tha t  s tandax.  

Sumnaries of State  Court Decisions 

Decisions inval idating foundation plans. As a general proposi- 
t ion, "'foundation" plans o r  pmgrams assure each d i s t r i c t  of a basic 
number of dol lars  per pupi l .  This may take the form of a f l a t  grant 
per pupil, o r  s t a t e  educational aid f o r  the purposes of "equalizing"
unequal d i s t r i c t  property tax burdens, o r  both. Some foundation pro- 
grams may have 1 imitations on d i s t r i c t  per pup i l  expenditures and 
others may not. T h i s  section of this report contains descriptions of 
the s t a t e  court decisions i n  cases challenging school finance systems
based on foundation pl ans o r  programs. The decisions overturning 
s t a t e  school finance systems should not be accorded greater weight
merely because these decisions have been discussed i n  greater de ta i l ;  
these decisions are  t reated a t  greater length i n  order tha t  the i r  
evidentiary and legal bases can be more fu l ly  understood and because 
the reported decisions i n  these cases were more detailed and lengthy 
than decisions upholding school finance systems. School finance deci- 
sions often are lengthy and complex; oversimpl i f ica t ion  was necessary 
i n  order to  discuss these cases properly i n  the context of t h i s  
report. 

-111 411 U.S. a t  49. 
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Cal i forn ia .  The Ca l i f o rn ia  Supreme Court decisions i n  Serrano 
v. P r i es t  I-, 5 Cal. 3rd 584, 487 P.2d 1241, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601 lm 
(here inaf ter  re fe r red  t o  as Serrano I)and Serrano v. Pr ies t  11, 15 
Cal. 3rd -, 557 P.2d 929, 135 t a t .  Rptr. 343 (1976), (hereinafter 
re fe r red  t o  as Serrano 11) have been landmarks i n  school f inance 
1itigation. A1 though these cases have not been frequently f o l  1 owed 
since t h e i r  decision, t h e i r  nationwide inf luence i n  school finance 
l i t i g a t i o n  and school f inance reform i s  widely acknowledged. 

Serrano I 

Among other things, the complaint i n  Serrano Ialleged tha t  the 
f inancing system f o r  Cal i forn ia  pub l i c  schools re l ied '  heav i ly  on loca l  
property taxes, causing substant ia l  d i s p a r i t i e s  among ind iv idua l  
school d i s t r i c t s  i n  the amount o f  revenue avai lab le  f o r  the  d i s t r i c t s '  
educational programs and r e s u l t i n g  i n  substant ia l  d i spa r i t i es  i n  the 
qua1 i t y  and extent o f  ava i l  abi 1 it y  of educational opportunit ies. The 
r e l i e f  requested was a declarat ion o f  the  uncons t i tu t iona l i t y  o f  the 
school f inance system and an i n j unc t i on  against the system's enforce-
ment. 

The defendants f i l e d  demurrers t o  the complaint, i n  e f fec t  
saying t o  the p l a i n t i f f s ,  "We th ink  there i s  nothing l e g a l l y  wrong 
w i t h  the Ca l i f o rn ia  school finance system and a cour t  w i l l  not  qrant 
you r e l i e f  even i f  you prove a l l  the a l legat ions i n  your complaintu. 
The t r i a l  cour t  agreed w i th  the  defendants and eventual ly qranted 
t h e i r  motion t o  dismiss. The p l a i n t i f f s  appealed the dismissal t o  the 
Ca l i f o rn ia  Supreme Court and the Court's answer was the Serrano I 
decision (rendered before the decis ion i n  Rodri uez), which sa id  t h a t  
i f  the p l a i n t i f f s  comve the a l legat ions o t e i r  complaint--7% a t  
t r i a l ,  the Ca l i fo rn ia  school f inance system d i d  work a substant ia l  
wrong i n  t h a t  i t  v io la ted  the equal protect ion provisions of the fed-
e ra l  and Ca l i f o rn ia  const i tut ions.  The Court's reasoning w i l l  now be 
se t  fo r th .  

F i r s t ,  the Court noted tha t  the major revenue source fo r  
schools was the loca l  property tax ( f o r  1968-69, the sources of educa- 
t i ona l  revenues were as follows: l oca l  property taxes 55.7%. s ta te  
a i d  35.5%, federal  funds 6.1%. and miscellaneous sources 2.7%) and 
tha t  d i s t r i c t  tax  bases var ied widely throughout the state. I n  addi- 
t ion,  although s ta te  law placed ce i l i ngs  on d i s t r i c t  t ax  rates, near ly 
a l l  d i s t r i c t s  had surpassed t h e i r  ce i l i ngs  i n  "tax override" elec-
t ions. 

The Ca l i f o rn ia  school finance system was characterized by the 
Court as a "foundation program" and consisted of the fo l lowing compo-
nents: (1) "basic a id "  - each d i s t r i c t  received $125 per pup i l  per 
year, regardless o f  the property wealth of the d i s t r i c t ;  (2) "equal-
i za t i on  a id"  - which consisted o f  the d i f ference between basic a id  
plus the amount o f  loca l  property tax which could be raised w i th  a tax 
r a t e  o f  $1 f o r  each $100 o f  valuat ion f o r  assessment ( f o r  elementary 
school d i s t r i c t s )  and the s ta te  foundation program minimum. I n  s b r t ,  



the s t a t e  would supply as "equal izat ion a id"  the  di f ference between 
the  foundation program minimum per pup i l  and an amount determined by
adding basic a i d  per pup i l  t o  the  amount o f  l oca l  property tax  which 
would be ra ised  by apply ing a  uniform tax  r a t e  i n  each d i s t r i c t .  (The 
uniform tax  r a t e  was used merely for  determining equal iza t ion a i d  and 
had no r e l a t i o n  t o  the actual  m i l l age  imposed f o r  the school d is-  
t r i c t .  ) 

A f u r t h e r  program en t i t l e d  "supplemental a id"  was provided t o  
those d i s t r i c t s  which had l w  valuat ions for  assessment but  exh ib i ted 
ext ra  " tax  e f f o r t n  (a h igh tax  r a t e  o r  m i  11 levy).  

Then came what appears t o  be the c r i t i c a l  juncture o f  Serrano 
I; a t  t h i s  po in t  the Court noted that ,  despi te the a d m m  
Ttemperingll ef fect  o f  the Ca1 i f o r n i a  school f inance system on 
d i s p a r i t i e s  between d i s t r i c t  tax bases, those d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  lower per 
pup i l  expenditures tended t o  be those d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  low property tax  
bases per pup i l  and those d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  h igh per pup i l  expenditures 
tended t o  be those d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  high tax  bases per pup i l .  From t h i s  
f ac t  the Court in fer red t h a t  a d i s t r i c t ' s  low tax base per pup i l  
caused a d i s t r i c t ' s  low expenditure per pup i l  and t ha t  the Cal i fo rn ia  
schoof f inance system d i d  no t  o f f s e t  inherent  inequa l i t i es .  I n  addi- 
t ion,  the Court concluded t h a t  basic a i d  widened the gap between r i c h  
and poor d i s t r i c t s .  This was because, whi le  a  poor d i s t r i c t  might 
need basic a i d  p lus  equal iza t ion a i d  p lus  l o c a l  property taxes a t  a 
speci f ied r a t e  t o  reach the foundation program minimum per pupi l ,  a  
r i c h  d i s t r i c t  could f u l l y  fund the foundation program minimum from 
l oca l  proper ty  taxes a t  the  same spec i f i ed  tax  r a t e  and s t i l l  receive 
basic a i d  (a major po r t i on  o f  s t a te  a i d  i n  Ca l i f o rn i a )  which was d is-
t r i b u t e d  wi thout  regard t o  d i s t r i c t  wealth. Basic a i d  was meaningless 
t o  poor d i s t r i c t s  because, i n  the absence o f  basic aid, a  poor d is -  
t r i c t  would s t i l l  receive the same amount o f  money, even thouqh i t  
would a l l  be c a l l e d  equal iza t ion aid.  

The Court re jec ted  the  c la im t h a t  the  Ca l i f o rn i a  school finance 
system was i n v a l i d  under t h a t  s t a te ' s  education clause because '[W]e 
have never i n t e rp re ted  the cons t i t u t i ona l  p rov is ion  t o  requ i re  equal 
school spending; we have ru l ed  on ly  t h a t  the education system must be 
uniform i n  terms o f  the prescr ibed course o f  study and educational 
progression f r o m  grade t o  grade. ",Q/ 

Turning t o  the equal p ro tec t ion  claims, the Court had 1  i t t l e  
t roub le  f i n d i n g  t h a t  the Ca l i f o rn i a  pub1 i c  school f inance system 
establ  ished the "suspect c l a s s i f i c a t i o n "  necessary t o  subject the  
scheme t o  s t r i c t  scrut iny,  because the Court had already decided t ha t  
the system discr iminated on the basis o f  d i s t r i c t  wealth. F i r s t  
c i t i n g  cases p r o h i b i t i n g  d isc r im ina t ion  on the basis o f  wealth (appar- 
e n t l y  t o  show t h a t  wealth was a suspect c l ass i f i ca t i on ) ,  the Court 



then disposed o f  the f o l l ow ing  arguments advanced i n  support o f  the 
f inanc ing system: 

(1)  That the system d i d  equal ize  t o  some extent  ( the  Court 
found t h a t  the a t l e v t a t i o n  of d i s t r i c t  weal th d f s p a r i t i e s  was no t  suf- 
f i c i e n t  t o  outweigh the essent ia l  defect that ,  as a whole, school 
revenue was generated i n  propor t ion t o  d i s t r i c t  wealth) ; 

( 2 )  That ne i the r  va lua t ion  pup i l  no r  expenditure e r  u ilF Y -was a r e l i a b l e  index o f  d f  s t r i c t  t h  f the Court answered t a t  is-
t r i c t  va luat ion f o r  assessment and expenditures had t o  be re l a ted  t o  
the number o f  pup i l s  i n  order  t o  have any s igni f icance a t  a l  1 ); 

(3)  That t he  tax  r a t e  was a t  l e a s t  p a r t l y  determinative o f  
ava i lab le  school revenues and should be taken i n t o  account ( t h e  Court 
discounted the tax  ra te ' s  importance because the amount of revenue 
ra ised by the same tax  r a t e  var ied from d i s t r i c t  t o  d i s t r i c t ) ;  and 

(4) That d i s t r i c t  property t ax  wealth does no t  necessar i ly  
r e f l e c t  the wealth o f  i nd i v i dua l s  r es i d i ng  i n  the d i s t r i c t  (s ince t h i s  
f a c t  was a l leged by the p l a i n t i f f s  and s ince the issue before t he  
Court was whether t o  sustaln o r  reverse the  t r i a l  cour t 's  dismissal of 
the act ion, the Court merely t rea ted  t h i s  f a c t  as admitted by the 
defendants ' demurrers). 

That the system d iscr iminated on the basis o f  d i s t r i c t  weal th 
ra ther  than fndfv idua l  wealth and t h a t  the  d isc r im ina t ion  was uninten-
t i o n a l  were no t  viewed as obstacles ba r r i ng  the  f i n d i n g  t h a t  the  
system d iscr iminated on the basis o f  wealth and t h a t  wealth was a sus- 
pect c l ass i f i ca t i on .  The Court f e l t  t h a t  government p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  
the d iscr iminatory  scheme was evident t n  t h a t  zoning and other  govern- 
mental land use decisions af fect  property values and t h a t  school d is -
t r i c t  Boundaries are  the product of governmental act ion. 

The p l a i n t i f f s  i n  Serrano Ialso al leged t h a t  education was the 
type o f  fundamental i n m i c h  was requ i red t o  b r i n g  t he  s t r i c t  
s c ru t i ny  t e s t  i n t o  play; they may have wished t o  es tab l i sh  t h i s  second 
s t r i n g  t o  t h e i r  bow because wealth had been recognized as a suspect 
c l  a s s i f  i c a t i o n  on1y +n cases invo lv ing  t he  c r im ina l  r i g h t s  o f  defend- 
ants and vo t ing  r igh ts .  Noting t h a t  t he  asser t ion o f  education as a 
fundamental i n t e r e s t  under the federal cons t i t u t t on  was novel, the 
Court dfscussed t h i s  po in t  a t  l eng th  before concluding "[Tlhat the 
d i s t i n c t i v e  and pr ice less func t ion  of education i n  our soc ie ty  war- 
rants, indeed compels, ou r  t r e a t i n g  i t  as a 'fundamental I n t e r -
est. 'i'14/ 

- -a t  1258. 14/ Id. 



Having found a suspect c lass and a fundamental i n t e r e s t  (one 
probably would have been sufficient the Court went on t o  apply the 
remainder o f  the s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  tes t ,  determining whether the  Cal i -
f o rn ia  school f inance system was necessary t o  achieve a compelling 
s ta te  i n te res t .  The defendants asserted t h a t  the s ta te  i n te res t s  sup- 
ported by the system were: (1) Local d i s t r i c t  cont ro l  over adminis-
t r a t i v e  decision-making; and (2) Local cont ro l  over educational 
expenditures. The Court found the f i r s t  i n t e r e s t  was no t  t i e d  t o  the 
school f inance system because l oca l  con t ro l  over admin is t ra t ive 
decision-making could be preserved regardless o f  how the  s ta te  decided 
t o  parcel out  s t a t e  a i d  t o  education. The Court handled the  second 
i n t e r e s t  asserted by not ing t h a t  poor d i s t r i c t s  had l i t t l e  o r  no 
" f i s c a l  f r e e w i l l  " when compared t o  r i c h  d i s t r i c t s ;  because o f  the  
system's re1 iance on the property tax, residents o f  poor d i s t r i c t s  
could tax  themselves heav i ly  and s t i  11 have per pup i l  expenditures f a r  
below per pup i l  expenditures o f  r i c h  d i s t r i c t s  which imposed less 
severe t ax  rates. The Court characterized l oca l  f i s c a l  cont ro l  under 
the Ca l i f o rn ia  system as a "cruel i l l us ion" . l5 /-

The Court, not ing t h a t  i f  the a1 legat ions o f  the  complaint were 
proven the p l a i n t i f f s  would be e n t i t l e d  t o  the re1 i e f  requested, 
reversed the t r i a l  cour t 's  dismissal and returned the case f o r  t r i a l .  

Serrano I 1  

I n  react ion t o  Serrano I,the Ca l i f o rn ia  l eg i s l a tu re  passed two 
b i l l s  subs tan t ia l l y  amending the Ca l i f o rn ia  school f inance system. 
The pa r t i es  t o  the ac t ion  s t ipu la ted  t h a t  these amendments should be 
considered as p a r t  o f  the l i t i g a t i o n .  

The nature o f  the Ca l i f o rn ia  school f inance system a f t e r  these 
changes can be sumnarized as fol lows: 

(1) The $125 per pup i l  basic a i d  was retained; 

(2)  Supplemental a i d  was dropped; 

(3) The foundation program minimums were subs tan t ia l l y  
increased from $355 per ADA t o  $765 per ADA f o r  elementary school d is-  
t r i c t s  and from $488 per ADA t o  $950 per ADA f o r  h igh school d i s t r i c t s  
and the computational ra tes f o r  determining equal izat ion a i d  were 
increased; and 

(4) D i s t r i c t  revenue 1 i m i t s  were establ ished a1 lowing the 
expenditures per pup i l  t o  increase over the previous year according t o  
an i n f l a t i o n  factor .  Increases i n  expenditures f o r  wealthy d i s t r i c t s  
were l i m i t e d  i n  t h a t  i n f l a t i o n  adjustments decreased i n  proport ion t o  



the districts '  wealth while poorer districts were allowed a greater 
rate of increase i n  expenditures. ( I t  was hoped t h a t  this mechanism 
would result in reduction i n  the disparities between per pupil
expendi tures. ) The revenue 1 imi t s  appl ied on1 y to general purpose t a x  
revenues and were subject to override by the dis tr ic t ' s  voters. 
Permi ssive overrides were a1 1 owed for speci a1 purposes such as capital 
out1ay. 

The t r ia l  court had found t h a t  the changes i n  the school 
finance scheme were not sufficient to overcome the constitutional 
defects described in Serrano I because: (1) the retention of basic 
aid continued the anti-equalizing effect found in Serrano I by 
benefitting only those districts not qualifying for equaf ization aid 
(rich dis tr ic ts) ;  (2)  rich districts were favored because a smaller 
tax effort was required to reach the foundation program minimum level 
of support; and (3)  the revenue limit feature was defective i n  t h a t  i t  
perpetuated previous inequities by using the level of expendi tures 
from a previous year as a base and t h a t  "convergence" of dis tr ic t  
expenditures per pupil would take a long time, even assuming no voted 
overrides. A t  bottom, the t r ia l  court found that the system would 
"continue t o  generate school revenue i n  proportion to the wealth of 
the individual district."l6/ -

The Cal iforni a Supreme Court affirmed the t r ia l  court's conclu-
sions of law and found them to be supported by the findings and the 
evidence, 

I t  should be noted that the decision in Rodri uez occurred 
after Serrano I and before Serrano 11. Althoug5-T-errano I was 
grounded on application of the s t r i c t  scrutiny test ,  Rodri uez's 
rejection of s t r i c t  scrutiny under the federal constitution d d not--+-
overrule Serrano I, since the California Court had specifically stated 
that the same 'analysis would be employed and the same result reached 
under the equal protection provisions of the California constitution. 

The Court rejected an alternative test  of the California school 
finance system's constitutional i t y  proposed by the defendants; this 
was because the Court believed the test  set f o r t h  in Serrano I 
remained appropriate and had been followed by the t r ia l  court, because 
the d a t a  upon which the defendants' a1ternative test  was based was 
defective, and because the findings of fact by the trial  court 
conflicted with the assertions upon which the defendants' a1 ternative 
test was based, 

The defendants argued t h a t ,  i f  their alternative test  was not 

acceptable, a t  least the Court should employ the rational basis test  

used by the U.S. Supreme Court in The Court discounted 

this argument, noting t h a t  the was based upon the 




equal p ro tec t ion  provis ions o f  the Ca l i f o rn i a  cons t i t u t i on  as we l l  as 
the equal p ro tec t ion  clause of the Fourteenth Amendment o f  the federa l  
c o n s t i t u t i o n  and t ha t  Ca l i fo rn ia  courts had the  au tho r i t y  t o  impose a 
s t r i c t e r  t e s t  of equal p ro tec t ion  under the  s t a t e  cons t i t u t i on  than 
the U.S. Supreme Court appl ied i n  the  case o f  an asserted v i o l a t i o n  o f  
federal  equal p ro tec t ion  r i gh t s .  The Court s p e c i f i c a l l y  af f i rmed 
Serrano Iand concluded t h a t  the Ca l i f o rn i a  school finance system, as 
amended s ince Serrano I, f a i l e d  t o  meet the  standards se t  f o r t h  i n  
Serrano I. 

Fina l  1  y, the Court sumnaril y  re jec ted  the  defendants arguments 
t h a t  the C a l i f o r n i a  school f inance system under challenge was mandated 
by c e r t a i n  provis ions of the Ca l i f o rn i a  c o n s t i t u t i o n  and should be 
upheld desp i te  the  asserted v i o l  a t ions  of equal protect ion.  

N e w  Jerse I n  Robinson v. Cah i l l ,  G2 N.J. 473, 303 A.2d 273, 
d e c i d e d d i 7 3 ,  the New Jersey Supreme Court dea l t  w i t h  many o f  
the  same issues conf ront ing the Ca l i fo rn ia  Supreme Court i n  ~ e r r a n b  I 
and 11. The New Jersey school f inance system was s i m i l a r  i n  seve ra l  
respects t o  the Ca l i f o rn i a  system b u t  was declared unconst i tu t iona l  on 
a  d i f f e r e n t  basis. (It should be noted t h a t  the  Robinson case was 
arqued i n  the  New Jersey Supreme Court p r i o r  t m S. Supreme 
~ o h tdec is ion i n  but '  t h a t  the dec is ion i n  ~ob inson '  was 
announced a few the dec is ion i n  Rodri uez; t h e i s i o n  
i n  Robinson had t o  be revised t o  some extent  t o  re ec t  the  decis ion-+ 
i n  Rodrfauez.1 

A discussion o f  the t r i a l  cou r t  dec is ion i n  Robinson v. Cah i l l ,  
118 N.J. Super. 223, 287 A.2d 187 (1972), may be he lp fu l  i n  analyzing 
the New Jersey Supreme Court I s  decision. 

A f t e r  summarizing the a l lega t ions  i n  the complaint and the 
defendant's responses thereto  (which i n  many respects were s i m i l a r  t o  
the a l lega t ions  and responses i n  Serrano Iand 11), the t r i a l  cour t  
discussed t he  New Jersey school f inance system. P r i o r  t o  1970, New 
Jersey had a "foundation p-rogram" which could be b r i e f l y  described as 
f o l  lows: Every d i s t r i c t  received $100 per pupi 1, p lus the di f ference, 
i f  any, between $325 per pup i l  and t he  l o c a l  f a i r  share ( the  equiva- 
l e n t  o f  the amount o f  revenue t h a t  could be ra ised  l o c a l l y  w i t h  a tax  
r a t e  o f  10 112 m i l l s  per d o l l a r )  p lus $27 per pup i l  i f  the d i s t r i c t  
was i n  one o f  t he  s i x  l a rges t  c i t i e s  i n  New Jersey. I n  1970, the 
"State School Incent ive Equal izat ion Aid Law" ( r e fe r red  t o  as the  
Bateman Act) was enacted and funded a t  the amount which would have 
been paid i n  1971-72 under the foundation program, plus 20% o f  the 
d i f fe rence  between the  amount o f  a i d  under the  foundation program and 
Bateman Act a i d  i f  the  Bateman Act were f u l l y  funded. The complaint 
had been amended t o  inc lude  the Bateman Act i n  the  cons t i t u t i ona l  
challenge; the Bateman Act w i l l  be discussed i n  more d e t a i l  l a t e r  i n  
t h i s  sect ion o f  t h i s  report .  

The t r i a l  cour t  noted t h a t  l o c a l  property taxes y ie lded  67% o f  
statewide school operat ing expenses, s t a t e  a i d  y ie lded  28%, and fed- 
e r a l  a i d  y ie lded  the  balance of 5%. Under the New Jersey school 



finance system, dis t r ic ts  with high property tax wealth spent more 
money per pupil than poor districts, spent more money on teacherst 
salaries per pupil, and had more teachers and professional staff per 
pupil ; this was true despite lower tax rates i n  wealthy dfstricts and 
despite "equalization aid" given by the s ta te  to poor districts. In 
addition, the t r ia l  court pointed out that poor dis t r ic ts  often had 
1 arger minority populations to educate and that central ci t ies were 
fighting a losing tax battle with suburbs. Further, the New Jersey
school finance system failed to address the problems of poor suburban 
and rural distr icts.  Thus the t r ia l  court found that distr icts with 
low property tax wealth per pupi 1 suffered a fiscal disadvantage. 
Whether this di sadvantage was re1 ated to educational deficiencies was 
the next point to be addressed. 

While allowing that the quality of elementary and secondary 
education in blew Jersey probably was good to excellent i n  the vast 
majority of distr icts,  the t r ia l  court said: 

The question 'is not how well we are doing on the aver- 
age; the question i s  whether Mew Jersey's system of 
financing pub1 ic  school s creates impermissible
disparities between rich and poor dis t r ic ts  i n  educa-
tional opportunity, as well as t a x  burden.l7/ 

After wrestling with the problem whether educational quality 
should be measured by " i n p u t "  (dollars spent) or "outputu ( tes t
results), the t r ia l  court resolved the issue by finding both input and 
output deficiencies i n  certain dis t r ic ts  with per pupil property 
valuations below the state average. These dis t r ic ts  were character-
ized by fewer teachers with postgraduate degrees, high turnover, 01 d 
and outdated school buildings, equipment, textbooks, and 1 ibrary 
faci l i t ies ,  and test  results below the national norm. 

In answering the objection t h a t  the level of educational 
expenditures does not necessarily define quality of education, the 
t r ia l  court, while acknowledging that family background and social 
composition of the student body were important determinants, noted 
that I1[T]he only evidence offered i n  the case does show correlation 
between educational expenditures and pupil achievement over and above 
the influence of family and other environmental factors. "l8/ Having 
reviewed the evidence on this branch of the case, the t r ia l  court con- 
cluded that "a large number of New Jersey children are not getting an 
adequate educationl'l9/ and t h a t  this was traceable to differences in 
dis t r ic t  property tarweal t h .  

.2d a t  200.-n/ 287 A 

10/ -Id. a t  203. 

19/ -Id. a t  205. 



The t r i a l  court  then turned i t s  a t ten t ion  t o  the New Jersey 
sthool f inance system under the Ratenian Act. The Bateman Act appears 
t o  have been a comprehensive and involved s ta tu te  which had been 
enacted but ne i ther  f u l l y  funded ( t he  "20%" leve l  of funding was 
previously discussed i n  t h i s  repor t )  nor f u l l y  implemented (whi l e  the 
a c t  provided f o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  school d i s t r i c t s  i n t o  f i v e  cate- 
gories, c r i t e r i a  f o r  c l ass i f i ca t i on  of d i s t r i c t s  had not been devel-
oped a t  the time o f  the t r i a l  cour t  decision and had not been devel- 
oped a t  the time o f  the New Jersey Supreme Court's decision near ly a 
year la te r ;  the r e s u l t  was t h a t  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  were given the same 
"basic" c lass i f i ca t ion .  ) Among other things, the Batman Act provided 
for :  (1) "minimum support a id "  of $100 per pup i l  f o r  each d i s t r i c t  on 
a weighted pup i l  basis re f l ec t i ng  lesser costs f o r  education o f  k in-  
dergarten pup i l s  and greater costs fo r  secondary pupils; (2) "incen-
t i v e  equal izat ion aid", the purpose o f  which was t o  g ive a i d  t o  those 
d i s t r i c t s  which had "equalized valuations per pup i l "  which were less 
than "guaranteed valuations"; and (3) addi t ional  weight f o r  pupi ls  who 
were ch i ld ren  i n  fami l ies  res id ing  i n  the school d i s t r i c t  who received 
a id  t o  fami l ies  w i t h  dependent chi ldren. 

Based upon a s t a t i s t i c a l  model p ro jec t ing  the operation o f  the 
Bateman Act, the t r i a l  cour t  concluded that, although the Batman Act 
employed a wealth-based formula, the a c t  was more acceptable than the 
"foundation program"; i n  addit ion, the AFDC fac to r  would have an 
appreciable e f f e c t  i f  the Bateman Act were f u l l y  funded. 

The t r i a l  cour t  then took up discussion o f  the education clause 
i n  the New Jersey Const i tu t ion which read as fol lows: 

The Legis la ture sha l l  provide f o r  the  maintenance 
and support o f  a thorough and e f f i c i e n t  system o f  f r ee  
pub l i c  schools f o r  the i n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a l l  the ch i ldren 
i n  the s ta te  between the ages of f i v e  and eighteen 
years. -20/ 

Point ing out t h a t  the s ta te  was bearing up t o  75% o f  the 
expenses o f  publ ic  education during the time t h i s  clause was adopted, 
the t r i a l  cour t  concluded t h a t  i t  was a s ta te  l e g i s l a t i v e  ob l iga t ion  
t o  provide a thorough education f o r  a l l  pup i l s  wherever located. The 
t r i a l  cour t  in terpreted the word "thorough" as connoting completeness 
and a t t en t i on  t o  d e t a i l  and as meaning more than simply adequate o r  
minimal and concluded, on the  basis o f  the f ind ings described above 
r e l a t i n g  t o  unequal expenditures per pup i l  , tha t  a thorough education 
was no t  being af forded t o  a l l  pupi ls  i n  New Jersey. However, the 
t r i a l  cour t  stated t h a t  the requirements o f  the education clause would 
probably be f u l f i l l e d  i f  the Batman Act, w i th  a few deletions, were 
f u l l y  funded. 



The t r i a l  cour t  a l s o  found the New Jersey school f inance  system 
was in  v io la t ion  of  the equal protec t ion provisions of the United 
S t a t e s  and New Jersey cons t i tu t ions .  The t r i a l  cour t  applied the 
strict s c r u t i n y  test accepted i n  Serrano I and held t h a t  not only did 
the New Jersey school f inance  system d i sc r imina te  aga ins t  pupi ls  i n  
districts w i t h  low r e a l  property wealth, but  i t  discriminated aga ins t  
taxpayers by imposing unequal burdens f o r  a comnon s t a t e  purpose. ( I t
should be remembered t h a t  t h e  t r i a l  c o u r t  decis ion in  Robinson was 
announced we1 1 i n  advance of  the U. S. Supreme Court 's  in  
Rodriguez) . 

Upon review, the New Jersey Supreme Court accepted the t r i a l  
c o u r t ' s  f indings  t h a t  there were i n t e r d i s t r i c t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  the 
number of d o l l a r s  spent  per  pupil and t h a t  q u a l i t y  of educational 
opportunity depended in  subs tan t i a l  measure upon the number of d o l l a r s  
invested,  and i t  held t h a t  the New Jersey  school f inance  system vio-
l a t e d  t h e  education c lause  of the New Jersey  cons t i tu t ion .  The 
Supreme Court then devoted most of i t s  opinion t o  a r e j e c t i o n  of  the 
o t h e r  bases f o r  the t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  decision.  

The Supreme Court r e jec ted  the equal protec t ion bas i s  f o r  the 
t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  decision pr imar i ly  because the Court feared the impli-
c a t i o n s  of  the appl ica t ion of such a theory t o  a l l  important se rv ices  
provided by 1 ocal governments. Describing several  governmental ser-
vices  which were n e i t h e r  funded nor provided on a s t r i c t l y  equal 
bas is ,  the Court could not f ind  any requirement of  law t h a t  d i c t a t e d  
such equal i t y  i f  inequal i t y  was not connected w i t h  some invidious end. 
The Court discussed i n  some d e t a i l  the U. S. Supreme Court 's reasons 
f o r  r e j e c t i o n  of the s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  test i n  Rodriquez, c i t i n g  the 
concern t h a t  appl ica t ion of the s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  test strikes a t  t h e  
h e a r t  of  the time-honored concept of "local  government w i t h  local  
f i s c a l  responsi bi 1 i tyI1,21/ and re luctance  t o  apply a s i n g l e  so lu t ion  
t o  myriad problems in t h e p r o v i  s ion of governmental services .  

While accepting t h a t  wealth m i g h t  be a suspect  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
i n  some cases ,  the New Jersey Supreme Court found t h a t  wealth was not 
suspect  a s  a bas i s  f o r  r a i s i n g  revenues and t h a t  taxat ion has never 
been required .to be uniform as  among taxing d i s t r i c t s ;  further, the 
Court general l y  r e jec ted  the concept o f  according d i f f e r e n t  r i g h t s
special  protec t ion according t o  their "fundamental i ty". Even assuming 
wealth was a suspect  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and education was a fundamental 
r i g h t ,  the Court pointed ou t  t h a t  the re  may be a compelling s t a t e  
i n t e r e s t  in  preserving the i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  local  government and i t s  
concomitant, local  f i s c a l  responsi bi 1 i t y .  



The New Jersey Supreme Court a lso rejected the contentions 
tha t ,  under the s t a t e  constitution: (1) The s t a t e  could not delegate 
the responsibili ty for  raising taxes fo r  school purposes to  local 
governments; and (2) Statewide equality among taxpayers must be 
assured. 

However, the Court found tha t  the education clause required
equal educational opportunity fo r  children. Equal educational oppor- 
tunity d i d  not mean just a minimal education; instead 

The constitution's guarantee must be understood to  
embrace tha t  educational opportunity which is needed i n  
the contemporary se t t ing  t o  equip a child fo r  his role  
as  a ci t izen and as a competitor i n  the labor market.221 -
The Court then tested the New Jersey school finance system 

against i t s  interpretation of the constitutional requirement and found 
tha t  the system d i d  not pass constitutional muster because of "dis-
crepancies i n  dol la r  input per pupil .".?l/ The Court could find no 
other v i  abl e c r i te r ion  f o r  measuring compl lance w i t h  the constitution 
and refused t o  assume tha t  the lowest level of dol la r  performance com- 
pl ied w i t h  the constitution. 

Since the s t a t e  had delegated most of the responsibili ty for  
funding schools to  the local 1 eve1 , i t  was incumbent on the s t a t e  ' t o  
spell  out the meaning of equal educational opportunity so tha t  local 
d i s t r i c t s  had a more concrete standard t o  sat isfy.  Noting tha t  the 
Bateman Act had no apparent relationship to  equal educational oppor- 
t u n i  ty, the Supreme Court specif ical ly rejected the t r i a l  court 's  
conclusion tha t  full-funding of the Bateman Act would sa t i s fy  the 
requirements of the education clause. The Court went on to observe 
tha t ,  i f  the s t a t e  wished to delegate t o  the local level the s t a t e ' s  
obl igation to provide a thorough and ef f ic ient  education, the s t a t e  
must define this obligation, compel local d i s t r i c t s  t o  ra ise  the 
necessary funds  t o  ful f i  11 the obligation, and, perhaps, compensate
f o r  local fa i lures  to  meet the obligation. Further observing tha t  
these requirements apply not only to  school operating expenditures b u t  
t o  capital expenditures, the Court closed by noting tha t ,  upon the 
record i n  this case, the Court doubted tha t  a thorough and ef f ic ient  
system of schools could be achieved by re1 iance on local taxation. 

Connecticut. In Horton v. Meskill, 172 Conn. 615, 376 A.2d 
359, decided April 19, 1977, the Connecticut Supreme Court analyzed 
the t r i a l  court 's  findings and upheld the t r i a l  court 's  conclusion 
tha t  the Connecticut school finance system was unconstitutional under 
the Connecticut constitutional provisions relat ing t o  equal protection 
and the s t a t e ' s  obligation to  provide a f ree  education. 

2 3  -Id. a t  295. 

-23/ Id. 



The Supreme Court f i r s t  noted t h a t  the l o c a l  property t a x  was 
the  primary source o f  educational revenue. The percentage contr ibu- 
t i o n s  were l oca l  property t a x  70 percent, s t a t e  a i d  20 t o  25 percent, 
and federal  a i d  5 percent o r  less, compared t o  the nat iona l  average o f  
51 percent l o c a l  property taxes, 41 percent s t a t e  aid, and 8 percent 
federal  aid. Eighty-one percent of the a i d  t o  education from the 
s t a t e  was d i s t r i b u t e d  as a f l a t  grant  depending on t he  average number 
o f  pup i l s  a t tend ing school da i ly ;  i n  1973-74 the grant  was $215 per 
pup i l  and had been increased t o  $250 per pup i l .  The Court f u r t h e r  
noted t h a t  a m i l  1 ra ised d i f f e r e n t  amounts i n  each town (under Con-
nec t i cu t  statutes,  each town cons t i tu ted  a separate school d i s t r i c t ) ,  
and t h a t  m i l  1 ra tes var ied widely among towns. The Court 's opin ion 
contains a t ab le  showing property t ax  revenue y i e l d  per pup i l ,  per 
pup i l  operat ing expenditures, and n e t  school m i l l  rates. The t ab le  
i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  low property t a x  wealth per pup i l  had 
low per pup i l  expenditures b u t  had higher ne t  school m i l  1 ra tes  (some- 
times two t o  two and one-half times higher)  than d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  h igh 
property tax  wealth per pup i l .  

The Court went on t o  p o i n t  ou t  t h a t  proper ty- r ich  towns tend t o  
have a wider range and higher qual i t y  o f  educational services than 
property-poor towns and c i t e s  several examples. L i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  i t  
bel ieved were re la ted  t o  "qua l i t y  of education", the  Supreme Court 
found t h a t  the "optimal vers ion o f  the  c r i t e r i a  i s  achieved by higher 
per pup i l  operat ing expendi tures"24 -4and concluded there was a d i r e c t  
re la t ionsh ip  between per pupf l  schoo expenditures and the breadth and 
q u a l i t y  o f  educational programs. The Supreme Court then c f t e d  o ther  
f i nd ings  o f  the t r i a l  cour t  r e l a t i n g  genera l ly  t o  Connecticut's poor 
nat iona l  ranking r e l a t i n g  t o  the amount and method o f  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
s t a te  a i d  t o  education, and r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  s ta te  l eg i s l a tu re ' s  recent 
e f f o r t s  t o  bols<ter  the  Connecticut system o f  school f inance by enlarg- 
i n g  the basic grant  and prov id ing e x t r a  funds f o r  school f inance from 
l o t t e r y  proceeds f o r  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  low property wealth. The t r i a l  
cou r t  had found t h a t  the ef fect  o f  en larq ing the  basic grant  was 
small, and the  impact o f  the ex t ra  funds from the  l o t t e r y  was 
"miniscule and no t  significant.".25/ 

The Supreme Court then 1 f s ted  the essent ia l  conclusions o f  law 
which were contested on appeal. These can be sumnarized as fol lows: 
(1) education was a fundamental r i g h t  under t he  Connecticut const i  tu-  
t ion; (2 )  the  s ta te  school f inance system in te r fe red  w i t h  sa id  r i g h t  
and required " s t r i c t  scrut iny";  (3)  t he  s t a t e  school f inance system 
v io la ted  s ta te  equal p ro tec t ion  guarantees; (4) v a r i a t i o n  i n  revenues 
ava i lab le  f o r '  schools produced va r i d t i ons  i n  qual ity of i n s t r u c t i o n  
and therefor  produced d isc r im ina t ion  aga inst  students from d i s t r i c t s  
w i t h  low property t ax  wealth ( t h i s  conclusion a lso resu l ted  i n  v io la -  



t ions of the Connecticut "education clause") ; ( 5 )  Inore effective 
eqtlal ization would not d i m i n i s h  local control and therefor retention 
9f local control was not a rational basis fo r  the present school 
finance system; (6) Connecticut had not selected the leas t  drast ic  
means of reaching the objective of local control ; and (7 )  the 
leg is la ture ' s  attempts t o  remedy the s i tuat ion had not succeeded. 

The Court next turned to the verits of application of " s t r i c t  
scrutiny" analysis under the Connecticut equal protection of laws 
provision and, c i t ing  Serrano I and I1 and Robinson, concluded tha t  
the r i g h t  t o  an education was so basic and fun- as to  deserve 
s t r i c t  judicial scrutiny. Indicating tha t  the Connecticut school 
finance scheme was notable f o r  i t s  "sheer irrationality"26/ and was a 
r e su l t  of a delegation by the s t a t e  of i t s  r e spons ib i l fy  to  provide 
an education to each town without regard t o  the town's capabili ty of 
rais ing revenues f o r  education, the Connecticut Supreme Court upheld 
the t r i a l  court ' s  conclusions on the equal protection branch and on 
the other branches of the case. 

Decisions Upholding Foundation Plans 

Arizona. Shortly a f t e r  the Rodri uez decision, the Supreme 
Court o m n a  upheld the Arizona scl7-k-nance plan against claims oo 
tha t  i t  was discriminatory because of the dispari ty  of wealth between 
d i s t r i c t s ,  because the dispari ty  resul ted i n  unequal education, and 
because of the unequal burden on taxpayers. Shofstall v. Holl ins, 110 
Ariz. 88, 515 P.2d 590 (1973). Even though education was held to  be a 
fundamental r i g h t  under the Arizona constitution (which would ordinar- 
i l y  have the ef fec t  of subjecting the school finance s t a tu te  t o  the 
s t r i c t  scrutiny t e s t ) ,  the Court concluded tha t  a financing system 
which meets the constitutional c r i t e r i a  of uniformity and avai labi l i ty  
to  a l l  "need otherwise be only rat ional ,  reasonable and neither d i s -
criminatory nor capricious." 27/ Applying this t e s t ,  the Court i n  a 
brief opinion s tated tha t  i t  found "no magic i n  the f a c t  tha t  the 
school d i s t r i c t  taxes herein complained of are  greater i n  some dis- 
t r i c t s  than i n  others" 28J and tha t  the p la in t i f f s  were to be compared 
w i t h  taxpayers of other governmental uni ts  who shoulder different  tax 
burdens and receive varying degrees of services. I t  expressly
disagreed w i t h  the Serrano analysis under the s t a t e  equal protection
clause. 

Michi an In Milliken v. Green, 390 Mich. 389, 212 N.W. 2d 711 
(1 973) ,&upreme Court of Michigan vacated (reversed) i t s  earl  i e r  
opinion, rendered prior  t o  the decision i n  Rodriguez, which had 



i nva l ida ted  Michigan's school f inance system under t h e  s t a t e  equal 
p ro tec t ion  clause. On rehear ing the  Court adopted a r a t i o n a l  bqsis 
tes t ,  thereby p lac ing  the burden o f  prov ing i n v a l i d i t y  on the p la in -
t i f f s  who challenged the  f inancing scheme. Po in t ing  ou t  t h a t  many 
d i f f e r e n t  standards have been proposed t o  measure neducational oppor-
tunity ' ' ,  the Court decl ined t o  of fer  i t s  own de f in i t i on .  I t  found 
t h a t  ne i the r  the  education clause (which does no t  inc lude the " thor-
ough" o r  "uniform" language found i n  many cons t i t u t i ons )  nor the  equal 
p ro tec t ion  clause o f  the Michigan c o n s t i t u t i o n  required equal ity o f  
tax  resources, as the  p l a t n t i f f s  had contended. I t s  u l t ima te  holding 
was t h a t  the p l a i n t i f f s  had not  met t h e i r  burden o f  proof  -- the ev i -  
dence and s t a t i s t i c s  o f f e red  d i d  not  es tab l i sh  t h a t  the d i s p a r i t y  i n  
educational expenditures between d i s t r i c t s  resu l ted  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  
educational inequi t l e s  and t h a t  " the s ta te ' s  ob l i ga t i on  t o  provide a 
system of pub l i c  schools i s  no t  the same as the claimed ob l i ga t i on  t o  
provide equa l i t y  o f  educational opportunity." 29/ 

The M i l  liken case can be d is t ingu ished from most o ther  school 
f inance cases on the  basis o f  the  Michigan cons t i t u t i on ' s  lack  o f  lan- 
guage requ i r i ng  a "thorough", "e f f ic ient " ,  "general", o r  "uniform" 
system o f  education. However, the  Michigan Court seemed motivated no t  
so much by the t e x t  o f  t he  s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  as by 1t s  d i f f i c u l t y  
w i t h  the  concept o f  equal educational opportunity, how t o  measure it, 
and whether equal d o l l a r s  per  p u p i l  would ac tua l l y  a l l e v i a t e  
d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  opportunity. The Court concluded t h a t  i t  should not  
d iscard the e x i s t i n g  f inanc ing system i n  the  face o f  i t s  uncer ta in ty  
about the f i s c a l  and educational consequences. 

Washin ton. I n  an o r i g i n a l  proceeding before the Supreme Court 
o f  WasIT-- p e t i t i o n e r s  claimed t h a t  the  Washington school f inance ington, 
system v i o l a ted  the equal p ro tec t ion  clauses o f  the  federa l  and s t a t e  
cons t i tu t ions  and the s t a t e  education clauses, which provide t h a t  i t  
i s  " the paramount duty of the s t a t e  t o  make ample p rov is ion  fo r  the 
education o f  a11 ch i  ldren" and t h a t  the  system must be "general and 
uniform". 30f The Washi ngton system guaranteed each school d i s t r i c t  a 
speci f ied number o f  d o l l a r s  per  weighted pup i l  and al lowed d i s t r i c t s  
t o  u t i l i z e  o ther  funds ra ised  by a l o c a l  property t ax  i f  approved by 
the voters a t  special  m i 1 lage elect ions.  The p e t i t i o n e r s  a1 leged t h a t  
voters  i n  d i s t r i c t s  having low assessed va luat ions per pup i l  were less 
i n c l i n e d  t o  approve speciql  mi l lages and thus o f fe red  l ess  educational 
opportuni ty due t o  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e l y  1 esser weal th. 

The Court, i n  Northshore School D i s t r i c t  No. 417 v. Kinnear, 84 
Wash. 2d 685,' 530 P.2d 178 (1975), upheld the  Washington school 
f inance system. L ike  the Michigan court, i t  found no sa t i s f ac to r y  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  "educational opporturli ty" , The defendants presented 
evidence t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  per  p u p i l  spending were more c lose ly  

30/ Wash. Const. a r t .  9, secs. 1 and 2. 

T i c  



related t o  d ispar i t ies  i n  d i s t r i c t  enrollment rather than t o  assessed 
valuation per pupi  1. The Court then d s ~ o s e d  of the federal and 
s t a t e  equal' protection claims by holding tha t  the Rodri uez case con-
t ro l led ,  since cases t ied  the meaninq of -+-prior t e s t a t e  equal pro- 
tect ion clause to. tha t  of the federal clause.- 

Turn ing  to  the claims under the s t a t e  education clauses, the 
Court addressed the p la in t i f f s '  contention tha t  the phrase, "the para- 
mount duty of the s t a t e"  t o  provide education, be given special empha- 
s i s .  The Court c i ted the principle of construction which requires 
tha t  a l l  parts of an instrument should be harmonized whenever possible 
i n  order t o  give ef fec t  t o  each, and i t  noted tha t  the constitution 
gives both the leg is la ture  and the superintendent of public instruc- 
t ion roles  i n  assuring the avai labi l i ty  of education. I t  held tha t  
the  nature and extent of the paramount duty, and the means for  carry- 
i ng  i t  out, a re  for  the legis lature and the superintendent t o  deter-
mine, so long as  there is no invidious discrimination. Since whatever 
variations may have existed were caused by differences i n  d i s t r i c t  
s ize ,  geograpb, and location and by differences i n  the aspirations of 
the people of the d i s t r i c t  (and not by d ispar i t ies  i n  assessed valua-
tion per pupil) ,  the court concluded tha t  the financing system was a 
valid exercise of leg is la t ive  power. 

Further, i n  analyzing the claim under the clause requiring a 
"general and uniform system" of education, the Court defined a general 
and uniform system to  be 

one i n  which every child i n  the s t a t e  has f r ee  access to  
cer tain minimum and reasonably standardized educational 
and instructional f a c i l i t i e s  and opportunities... .--a 
system administered w i t h  tha t  degree of unifonni t y  which 
enables a child to  t ransfer  from one d i s t r i c t  t o  another 
w i t h i n  the same grade without substantial  loss of c redi t  
or  standing and w i t h  access by each student of whatever 
grade t o  acquire those skills and t raining tha t  a re  
reasonably understood t o  be fundamental and basic to  a 
sound education .a/ 

Since the p la in t i f f s1  evidence was not suff icient  to  prove tha t  
Washington's system violated this standard, the system was upheld.32J 

Another case, raising the issue of the level of s t a t e  funding 
f o r  education, has been decided by a t r i a l  court i n  Washington 



Idaho. I n  Thompson v. Engel king, 96 Idaho 793, 537 P.2d 634 
(1975) ,- Supreme Court of Idaho upheld Idaho's school f inanc ing 
system against  s i m i l a r  contentions. The t r i a l  cour t  had he ld  t h a t  
equal expenditures per pup i l  were requ i red t o  meet a standard o f  "com- 
p l  e t e  equal educational opportuni ty"  . The Supreme Court a1 1 uded t o  
the  controversy over whether equal educational oppor tun i ty  resu l  t s  
from equal expenditures per pup i l  bu t  refused t o  enter  an area which 
i t  characterized as "a tu rbu len t  f i e l d  of soc ia l ,  economic, and po l  it-
i c a l  policyW.33/ -

The case I s  notable f o r  i t s  emphasis on the  importance of the 
l e g i s l a t i v e  r o l e  i n  school finance. The Court s ta ted  t h a t  i t  would 
no t  convene as a "super-legislature',  and t h a t  i t  was U i l l - s u i t e d  t o  a 
task which i s  the  province of the leg is la tu reu .  34/ Perhaps i n f l u -
enced by i t s  d i s i n c l i n a t i o n  t o  overturn what i t p z c e i v e d  as decisions 
proper ly  belonging t o  t he  leg is la tu re ,  the Court adopted a ra t i ona l  
basis t e s t  and no t  a s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  tes t .  (It stated, however, t h a t  
even if s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  were appl icable,  the  Idaho cons t i t u t i on  d i d  
no t  c reate  a fundamental r i g h t  t o  education.) Af ter  f i nd ing  t h a t  the 
l e g i s l a t u r e  acted r a t i o n a l l y  and w i thou t  unconst i tu t iona l  d iscr imi -  
na t ion  i n  enacting a f inancing system which preserved l oca l  con t ro l  
and d i r e c t i o n  o f  education, the  Court approached the education clause 
claims w i t h  the same deference t o  l e g i s l a t i v e  ac t i on  and he ld  t h a t  
equal expenditures were no t  required. 

The Supreme Court o f  Oregon found Oregon's school 
f inance?? State, 276 Or .  9,aw o be c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  v a l i d  i n  Olsen v. 
554 P.2d 139 (1976). Instead of a s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  tes t ,  the  Court 
a ~ ~ r o v e da balancina t e s t  which i t  s ta ted  was modelled a f t e r  the t e s t  
a r t i c u l a t e d  i n  the equal p ro tec t ion  po r t i on  of Robinson v. Cahi 11, 
t h a t  i s ,  whether the detr iment of the education of ch i l d ren  i n  some 
d i s t r i c t s  i s  outweighed by the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t he  school finance 
scheme, As i n  Rodri uez, the i n t e r e s t  advanced t o  j u s t i f y  the scheme 
was l oca l  contro T-9-d the  p l a i n t i f f s '  over e ucation; reply was t h a t  there 
was no meaningful l o c a l  con t ro l  i n  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  few property tax  
resources. The Court answered w i t h  an extension of the  p l a i n t i f f s '  
argument t o  o ther  services financed l o c a l l y  from the property tax. 
Jus t  because some d i s t r i c t s  have greater  property wealth than others, 
the  Court said, i t  does no t  fo l low t h a t  the equal p ro tec t ion  clause i s  
v io lated;  there i s  no reason fo r  such a severe den igra t ion of l o c a l  
control .  I n  the  education clause po r t i on  of the  opinion, the Court 
determined t h a t  the p rov is ion  of a "uniform and general" system o f  
education d i d  no t  e n t a i l  a requirement t h a t  the amounts ava i lab le  must 
approach equal i ty .  



We are of the opinion that  Art. VIII, Section 3, i s  
complied w i t h  i f  the s t a t e  requires and provides for  a 
minimum of educational opportunities i n  the d i s t r i c t  and 
permits the d i s t r i c t s  t o  exercise local control over 
what they desire,  and can furnish, over the minimum.35/ -

Power equalization and other solutions 

A t  l e a s t  two basic financing methods which continue t o  rely on 
the  property tax have been advanced to  meet the legal objections 
directed toward most foundation plans: (1) a state-imposed property 
tax, w i t h  a uniform levy on a l l  property throughout the s t a t e  and the 
proceeds distributed according t o  school population and d i s t r i c t  bud-
gets;  and (2)  power equalization. Since Colorado's school finance law 
is a modified power equalization scheme, the focus of this portion of 
the report w i  11 be placed on power equalization. The essence of a 
power equalization scheme is tha t  the s t a t e  guarantees, by means of 
the formula for  s t a t e  funding of local d i s t r i c t s ,  tha t  a mill levied 
i n  any d i s t r i c t ,  regardless of i ts  wealth, will ra i se  the same number 
of do1 l a r s  per pupi 1. That number of do1 l a r s  i s s e t  by s ta tu te ,  and 
local d i s t r i c t s  a re  f r ee  (usually w i t h i n  1 imits, as discussed below) 
t o  adopt budgets a t  any level they find advisable. A relat ively h i g h  
budget per pupil would require the imposition of a higher m i  11 levy 
than a lower budget per pupi 1, bu t  the d i s t r i c t ' s  choice would theo-
re t i ca l ly  be made on educational grounds and would not be a function 
of the  valuation fo r  assessment. The proponents of power equalization 
c i t e  the preservation of decision-making a t  the local level as  one of 
the major advantages of such a plan. 

'Pure' power equalization, however, has the disadvantage of 
being f i sca l ly  open-ended; t h a t  is, the level of s t a t e  expenditures
fo r  education is governed by the choices made by local d i s t r i c t s  about 
the amount of the i r  budgets. Such choices could vary from year t o  
year, making the s t a t e ' s  obligation somewhat unpredictable. To meet 
these objectives, a s t a t e  can s e t  a maximum on school d i s t r i c t s '  per
pupil budgets o r  on the number of mills a dis tr ic t 'may levy. In addi- 
t ion o r  a s  an a1 ternative t o  such maximums, a s t a t e  m i g h t  require tha t  
district budgets be submitted t o  the s t a t e  department of education fo r  
review, i n  order to  insure tha t  additional moneys are  being wisely 
spent. Consistent w i t h  a power equalization plan, a s t a t e  could also 
require a minimum level of expenditures or  a m i n i m u m  mill levy on the 
theory tha t  the pupi 1s' in teres ts  i n  equal educational opportunity do 
not permit a d i s t r i c t  t o  choose an expenditure level which is  substan-
t i a l l y  below some defined point. 



A1 though pbwer equal iza t ion i s  usua l l y  discussed as a s ta te  
"guarantee", pure power equa l i za t ion  i s  no t  merely a guarantee t h a t  
every d i s t r i c t  w i  11 have ava i lab le  some minimum amount o f  funding. 
Without p lac ing  some k ind  of 1i m i t  on wea l th ie r  d i s t r i c t s ,  such a p lan 
would i n  essence be a foundation p lan w i t h  a l l  i t s  at tendant const i tu-  
t i ona l  problems. A pure power equa l i za t ion  plan, i n  which the  l eg i s -  
1 a ture  has se t  the  per pup i l  pe r  mi11 guaranteed amount somewhere 
below the actual  per pup i l  per m i l l  amount o f  the  weal th ies t  d i s t r i c t ,  
would requ i re  d i s t r i c t s  i n  which the actual  amount ra ised  per pup i l  
per m i l l  i s  greater than the s ta tu to r y  guarantee t o  r e t u r n  the excess 
t o  the s t a t e  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  poorer d i s t r i c t s .  Thus weal t h y  d is -  
t r i c t s  would be "equalized down", wh i l e  poor d i s t r i c t s  would be 
"equal ized up". 

This requirement o f  re tu rn ing  some po r t i on  of property tax  
revenues t o  the s t a t e  ra ises  several l ega l  questions. I n  Buse v. 
Smith 247 N.W. 2d 141 (Wis. l976), the Supreme Court o f  U r n 
i n v d l i d a t e d  a power equal iza t ion plan because i t  v io l a ted  the r u l e  
which requires l oca l  taxes t o  be spent f o r  l o c a l  purposes and no t  f o r  
the bene f i t  o f  o ther  areas o r  o f  the  state. This r u l e  was he ld  t o  be 
mandated by the un i fo rm i ty  of taxa t ion  clause o f  Wisconsin's cons t i  tu-  
t ion.  Woodahl v. Straub, 520 P.2d 776 (Mont. 1974), reaches the oppo- 
s i t e  resu l t ,  upholding a school f inance p lan which invo lved a s ta te-
wide f o r t y -m i l l  l e vy  and requ i red those d i s t r i c t s  i n  which the  levy  
produced more funds than needed f o r  the  "foundation program" t o  remi t  
the excess t o  the state.  The Supreme Court o f  Montana characterized 
the fo r ty -m i l l  l e v y  as a state,  no t  a loca l ,  property tax  and he ld  
t h a t  the  proceefds o f  such a s t a t e  tax  could be used f o r  any pub l i c  
purpose, inc lud ing  education. 

Since Colorado's present law does no t  requ i re  any d i s t r i c t  t o  
remi t  l o c a l l y  generated funds t o  the state,  these decisions r a i s e  on l y  
hypothet ical  problems; however, i t  i s  useful t o  s e t  f o r t h  t he  issues 
which would need t o  be resolved ifa pure power equal iza t ion plan were 
t o  be considered f o r  Colorado: 

(1 )  I s  the l evy  required t o  be imposed by a school d i s t r i c t  
( i  .e., d i s t r i c t  budget per pup i l  d i v ided  by the  guaranteed per pup i l  
per  m i 11 amount) a s t a t e  o r  a l oca l  property tax? 

( 2 )  I f  i t  i s  a l oca l  property tax, does the Colorado const i tu-  
t i o n  requ i re  t h a t  i t  be spent on ly  fo r  l o c a l  purposes? 

( 3 )  If it  i s  a s ta te  property tax, i s  i t  subject  t o  the 
l i m i t a t i o n  o f  sect ion 11 of a r t i c l e  X o f  the  s ta te  const i tu t ion,  which 
prohi  b i t s  the impos i t ion of a tax  on property fo r  s t a te  purposes o f  
more than four  m i l 1 s? 

(4) I f  i t  i s  a s ta te  property tax, does i t  v i o l a t e  sect ion 15 
o f  a r t i c l e  I X  d f  the s ta te  const i tu t ion,  which provides t h a t  l oca l  
boards o f  education sha l l  have cont ro l  of i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  the  pub l i c  
schools o f  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s ?  



The theore t i ca l  problem posed by a 1 i m i t a t i o n  on the use o f  
l o c a l l y  ra ised  taxes a t  the l o c a l  l eve l  i s  r e l a ted  t o  the question o f  
l i m i t a t i o n s  on budgets general ly. It i s  noteworthy t h a t  both the  Mon- 
tana case c i t e d  above, which upheld such a 1 i m i t ,  and an opinion o f  
the Colorado Attorney General which seems t o  endorse a pure power 
equa l i za t ion  b i l l  (S.B. No. 538, 1977 session) r e f e r  t o  the opt ions 
ava i l ab le  t o  l oca l  d i s t r i c t s  t o  increase t h e i r  l evy  i n  order t o  exceed 
the guaranteed budget amount per  pup i l .  Even the Wisconsin law exam- 
ined i n  Buse v. Smith allowed d i s t r i c t s  t o  increase t h e i r  budgets over 
the  state-guaranteed amount, a l b e i t  w i t h  a penal ty i n  the form o f  a 
d ive rs ion  t o  the s ta te  o f  a percentage of the add i t i ona l  revenues 
raised. It i s  f a i r  t o  say t h a t  t he  idea o f  imposing a maximum on d is -  
t r i c t  expenditures i n  a comparatively wealthy d i s t r i c t ,  and a t  the 
same t ime requ i r i ng  i t  t o  r e tu rn  excess property taxes t o  the state, 
i s  d iscomfort ing and t h a t  some type of ou t le t ,  usua l l y  i n  the form o f  
an add i t i ona l  l evy  authorized by the voters, the l oca l  board o f  edu- 
cation, o r  some s ta te  agency, may be des i rab le  even though i t  tends t o  
favor wealthy d i s t r i c t s .  

I n  t h i s  connection, the case o f  Askew v. tiargrave, 401 U.S. 
436, 91 S.Ct. 856 (1971), should be kept i n  mind. A F lo r ida  s ta tu te  
which l i m i t e d  proper ty  taxes f o r  school purposes t o  ten m i l l s  was 
challenged on the ground t h a t  i t  d iscr iminated aqai n s t  poor d i s t r i c t s  
i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  the  Fourteenth Amendment t o  the United States Con-
s t i t u t i o n .  The federa l  d i s t r i c t  cou r t  agreed,36/ bu t  the U.S. Supreme 
Court vacated the  decis ion based on the d K t r i n e  o f  federa l  cour t  
abstention, s ince another case r a i s i n g  s i m i l a r  issues under the 
F lo r i da  c o n s t i t u t i o n  was pending i n  a s t a t e  court .  The case i s  c i t e d  
i n  Rodri uez,37/ apparent ly f o r  the p ropos i t i on  t h a t  i f  a s ta te  c e i l -
i n g-3-evies expenditures has the e f f e c t  o f  abso lu te ly  ba r r i ng  on o r  
desired tax  increases, a t  l e a s t  i n  poorer d i s t r i c t s ,  i t  may be uncon-
s t i  tu t iona l .  

Imp1 i ca t i ons  f o r  the Colorado Statu te  

It i s  now possible t o  discuss the app l i ca t ion  o f  the lega l  
p r i n c i p l e s  se t  f o r t h  above t o  Colorado's "Publ ic School Finance Act  of 
1973", a r t i c l e  50 o f  t i t l e  22, C.R.S. 1973. Several features o f  the 
Colorado law are f a i r l y  comparable t o  features o f  o ther  s t a t e  laws 
which have been l i t i g a t e d .  

The author ized revenue base. The authorized revenue base per 
pup i l  ("ARB") i s  the l e v e l  o f  expenditure o f  a d i s t r i c t ,  and i t  deter-

-	 mines ' t he  annual m i l l  l e v y  f o r  the d i s t r i c t .  The law as enacted i n  
'a-	 1973 allowed d i s t r i c t s  t o  increase t h e i r  expenditures annually by a 

given percentage over t h e i r  ARB per pup i l  f o r  the p r i o r  budget year, 
b u i l d i n g  on actual  per-pupi l  expenditure as they stood i n  1973. I n  
recent years the percentage increase has been e l iminated and rep1 aced 
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wi th  an author ized increase o f  a f l a t  d o l l a r  amount. Thus weal thy  
d i s t r i c t s  w i l l  no lonqer be ab le  t o  increase budqets by apply inq a 
percentage t o  a 1 arger amount than poorer d i s t r i c t s ,  thereby widening 
the d i f fe rence  between the r i c h e r  and poorer d i s t r i c t s .  By t h i s  
means, and by spec i fy ing i n  the law t h a t  no d i s t r i c t  need have an ARB 
of less  than a stated amount per pup i l ,  poorer d i s t r i c t s  can increase 
t h e i r  expenditures a t  a fas ter  r a t e  than wea l th ie r  d i s t r i c t s  and mad- 
u a l l y  lacatch upn, i f  they so choose. 

Issue: I n  s p i t e  o f  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of poorer d i s t r i c t s '  
i n c r e a s ~ t h e i r  expenditures over a per iod o f  ,years so t h a t  they 
spend approximately the same amount per pup i l  as weal th ier  d i s t r i c t s ,  
does the fac t  t ha t  the ARB was based on 1973 spendinq l eve l s  (which 
may have re f lec ted  differences i n  d i s t r i c t  property wealth) cons t i t u t e  
an unlawful d i sc r im ina t ion  between d i s t r i c t s  on the  basis of wealth o r  
a den ia l  of a thorouqh and uni form education? 

The minimum s t a t e  share. Section 22-5q-lq5 (2), C.R.S. 1973, 
provides t h a t  every d i s t r i c t ,  regardless of how much i s  ra ised by 
l oca l  property taxes, w i l l  rece ive a t  l e a s t  a s ta ted amount per pup i l  
from the state.  P r a c t i c a l l y  speakinq, the e f fec t  of t h i s  p rov is ion  i s  
t o  g ive t h i s  minunum amount t o  those d i s t r i c t s  i n  which a one-mil l  
l evy  w i l l  r a i s e  more than the quaranteed per pupi 1 per m i l  1 amount and 
which are therefore  not  e l  i q i  b l  e for  basic equal i z a t i o n  sunport. 

Issue: Does the minimum s ta te  share exacerbate wealth d i f fe r -
e n t i a l s b e t w e e n  d i s t r i c t s  i n  an unconst i tu t iona l  manner i n  t h a t  i t  
requ i res  a grant  o f  s t a t e  funds t o  d i s t r i c t s  i n  which proper ty  wealth 
i s  already over the equal iza t ion l eve l  set  by the s ta te? 

It would be useful i n  t h i s  connection t o  determine whether the 
minimum s ta te  share serves a p o l i c y  purpose o ther  than simply assuring 
t h a t  every d i s t r i c t  receives something from the state.  Ifthe purpose 
o f  the minimum s ta te  share i s  t o  compensate d i s t r i c t s  fo r  special 
needs which have not  been taken i n t o  considerat ion' i n  f i x i n q  the 
guaranteed per-pupi 1-per-mil 1 amount, the minimum s ta te  share may be 
reasonably r e l a ted  t o  a v a l i d  s t a t e  goal .3R/ -

The op t ion  t o  overr ide the ARB 1 im i ta t ion .  The Colorado law 
permits a d i s t r i c t  which determines t h a t  i t s  needs requ i re  per-puoi l  
expenditures i n  excess o f  the ARR per puoi 1 1 i m i t ' t o  apnl y t o  the 
s ta te  school d i s t r i c t  hudqet review hoard f o r  permission t o  increase 
i t s  property tax l evy  and, i f  denied i n  whole o r  i n  part,  t o  submit 
the question t o  the e lec tors  o f  the d i s t r i c t .  I f  an increased ARB i s  
authorized, the d i s t r i c t  i t s e l f  absorbs the add i t iona l  cos t  dur ina the 
f i r s t  year throuqh property taxes; subsequently the increase becomes 
p a r t  o f  the ARB and i s  funded accordinq t o  the usrral formula. 

-38/ J. Coons, W. Clune, and S. Sugarman, Pr i va te  Meal t h  and Pub1 i c  
Education, suqqest t h a t  rower equal iza t ion can be combined w i t h  
such a f l a t  grant, a1 though they v i sua l i ze  the grant 's  beinq 
ava i lab le  t o  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  and not  j u s t  t o  weal th ier  ones. 



Issues: Since weal th ier  d i s t r i c t s  can more e a s i l y  bear the 
burden o f x c e s s  1 evies and w i  11 thus be more 1 ikely t o  avai 1 them-
selves o f  the opt ion t o  overr ide ARB l i m i t s ,  does the opt ion d isc r im i -  
nate un lawfu l l v  i n  favor of wealthy d i s t r i c t s ?  Does the fundinq o f  
budqets which have been increased over 4RR l i m i t s  from s ta te  as we l l  
as l oca l  sources (a f t e r  the f i r s t  vear) unlawful ly  perpetuate such 
d iscr iminat ion? 

Excl uded categories o f  expendi tures . Colorado ' s school finance 
law per ta ins  on ly  t o  expenditures from a d i s t r i c t ' s  qeneral fund. I t  
therefore has no app l i ca t ion  t o  cap i t a l  expenditures, such as the con- 
s t r uc t i on  o r  improvement of school bu i ld ings  o r  the purchase of capi-
t a l  equipment. It also does not  encompass expenditures fo r  so-cal led 
"categor ical  " programs, such as education of the handicapped o r  
b i l i n g u a l  education, for  which s ta te  grant  moneys are made ava i lab le  
t o  1 ocal d i s t r i c t s  under d i f f e r e n t  s ta tu tes and accordinq t o  d i f ferent  
c r i t e r i a  and formulae. 

Issue: Ifequal educational onpor tun i ty  cannot be assured 
unless r t y p e s  of expenditures are equalized, does the  exclusion of 
ce r t a i n  categories of expenditures render the Colorado law unconsti tu- 
t i o n a l ?  

This issue might be resolved w i t h  c e r t a i n  data. For example, 
if i t  can be shown t h a t  handicapped ch i l d ren  are not d i s t r i b u t e d  
evenly throuqhout the state, there may be j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for  fundinq 
special education accordinq t o  a separate formula. Simi lar1y, ifthe 
qreatest  demand f o r  cap i t a l  const ruct ion i s  i n  pronerty-wealthy d is -
t r i c t s ,  there may be a ra t i ona l  hasis fo r  re1 lance on the property t ax  
( the t r a d i t i o n a l  source) f o r  fund i  nq c a p i t a l  construct ion.  

The outcome on any o f  these issues w i l l  almost c e r t a i n l y  be 
affected by whether the  cou r t  determines t o  apply the ra t i ona l  basis 
t e s t  o r  the s t r i c t  sc ru t iny  t e s t  ou t l i ned  above. 

M i scel 1 aneous nrobl  ems and trends 

Measures o f  qual ity .  The cou r t  decisions i nva l  i d a t i n q  school 
finance plans have assumed, not  w i thout  some reluctance, t h a t  educa-
t i ona l  qual it y  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a ted  t o  the leve l  of do1 l a r s  spent per 
pup i l .  On the  o ther  hand, the decisions upholdinq plans often inc lude 
a f ind ing t h a t  the evidence does not  es tab l i sh  t h a t  equal do l l a r s  
create equal opportuni ty.  While the primary determinant of the effec- 
t iveness of education may not  be the d o l l a r s  spent, and whi le  spendins 
wi thout  wise planning i s  probably doomed, i t  i s  su re ly  t r ue  t h a t  most 
proposal s f o r  enhancing educational qualit y  invo lve increasins 
expenditures. Thus the issue o f  whether equal do1 l a r s  ( o r  the ava i l  -
a b i l  i t y  thereof )  measures equal i t y  o f  educational oppor tun i ty  i s  a 
cont inuing problem. 

Some cour ts  have t r i e d  t o  contend w i t h  output, instead of 
input ,  measures. The federal d i s t r i c t  cou r t  i n  McInnes v. Sha i r o ,  re293 F.Supp. 327 (0. Ill. 1968), a f f ' d  sub. nom. mer. Mc nnes v. 



0 i l v i e ,  394 U.S. 322 (l969), found t ha t  i t  had no standards t o  mea-% roduct, i.e., the qua1 it y  of the  education a c t u a l l y  sure t e school's 
del ivered, and us r e  used t o  adjudicate the equal p ro tec t ion  ques- th 
t i o n  ra ised there. Ifthe 
education i s  defined t o  be 
of how t o  measure such 
educational product, o r  something e lse  -- remains a thorny one. 

Tax e f for t .  Many references are made i n  the w r i t i n g  on school 
finance t o  the  term tax  e f fo r t " .  The hear t  of a power equal iza t ion 
plan i s  the equal iza t ion of tax  e f for t ,  i n  t h a t  a proper ty  tax l e v y  a t  
the same r a t e  i n  every d i s t r i c t  produces equal revenues. 
Rea l i s t i ca l l y ,  however, the " tax  e f f o r t "  requ i red t o  r a i s e  an addi- 
t i ona l  m i l l ' s  worth of prooerty taxes may vary widely between d is -
t r i c t s .  For example, i n  a school d i s t r i c t  suf fer inq from "municipal 
overburden" (qenera l lv  defined as a d i s t r i c t ,  probably i n  an urban 
area, where many j u r i s d i c t i o n s  levy  property taxes and many pub1 i c  
services are required), the combined l e v i e s  of a l l  tax ina  . iu r isd ic-
t i ons  r e s u l t  i n  a r e l a t i v e l v  h iqh tax ra te ,  and hiqher school taxes 
must compete t o  t h e i r  $disadvantage w i t h  requests f o r  o ther  worthy pro- 
qrams. Such a d i s t r i c t  miqht be r e l a t i v e 1  v prooerty-weal t hy  and s t i  11 
have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  r a i s i n q  school taxes because of an al ready hiah 
mi l lage.  A f u r t h e r  example: A d i s t r i c t  i n  which the average res i -  
dence i s  valued a t  $25,000 would probably have greater d i f f i c u l t y  i n  
increasing i t s  levy  by one m i l l  than would a d i s t r i c . t  i n  which the 
average residence i s  valued a t  $lOO,OQO, because the taxpayers of the 
l a t t e r  d i s t r i c t  almost su re ly  have much more d isc re t ionarv  personal 
income than the former. 

These examples r a i s e  questions about the fa i rness of cour t  
decisions and school f inance laws which measure the  wealth o f  a school 
d i s t r i c t  s o l e l y  according t o  i t s  va luat ion f o r  assessment and which 
t i e  s t a te  school a i d  t o  property tax  revenues. The u l t ima te  question 
i s ,  of course, what por t ion  of school fundinq, ifany, i s  proper lv  
borne by the property tax. 

Equa1,ized assessments. The fairness of a power equal iza t ion 
plan i s  i n  very l a rge  p a r t  dependent on equalized property assess- 
ments. It should be noted t h a t  the cou r t  decisions appear t o  assume 
tha t  equal ized assessments ex is t ;  Colorado's recent experience indi-
cates t h a t  t h i s  very basic p re requ is i te  i s  no t  so e a s i l v  attained. 

S ec ia l  needs. Any school finance olan must cope w i t h  the 
question o -5-x-T-e t  e r  t o  fund proqrams f u l f i l l i n q  specia1 needs, such as 
special education, poverty, b i l i n q u a l  education, small attendance cen- 
ters,  decl i n i  nq enrol  lments, o r  t ransportat ion,  wi t h i n  the basic 
school f inance law o r  by using a cateqor ical  approach. A "we i~h t i nq "  
approach, i n  which a student w i t h  special  needs i s  m u l t i p l i e d  by a 
s t a t u t o r i l v - s e t  f ac to r  and i s  then funded throuqh the qeneral school 
f inance formula, i s  f a i r l y  common. An i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  approach 
may be found i n  S.B. No. 525 from the la77 session. 

Courts have found a requirement of compensatinq for special 
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needs i n  federal  and s ta te  equal p ro tec t ion  clauses, s t a te  education 
clauses, and o ther  l e d s l a t i o n  such as the  federal " C i v i l  Riahts Act 
o f  1964". The U.S. Supreme Court, i n  Lau v. Nichols, 414 I1.S. 563, 94 
S.Ct .  706, 39 L.Ed.2d 1 (1974). he ld  tm s p e m q l i s h  procrrams fo r  
Chinese-speakinq pup i l s  i n  San Francisco were mandated by the  C i v i l  
Rights Ac t ' s  p r o h i b i t i o n  on d isc r im ina t ion  on the wound o f  race, 
co lor ,  o r  nat iona l  o r i q i n  i n  any proqram rece iv inq  federal  aid, and 
the federa l  quidel  i n e  promul qated pursuant there to  requi  r i n a  federal  1 y 
funded school d i s t r i c t s  t o  r e c t i f y  1 anauaqe clef i c i enc i es  i n  order t o  
assure t h a t  students o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  race, color ,  o r  nat iona l  o r i s i n  
are no t  denied the oppor tun i ty  t o  ob ta in  the education general ly  
obtained by o ther  students i n  the system. 

Another 1 i n e  o f  cases, which r e l y  on s t a t e  education clauses 
and the mandate o f  equal protect ion,  holds t h a t  s ta tes  must provide 
f o r  the educational needs o f  the menta l ly  retarded. See PARC v. Penn-
sylvania, 343 F. Supp. 279 (E.D. Pa. 1972). I n  o n e o f  the most 
recent  cases o f  t h i s  type, a federa l  d i s t r i c t  cou r t  i n  Pennsylvania 
employed the Rodri uez reasoninq and held t h a t  retarded ch i l d ren  are a 
suspect c lass  -beecause o f  t h e i r  h i s t o r y  o f  purposeful unequal treatment 
and t h e i r  r e l esa t i on  t o  a p o s i t i o n  o f  p o l i t i c a l  powerlessness; accord-
i n g l  y, s t r i c t  j u d i c i a l  s c ru t i ny  of laws concerninq the education of 
the handicapped i s  warranted. F i a l  kowski v. Shapp, 405 F. sup^. 9 4  
(E.D. Pa. 1975). The cou r t  noted t h a t  complete exclusion of the 
retarded from the educational system might no t  even sa t i s f y  the less  
s t r i ngen t  r a t i o n a l  basis tes t ,  s ince i t  might be shown t ha t  a l l  
retarded c h i l d r e n  could benef i t  from some type of education. 

The separat ion o f  powers theme. While i t  i s  su re ly  the duty of  
the  . ju&cial branch t o  i n t e r p r e t  and apply the federal and s ta te  
cons t i tu t ions ,  the cour ts  ' have approached t h a t  duty w i t h  d i  f fe r ina 
degrees o f  deference t o  l e g i s l a t i v e  enactments. The Idaho case d is -
cussed e a r l i e r  comes c lose t o  charac te r i z ing  school f inance as a 
po lit i c a l  question, which the courts have t r a d i t i o n a l  1 y refused t o  
adjudicate. On the o ther  hand, i n  the Seranno decisions and others, 
the cour ts  have re ta ined  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  oversee l e a i s l a t i o n  enacted 
i n  response t o  the decisions. Although no t  much emphasis has been 
placed on i t  i n  the cases, i t  i s  noteworthy t h a t  most s t a t e  education 
clauses a re  phrased i n  terms o f  the l e g i s l a t u r e ' s  duty t o  provide a 
thorouqh. uniform. o r  seneral education. Wherever a p a r t i c u l a r  cour t  
may draw- the 1 ine-between proper and improper , j ud ic ia l  i n t e r ven t i on  i n  
the educational system, i t  would appear t h a t  many cour ts  are r e l uc tan t  
t o  invade the spheres o f  the l e g i s l a t i v e  and executive branches except 
i n  the c l ea res t  cases.391 -

-391 As Judge B a r r e t t  pointed ou t  i n  h i s  concurr ing op in ion i n  Ke es 
v. School D i s t r i c t  No. 1, 521 F.2d 465 ( l o t h  C i r .  1975), -k 
school f inance and deseareqation cases decided by the federal 
cour ts  may a lso o f fend not ions about the proper r o i es  of  fed-
e r a l  and s ta te  governments : 

(Continued on f o l  lowing page) 



The "equal sewers problemM. 401 One of the most far-reaching 
aspects o f  Seranno I and I 1  1iz i n  t h e i r  determination t h a t  equal 
p ro tec t ion  requ i  res equal it y  o f '  educational serv ices ( o r  equal it y  of 
oppor tun i ty  the re fo r )  between d i s t r i c t s  and not  j u s t  w i t h i n  a d is -  
t r i c t .  I f  t he  a v a i l a b i l r n o t h e r  services i s  deemed t o  approach 
the importance o f  education, the Serrano cases imply t h a t  the prov i -  
s ion  o f  such other services may a l s o e p e n d  on the wealth o f  the 
po lit i c a l  u n i t  supplying them. Ear l  i e r  cases have he ld  t h a t  municipal 
serv ices o r  education may no t  be provided i n  a d isc r im ina to ry  manner 
based on race,41/ f o r  instance by using pub1 i c  funds t o  i n s t a l l  s t r e e t  
paving o r  l i g h n n g  and the l i k e  on ly  i n  whi te  areas o f  a town, bu t  
thus f a r  such decisions have involved on l y  areas w i t h i n  a p o l i t i c a l  
u n i t .  A t  l e a s t  one law review comnent suggests t h a t  the 
interdistrict-intradistrict d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  no t  s i q n i f i c a n t  and t h a t  
d isc r im ina t ion  between d i s t r i c t s  based on wealth may be unlawful.42/ 
It i s  poss ib le  t h a t  the  i n t e r e s t  i n  an equal education w i l l  be v i e K d  
as so much more fundamental than any i n t e r e s t  i n  equal treatment i n  
the p rov is ion  o f  highways, water, sewer, o r  f i r e  and po l i ce  p ro tec t ion  
t h a t  the Serrano ra t i ona le  w i l l  no t  be transferable; However, the 
poss ib i l it  y  z  h  a development poses profound questions f o r  1 eais- 
l a t i v e  considerat ion. 

-39/ (Continued) 

...[T]he School Board and admin is t ra t ive  o f f i c i a l s  
o f  the D i s t r i c t  are no l o n  e r  managing, operat inq 
o r  c o n t r o l l i n g  the  _Qf r e s u l t  from mysystem. he 
po in t  of view i s  a t  d i r e c t  odds w i t h  the proper 
bal  ance o f  Federal -State re1 a t i ons  . As heretofore 
noted, i t  imposes an onerous and overwhelminq task 
on a federal  j u d i c i a r y  which i s  a1 ready 'smothered ' 
w i t h  tremendous dockets i nvo l v i ng  issues desiqned 
f o r  t r ue  j u d i c i a l  treatment, ad jud ica t i ve  ra the r  
than admin is t ra t ive  i n  nature. No one would 
contend t h a t  the federal  j u d i c i a r y  i s  the  body t o  
a l l oca te  ava i lab le  s t a t e  funds t o  the i n t e g r a t i v e  
ob ject ives o f  the school systems i n  such a manner 
t h a t  i t  w i l l  decide the p r i o r i t y  and amount o f  
remaininq funds f o r  o ther  necessary and proper 
s t a t e  governmental funct ions.  The Tenth Amendment 
d i d  reserve t o  the people o f  the  various sovereign 
s ta tes those powers not  otherwi se express1 y dele-
gated t o  the Federal Government. 521 F.2d a t  490. 

40/ J. Coons, W. Clune, and S, Sugarman, supra, a t  386. 

42J See fo l low ing  page. 



General In format ion on the Current Act 

S.B. No. 25 -- 1978 Session 

The most recent  amendments t o  the  "Pub l ic  School Finance Act o f  
1373" were enacted i n  1978 i n  the  form of S.B. No. 25. S.B. No. 25, 
one of the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  amendments t o  t h e  a c t  s ince i t s  incept ion,  
broke from the e x i s t i n g  system o f  percentage ARB increases and estah- 
l i s h e d  a  system of minimum ARBS and f l a t  d o l l a r  ARB increases t o  more 
r a p i d l y  reduce i n t e r d i s t r i c t  ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  across the  state.  The 
s i g n i f i c a n t  fea tures  o f  S.G. No. 35 a r e  summarized below. 

Summary o f  S.B. No. 25 

S.B. No. 25, as enacted by the  1978 session o f  the  General 
Assembly, increased the  "guaranteed m i  11" ( t h e  amount which the s t a t e  
guarantees t h a t  each d i s t r i c t  can r a i s e  per  p u p i l  f o r  each m i l l  i t  
lev ies ,  regardless o f  i t s  assessed va lua t ion )  from the calendar year 
1978 l e v e l  o f  $35.00 per  m i l  1  per  p u p i l  t o  a 1979 l e v e l  o f  $42.25 pe r  
m i  11 per pupi 1. A 1980 "guaranteed m i  11" l e v e l  o f  $45.85 was a lso  
establ ished i n  the  b i l l .  A p r o v i s i o n  was added which spec i f ies  t h a t  
the  equa l i za t ion  support l e v e l  f o r  budget years 1981, 1982, and there- 
a f t e r  would be the  same as f o r  1980. An a d d i t i o n a l  p rov is ion  s t i pu -  
l a t e s  t h a t  a  d i s t r i c t  con ta in ing  more than 50,000 p u p i l s  and a p u p i l  
dens i t y  of a t  l e a s t  500 p u p i l s  per  square m i l e  can rece ive  up t o  one 
hundred seven and one-half  percent  o f  the  "guaranteed mi 11" l e v e l  
spec i f ied  f o r  the  budget year. 

The "minimum guarantee" ( t h e  minimum amount o f  s t a t e  equal iza- 
t i o n  which each d i s t r i c t  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  rece ive  per  p u p i l  f o r  each 
m i l l  lev ied,  regardless o f  t h e  s i z e  o f  i t s  assessed va lua t ion )  was 
modif ied t o  prov ide con t inua t ion  o f  the  1978 l e v e l  o f  $11.35 per  mi11 
per pupi 1  through 1982 unless such minimum guarantee l e v e l  requ i res  
t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i c t  l evy  more than twenty m i l l s .  I n  the  event t h a t  the  
d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  l e v y  exceeds twenty m i l l s  a t  the $11.35 minimum w a r -  
antee leve l ,  t h e  d i s t r i c t  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  rece ive  a  minimum guarantee 
o f  $12.35 per m t l l  per  p u p i l  f o r  1979, and $1 3.35 pe r  m i l  1  per pupi 1  
fo r  1980 and each year the rea f te r .  

The b i  11 provided f o r  "author ized revenue base1' ( t h e  d o l l a r  
amount which each d l s t r l c t  i s  a1 lowed t o  spend, pe r  pupi 1, of combined 
l o c a l  p roper ty  tax  and s t a t e  equal iza t ion  support) increases over the  
p r i o r  years1 l e v e l  and minimum author ized revenue base (ARB) l e v e l s  as 
fo l lows:  - -/ 

Budget Year ARB Increase M i nimum ARB 



It i s  impossible t o  p rec ise ly  cha r t  the course which w i l l  be 
followed by the Colorado courts i n  decid ing the  issues posed i n  school 
f inance 1it i qa t i on .  The c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  o f  n ine f a i r l y  t yp i ca l  
foundation plans has been decided by courts o f  l a s t  resor t ,  and the 
t o t a l s  thus f a r  are s l i g h t l y  i n  favor  o f  t h e i r  cons t i t u t i ona l i t y .  
Only one power equal iza t ion plan has reached a f i n a l  decision, but  the  
p lan  was i nva l  idated on s ta te  cons t i t u t i ona l  qrounds o ther  than equal 
p ro tec t ion  and education clause requirements. Any o f  the courses out- 
l i n e d  i n  t h i s  sect ion o f  the repo r t  i s  a  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  Colorado, and 
o ther  courses no t  discussed may be chosen. The Colorado courts could 
apply the s t r i c t  s c ru t i ny  t e s t  under the  Colorado cons t i tu t iona l  
provis ions r e l a t i n g  t o  equal p ro tec t ion  o r  construe the Colorado edu- 
ca t ion  clause so as t o  f i n d  that ,  amona o ther  things, i n t e r d i s t r i c t  
per  pupi 1  spending d i s p a r i t i e s  produced under the Colorado school 
f inance system render the system unconst i tu t iona l  . The courts coul d  
apply the " ra t iona l  basis" tes t ,  f i n d  t h a t  t e s t  t o  be sat is f ied,  and 
therefore  defer  t o  the l e g i s l a t i v e  branch i n  school finance matters. 
Whatever course i s  followed, i t  w i l l  l i k e l y  resemble i n  la rge  p a r t  the  
courses al ready t rave led by o ther  s ta tes and reviewed i n  t h i s  memo. 

There continue t o  be a  number o f  v i t a l  questions involved i n  
school f inance l i t i g a t i o n  which the cour ts  appear t o  feel inadequate 
t o  resolve, the most important of which are probably the re l a t i onsh ip  
o f  d o l l a r s  t o  educational q u a l i t y  and the broad p o l i c y  issue raised 
f o r  the  t ax  s t ruc tu re  by the t r a d i t i o n a l  re l i ance  on the property t a x  
f o r  f i nanc ing  schools. While a l l  can probably agree on the u l t ima te  
goal o f  equal educational oppor tun i ty  f o r  every ch i ld ,  these uncer- 
t a i n t i es ,  and the  o ther  issues a r t i c u l a t e d  i n  t h i s  sect ion of the 
report ,  leave ample room f o r  an evo lv ing l e g i s l a t i v e  so lu t ion.  

-42/ Comment, The Evolut ion o f  Equal Protect ion - Education, Munici-
a1 Services, and Wealth, 7 Harv. Civ. Rights-Civ. Lib. L. 
ev. 103 (1972). 



Leg i s l a t i ve  declarat ions per ta in ing  t o  the p ropr ie ty  o f  u t i  l i z -  
i n g  property tax  r e l i e f  funds t o  fund the act, and the i n t e n t  o f  the 
"Publ ic  School Finance Act of 1973" t o  recognize a  va r i e t y  of factors 
i n  the funding o f  pub l i c  education i n  Colorado, were included i n  the 
b i l l .  

The law concerning s ta te  a i d  t o  i ns t r uc t i ona l  t e l ev i s i on  was 
amended t o  provide $1 .OO f o r  each pup i l  o f  attendance ent i t lement i n  a  
qua l i f i ed  d i s t r i c t  i n  l i e u  of the d o l l a r  fo r  d o l l a r  s t a te  match then 
contained i n  the law. 

A p rov is ion  was added which d i rec ted  each property tax  taxpayer 
t o  be n o t i f i e d  o f  the add i t i ona l  m i l l  l e vy  which would be necessary if 
sta te  funds were not  provided h i s  school d i s t r i c t .  

The one-year 1  i m i t a t i o n  on the count ing of kindergarten pupi 1s 
f o r  attendance ent i t lement  purposes was continued through June 30, 
1979. An appropr ia t ion o f  $34,967,000 was made t o  fund the b i l l .  

Costs o f  the Current Act 

The fo l low ing  tab le  (Table I)compares various cost  features of 
the cur rent  a c t  -- as modi f ied by S.B. No. 25 -- w i t h  the ac t  had S.B. 
No. 25 not  been passed. D i s t r i c t - b y - d i s t r i c t  s imulat ions o f  the ac t  
f o r  1978, the a c t  w i thout  passage o f  S.B. No. 25 f o r  1979, assuming 
seven percent ARB increases, and the a c t  w i t h  S.B. No. 75 fo r  budget 
years 1973 through 1902, are attached as Appendix A. 
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Lgua l jza t ion C f f ~ c t s  o f  the Currvnt Act .-

Table I 1  shows the ARUs, m i l l  l c v i c s  and loca l  and s ta tet h r b  

sharps f o r  the s ta te 's  highest, lowest, average, and median AIW d is -
t r i c t s .  The t ab le  compares the cur rent  ac t  as amended by S.B. No. 25 
f o r  budqet years 1979-1982 w i t h  the  1973 actual  f igures and the ac t  
w i  thout  S.B. 140. 25 f o r  1973, assuminq seven percent across-the-board 
ARB increases. 

As shown i n  the table, a f t e r  f o u r  years o f  operation, S.B. No. 
25 w i  11 have lowered the ARB d i s p a r i t y  from $417.89 between the low 
and average d i s t r i c t s  fo r  1978 t o  $207.96 f o r  1982 w i t h  S.B. No. 25, a 
50 percent reduct ion i n  d ispar i t y .  The ove ra l l  d i s p a r i t y  between the 
s ta te ' s  h ighest  ARB d i s t r i c t  and the lowest ARB d i s t r i c t  i s  s i m i l a r l y  
reduced by $242.01 i n  1982 under S.B. Ho. 25 (a 12 percent reduction), 
and the d i s p a r i t y  between the lowest ARB d i s t r i c t  and the median ARB 
d i s t r i c t  i s  reduced by $191 .!In by (a 54 percent reduction). 
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ARB Percentage Increases Produced by S.U. No. 25 

The systcnt of minimum ARUs and f l a t  do1 lar ARB increases 
adopted in S.U. Ilo. 75, expressed as pcrccntaqo AIW increases froin 
1971: t o  1979, range from 4.02 percent for  the Washinqton Lone Star  
school d i s t r i c t  t o  23.46 percent in the La Plata Uayfield school dis- 
t r i c t .  The average percentage ARB increase produced by S.B. No. 75 i s  
8.6 percent. The fol lowing frequency dis t r ibut ion (Chart I )  shows the 
number of d i s t r i c t s  fa l l ing  within each percentage of increase within 
the range. The d is t r ic t -by-d is t r ic t  percentage ARB increases for  the 
period are  attached as Appendix B. 
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Increases I n  Authorized Revenue Base (ARB) 


Due to  SB '10. 25- 1979 Over 1978 


Range: Washington - Lone Star=4.02% , 
La Plata - Bayfield= 23.46% 
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Informat ion on School D i s t r i c t  Operating 
Expenses and f i n a n c i  a1 Pressures 

A f t e r  examining the h i s t o r y  and cur rent  law concerninq d i s t r i -
bu t ion  o f  s t a t e  revenues f o r  school finance, the comni t t ee ' s  next step 
was t o  examine the pat terns according t o  which such funds are ac tua l l y  
expended. Examination o f  school d i s t r i c t  operat ing expenditure pat- 
terns i s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  two reasons: 1)  ana lys is  of  expenditure pat terns 
can reveal  the r e l a t i v e  proport ions of school budget components f o r  
the purpose o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  those areas o f  school spending wherein 
in f  1 a t  ionary increases can cause extreme budgetary pressures ; and 2) 
i nves t i ga t i on  o f  the spending pat terns o f  d i s t r i c t s  of  various enrol 1- 
ment s i ze  can a s s i s t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of fac to rs  producing the 
diseconomies o f  small scale which appear t o  e x i s t  i n  the s ta te ' s  
smaller enrol lment d i s t r i c t s .  

Analysis o f  School D i s t r i c t  Operating Expenses 

The fo l lowing ser ies  o f  tables depict ,  both on a statewide 
basis, and f o r  one school d i s t r i c t  selected randomly from each attend- 
ance qua r t i  le,  school d i s t r i c t  operat ing expenses fo r  1977 by ob ject  
and function. The school d i s t r i c t s  selected from each attendance 
q u a r t i  l e  are  Denver, Boulder Val ley, Greeley, and P l a t t e  Val l e y  
(Sedgewi ck County). 

Objects o f  expenditure included on each t ab le  are: 

a )  sa la r ies  -- these are amounts pa id  t o  employees who are 
considered t o  be i n  pos i t i ons  o f  a permanent nature o r  + i r ed  temporar- 
i l y ,  i nc lud ing  subs t i t u t e  personnel and overt ime sa lar ies ;  

b)  employee bene f i t s  -- includes amounts pa id  on behalf of 
employees no t  inc luded i n  the  gross salary. Such payments inc lude 
employer con t r ibu t ions  t o  group hea l th  o r  1if e  insurance, ret irement, 
workmen's compensation, and the l i k e ;  

c )  purchased serv ices -- amounts pa id  f o r  personal services 
rendered by personnel who are no t  on the payro l l ,  and other services 
purchased; 

d )  suppl ies and mater ia ls  -- amounts pa id  f o r  mater ia l  items 
of an expendable nature t h a t  are  consumed, worn out, o r  deter iora ted 
by use. Examples inc lude  workbooks, textbooks, lihrary  books, and 
heat ing fue ls ;  

e )  c a p i t a l  ou t lay  -- expenditures f o r  the acqu i s i t i on  o f  f i x e d  
assets o r  add i t ions t o  f i x e d  assets. They inc lude expenditures fo r  
land o r  e x i s t i n g  bu i ld ings;  improvements of grounds; const ruct ion of 
bui ld ings;  add i t ions t o  bu i ld ings;  remodeling; i n i t i a l  equipment; and 
add i t i on  t o  o r  replacement of equipment; 



f )  other expenses -- t h i s  includes expenditures fo r  payment of 
dues and fees,  l i a b i l i t y  insurance, and judgment payments; and 

g) t ransfers  -- t h i s  object does not represent a purchase; 
rather,  i t  i s  used as an accounting ent i ty  to  show tha t  funds have 
been handled without having goods and services rendered i n  return. 
Included here are  transactions fo r  interchanging money from one fund 
to  another and f o r  transmitting flow-through funds to the recipient. 

School d i s t r i c t  functions enumerated on the tables are: 

a )  instruction -- includes a c t i v i t i e s  dealing d i rec t ly  w i t h  
the teaching of pupils, or the interaction between teacher and pupils. 
Included are the a c t i v i t i e s  of aides or ass is tants  of any type (clerk,  
graders, teaching machines, and the l ike )  which a s s i s t  in the instruc- 
t i onal process ; 

b )  support services -- t h i s  c lus ter  of ac t iv i t i e s  is further  
broken into: 

1 )  pupils -- a c t i v i t i e s  designed to improve the well-being of 
pup i  1s, including soci a1 work and counsel i ng servi ces , information and 
records maintenance services, placement and other guidance services, 
and health, psychological, speech pathology and audiology services; 

2 )  instructional s t a f f  -- a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  assis t ing 
the instructional s t a f f  w i t h  the content and process of pupil learn-
ing. These ac t iv i t i e s  include improvement of instruction services and 
providing educational media services. Emphasis i s  on assis t ing 
instructional s t a f f  i n  planning, developing and evaluating the process 
of teaching and upon the use of a1 1 teaching and learninq resources 
including hardware and content materials; 

3) general administration -- includes ac t iv i t i e s  of the board 
of education, legal services, ac t iv i t i e s  associated with the general 
administration or  executive responsibili ty fo r  the enti  re d i s t r i c t ,  
including expenses of the of f ice  of the superintendent, community 
relations,  s t a f f  relat ions and negotiations services; 

4 )  school admini s t r a t i  on -- these are  ac t iv i t i e s  concerned 
w i t h  overall administrative responsibili ty for  a single school or a 
group of schools. The primary a c t i v i t i e s  a re  those of the principal 
and ass is tants  and cler ical  s t a f f ;  

5) operations and maintenance -- a c t i v i t i e s  concerned w i t h  
keeping the physical plant open and keeping the grounds, buildings, 
and equipment i n  working condition, and maintaining safstv i n  build-
ings and on the grounds; 

6)  pupil transportation -- a c t i v i t i e s  concerned w i t h  the 
conveyance of pupils to and from school and t r i p s  to  school act ivi-
t i e s ,  including vehicle servicing and maintenance; 



7 )  food services -- prov id ing food t o  students and s t a f f  
Inc lud ing preparing and dispensing food; 

8) other business services -- these a c t i v i t i e s  include budget- 
Ing, rece iv ing  and disbursing, f i nanc ia l  accounting, pay ro l l ,  inven-
t o r y  cont ro l ,  dup l i ca t ing  and p r in t tng ,  planning, and data processing 
services ; 

9) cen t ra l  support services -- these a c t i v i t i e s  inc lude plan-
ning, research, development, pub l i c  information, and evaluat ion ser- 
vices; and 

10) other support serv ices -- includes any a c t i v i t y  not  
accounted i n  any of the  above functions; 

( c )  community services -- incudes a c t i v i t i e s  which are not  
d i r e c t l y  r e l a ted  t o  the prov is ion of education fo r  pup i l s  i n  the d is -
t r i c t ,  such as community rec rea t ion  programs, c i v l c  a c t i v i t i e s ,  pub l i c  
l i b r a r i e s ,  and community welfare a c t i v i t i e s  provided by the d i s t r i c t  
t o  the comnunity as a whole; 

(d)  nonprogramned charges -- includes t u i t i o n  payments for  
students at tending f a c i l i t i e s  i n  o ther  d i s t r i c t s ,  comnunity centers, 
r es i den t i a l  c h i l d  care f a c i l i t i e s ,  the Colorado School f o r  the Deaf 
and Blind, o r  Boards o f  Cooperative Services; and 

(e)  debt services -- includes i n t e r e s t  payments on short-term 
indebtedness (loans). 

Beneath each figure, two percentages are shown. The percentage 
on the l e f t  shows the  percentage t h a t  the  i tem comprises o f  the -func-
-t i o n  t o t a l  i n  which i t  i s  found ( i t s  percentage o f  general administra- 
t i on ,  f o r  example). The percentage on the r i g h t  depicts the percent- 
age which the i tem comprises o f  the  ob ject  t o t a l  i n  which i t  i s  loca t -  
ed ( i t s  percentage o f  t o t a l  salar ies,  f o r  example). 

Because of data repor t ing  procedures u t i l i z e d  by the  Department 
o f  Education, Enterprise, Intra-Intergovernmental, and Trust  and 
Agency funds are no t  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the attached tables. However, these 
funds account f o r  an extremely small po r t i on  of most d i s t r i c t s '  bud-
gets. I n  addi t ion,  food serv ice funds were apportioned on the hasis 
of general fund d i s t r i b u t i o n s  between objects. Student a c t i v i t y  funds 
are, fo r  the purposes of the tables, accounted w i t h i n  the  suppl ies and 
mater ia ls  ob ject  i n  the i n s t r u c t i o n  funct ion.  Governmental Designated 
Purpose Grant Funds are included on ly  i n  the i n s t r u c t i o n  function. 

The expenditure f i gu res  contained i n  the tab les  are  not  t o t a l  
operating expenses and are inexact  i n  the sense t h a t  no t  a l l  funds are 
included; but  the  major funds included are intended t o  o f f e r  a repre-
sentat ive  f l avor  of the  components of school d i s t r i c t  budgets. 
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TABLE 111 


Estimated Stitewide 1977 School District Expenditures by CSject and Function 

INSTRUCT ION 
Total Instruction 

$ Function/% Obj 

SUPPORT SERVICES 

Pu ils 


Function/$ Ob ect  
Instructional staif 

$ Function/$. Object 
General ~dminis tration 

% Function/$ Object 
School Administration 

% Function/% Object 
0 erations - Uaintenance1 Function/% Object 
Pupil Transportation 

% Function/% Object 
Food Services 

% Function/$ Object 
Other Business Services 

% Function/$ Object 
Central Support Services 
% Function/% Object 
Other Support Services 

% Function/% Object 
TOTAL 

% Function/% Object 
COMUNITY SERVICES 
Total Community Services 
$ Function/% Object 

NONPROCRAMMBD CHARGES 
Tuition to Other Districts 

% Function/% Object 
BOCS 

% hction/% Object 
Other 

% Function/% Object 
TOTAL 

% Function/% Objecs 
DEBT SHlVICES 

Total Debt Services 


Function/% Object 


G W D  TOTALS 
% Function/% Obje-t 

Purchased Capital 
Salaries Services OwtlaJ 

w S*? 

120.035 




TABLE IV 

Estimated 1977 DENVER Ex~enditures 

Salaries 
Employee 
Benefits 

Purchased 
Services 

Supplies/ 
teriah 

Capital
Outlay 

Other 
Ex~enses Transfers uzd  

$ 84,310,948 
83.3l67.5 

$10,168,269 
10.0/60. 4 

$ 563,889 
0.6/7.5 

84,134,531 
4.U51.5 

$ 824,202 
0.8/32.9 

$562,654 
0.6/68.7 

$633,442 
0.W78.6 

$101,197,935 
100.0/62.7 

INSTRUCTION 
Total Instruction 

% Function/% Object 
SUPPORT SERVICES 


Pupils

$ Function/% Object 

Instruction Staff 
% Function/$ Object 

General Administration 
% Function/% Object 

School Administration 
% Function/% Object 

Operations - Maintenance 
% Function/% Object 

Pupil Transportation 
% Function/% Object 

Food Services 
$ Function/% Object 

Other Business Services 
% Function/$ Object 

Central Support Services 
% Function/% Object 

Other Support Services 
$ Function/% Object 

0, 
u TOTAL SUPPORT 

% Function/$ Object 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 
Total Community Services 

% Function/%Object 

NONPROGFUMED CHARGES 

Tuition to Other Districts 


$ Rmction/$ Object 
BOCS 

% Function/$ Object 
Other 

% Function/$ Object 
TOTAL 

% Function/$ Object 

DEBT SERVICES 

Debt Services Total 


$ Function/% Object 

GRAND TOTALS 
% Function/% object 



TABLE V 


Zstimated 1977 BOULDER VALLEY Ex~enditure~ 


Ob.lect 

Function 


INSTRUCTION 

Total Instruction 


%-Function/% Object 


SUPPORT SERVICES 
Pupils

% Function/% Object 

Instruction Staff 

% Function/% Object 

General Administration 

% Function/% Object 

School Administratan 

% Function/% Object 

Ope ations - intenance 
Function3 Object 


Pupil Transportation 

% Function/% Object 

Food Services 

% Function/% Object 

Other Business Services 

% Function/% Object 

Central Support Services 

% Function/% Object 

Other Support Services 
$ Furlction/% Object 

TOTAL SUPPORT 
% Function/% Object 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 
Total Community Services 

$ Function/ % Object 

NONPROGRAMMED CHARGES 

Tuition to Other Districts 


% Function/% Object 
BOCS 


% Function/% Object 
Other 


% Function/% Object 
TOTAL 


% Function/% Object 

DEBT SERVICE3 
Debt Services Total 

% Funct:!on/ % Object 
GRAND TOTALS 


hployee Purchased Supplies/ Capital Other 

Salaries Benefits Services Materials LMiU! E x ~ e n s s  Transfm Total 

1,889,606 

loo. 014.8 

367,407


lOO.O/O .9 






TABLE VII 


Lstiuated 1977 PLATTE VALLEY Ex~enditures 


Oblect 
hployee
Benef its 

Purchased 
Services 

Capital 
Outlav 

Other 
Ex~enses Transfers 

Function 

INSTRUCT ION 
Total Instruction 

I 
u 
a 

SUPPORT SERVICES 
Pupils

% Function/$ Object 
Instruction Staff -

% Function/% Object 
General Administration 

% Function/% Object 
School Administration 

% Function/% Object 
Operations - Maintenance 

% Function/$ Object 
Pupil Transportation 

% Function,% Object
Food Services 

% Function/% Object 
Other Business Services 

$ unction/% Object
Central Support Services 

% Function/% Object Other Support Services 
% Function/% Object 

TOTAL SUPPORT 
% Function/% Object 

COMMUNITY SWVICES 
Total Community Services 

% unction/% Object 

NONPROCRAMMED CHARGES 
Tuition to Other Districts 

% Functiod% Object 
BOCS 

% Function/% Object 
Other 

% Function/$ Object 
TOTAL 

% Function/% Object 

DEBT SERVICES 
Debt Services Total 

% Function/% Object 

GRAND TOTALS 
% unction/% Object 



Chart I 1  shows t h e  r e l a t i v e  p ropo r t i ons  o f  t he  ob jec ts  o f  
school d i s t r i c t  expendi tures on a  s ta tewide basis.  The bar i n  t he  
c c h t c r  o f  t he  c h a r t  represents t o t a l  budqeted ope ra t i nq  expenditures, 
and shows t h a t  employee s a l a r i e s  colnprise 69.6 percent  o f  l o c a l  d is -
t r i c t  ope ra t i nq  budgets statewide, w i t h  employee benef i ts ,  sup-
p l i e s l m a t e r i a l s ,  purchased serv ices,  and o t h e r  ob jec ts  account ing fo r  
10.3 percent,  7.7 percent,  7.2 percent,  and 5.2 percent  o f  expendi-
t u r e s  respec t i ve l y .  Each o f  t h e  four  p i e  cha r t s  i n d i c a t e  the  propor-
t i o n s  of t he  components w i t h i n  each of  t he  expendi ture objects.  
Hence, f o r  example, t h e  s a l a r y  p i e  c h a r t  shows t h a t  68.3 percent  o f  
a l l  s a l a r i e s  p a i d  by l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  were f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  personnel 
( teachers)  and 31.6 percent  f o r  support  personnel ( p r i n c i p a l s ,  j a n i -
t o rs ,  school bus d r i ve rs ,  etc.). 



1977 School W s t r i c t  E x ~ e n d i  tures 

Support 
Services 

34.9% 

Other/Capi t a l  
Outlay/Transfe ~nstruct<oh, 

I 
i Op. - M i n t .  i

i 
Operations -
Maintenance 

Support 
Services 

74.5% 

Suppl ies/Material  s 

Instruct ion 
68.3% 

[i.:ia-it;;? A - Instruct ion 



Table V I I I  d isplays d iscern ib le  trends w i t h i n  major ohjects and 
functions. Shown on each t ab le  i s  the percentage of the t o t a l  budget 
which the  p a r t i c u l a r  ob jec t  o r  func t ion  comprises f o r  each o f  the fou r  
d i s t r i c t s  indicated. 

When viewed w i t h i n  the ob ject  trends, salar ies,  f o r  example, 
tend t o  occupy a  la rger  po r t i on  of  the  budget i n  l a rqe r  d i s t r i c t s  than 
i n  smaller d i s t r i c t s .  General administrat ion,  w i t h i n  the funct ion 
trends, tends t o  comprise a  la rger  po r t i on  o f  small d i s t r i c t  hudqets 
than 1  arge d i s t r i c t  budgets. 



Trends i n  Selec. 
m r e s s e d  As 

OBJECT 


Salaries 


Benefits 


Purchased Services 


Supplies/Materials 


Capital Outlay. 


FUNCTION 


Instruction 


General Administration 


Operations/Maintenance 


Transportation 


Support 


Platte 

G r e U  

55.6% 68.98 


8.7 11.8 


12.3 . 7.6 

12.1 8.6 

2 b 5 2.5 

5b08% 59.8% 

708 1.3 

14.1 13.5 

502 3.9 

4 L 5  39.5 

Boulder 

a 


72.0% 


11.5 


4,6 


6.8 


1.8 


63.1% 


0.9 


11.7 


2,6 

36.8 


Denver 


77.3% 


10.4 


4.7 


1.6 


62.7% 


0.7 


10.6 


4.2 


37.1 

5.0 



Diseconomies of Scale 

Diseconomies of Scale in Small School Distr ic ts  

Chart I I I depicts the average per pupi 1 opera t i  nq expendi t ~ r r e s  
for  1977, by function, for  thir teen qroups of school d i s t r i c t s  ranked 
(from l e f t  t o  r i g h t )  according to attendance size.  The chart  gener-
a l l y  shows that for  a l l  functions, except for  school administration, 
per-pupil costs tend to  decrease i n  re lat ion to increases i n  d i s t r i c t  
attendance size. The converse relation appears t o  ex i s t  for school 
administration. Table IX following the bar chart  sl~ows the average 
per-pupil expenditure for  each group by function. 

Chart I 1 1  and Table IX show tha t  the average per pupil current 
operating expense for  the s t a t e ' s  smallest fourteen schml d i s t r i c t s  
i s  more than twice as much (101.7%) as  the average current operating 
expense for  the nine d i s t r i c t s  i n  group 11, and more than s ixty per-
cent higher (62%) than the s t a t e ' s  two largest  d i s t r i c t s .  







Chart V shows the average per  p u p i l  cos t  of basic educational 
operating expenses fo r  twenty-one groups o f  the s ta te ' s  181 school 
d i s t r i c t s  dur ing the 1976-77 school year. For purposes o f  the chart, 
basic educational operat ing expense i s  defined t o  be cur rent  operat ing 
expenses 1 ess expenditures f o r  handicapped education, vocat ional  edu-
cat ion,  t ranspor ta t ion,  and a l l  federal programs. 

Chart V shows t h a t  f o r  the  117 d i s t r i c t s  over 300 ADAE, exclud-
i ng  Denver, basic education costs vary on ly  $265 per  p u p i l  ( f rom 
$1,069 per  pup i l  t o  $1,334 per  pup i l ) ,  bu t  the t o t a l  v a r i a t i o n  f o r  
d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  less than 300 ADAE i s  $1,112. The lack  o f  un i fo rm i ty  
o f  Denver w i t h  the per p u p i l  basic education operat ing expenses f o r  
d i s t r i c t s  over 300 ADAE may r e f l e c t  special  circumstances unique t o  
t h a t  d i s t r i c t  and w i l l  be discussed i n  a subsequent sect ion o f  t h i s  
repor t .  
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Diseconomies o f  Scale i n  Small Schools 

Based upon a c t u a l  1975 t o t a l  expendi tures i n  the  J e f f e r s o n  
County School D i s t r i c t ,  i t  appears t h a t  per  p u p i l  costs a r e  lower i n  
l a r g e r  schools than they a m  i n  smal le r  schools. Table X i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  i n  Jefferson County, elementary schools c z i  t h  e n r c l  lments of 
g rea te r  than 900 s tudents  average expenditures of $817 per  pupi 1, com-
pared t o  an average pe r  pup-i l  c o s t  of $1 ,05n i n  elementary schools 
w i t h  enro l lments o f  l e s s  than 250 students (a d i f fe rence o f  $233 per  
pupi 1 ). 

I n  Je f fe rson County j u n i o r  h iqh  schools, t he  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
average per  p u p i l  cos ts  was $268 between schools w i t h  enro l lments o f  
g rea te r  than 1,000 students ($903 pe r  p u p i l )  and schools w i t h  
enro l lments o f  l ess  than 500 students ($1,171 pe r  pupi 1 ). 

JEFFERSON COUNTY TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

PER PUPIL BY SIZE OF SCHOOL, 1'375 


E l  ementa.ry Schools -

T o t a l  Cost Per P u p i l  


Enrol  lment -Low I l igh  Average 

l e s s  than 250 
250 - 399 
400 - 649 
650 - 399 
more than 903 

J u n i o r  High Schools -

To ta l  Cost Per Pup i l  


Enro l lment  -Low High Average 

l e s s  than 500 $1,119 $1,3n8 $1,171 
500 - 999 896 994 943 
more than 1,000 975 933 903 

To evaluate increases i n  per-pupi 1 ope ra t i nq  exprndi t l l r es  over  
t h e  l a s t  ten  years, i t  i s  necessary t o  cowpare then1 t o  i n f l a t i o n a r y  
pressures i n  t h r  q r n c r a l  econopy o v r r  t he  sanle prr iocl .  



Table X I  compares ra tes of increase i n  AIIAE, per pup i l  school 
d i s t r i c t  operat ing expendi tures, Ilenver and National Consumer Pr i ce  
indices, average classroom teacher salaries,, averaqc s t a t e  employee 
salar ies,  and Colorado and National Horrrly :Earni nqs indices. 

Figures i n  column ( 3 )  o f  the t ab le  r e l a t e  on ly  t o  operating 
expenditures. Excluded are c a p i t a l  outlay, t ransfers,  debt service, 
bu i ld ing,  and c a p i t a l  reserve funds. 

Figures i n  columns (6)  and ( 7 )  are average sa la r ies  paid t o  
classroom teachers and s ta te  employees, and do no t  inc lude employers' 
con t r ibu t ions  t o  benefits, 

The hour ly  earnings index f igu res  contained i n  columns (8) and 
(9)  pe r t a i n  on ly  t o  production and non-supervisory personnel employed 
i n  the  pr ivate ,  non-farm economy. 

The t ab le  shows t h a t  per pup i l  increases i n  t o t a l  operat ing 
expenses have increased a t  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  fas ter  r a t e  over the past 
ten years than o ther  sa lary  and consumer re l a ted  indices, but  t ha t  
average classroom teacher sa la r ies  have r i s e n  a t  a lesser  r a t e  than 
fo r  s t a te  employees. 



TABLE XI 


Comparison of Rates of Increase  i n  School D i s t r i c t  Operating Expenditures and S a l a r i e s  - 1968-22 


( 2 )  
ADAE % 

Increase 
Over 

( 3 )Statewide Per Pupil  
School D l s t r i c t  
Operating Exp. - % Increase 

( 4 )  

D v r Consumer 
E:iEe Index -

% Increase 

(5 )  

N a t l l .  Consumer 
P r i ce  Index -

% Increase 

(6  

Avg. Classroom 
Teacher Salary  - % Increase 

Year- Prior Y e a r  Over P r i o r  Year 1/ Over P r io r  Year Over P r io r  Year Over P r io r  Year 

68 

6 9 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 
I 

(I)-3 77 

I Total  % 
Increase  
Over Period 

Avg. Annual 
% Increase 
Over Period 

1/ Figures provided on a f i s c a l  year bas i s .  

y Pr iva te  s e c t o r  non-farm economy. 

( 7 )  (8.; 

Average S t a t e  Colorado Hourly 
Zmployee Salary  Earnings Index - % Increase 1,- $ Increase  
Over P r io r  Year- Over P r io r  Year 2/ 

(91 

Na t ' l .  Hourly
ihrnings Index 
- % Increase 

over P r i o r  Year 



In order to  i so la te  the functions which have accounted for the 
increases, Table XI1 shows per pupil operating expenditures by func-
tion for  the period. Uecayse of changes in accounting and reporting 
procedures implemented by the Oepartmept of Education in 1976, the 
functions contained on the table  do not correspond to  functions 
described elsewhere i n  this report. A briefsummary of functions used 
in the attached chart  i s  contained below. 

Administration -	 1 centralized administrative 
a c t i v i t i e s  of the d i s t r i c t  includ- 
i n g  ac t iv i t i e s  of the Board of 
Education, legal services, per-
sonnel, publ i c  relations,  business 
administrqtion, f i sca l  control, 
etc.  

Instruction -- a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  the school level 
pertaining to instruction of 
pup i  1 s.  Included are  ac t iv i t i e s  
of the principal , assi s tan t  pri n-
c i  pal, teachers, c le r ica l  per-
sonnel, etc. 

Pupi  1 Transportation -- included are a l l  expenses incurred 
i n  transporting pupils, such as 
sa lar ies  of supervisors, drivers, 
mechanics, clerks,  contracts w i t h  
publ i c car r ie rs ,  insurance, repai r 
parts,  gasoline, o i l ,  etc. 

-- ac t i  vi t i  es concerned with keepi ng 
the physical plant open and keep-
ing grounds, buildings, and equip- 
ment i n  safe  working order. 

F i  xed Charges -- school d i s t r i c t  contributions to 
employee retirement, insurance, 
judgments, rental of l a n d  and 
buildinqs, and in teres t  on short 
term loans. 

Other -- a 1 other operati nq expenditures 
of the d i s t r i c t ,  including pupil 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  attendance services, 
heal t h  services, etc.  

The f inal  column on the table  computes the total  percentage 
increase over the period for  each function. 



$1967-68Increase 

Function 1976-77 
rhrough 
1976-27 

Administration ti 79 276.2% 

Ins t ruct ion 
Sa la r i es  
Total Ins t ruct ion 

Expense 

Fixed Charges 

Operations -
Maintenance 

I 

Pupil Transportation 

Other 

Total Current 
Operating Expense 



Chart V I  compares the l eve l  of t o t a l  cur rent  operat ing expenses 
per pup i l  f o r  1967-68 w i t h  the l eve l  for  1976-77, and accounts for  the 
increase by function. The shaded po r t i on  of the bar depicts the 
1967-68 per  pup i l  operat ing expenditure l eve l .  With in each sect ion of 
the unshaded po r t i on  of the bar i s  found the percentaqe of the 
increase from 1967-60 t o  1976-77 a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  each funct ion.  
Actual d o l l a r  per pup i l  increases by funct ion a rc  shown t o  the l e f t  of 
the bar. The bar char t  shows t h a t  i n s t r u c t i o n  and f i x e d  charges 
account f o r  74 percent o f  the per  p u p i l  operat ing expenditure increase 
from 1967-68 t o  1976-77, and operations/maintenance, administrat ion,  
pup i l  t ransportat ion,  and other  account f o r  10 percent, 6 percent, 4 
percent, and 6 percent, respect ively.  



CHART V I  


1967-68 and 1976-77 Current Operating 
Uxpense by Function-

Increase $132 
1967-68 t o  

1976-77 
$1038 

$638 

1976-77 Level 

$1037 

1767-68 
Level 

Other 
Pupil Transportation 

Administration 

Operations Maintenance 

Fixed Charges 

Total 
Instruction 

Ins t ruct ion 

Sa la r ies 
(56% Instruc-

Sa la r ies )  

1767-68 Expense 

A l l  Functions 



flandated Costs - Absorption i n t o  ARB 

On a statewide average basis, unreinlbursed costs of selected 
mandated s ta te  and federal programs of school d i s t r i c t s  ( i  .e., special 
education, vocat ional  education, t ranspor ta t ion,  employee ret irement, 
unempl oyritent compensation and workmen's compensation) are pro jec ted t o  
amount t o  approximately 20 percent of the ARB i n  la79 ($170.0 m i l l i o n  
ou t  o f  a t o t a l  ARB amount fo r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  of $896.3 m i l l i o n ) .  The 
la rges t  s i ng l e  component of mandated costs i s  emplovee re t i rement  
bene f i t s  ($91.6 m i l l i o n ) .  

Mandated program costs tend t o  widen the d i s p a r i t y  i n  the ARB 
between high spending d i s t r i c t s  and low spending d i s t r i c t s .  For 
example, the pro jec ted ARB fo r  Washington - Lone S ta r  ( t he  hiqhest  
spending d i s t r i c t )  i s  $3,363.61 f o r  1979. The pro jec ted ARB f o r  La 
P la ta  - Bay f ie ld  ( t he  lowest spending d i s t r i c t )  i s  $1,400.00 i n  1979; 
a d i f fe rence  of $1,963.61. Af ter  deducting mandated costs, the 
remaining ARBS are  $2,567.30 fo r  Washington - Lone Star  and $1,174.36 
f o r  La P la ta  - Bayf ie ld;  a d i f fe rence  o f  $1,392.94. I n  t h i s  example 
between the  highest  and lowest spending d i s t r i c t s ,  mandated costs have 
increased the d i s p a r i t y  i n  ARB by $570.67. 

Appendix C a t  the end o f  t h i s  r epo r t  contains mandated cost  
f i gu res  and t h e i r  impact on the ARB fo r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  and the s t a te  
f o r  1 979. 

Denver School I)is t r i  c t ' s  Unique Needs 

The calendar year 1979 general fund operat ing budget f o r  the 
Denver pub l i c  school system i s  $168.4 m i l l i o n  (48.55 m i l l s ) .  This 
represents a 4.4 percent increase over the 1978 budget. Ilowever, 
i n f l a t i o n  i n  Denver i s  estimated t o  be a t  an annual r a t e  o f  9.0 per-
cent. I n  order t o  achieve a no-tax-increase budget, $3.9 m i l l i o n  was 
c u t  from the budget, and 153 s t a f f  pos i t i ons  were terminated. The 
beginning balance fo r  1979 has decreased t o  $2.7 m i l l i o n  ( o r  1.6 per-
cent of operat ing expenditures) from a beginning balance of $9.q m i  1-
l i o n  i n  1974. 

The Denver school d i s t r i c t  may be unique i n  many ways. I t  con-
t a i ns  9.1 percent of the s t a te ' s  enrollment, bu t  a much l a rge r  per- 
centage of students w i t h  specia l  educational needs; such as students 
from low income fami l ies ,  and students w i t h  mental o r  physical  handi-
caps. I n  add i t ion ,  66 percent o f  the s t a te ' s  b lack  chi ldren,  26 per-
cent  of the s t a t e ' s  Hispanic ch i ld ren,  25 percent of the s t a te ' s  
impacted area ch i ld ren,  and 35 percent of the s t a te ' s  ADC ch i ld ren,  
a t tend school i n  Denver. As a r esu l t ,  Denver has a much hiqher per- 
centage of specia l  educational requirements than o ther  d i s t r i c t s .  I n  
add i t ion ,  Denver has 31 percent o f  the s t a t e ' s  f r e e  and part-pay 
lunches and 74 percent o f  the s t a te ' s  f r e e  and part-pay breakfasts. 

http:$1,963.61
http:$1,392.94
http:$570.67


Special education requirements mean 1ower teacher/pupi 1 ratios 
which may add to operating costs. The total cost for a l l  special edu- 
cation programs in Denver i s  estimated a t  $18.3 million. Programs
mandated by the s ta te  and federal government drive up  costs to the 
d i s t r i c t  and are only reimburseable a t  the rate of 59 percent. These 
special c i  rcumstartces, in addi t i  on to 1 arge proparti ons of teachers a t  
the high end of the salary schedule due to high tenure and high qual-
i f icat i  ons, and Denver's h igh  pupi 1 transportation costs resul t i  nq  
from court ordered desegregation, may makc Denver's financial needs 
unique among a l l  d i s t r i c t s  in the state.  

Averaqe Classroom Teacher 

Sal ari es 


School d i s t r i c t s  with larger pupil attendance tend to have 
higher average classroom teacher salaries than school dis t r ic ts  with 
small er  attendance. The fol lowi nq  tab1 e compares averaqe classroom 
teacher salaries in each of the four attendance quarti les. Each 
quarti l e  contains approximately 25 percent of the s ta te ' s  averaqe 
daily attendance entitlement (ADAE). The f i r s t  quarti l e  contains the 
two largest school d i s t r i c t s  (Jefferson and Denver counties), the 
second quartile contains the next six largest d i s t r i c t s ,  the third 
quartile contains the next 13 largest d i s t r i c t s ,  and the fourth 
quartile contains the remaining 160 dis t r ic ts .  The more urban dis-
t r i c t s  are found in the f i r s t  three quartiles and the more rural dis-
t r i c t s  are found in the fourth quartile. The averaqe salary fiqures 
are compared for each of the years 1970, 1973, 1974, and 1977. 

Percent 
Increase 

Fourth 
(luarti 1e 
As a Per- 
cent of 
Fi r s t  
Quarti l e  83.9 76.1) 74.9 67.4 

I n  addition to showing the correlation between high salaries 
and high attendance dis t r ic ts ,  the figures also indicate that the sal- 



a r i e s  i n  the  l a r g e r  attendance d i s t r i c t s  have increased a t  a more 
r a p i d  r a t e  than i n  the  smal le r  attendance d i s t r i c t s .  I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  
f i g u r e s  show t h a t  the  average s a l a r i e s  i n  the  f o u r t h  q u a r t i  l e  have 
decreased as a percentage o f  the  average s a l a r i e s  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
q u a r t i l e  s ince 1970. This appears t o  i n d i c a t e  a widenina d i s p a r i t y  i n  
average s a l a r i e s  between h igher  attendance d i s t r i c t s  and lower attend- 
ance d i s t r i c t s .  

It should be noted, however, t h a t  the re  a r e  several factors 
which may help t o  exp la in  the  variance i n  teacher sa lar ies .  For 
example, teachers i n  t h e  f i r s t  q u a r t i l e  tend t o  have more experience, 
longev i ty ,  tenure, and h igher  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  than teachers i n  t h e  
f o u r t h  q u a r t i l e .  As a r e s u l t ,  teachers i n  the  f i r s t  q u a r t i  l e  would be 
a t  a h igher  end of t h e  pay sca le  than teachers i n  t h e  four th  q u a r t i l e .  

The f o l  1 ov~ i  ng tab1e compares t h e  average classroom teacher 
sa la ry  pay scales i n  each of the  four  attendance q u a r t i l e s  fo r  1978. 
The pay scales are  d i v ided  i n t o  four cateqor ies;  B.A. deqree; B.A. 
degree p l u s  f i v e  years experience; M.A. degree; and M.A. degree p lus  
five years exper i  ence. 

-1978 

E. A. B.A. +5 I4. A . M.A. +5 

$10,418 $1 2,558 $11,364 $14,807 

9,950 12,314 11,021 13,621 

9,599 11,105 10,579 17,356 

9,104 10,420 10,011 11,311 

Fourth Q u a r t i  1 e 
As a Percent of 
F i r s t  Q u a r t i l e  

The f i g u r e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  average classroom teacher sa la ry  pay 
scales i n  l a r g e r  attendance d i s t r i c t s  a r e  h igher  than i n  small  at tend- 
ance d i s t r i c t s .  The d i s p a r i t y  i s  more apparent a t  the  h igher  degree 
and experience 1 eve1 s. 

I n  add i t ion ,  as a general ru le ,  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  small ADAEs tend 
t o  have h i g h  ARBS. Th is  would suggest t h a t  i f  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  were 
requ i red t o  adopt i d e n t i c a l  pay scales, ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  between d is -
t r i c t s  cou ld  be expected t o  increase. 



PROPERTY TAX EFFECTS OF THE ACT 


Because two of t h e  g o a l s  of t h e  1973 a c t  were t o  reduce t h e  
r e l i a n c e  of school funding on t h e  p rope r ty  t a x  and t o  e a s e  t h e  burden 
o f  school f i nance  on t h e  p rope r ty  t a x ,  t h e  committee decided t h a t  
examination o f  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  a c t  on proper ty  t a x e s  would comprise 
t h e  next  s t e p  i n  i t s  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  In o r d e r  t o  examine t h e  proper ty  
t a x  effects of t h e  "Publ ic  School Finance Act o f  1373", t h e  committee 
s e l e c t e d  f o u r  a r e a s  of inqui ry :  

(1 )  eva lua t ion  	 of assessment  c r i t e r i a  and Colorado 's  s h i f t i n g  
proper ty  t a x  base; 

( 2 )  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  p roper ty  	 t a x  effects of  
t h e  a c t ;  

(3 )  	comparison of mi l l  levy l e v e l s  necessary t o  fund educa t ion  
i n  t h e  absence o f  s t a t e  revenues wi th  a c t u a l  1977 mi l l  
l e v i e s ;  and 

( 4 )  	examination of t r ends  i n  t h e  proper ty  t a x  an?  s t a t e  equal-  
i z a t i o n  components of school f i nance  s i n c e  1970. 

Assessment C r i t e r i a  and 

Colorado's S h i f t i n g  Property Tax Base 


Colorado w i  tnessed  a s u b s t a n t i a l  i n c r e a s e  i n t h e  assessed  value 
o f  proper ty  i n  t h e  s t a t e  dur ing  the per iod  1966-77. The assessed  
v a l u a t i o n  f ncreased by roughly 151) pe rcen t  from 54,732.r) mi 1 l i o n  i n  
1966, t o  $10,686.7 m i l l i o n  i n  1977. The major s h i f t s  i n  c l a s s e s  o f  
assessed  va lua t ion  occurred between r e s i d e n t i a l  and a q r i c u l t u r a l  prop-
e r t y .  Res ident ia l  p roper ty  accounted f o r  40.3 percent  o f  t o t a l  
assessed  va lua t ion  i n  1966 ($1,725.4 m i l l i o n ) ,  and r o s e  t o  44.8 per-
c e n t  i n  1977 ($4,730.1 m i l l i o n ) .  The r e v e r s e  t r end  was true f o r  a q r i -  
c u l t u r a l  land. In 1966, a g r i c u l t u r a l  land accounted f o r  13.0 percent  
of  t o t a l  assessed  va lua t ion  ($552.4 m i l l i o n ) ,  wh i l e  by 1977, t h i s  
f i g u r e  had dec l ined  t o  5.9 percent  ($631.7 m i l l i o n ) .  Chart VII 
i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  a s se s sed  va lua t ion  by c l a s s  o f  proper ty  f o r  1 and 
1977. 



CHART V I  I 

Total  S t a t e  Assessed Valuation 
by Class  of Property 

1966-77. . 
(Yi 11 io%TfTol 1 a r s )  

,
/' S t a t e-'--l--'
 '. ...
FIa t u r a  1 -. 
.. .. 


t i a l  
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Total = $4,232.1 mi l l i on  Total = 510,096.7 mi l l i on  



Resident ia l  Property Tax E f fec ts  
o f  the Act  

In  an attempt t o  show the property tax  effects of t he  "Pub1 i c  
School Finance Act o f  1973'' and S.B. No. 25 o f  1978, the  percentage o f  
per cap i ta  adjusted gross income (AGI) comprised o f  property taxes 
paid on r e s i d e n t i a l  property was examined. The f i gu res  were based on 
a selected 20 county basis (AGI f igures were no t  ava i lab le  on a school 
d i s t r i c t  basis, except fo r  1975), and the s t a t e  average was a lso 
determined. 

Table XI11 was computed for  t he  per iod 1972-77, and statewide 
averages were pro jec ted three add i t i ona l  years through 1980. It i n d i -
cates t h a t  the res i den t i a l  school property t a x  decl ined as a percent- 
age o f  per cap i ta  A G I  from approximately 1.46 percent i n  1972, t o  1.37 
percent i n  1977, on a statewide basis ( t he re  was a l a rqe  dec l ine 
between 1973 and 1974, the i n i t i a l  year of the ac t ' s  impact, from 1.42 
t o  1.06 percent, and then an increase and l e v e l i n q  off  t rend throuqh 
1977). When pro jec ted through 1980, the statewide averaqes i nd i ca te  
an estimated dec l ine i n  the percentage of per cap i ta  AGI t o  1 .llper-
cent  i n  1980. Although the statewide average f iqu res  contained on 
Chart V I I I  f o r  1973-80 are based upon pro jec t ions,  they appear t o  
i nd i ca te  t h a t  the ac t  i s  prov id ing res i den t i a l  property t a x  r e l i e f .  



TABLE X I 1 1  


A 
Resi dent1 a1 School Property Tax Burden As 

Percentage Of Per Capita Adjusted Gross Income 

County 

Adam 

Arapahoe 

Boul der 

Cone jos  

Denver 

E l  Paso 

Jefferson 

K i t  Carson 

Larimer 

Las Animas 

Logan 

-.A,. Mesa 

P h i l l i p s  
-L P 

P i t k i n  

Pueblo 

Rio B l  anco 

San Miguel 

Washington 

We1 d 

Y uma 

STATE 

NOTE: Using pro jec ted i nd i v i dua l  adjusted gross income, populat ion, and 
,-	 school proper ty  tax  revenue f igu res  on a statewide basis only, the 

percentage of per  cap i ta  adjusted gross incane f igu res  f o r  calendar 
years 1978, 1979, and 1980 would be J.31, 1.16, and 1.11, respec-. 	 t i v e l y .  These are shown as broken 1 tnes on the a t t a m  bar  graph. 
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M i 11 Levy Levels Necessary t o  Fund 

Education i n  the  Absence o f  S ta te  Revenues 


I n  t h e  absence o f  s t a t e  revenues f o r  school f inance purposes, 
the  number o f  m i l 1s most d i s t r i c t s  would have t o  l e v y  t o  fund the  same 
proqrams each year would increase dramati c a l  l y  over e x i  s t i n q  1 eve1 s. 
I n  1977, i n  terms of ac tua l  m i l l s  lev ied ,  a l l  181 d i s t r i c t s  f e l l  
w i t h i n  a m i l l  l e v y  range of 1-60 m i l l s  and n e a r l y  100 d i s t r i c t s  were 
concentrated i n  the  30-40 m i l  1 l e v y  range. I n  the  absence o f  s t a t e  
a id,  t he  m i l l  l e v y  range would have expanded t o  1-270, w i t h  l ess  than 
20 d i s t r i c t s  i n  t h e  30-40 m i l l  l e v y  range. Chart I X  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  
frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  and a d i s t r i c t  breakdown of est imated qeneral 
fund m i l l  l e v i e s  i n  the  absence of s t a t e  revenues appears a t  t h e  end 
o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  as Appendix D. 

Appendix E a t  the  end of t h i s  r e p o r t  d i v ides  t o t a l  s t a t e  reve- 
nues per  d i s t r i c t  i n t o  two components: r e c e i p t s  from the  general 
equa l i za t i on  program, and ca tegor i ca l ,  g ran t  and o the r  miscel laneous 
rece ip ts .  Appendix F i s  a frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  
s t a t e  school a i d  f o r  1977 i n t o  s t a t e  equa l i za t i on  and ca teqor i ca l  pro- 
gram support. 
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Trends i n  the Property Tax 

and S t a t e  Equalization Components 


of School kinance Since 1910 


During the  period 1970-78, s t a t e  equalization payments have 
r isen t o  a level nearly equal t o  local property tax  revenues as  a per- 
centage of t o t a l  school d i s t r i c t  general f u n d  budgeted expenditures.
These two sources have accounted f o r  approximately 80-84 percent of 
t o t a l  school d i s t r i c t  general fund  budgeted expenditures d u r i n g  the  
nine year period, w i t h  the  remaining 16-20 percent made u p  of s t a t e  
categorical  grants and o ther  s t a t e  funds, o ther  local  funds, and fed-
era l  funds. S t a t e  equal izat ion payments have r isen most dramatical l y  
s ince 1974, the i n i t i a l  year of the impact of the "Public School 
Finance Act of 1973". 

Since 1970, s t a t e  equalization payments have r isen by 209.7 
percent, compared w i t h  an increase i n  local  property tax revenues of 
97.1 percent ( t he  increase on a do1 l a r s  per pupil basis i s  195.7 per-
cent  and 88.2 percent, respect ively) .  S t a t e  equal i zation payments 
have increased t o  account f o r  approximately 37.6 percent of t o t a l  
school d i s t r i c t  general fund budgeted expenditures i n  1978 (compared 
to  30.5 percent i n  l970), while local  property tax revenues have 
decreased t o  approximately 42.1 percent (compared t o  53.7 percent i n  
1970). Table XIV indicates  to ta l  do l la r s ,  do l la r s  per ADAE, and per- 
cent  of t o t a l  general fund  budgeted expenditures f o r  s t a t e  equaliza-
t ion payments and general fund property tax revenues d u r i n g  the period 
1970-78. 



T f X ?  X I V  

( O  i n  Millions of Dollars;  
$/ADAP i n  Dollars) 

Total  School 
D i s t r i c t  General 

Fund Budgeted 
Xxoenditures 

Total Percent 
Increase i n  
$ Over Period 151.3 

Average Annual 
Percent Increase 
i n  $ Over Period 12.2 

Total Percent 
Increase i n  
$/ADAE Over 
Period 139.9 

Average Annual 
Percent Increase 
i n  S/AUE 
Over Period 11.6 

S t a t e  
d u u a l i z a t i ~ n  

126.1 
30.5 

251.98 

137 1 
29.0 

267.02 

138.1 
26.5 

262.53 

160.3 
27- 7 

300.19 

277.9 
42.3 

522.11 

29 5 - 5  
39.1 

558.00 

340.3 

62;: ?4 

342.6 
36.6 

650.30 

390- 5 
37.6 

745.01 

209.7 

15.2 

General Fund 
P r o ~ e r t v  3.a~ 



ANALYSIS OF SELECTED CWOFIENTS 
OF THE SCHOOL FINANCE SYSTEM 

Subsequent t o  i t s  examination of the  background, workings, and 
e f f e c t s  of t he  a c t ,  the committee focused i t s  a t t en t lon  on four compo- 
nents of the  school finance system: 

(1 ) 	The cap i ta l  reserve fund; 

(2 )  small attendance cen te r  aid;  

(3 )  cos t  of t h e  minimum s t a t e  guarantee; and 

(4)  cos t  of s t a b i l  iz ing the  statewide average mill 	levy f o r  the  
1981 and 1982 budget years. 

A?al;sp of th; 
Capita eserve und 

Historv and Provisions 

School d i s t r i c t s  i n  Colorado were f i rs t  authorized t o  es tab l i sh  
a cap i ta l  reserve fund i n  1945 f o r  t he  purpose of paying the  cos t s  of 
long-range building programs (L. 45, p. 610, Sec. 1 ) .  The fund con-
tained revenues ra ised from a tax levv l imi ted t o  no more than one 
mil 1 per year on property i n  the  d i s t k c t  (L. 45, p. 611, Sec. 2 )  In 
1964, the  mill levy l i m i t  was ra ised t o  two mil ls  (L. 64, p. 538, Sec. 
1) . The m i  11 1 evy was ra ised t o  i t s  current  level  of not  more than 
four mil ls  per year i n  1973 (L. 73, p. 1239, Sec. 1) .  The fund may
a l so  contain revenues from g l f t s ,  donations and t u i t i o n  receipts .  

Expenditures from the  cap i ta l  reserve fund a r e  l imited t o  ong-
range fu ture  programs and f o r  the  following purposes only: 

(1) acquis i t ion of 1 and and construction of s t r uc tu r e s  on such 
1 and, o r  acquis i t ion of land w i t h  ex i s t i ng  s t ruc tu r e s  thereon ( t h e  
l a t t e r  provision was added by L. 73, p. 1292, sec. 1 ) ;  

(2 )  construction of addi t ions  t o  ex i s t ing  s t ruc tures ;  

(3)  procurement of equipment f o r  new buildings and addit ions t o  
ex i s t i ng  buildings; 

( 4 )  a l t e r a t i o n s  and improvements t o  ex i s t ing  s t ruc tu r e s  where 
t he  t o t a l  co s t  i s  i n  excess of $5,000; 

(5) acquis i t ion of school buses o r  o ther  equipment w i t h  a cos t  
i n  excess of $2,500 per u n i t  (L. 65, p. 1026, sec. 3 lowered the  maxi- 

/- mum cos t  from $5,000 per u n i t  t o  $2,50Q per u n i t ) ;  and 



(6) installment purchase or lease agreements with an option to 
purchase for a period of a t  least  one year b u t  not more than five 
years ( th is  provision was added by L. 77, p. 1951, sec. 4 and 5).  

The expenditure of monies from the fund must be authorized by a 
resolution adopted by the board of education of a school d i s t r i c t  ( in
the case of installment purchase or lease aqreements not to exceed 
five years, authorization must also be by a majority vote of the qual- 
ified electors in the d i s t r i c t ) .  Any balance in the fund remaininq 
af ter  completion of a project may be encumbered for future projects, 

Case Law: Does the State Have a Constitutional Obligation to Fund 
Capital Programs? 

Several court decisions discussed ear l ier  in this  report con- 
cerning school finance cases touch upon the question of whether there 
are constitutional requirements applicable t o  capital expenditures, as 
we1 1 as operating expenditures. The constitutional provisions on 
which those cases rest  are primarily s ta te  education clauses and equal 
protection requirements. 

Onlv one o f those cases, the New Jersey case of Robinson v. 
-'Cahill 62-N.J. 473, 303 A.2d 273 (l973), clearly holds t h a t  the s ta te  
i s  required to fund capital projects on an equalized basis. T h a t  
decision was based upon the s ta te ' s  duty to assure a "thorouqh and 
efficient system of free public schools". For a t  least a century, 
capital expenditures had been funded entirely from the local property 
t a x ,  separately from other expenditures. The court did not analyze 
the issue of capital expenditures in detail b u t  simply stated: 

"Ne have discussed the existing scene in terms of 
current operating expenses. The State 's  obliqation 
includes as we1 1 the capital expenditures without which 
the required educational opportunity could not be pro- 
vi ded. " 

303 A.Zd, a t  297 

!dhile alluding to the problems posed for school d i s t r i c t s  by 
the need for capital projects, other cases do not treat  the issue of 
the s ta te ' s  obliqation directly. Under the finance plan struck down 
in Serrano v. priest 11, 18~a1 .3d  , 557 P.2d 929,.135 Cal.Rptr. 345 
(1 W6), expenditures for repayi ngbonded indebtedness and s ta te  aid 
loans for capital projects were apparently subject to statut0r.y 
revenue limits. Voter approval to levy a property tax in excess of 
such limits was required. The court pointed out that wealthier school 
dis t r ic ts  (measured by assessed valuation per pupil) which voted to 
override the limit could generate greater revenues a t  a qiven tax rate 
t h a n  poorer d is t r ic ts ,  thus perpetuating the weal th-caused inequal-
i t i es  between distr icts .  Moreover, relatively poor d i s t r i c t s  could 
not raise as many capital funds within their bonding capacities as 
richer dis t r ic ts ;  t h u s  they were compel led to resort to s ta te  loans 
for capital projects. Poor d i s t r i c t s  were therefore more l i  kely to he 
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i n  the position of seeking to  override revenue limits for  repayment of 
such loans. These factors  provided additional grounds for  holding the 
voter override provisions of the California law unconstitutional under 
the equal protection clause of the Cal i fornia  constitution. 

The Supreme Courts of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington seemed to  
say, very indirect ly,  that  the education clauses of those s t a t e s '  
constitutions do not require the s t a t e  to  fund, o r  to  equalize the 
funding, of capi t a l  programs. 

(1)  The Idaho Supreme Court in Thompson v. Engelking, 96 Idaho 
793, 537 P.2d 634 (1975), while upholding the s t a t e ' s  foundation ac t' 

(which did not provide funds fo r  capital  construction), noted that  the 
Idaho education clause "does not quarantee to  the children of t h i s  
s t a t e  a right t o  be educated i n  such a manner that  -a l l  services and 
f a c i l i t i e s  are equal throughout the State." 537 P.Zd, a t  647. 

( 2 )  The court i n  nlsen v. State ,  276 Or. 3, 554 P.2d 139 
(1976). pointed out tha t  the p la in t i f f s  did not . - . ra ise  the issue of 
whether the education clause required equal i t y  in-areas other-  than 
"educational opportunities", fo r  example, i n  physical f a c i l i t i e s .  I t  
then stated: 

"Because of p la in t i f f s '  regard f o r  local control of 
education, we assume they do not believe uniformity is 
required i n  other areas. We cannot determine any logi- 
cal difference between uniformity i n  finances and u n i -
formity in other areas." 

554 P.2d, a t  148 

Thus i t  i s  implied (a1 though i t  cannot be said to be -held, since the 
issue was not 1 i t igated)  that  the s t a t e  has no obl f gatton to  equal f ze 
the faci  1 i t i e s  themselves, and presumably the financing thereof, jus t  
as i t  had no duty to  assure tha t  the amounts available for  operatinq 
expenses approach equality. 

(3)  Only the dissenters in Northshore School Dis t r ic t  No. 417 
v. Kinnear, 84 Wash.2d 685, 530 P.2d 178 (l975),  touched on the issue 
of c a p i t a i  construction. In contrast  to  the majority, which held that  
washington 's foundation a c t  discharged "the- par%nunt duty of the 
s t a t e  to  make ample provision for  the education of a l l  children" as 
required by the education clause, the dissenters would have held the 
a c t  invalid under tha t  clause. Just ice Stafford would have found tha t  
children l iving in d i s t r i c t s  "having an inadequate tax base to  support 
even operating and maintenance budgets" cannot be said to  have had 
amp1 e provision made fo r  the i r  education. (Emphasis supplied. ) 530 
~ . 2 d ,  a t  221. Jus t ice  Utter, a lso dissenting, ' s ta ted what' he f e l t  to  
be the s t a t e ' s  obligation very clearly: 

"These sections impose a duty on the State  government to  
d i rec t ly  finance a t  l eas t  the basic operation and 
maintenance budget of the schools." 

530 P.?d, a t  224 



C i t i n g  these d issent ing opinions, the  t r i a l  cou r t  i n  Sea t t le  
School D i s t r i c t  No. 1 o f  King County, Washington v. State of W-
ton, No. 53%0 (Thurston' County Superior Court, Jan. 14, 1-
xt Washinqton's then-exist inq school f inance plan (which was appar-
e n t l y  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  and was being contested on d i f f e r e n t  grounds 
than i n  Northshore) was i n v a l i d  under the s t a t e  education clause. The 
tria1 judge endorsed the "operating and maintenance'' ob liq a t i  on pro-
posed i n  the Northshore dissents and d i d  not  ho ld  t ha t  the s t a t e  had 
an add i t i ona l  duty i n  the area of cap i t a l  construct ion. I n  def in ing 
the content o f  a basic program o f  education, which he he ld  the s t a t e  
was requ i red t o  fund, he re fe r red  t o  l e g i s l a t i o n  enacted i n  1973 which 
s e t  f o r t h  a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  basic education which d i d  no t  inc lude capi-
t a l  programs. Since Washington has a separate qrant  proqram t o  a i d  
l oca l  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  t h e i r  cap i t a l  p ro jec ts  (see Memorandum No. 3), 
the f a c t  t h a t  the cour t ' s  ho ld ing does no t  inc lude a c a p i t a l  construc-
t i o n  component may no t  be s ign i f icant .  

It appears t h a t  the issue o f  the s ta te ' s  ob l i qa t i on  w i t h  
respect t o  cap i t a l  construct ion, i f  any, has no t  been t reated as a 
separate concept i n  the cases l i t i g a t i n g  school f inance issues. The 
cases have focused mainly on laws which govern s ta te  a i d  on l y  f o r  
operat ing expenses. I n  Flew Jersey, c a p i t a l  expenditures have been 
held subject  t o  the same cons t i t u t i ona l  requirements as apply t o  oper- 
a t i n g  expenses. On the other hand, o ther  cases have i n d i r e c t l y  upheld 
the absence o f  a cap i t a l  const ruct ion component from foundation plans. 
Therefore, the cons t i t u t i ona l  ob l i ga t i on  o f  the s t a t e  as t o  cap i t a l  
construct ion remains undefined. 

Growth i n  Use of the Fund 

The maximum number of m i l l s  t h a t  can be l ev i ed  by a school d is -  
t r i c t  fo r  use i n  i t s  cap i t a l  reserve fund was ra ised from two t o  four 
beginning i n  calendar year 1974. The t ab le  which appears below shows 
the number of d i s t r i c t s  levy ing  the maximum and zero m i l l s  f o r  1973, 
1974, and 1978, w i t h  the percentage of the t o t a l  number o f  d i s t r i c t s  
t ha t  t h a t  f i g u r e  represents. 

Year Maxi mum % of Tota l  -Zero % of Total  
L_ 

The tab le  ind icates t h a t  the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  levy inq t he  
maximum number o f  m i l 1s decreased from 152 t o  131 between 1973 and 
1974, bu t  t ha t  was when the maximum changed from two t o  fou r  m i l l s  per 
year. Since 1974, the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  levy inq  the maximum o f  four 
m i l  1s per  year has increased from 131 t o  137 (a  4.6 percent increase). 
The number o f  d i s t r i c t s  levy inq zero m i  11s has decl ined from 9 i n  1373 
t o  5 i n  1978 ( a  44.4 percent decrease). On a statewide basis, the 
average number o f  m i l l s  l ev i ed  has increased f r om  3.30 i n  1974 t o  3.67 



in 1978 (an 11.2 percent increase). This appears to indicate that the 
use of the capital reserve fund  has been qradually increasinq. 

Mi 11 Levies, Do1 lars/Pupi l/Mi 11, and Type of District 

The attached Appendix G contains figures which represent the 
following infonation for each d i s t r i c t  for 1978: 

(1) the number of mil 1s levied for use in the capital reserve 
fund;  

(2) the do1 lars per pupil (ADAE) that  one mil 1 will raise; and 

(3) in t e n s  of enrollment, whether the d i s t r i c t  i s  an increas-
ing, stable, or declining dis t r ic t .  

The figures indicate that of the 176 dis t r ic ts  that levfed 
mills in 1978, 40 were fncreasing enrollment dis t r ic ts  (22.7%), 17  
were stable enrollment d i s t r i c t s  (9.7%), and 119 were declining 
enrollment d i s t r i c t s  (67.6%). Of the five d i s t r i c t s  that did not levy 
any mills in 1970, one was an increasing enrollment d i s t r i c t  and four 
were declining enrollment dis t r ic ts .  The figures further breakdown as 
follows: 

Number of Mi 11s Number of Districts Z of Total 

SpendingISaving Fund 

In an attempt to determine whether school d i s t r i c t s  are spend-
ing monies in the capital reserve fund on a "pay-as-you-go" basis each 
year or whether they are saving a certain amount each year and accumu-
lating f t  for future spending, the comnittee s taff  examined the begin- 
ning fund balance of each d i s t r i c t  for calendar year 1978 and computed 
that as a percentaqe of the total amount of revenue in the fund for 
the year. The beginning fund balance i s  referred to as "carryover" 
from the preceding year. Those d i s t r i c t s  with a high percentage of 
carryover can be assumed to be saving the monies in the fund ( a t  least 
for one year), and those d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  a low percentaqe of carryover 
can be assumed to be spending the monies in the fund (once again, a t  
1east for one year). 



The attached Appendix H contains f i gu res  represent ing the  1978 
beginning balance i n  the  cap i t a l  reserve fund ( o r  carryover) as a per- 
centage o f  the  estimated t o t a l  revenues i n  the fund f o r  t h a t  year. 
Only seven d i s t r i c t s  spent the e n t i r e  amount o f  rnn ies  i n  the fund 
dur ing 1977, and hence have no carryover. The percentaqe f igu res  
breakdown as f o l  lows: 

Carryover as a 
X o f  Estimated 
Total Revenue Number o f  D i s t r i c t s  O/n of Total  

The above f igu res  are i l l u s t r a t e d  g raph ica l l y  on Chart X. The 
v e r t i c a l  ax is  represents the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  i n  groupings of f i ve ,  
and the  hor izonta l  ax is  represents the carryover as a percentaqe of 
estimated t o t a l  revenue i n  dec i l  es. 



CHART X 


Carryover As A Percentage o f  

Estimated Total  Revenue 




Capital Reserve Fund Nil 1 Levies in Low Property Wealth Districts 

Districtr with  lo;^ assessed valuations per pupil per mi11 
appear to be levying h maximum number of mills for  use in the 
capitol reserve fund to the samo or higher degree as a l l  d i s t r i c t s  
statewide. Property wealth does not appear to be a factor in levying 
mills for  use in the fund, For 1978, 53 d i s t r i c t s  have an assessed 
valuation per pupil per mill of less than $15.00. Of that number, 44 -- or 83.0 percent -- are levying the maximum number of four mills. 
This compares with a statewide total of 137 -- or 57.7 percent -- 
levying the maximum. 

Small Attendance Center Aid 

Provisions 

Definition. Section 22-50-1 13, Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, 
provides a mechanism for qranting additional s ta te  assistance to qual- 
i f  ied school d i s t r i c t s  which operate one or more small attendance -ten- 
ters.  A small attendance center i s  defined as an elementary or 
secondary school with fewer than one hundred seventy-five pupils 
enrol 1 ed. 

Criteria. Each attendance center i s  entitled to receive the 
s ta te  assistance provided by the statutory formula i f :  

1) the center i s  twenty or more miles from a similar attend- 
ance center; or  

2)  the center i s  twenty or more miles from a similar attend- 
ance center wittfin the d i s t r i c t  i f  the d i s t r i c t  has been 
reorganized under ei ther the "School District Reorqaniza- 
tion Act of 1949" or the "School District Organization Act 
of 1965". 

Bonus u i l s .  The additional s ta te  aid provided the d i s t r i c t s  
i s  base a-&5i t e number of bonus pupils in attendance in small 
attendance centers derived as follows: 

Step 1 - the attendance entitlement of the center i s  determined in 
the same fashion as for general equalization support; 

Step 2 - the attendance entitlement derived from step 1 i s  then 
mu1 tip1 ied by a statutory factor; - 11 and 

Step - 3 - the product from step 2 i s  reduced by the, attendance 
entitlement from step 1, and the resulting sum then repre- 
sents the "bonus pupils" for which the d i s t r i c t  qualifies. 

I /  - The bonus pupil formula i s  contained in section 22-50-1 13 ( 2 )  
(4 



\ For example, i f  a d i s t r i c t  has an elementary small attendance 
center conta in inq 67 ch i l d ren  (AE),  the bonus pup i l s  f o r  t ha t  center 
would be computed as fo l lows: 

Step 1 Sta tu tory  Formula 

Elementary 


(Grades 1-6 o r  1-8) 


Maxi mum 
-AE 	 Factor A1 1 owed 

0- 20 A1 1 ow 24 24 
20.1- 50 1.2 5 5 
59.1- 80 1.I 84 67 times 1.1 = 
80.1-115 1.05 120 73.7 

115.1-150 1 .04 150 

Step 2 

73.7 (Product from step 1 ) 
minus 67.0 (Attendance ent i t lement)  

equals G.7 

Step 3 

Bonus pup i l s  from a l l  such centers i n  the d i s t r i c t  are added 
together, and the sum i s  then funded as provided by law. 

w State small attendance center a i d  i s  provided t o  each 
o f  the qua l ed  d i s t r i c t s  fo r  each bonus pup i l  according t o  the 
lesser  o f  the f o l l ow inq  computations: 

1 )  	 the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB; o r  

2) 	 the d i s t r i c t ' s  general fund m i l l  l e vy  times the s ta te  guar- 
antee. 

For example, ifa d i s t r i c t  had a 1978 qeneral fund m i l l  l e vy  o f  
27.31 m i l l s  ( i n  the case o f  a d i s t r i c t  on the minimum guarantee) and a 
$1,500.00 ARB, the fo l lowing computations would ensue: 

1) 	 ARB = $1,500.00 

2 )  State guarantee $ 35.00 
times m i l l  l evy  27.31 

Equals $955.85 

Since $955.85 i s  the lesser  o f  the two f iqures,  i t  i s  used f o r  
funding purposes. 

I f  the elementary small attendance center excmpl i f i e d  i n  the 
bonus ~ u p i l  i l l u s t r a t i o n  above were the on l y  small attendance center 
i n  the  d i s t r i c t ,  and the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB o f  $1,50q.00, m i l l  l e vy  o f  

http:$1,50q.00


27.31 m i l l s ,  and $35,00 guarantee i l l u s t r a t e d  above were assumed, the 
d i  S t r f c t  would receive s t a t e  small attendance center a i d  as ca lcu la ted 
be1 ow: 

Bonus pup i l s  
times ent i t lement  

Equals 

6.7 
$955.85 

$6,- t o t a l  s t a te  small 
attendance center a i d  

Other provis ions.  The law a lso  provides f o r  a phasedown of 
small attendance center a i d  i f  an otherwise q u a l i f i e d  d i s t r i c t  
reoqranizes and, hence, i s  no longer q u a l i f i e d  under the provision. 

Other provis ions spec i fy  that, i n  cases when s t a t e  appropria- 
t i ons  f o r  small attendance center a i d  do no t  f u l l y  fund d i s t r i c t  
enti t lements, d i s t r i c t s  receive amounts apportioned on a pro ra ta  
basis; and t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  by a d i s t r i c t  o f  the informat ion 
required under the p rov i  s ion cons t i tu tes  automatic appl ica t ion  f o r  
small attendance center support. 

F inancial  Informat ion 

Nearly one-half o f  the school d i s t r i c t s  i n  the s ta te  are  
rece iv ing  small attendance center (SAC) a i d  (between 87 and 89 d is -
t r i c t s  per year s ince f i s c a l  year 1973-74). Total  statewide SAC 
rece ip ts  have r i s e n  from $1.3 m i l l i o n  i n  FY 1973-74, t o  53.2 m i l l i o n  
i n  FY 1977-78. On a do1 1 a r  per bonus pup i l  basis, SAC rece ip ts  have 
increased from $494.80 i n  FY 1973-74, t o  $1,152.82 f n  FY 1977-78, 

Some d i s t r i c t s  receive more s ta te  f i nanc ia l  assistance from 
small attendance center a i d  than from s ta te  equdlit a t i o n  pa.yments 
(between 8 and 12 d i s t r i c t s  s ince FY 1974-75). I f  the amount o f  small 
attendante center a i d  were added t o  the average ARB of those d i s t r i c t s  
rece iv ing  the aid, the ARB would have increased by approximately 7.7 
percent per year since FY 1974-75. 

Appendix Ia t  the end o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  provides the fo l lowinq 
i n f o m a t i o n  concerhinq small attendance center a i d  f o r  FY 1973-7n 
through FY 1977-7fl: 

(1) the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  rece iv ing  small attendance center 
aid; 

(2 )  t o t a l  small attendance Center a i d  receipts;  

(3)  number o f  bonus pupi ls ;  

(4) SAC do l l a r s  per bonus pupi l ;  

( 5 )  SAC do1 l a r s  per attendance ent i t lement  ( A t ) ;  



(6 )  s t a t e  equalization (SE) do l la r s  per A E ;  

(7)  ARB;  

(8) number of d i s t r i c t s  receiving greater  SAC S/AE than SE 
$/AE; and 

( 9 )  SAC $/AE as  a percentage of ARB. 

Cost of the Minimum Guarantee 

If the minimunl s t a t e  guarantee were eliminated and a l l  school 
d i s t r i c t s  were placed under the  general equalization program, the 
amount of s t a t e  equalization would decrease and the number of nli 11s 
levied by those d i s t r i c t s  current ly  on the minimum would increase 
through 1982 (under S.O. No. 25). In 1979, the projected s t a t e  equal- 
izat ion decrease would be approximately $8.4 m i  11 ion, w i t h  an average 
projected statewide mill  levy increase of 0.7 mi l l s  per d i s t r i c t .  In 
1982, the  projected decrease in  s t a t e  equalization would be approxi-
mately $25.2 million,  with an average projected statewide mill levy 
increase of 1.81 mi l l s  per d i s t r i c t .  

Table XV provides s t a t e  equalization property tax and mill levy 
f igures  under S.B. No. 25 with and without the m i n i m u m  guarantee for  
the  period 1979-82. Appendix 3 a t  the  end of t h i s  repor t  contains 
simulations of S.B. No. 25 without the minimum guarantee on a d i s t r i c t  
and statewide basis f o r  a l l  four years of the  period. 

TABLE XV 

S.B. No. 25 

-Year -Mill -PT -SE 

S.B. No. 25 Without Minimum 

-Year -Mi1 1 -PT -SE 



Difference 

Cost o f  S tab i l  i z i n q  the Statewide Averaqe 
b! 1
1 

I n  order  t o  s t a b i l  i z e  the statewide average m i l l  l e vy  i n  1981 
and 1982 a t  the estimated 1980 l eve l  o f  38.13 m i l l s ,  s t a t e  equal iza-
t i o n  payments would have t o  increase from Q51Q.8 m i l  l i o n  i n  1900, t o  
B560.Gmil l ion i n  1981, and t o  $608 .7mi l l i on  i n  1982. That would 
amount t o  a $49.6 m i l l i o n  increase i n  1901 over the  cu r ren t  S.0, No. 
25 1 eve1 f o r  1981, and a 897.8 m i l  1 i o n  increase i n  1982 over the  cur-
r e n t  S.B, No. 25 l eve l  f o r  1982. 

Table X V I  compares the cos t  components and m i l l  l e v i e s  which 
would be generated by stabilizing the statewide averaqe m i l l  l e vy  f o r  
1981 and 1982 under S.B. No. 25. Simulat ions o f  S.B. No. 25 w i t h  a 
s t a b i l i z e d  statewide average m i l l  l e vy  fo r  1981 and 1932 a re  attached 
as Appendix K. 

TABLE X V I  

Current S.B. No. 25 

-Year Guarantee -M i l  1 -PT -SE 

S.B. No. 25 w i t h  S tab i l i zed  Levy f o r  1981 and 1982 

-Year Guarantee -M i l l  -PT -SE 



Ilif fcrcnce 

Year- Guarantee M i l  1 
7 



APPENDICES 




APPENDIX A 

SIMULATION OF THE "PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 1973" -- COMPARISON OF 
ACT WITHOUT S.B. NO. 25 AND WITH SB.B. NO. 25 

ASSWT IONS: 

Without S.B. NO. 25 
1978 -- Guarantee $35.00; Minimum = $11.35; ARB Increase = $120.00 ( Includes  SSDBRB changes) 
1979 -- Guarantee = $35.00; Minimum = $11.35; ARB Increase = 7% 

S.B. NO. 25 
1979 -- Guarantee = $42.25; Minimum = $11.35/$12.35; ARB Increase = 8130.00; Minimum ARB = $1400.00 
1980 -- Guarantee = $4 85- Minimum = $11.35/$13.35; ARB Increase = $140.00; Minimum ARB = 51600.00 
1981 -- Guarantee = Minimum = $ll.)5/$13.35; ARB Increase = $150.00; Minimum ARB = 11800.00 
1982 -- Guarantee = $43.05; Minimum = $11.35/$13.35; ARB Increase = $160.00; Minimum ARa = S1800.00 

ADAE - ARB - MILL - PVRTY - GRTH LS - 
ADAM - 

Mapleton 
W/O SB NO. 25 1978 & 97.569 5319.3 5655.0 $1583.43 47.94 Y 4.277 8 4.677 Y.006 S.000 17.25 17.75 

1979 99.642 5070.6 5348.3 1694.27 48.41 4.238 4.823 .011 ,000 18.63 16.37 

SB No. 25 1979 99.642 5070.6 5748.3 1713.21 40.55 5.122 4.040 ,011 .OOO 18.63 23.62 

Northglenn 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 

Commerce Ci ty  
W/O SB NO. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

Brighton 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB NO. 25 1979 77-913 3895.9 3911.8 1728.00 40.90 3.573 3.187 ,021 .OOO 19.92 22.33 
1980 83.365 3880.1 3895.9 1895.44 41.34 3 938 3.466 .021 .OOO 21.40 24.45 
1981 89.198 3864.4 4880.1 2045.44 45.89 3.843 4.094 .021 .OOO 22.99 21.5e 
1982 95.440 3848.8 3864.4 2205.44 51.23 3.633 4.889 .0?1 .000 2b.70 1e.35 



ADAE- MILL- PVRTY GRTH-
ADAM-

Bennett 
W/O SB No. 25 448.1 

466.4 
41.62 
39.36 

$ .OOG .oG8 
S .014 

.003 

SB No. 25 466.4 
485.4 
505.2 
525.8 

39.04 
39-03 
38.89 
39-09 

.oG8 

.007 

.OO7 

.007 

.003 

.004 .OC4 

.005 

Strasburg
W/O SB No. 25 390-1 

383.1 
27.15 
30.68 

.003 
-004 

.000 .000 

SB No. 25 383.1 
376. 2 
369.4 
362.7 

30.42 
31.66 
33.11 
34.59 

.004 

.004 

.004 

.004 

-000 
.000 .000 .000 

Wes tmins t e r  
W/O SB No. 25 13880.9 

13211.2 
47.83 
45.73 

.000 

.004 
.ooo .000: 

I 
Y 

L 

SB No. 

ALAMOSA 
Alamosa 

W/O SB No. 

25 

25 1978 

13211.2 
12573.8 
11967.2 
11389.9 

2207.9 
2116.5 

38.46 
39.91 
44.42 
49.70 

40.51 
41.19 

.OC4 

.016 

.028 

.040 

.062 

.063 

.ooo .000 .000 

.ooo 

.000 

.ooo 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 

2116.5 
2028.9 
l944.9 
1864.4 

34.96 
35-27 
40.39 
45.53 

.06j

.065 

.066 

.068 

.ooo 

.ooo .000 

.ooo 

Sangre DeCristo 
W/O SB lo .  25 1978 

1979 
255.5 
272.9 

37.68 
40.31 

.010 

.010 
.000 
.005 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

272.9 
291.5 
311.4 
332.7 

34.22 
34-90 
40.39 
45.53 

.010 

.010 
-009 
.009 

.006 

.007 

.ooe 

.009 

ARAPAHOE 
Wglewood

W/O SB No. 25 1978 
1979 

4015.4 
3747.9 

47.09 
48.19 

.068 

.O7l 
.ooo 
.ooo 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

3747.9 
3498.2 
3265.1 
3047.5 

43.80 
44.86 
49.52 
49.06 

.071 

.076 

.081 

.085 

.000 
-000 
.ooo 
.000 



I 

-MILL -SE -PT -PVRTY -GRTH -LS -SS 

ARAPAHOE 

Sheridan 

W/O SB No. 25 	 1978 

1979 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 


Cherry Creek 
W/O SB No. 25 	 1978 


1979 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Li t t le ton 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 


1979 


Deer Trai l  

W/O SB No. 25 1978 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 


Aurora 
W/O SB No. 25 	 1978 


1979 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Byers
W/O SB No. 25 	 1978 


1979 


SB No. 25 	 1979 


1981 

1982 


1980 




43 -ARB -MILL -SE -PT -PVRTY -CRTH -LS -SS 

ARCHULETA 

Archuleta 


W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


-BACA 
Walsh 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Pr i tche t t  

W/O SB No. 27 


SB No. 25 

t 
P 
P 
0 2  

I 


Springfield 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Campo
W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


1978 


1979 

1980 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981
1982 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 




AV - A E - ARB - MILL SE - PT - PVHTY - CRTH LS - s S - 
BENT - 

Las Animas 
d/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 11.937 979.1 1020.7 $1 40.79 38.31 $ .911 0 .457 .041 6 .OOO 11.69 23.31 

1979 12.597 971.2 990.3 1k4 .65  40.99 .904 .516 .041 .OOO 12.72 22.28 

SB No. 25 1979 12.597 971.2 990.3 1470.72 34.81 1.018 .436 -041 .OOO 12.72 29.53 

McClave 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

BOULDER 
S t .  Vrain Valley 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 
1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Boulder Valley 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

CHAFFEE 
Efuena Vista 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 
1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Sallda 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

260.550 13851.6 13851.6 1559.94 36.92 11.988 9.620 . OCO .OOO 16.81 23.44 
300. 000 13908.1 13908.1 1699.94 37.08 11.123 . 000 .OOO 21.57 24.28 ::: 2;; 345.423 13964.8 13964.8 1849.94 41.51 14.337 .OOO .OOO 24.74 19.83 
397.724 14021.7 14021.7 2009.94 46.69 9.614 18.569 .OOO -000 28.36 14.69 

-000 . 000 

-000 
-000 . ooc 
.ooo 

. 000 

.ooo 

. 000 . 000 
-000 . 000 

. o n  

.011 

SB No. 25 1979 27.166 1381.5 1403.1 1400.00 3 . 1 4  1.064 .900 .011 .OOO 19-36 22.89 
1980 28.000 1372.0 1.233 977 .012 1381.5 1600.00 32.90 .OOO 20.27 25.58 
1981 28.859 1362.6 1.304 1.166 .012 1372.0 1800.00 40.39 .OOO 21.03 23.54 

1982 29.745 1353.3 1362.6 1960.00 45.53 1.316 1.354 -012 .OOO 21.83 21.22 



CHEYENNE 
K i t  Carson 


W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Cheyenne Wells 

W/O SB NO. 25 


SB No. 25 


Arapahoe 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


' CLEAR CFlEM 

Clear Creek 


W/O SB NO. 25 


SB No. 25 


CONEJOS 

North Conejos 


W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Sanford 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No.. 25 




" 

CONEJOS 
South Conejos 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

COSTILLA 
Centennial 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Sierra Crande 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

CROWLEY 
Crouley 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

CUST W - 
Consolidated 1 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

DELTA - 
Delta 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 

" " " " " - v  

c, '. 

ADAE - 

750.0 
706.1 

706.1 
664.8 
625.9 
589.3 

617.8 
569.4 

569.4 
524.8 
483.7 
445.8 

281.3 
270.2 

270.2 
259- 5 
249.2 
239.3 

541.8 
508.0 

508.0 
476.3 
446.6 
418.8 

230.9 
259.7 

259.7 
292.1 
328.5 
369.4 

3924.2 
3905.6 

3905.6 
3887.1 

3&:2 

ARB - 

$1181.08 
1263.76 

1400.00 
1600 .OO 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1257.44 
1345.46 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

199.37 
1657.83 

1680.07 
1820.07 
1970- 07 
2130.07 

1272.01 
1361.05 

1403.67 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1494.01 
1598.59 

1624.12 
1764.12 
1914.12 
2074.12 

1216.83 
1302.01 

l4O0.00 
1600 .OO 
1800.00 
1960.00 

MILL - 

33.75 
36.11 

3 .14 2 3 -90 
40.39 
45.53 

35.93 
38.44 

33.14 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

25-96 
24.88 

24.84 
24.84 
25-15 
25.40 

36.g 
38. 9 

33 22 

2;: :; 
45.53 

24.41 
28.20 

28.15 
32-27 
37-52 
43.51 

34.77 
37-20 

33.14 
34.90 

k8: 3 

PVRTY - 

$ .072 
.O73 

073 
.072 
07 
-075 

.043 

.043 

.043 

.044 

.045 

.045 

.OO9 

.ooq 

.ooq 

.OG9 

.OO9 

.OO9 

.020 

.021 

.021 

.022 

.022 

.023 

.003 

.003 

.OO3 

.002 

.001 

.001 

-102 
.lo3 

.lo3 

.lo4 
104 : 105 



-PVRTY -GRTH -LS 

m m 
-
Denver 

W/O S B  No. 25 	1978 

1979 


S B  No. 25 	1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


DOLORES 

Dolores 

W/O S B  No. 25 	1978 


S B  No. 25 	1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


DOUGLAS 
-la s 


W/O S B  No. 25 	1978 

1979 


SB No. 25 	1979 


' -EAGLE 

Zagla 


W/O S B  No. 25 1978 


W/O S B  No. 25 	1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


ELBZkT-
Elizabeth 


W/O S B  No. 25 1978 


S B  No. 25 	1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Kiowa 
W/O S B  No. 25 	1978 


1979 


S B  No. 25 	1979 6-303 168.3 168.3 1967.42 39.51 .082 ,249 .OOO 
1980 - 7.563 177.5 177.5 2107.42 37.66 .089 .285 .OCO -003 37.45 13.35.003 42.61 12.35 

1981 9.075 187.2 187.2 2257.42 36-51 -091 -331 .OOO 

1980 10.890 197.4 197.4 2417.42 35.29 -093 .384 .OOO .004.004 48.48 13.35
13.3555.16 




ELBERT 
B i g  Sandy 
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Elbert  
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Agate 
W/O SB NO. 25  

SB No. 25 

W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

i iarrison 
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Widef i e l d  
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

ADA - 

t 
, , 

ARB - 

$1405.24 
1503.61 

1534.45 
1674.45 
1824.45 
1984.45 

1390.18 
1487.49 

1520.49 
1660.49 
1810.1t9 
1970.49 

2786.03 
2981.05 

2914.99 
3520.96 
3670.96 
3830 96 

1384.61 
1481.53 

1515.79 
1655.79 
1805.79 
1965.79 

1292.54 
1383.02 

1422.32 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1172.68 
1254.77 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

, t\ -, * 

MILL - 

40.15 
42.96 

36.32 
36.52 
40.93 
46.10 

2;: ;: 
35.99 
36.22 
40.62 
45.77 

23.89 
23.78 

23-07 
26.55 
27.68 
28.88 

39.56 
42-33 

35.88 
36.11 
40.52 
45.66 

36.93 
39.51 

;2:;: 
40.39 
45.53 

33.51 
35.85 

33.14 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

PVRTY - GSTH LS - 

. OOC .OOC 14.02 20.98 . oco .005 13.19 21.81 



EL PAS0 
Fountain 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 
1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

Colorado Springs 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Cheyenne Mountain 
W/O SB. No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

iu c llenitou Springs 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Academy 
iJ/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

El l ico t t  
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

ARB 
7 

$1165.95 
1247.57 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1 90.32 2 -1 87.64 

1520.02 
1660.02 
1810.02 
1970.02 

1972.23 
2110.29 

2136.31 
2276.31 
2426.31 
2586.31 

1 74.86 
1 b . 1 0  

1505.13 
1645.13 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1182.90 
1265.70 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1304.70 
13%. 03 

1430.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

MILL - 

33 31 
35-64 

33.14 

2%; 
45.53 

39.72 
42.50 

35.98 
36.21 
40.61 
4Y.76 

48.56 
49.49 

48.95 
49.65 
54.44 
57.19 

39.28 
42.03 

35-62 
35.88 
40.39 
45.53 

33.80 
36.i6 

33.14 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

37-28 
39.89 

33 85 

2:: ;; 
45.53 

PVRTY - 

iQ .009 
.009 

.009 

.011 
,013 
-014 

. M7 

.211 

,211  
.228 
.244 
.261 

,000 . 000 

. 000 

.ooo . 000 . 000 

.m3 

.003 

.003 

.002 

.002 

.002 

.ooo . G30 

.om . 000 . 000 

.000 

.002 

.001 

.001 
,001 
.000 
.om 

CHTH - 

$ .ooo . 000 

. 000 
-000 
.ooo . 000 

.ooo 

.om 

. OCO 

.coo 
-000 
.000 

.GOO 

.037 

-041 
.046 
. O F 1  
.OF8 

.ooo 
,000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om 

.G57 

.O67 

.081 

.096 

.111 

.001 

.006 

.007 

.008 

.010 

.011 



EL PAS0 
P e y t o n  

W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Hanover 
W/O SB No. 25 

SB KO. 25 

Lewis-Palmer 
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Falcon 
W/O SB Ho. 25 

SB NO. 25 

&ison 
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Miami -Yoder 
W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

ADAE - 

197.8 
201.6 

201.6 
205.5 
209- 5 
213.6 

58.1 
61.4 

61.4 
64.9 
68.6 
72.5 

1068.4 
1165.0 

1165.0 
1270.3 
1385.1 
1510.3 

1057.2 
1167.2 

1167.2 
1288.6 
1422.6 
1570.5 

28.6 
24.3 

24.3 
20.6 
17.5 
14.9 

134.1 
129.7 

129.7 
125.4 
121.2 
117.1 

ARB - 

$1624.92 
1738.66 

1748.20 
1960.45 
2110.45 
2270.45 

2062.34 
2206.70 

2195.40 
2335.40 
2485.40 
2645.40 

1451.49 
1553 -09 

1581.76 
1721.76 
1871.76 
2031.76 

1428.22 
1528.20 

1558.28 
1698.28 
1848.28 
2008.28 

:R2:4 
2879.73 
3019.73 
3169.73 
3329.73 

1649.71 
1765.19 

1774.99 
1914.99 
2064.99 
2224.99 

MILL - 

:"9 3 
41.38 
42.76 
47.35 
52.74 

24.79 
27.24 

26 77 
29.46 
32.82 
36.56 

:r 1:: 
37.44 
37.55 
42.00 
47.20 

40.81 
43.66 

36.88 
37.04 
41.47 
46.65 

37.87 
39.46 

38-05 
34.59 
31.54 
28.68 

47.13 
47.05 

42.01 
41-77 
46.33 
47.12 

SE - PT - PVRTY - - CRTd - LS - SS 



FRMONT
Canon C i t y  

SB No. 

Florence 
W/O SB No. 

SB Nc. 

25 

25 

25 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

1978 
1979 

1979 
1980 
1981 

Cotopaxi
w/O 3B No. 25 1978 

1979 

IV 
GARFIELD 

Roaring Fork 
W/O SE No. 25 1978 

Garfield 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

Grand Valley 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

ADAE- A E- ARB MILL- S E- PT- PVRTY CRTH-

3262.4 
3291.5 

3291.5 
3320.9 
3350.6 
3380.6 

1540.1 
1513.5 

1 
1Z87.4 

13.5 

1461.8 
1436.6 

163.0 
185.3 

185.3 
210.7 
239.6 
8 2 . 5  

40.31 
46.06 
53.58 
59.19 

-092 
.I30 
.171 
.246 

.297 

.342.402 

.448 

.000 .OOC 

.WO .000 

3020.6 -
3022.9 

3022.9 
3025.2 
3027- 5 
3029.8 

1466.9 -

1600.6 

1600.6 
1746.5 
1905.7 
2079.4 

150.5 
158.9 

158.8
167. 
177.2 
187.1 



-PVRTY -GHTH -LS 

CILPI N-
Cllpln County 


W/O SB No. 25 1978 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


-GRAND 

West Grand 


W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 


East Grand 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 


1979 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 


I 
 GUNNISON 

Cunnlson Watershed 


W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


HINSDALE 

Hlnsdale 


W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 


70.8 1600.00 15.97 .olJ .100 .000 -000 88.84 ii.j5
68.9 1800.00 17.05 .013 .111 .000 .OOO 94.24 11.35 
67.1 1960.00 17.61 .013 .118 .000 .OOO 99.98 11.35 

W ERFANO 

Huerfano 


W/O SB No. 25 1978 


SB No. 25 	 1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 




BUERFANO 
La Veta 

W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

JACKSON 
North Park 

W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

JEFFEiSON 
Jefferson 

W/O SB No. 25 

SB KO.  25 
I 
CI 
N 
CD 
I 

KIOWA - 
Eads 

W/O 33 No. 25 

Plainvi e w  
W/0 SB No. 25 

KIT CARSON 
Flagler 

M I 0  S B  No. 25 

SB No. 25 

ARB - 

$1 72.14 
lz68.19 

1499.88 
1768.98 
1918.98 
2078.98 

1414.16 
1513.15 

1544.81 
1684.81 
1834.81 
1994.81 

1600.37 
1712.40 

1730.28 
1870.28 
2020.28 
2180.28 

1565.80 
1675.41 

1695.26 
1835.26 
1985.26 
2145.26 

2094.15 
2240.74 

2224.39 
2364.39 
2514.39 
2674 39 

1582.34 
1693.10 

1702.07 
1842.07 
1992.07 
2152.07 

MILL - 

z:: 8 i  
:85: 0 
ti: :; 
29.42 
31-49 

31-49 
30.52 
29.90 
29.16 

45.72 
48.93 

40.95 
40.79 
45.33 
50.65 

35.27 
3k.41 

34.12 
35-70 
38.34 
41.12 

25.46 
24.39 

23 95 
24.33 
25-31 
26.31 

43-15 
4't. 37 

40.29 
40.18 
44.70 
46-33 

PVRTY 

$ .004 
.005 

.005 

.005 

.005 

.005 

,000 
-000 

. 000 

.a00 . om 

. O 3 l  

. 000 

.om 

. 000 . 000 

.000 . 000 

. 000 

.ooo 

.OOG 

.ooO 

.coo 

.OO3 

.OC)O . OOC 

.OOG 
-031 
.001 
.001 

.004 

.004 

.004 

.004 

.004 

.005 

CRTH - 

s .ooO 
.ooo 

-000 
.000 
.ooo 
.000 

.025 . 000 

. OOC 

. 000 . 'm0 
* 000 

.295 

.ooo 

.ooo 
-000 . 000 . 000 

-000 
-000 

. 000 . 000 . 000 . OOG 

. 000 

.OGO 

. oiic 

.COO 
,000 . 000 

,005 
.000 

.000 

.ooo 
. .ooo . 000 



. ' 

G BTH - 

S -000 
.ooo 

.coo 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.goo 
-000 . 000 
-000 

.ooo . 000 

. 000 
-000 . 000 
.ooo 

.003 . 000 

. 000 . 000 
-000 . 000 
. 000 . 000 
.o00 
.ooo 
.ooo . 000 

-000 
.om 

-000 
.ooo 
.coo 
.ooo 

ADAE - ARB - 

461796.50 
1922.25 

1908.07 
2048.07 
2198.07 
2358.07 

2264.30 
2422.80 

2390.25 
2530.25 
2680.25 
2040.25 

148 5.44 
1589.42 

1606.04 
1887.32 
2037.32 
2197 32 

1620.98 
1734.45 

1743.21 
1883.21 
2033.21 
2193.21 

1327 39 
1420.31 

1450.30 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1730.22 
1851.34 

1858.39 
2133 34 
2283.34 
2443.34 

MILL - 

46.40 
42-73 

41.49 
38.94 
37.00 
34.98 

40.87 
38.74 

37.62 
36.20 
35.64 
35-09 

42.44 
45.41 

38.01 
41.16 
45.71 
51.04 

42.51 
46.37 

41.26 
41.07 
45.62 
46.70 

37.93 
36 31 

34.33 
34.90 
40.39 
41.75 

30.22 
27.42 

27.12 
26.98 
25.33 
23-71 

PVRTY 

3 .002 
.002 

.002 

.OO3 

.003 

.003 

.002 

.002 

.002 

.002 

.002 

.002 

. 000 

.ooo 

-000 . 000 
-000 
.ooo 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.009 

.009 

.009 

.010 

.011 
-011 

-003 
.005 

.005 

.006 
-008 
.009 

K I T  CARSON 
S e i b e r t  

W/O S B  N o .  25 1978 
1979 

S B  No. 25 1979 

Vona 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

Bethune 
W/O 52 KO. 25 1978 

LAKZ - 
Lake C o m t y  
W/O 33 io. 25 1978 



Ignac i c  
W/O r;E It:. 25 1978 

1979 

rnIW 
Poudre 

W/O SB !:z. 25 1976 
1979 

Thompson 
W/O SB Xs. 25 1978 

1979 

Park (Estes Park) 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

MILL - 

38.79 
41.51 

35.31 
35.59 
40.39 
45.53 

32.40 
33.56 

33.14 
34.90 
38.33 
37.35 

33 37 
35.71 

33.14 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

45.06 
48.21 

40.43 
40.30 
4'4.83 
50 13 

37.16 
39.76 

33-89 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

27.86 
27.46 

27.38 
28.74 
30.63 
32.61 

GiiTH - 

. 000 
-000 

.DO0 . 000 . 0OC . OOC 

.909 . OOC 

. 000 . 000 . CCO . 000 

.020 
-000 

. 000 

.ooo 

.ooo . 000 

. 000 
-000 

-000 
.ooo . 000 
.ooo 

.066 
-089 

.098 
-115 
.135 
-155 

.016 

.ooo 

.ooo 
-000 
.000 
.om 
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-AE &E -MILL -SE -PT -PVHTY -GRTX -LS -SS 

LMCOW 

SB KO. 25 1978 1 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

Limon 
W/O SF :.::. 25 1978 

1979 



I 
i 

-ARB -MILL -SE -PT -PVRTY -CHTH 

LOCAN 
3 n c h m a n  

H/O SB No. 25 1978 
1979 

$ .ooo 
.ooo 

sa NO. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

-000 
.ooo .000 
.ooo 

Buffa10 
W/3 SB No. 25 1978 

1979 
.000 
.ooo 
.000 
.ooo .000 .000 

? 1 ? t ~ a u  
c/O SB No. 25 .ooo 

.OD3 

SB No. 25 .OO?, 
.a03 
.DO4 
-004 

-000 .000 

.000 
-000 
.ooo 
.ooo 

.- 5 - ~ L - JValley 
. ,S3 No. 25 .004 

.0C5 

53 XO. 25 .005 
-006 
-008 
-009 

P:=- :Valley 
,J SB No. 25 . O A  

.066 

- a  NO. 25 -072 
.OW 
-114 
-138 



-ARB -MILL PVRTY -CRTH -LS 

MINERAL 
Creede 

W/O S B  No. 25 1978 
1979 

MOFFAT 
Moffat 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 

MONT EZUMA 
Montezuma-Cortez 

W/O S3 No. 25 

S B  No. 25 

1978 
1979 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Dolores 
U/O SB ?To. 25 

SB NO. 25 -000 .OOC .000 
.coo 

Mancos 
W/O Si3 No. 25 

S 3  No. 25 

Montrose 
U/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 



HONTROSE 
West Ehd 

W/O S B  No. 

S B  No. 

MORGAN 
BNS h 

W/O S B  No. 

S B  No. 

For t  Morgan
W/O S B  No. 

SB NO. 

I 
P 

W 
ul 


Weldon Valley
W/O S B  No. 

S B  No. 

Wiggins
W/O S B  No. 

S B  No. 

OTWO 
Eest Otero 

W/O S B  No. 

S B  No. 

ADAE- MILL- PVRTY- -GHTH LS-

25 

25 

1978 
1979 
1978 
1980 
1981 

25 1978 
1979 

25 1979 
i 980 

25 .ooo 
-000 

25 .000 
-000 
-000 
.ooo 

25 .ooo .OOC 

25 .ooo 
.ow 
.ooo 
.ooo 

25 .000 
.ooo 

25 -000 .000 
.ooo .000 

25 .ooo 
.ooo 

25 .ooo 
.ooo 
.ooo 
.om 



-ADAE 
-OTERO 
Rocky Ford 


W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Manzanola 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Fowler 

W/O 53 No. 25 


I 

P 

LJ 
0\ 
I Cheraw 


WO 53 No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Swink 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


-OURAY 
Ouray 


W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 




I 

-OURAY 

Ridgway


W/O SB No. 25 	 1978 
1979 

SB Nc. 25 	 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

-PARK 
P l a t t e  Canyon 

W/O SB No. 25 1976 

Park 
W/O SB tic, 25 	 1978 

1979 

PHILLIPS 

Holyoke


X/O SB N-. 25 

PITKIN 

Aspen


W/O SB No. 25 

( I '  

1. 	 Y 

-MILL -PVRTY -CHTH -LS 

40.43 S .002 
43.26 	 .001 

36.6.2 	 .001 
.001 
.001z;: ;;

46.40 	 .000 

48.80 	 .Oc.0 
52.21 	 .ooo 

41.39 	 .OOC 
41.73 	 .000 
46.30 	 .000 
51.65 	 ,000 

23.20 	 .003 
23.59 	 -002 

22.77 	 .002 
23-96 	 .oc2 
25.45 	 .002 
27-05 	 .001 

36.91 	 .001 
36.12 	 .002 

35.94 	 .002 
38.69 	 .002 
39.97 	 .OO3 
41.23 	 .003 

41.85 	 .017 
44.23 	 -317 

41-99 ,017 
41-75 ,017 
46.31 	 .018 
47.52 	 .0l8 

20.69 	 .ooo 
18.28 	 -000 

18.18 	 .ooo 
17.18 	 -000 
15.95 	 .ooo 
14.80 	 .000 



ARB- MILL- PVRTY- CIlTH 

PROWERS 
Cranada 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 
$1284-.86 
1374.80 

36.71 
39.28 

3 .@26 
.027 

5 .ooo 
.ooo 

1416.42 
l6OO.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

33.52 
34-90 
40.39 
45.53 

.027 

.ope 
,028 
.029 

.030 .OOC .000 .000 
Lamar 
u/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 
1257.07 
1345.06 

35.92 
36-43 

.cao 

.081 
.ooo 
.DO0 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

33-14 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

.081 

.083 

.a65 

.087 

.000 .000 

.300 

.ooo 

1384.45 
1481.36 

39.56 
42.32 

-018 
.018 

.ooo 

.OD0 

1507.23 
1647.23 
1800.00 
1960.00 

35.67 
35.93 
40.39 
45.53 

.oi8 

.019 

.020 

.021 

.on0 

.coo .on0 

.ooo 

1375.83 
l472.lL 

39.31 
40.5% 

.ooo 

.ooo 
.ooo 
-000 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

1508.13 
1786.56 
1936.56 
2096.56 

35-70 
38.97 
4 .45 
42.70 

.080 
-000 
-000 
.ooo 

.GOO 

.OOO 
,000 
.ooo 

PUEBLO 
Pueblo City
W/O S 9  No. 25 1978 

1979 
148i. 60 
1478.31 

39.47 
42.24 

.;78 

.535 
.~ J ~ C  
.ooo 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 

1511.23 
1651.23 
1801.23 
1961.23 

35.77 
36.01 
40.41 
45.56 

595 
.609 
-169 
.630 

.000 
-000 
.DO0 
.ooo 

Pueblo fiural 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 
1474.19 
1577.38 

45.09 
45.07 

.050 

.C51 
.ooo 
.ooo 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

1602.22 
1742.22 
1892.22 
2052.22 

37.92 
38.00 
42.46 
47.67 

.051 

.OF1 

.050 

.OF0 

.000 

.OOO 
,000 
.ooo 



RIO BLANCO 
Meeker 

W/O SB No. 

SB No. 

Rangely
W/O SB No. 

25 

25 

25 

1978 
1979 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

8 23.291 
23.359 

2 .35922 .150 
24.968 
25.814 

ADAE-

689.8 
800.4 

800.4 
928.7 

1077.6 
1250.4 

689.8 
800.4 

800.4 
928.7 

1077.6 
1250.4 

ll734.30 
1855.70 

1865.04 
2005.04 
2155.04 
2315.04 

MILL-

28.44 
5.78 

44.14:a::? 
53.78 

$ .301 
-416 

.462 

.806 
1.115 
1.507 

9 .895 
1.069 

1.031 
1.056 
1.207 
1.388 

-PVHTY 

l .OOO 
.000 

.OOO .000 .000 .003 

CRTH-

§ -000 
.062 

.067 

.084 

.lo4 

.130 

LG-

33.77 
29.18 

29.18 
26.00 
23.17 
20.64 

11.35 
11.35 

13.07 
19.85 
21.40 
22.41 

SB No. 25 

RIO GRANDE 
Del Norte 

W/O SB No. 25 

i 

S 2  Po. 25 

+byte 
d/C 

Vista 
SB No. 25 

Sargent 
i i / C  S3 30. 25 1978 

1979 

ilOUTT-
Hayden

d/O 3s No. 

S- No. 

25 

25 

1978 
1979 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
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I 
I-' 
C 
I-' 

SAN MIGUZL 
Telluride 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 

SB No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Norwood 
W/O SB No. 25 

53 No. 25 

Qnar 
W/O 3 5  No. 25 

2B No. 25 

SEIXi'LV'ICK 
Julesburg 
ii/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 

Flatte Valley 
d,'0 3 B  No. 25 

53 No. 25 

SUMMIT 
Slimmi t 
W/O AB No. 25 

s3 No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

MILL - PVATY CnTH - i3 

62.4 1548.66 24.43 .017 079 . OOC -005 52.04 11.35 
62.4 1657.07 21.35 .015 -088 .OOO .OOO 66.26 11-35 



-ARB -MILL 	 -PVRTY -GHTH 

TELLRR
-
Cripple Creek-vlc. 
W/O SB No. 25 1978 $1687.29 28-73 iC .008 6 . -005 

1979 1805.40 31.05 .07 -009 

SB No. 25 	1979 1820.51 30.78 .OO7 .010 

1980 1960.51 34.26 .OO7 -011 

1981 2110.51 38.74 .OO6 -013 

1982 2270.51 43.74 -006 .015 


Woodland Park 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 1312.73 37.51 .om .021 


1979 	 1404.62 40.13 .000 .om 
sa No. 25 	1979 1440.01 34.08 .000 .084 

1980 l6OO.00 34.90 .000 -107 
1981 1800.00 40.39 .000 -138 
1982 	 1960.00 45.53 -000 .I72 


WASHINGTON 

Akron 

W/O SB 60. 25 	1978 14%. 99 33.76 -005 -000 


1979 1526.88 34.69 -005 .ooo 


1556.03 34.57 .005 .ooo 

1696.03 32.64 .006 -000 

1846.03 31.28 .006 .Ooo 

2006.03 29.78 .OO6 ,000 


Arickeree 

v/0 SB No. 25 1978 2132.33 24.21 .004 .000 


1979 	 2281.59 23-30 .005 .ooo 


SB No. 25 	1979 2257.68 22.82 .OO5 .ooo 

1980 2397.68 22.42 .005 .000 

1981 2567.68 22.84 .005 .ooo 

1982 2707.68 23.26 .005 .000 


Otis 

W O  SB No. 25 	1978 1577.18 38.34 .oG4 .GOO 

1979 	 1687.58 37.71 .004 ,000 


SB No. 25 	1979 1707.62 37.33 .004 .000 

1980 	 1847.62 37-28 .004 .ooo 


19%'. 62 39-13 .005 .003 

2157.62 	 41.01 ,005 -000 


Lone Star 

W/O SB No. 25 1978 3229.79 49.69 .a31 .ooo 


1979 	 3455.88 58.99 .000 .010 

SB No. 25 	1979 3363.61 56.45 .000 .011 
1980 3503.61 65.06 .om .Ol3 
1981 3653.61 75.96 .ooo .016 
1982 	 3813.61 88.59 .ooo 




-ARB -MILL 

WASHINGTON 
Woodlin 

W/O SB NO. 25 

SB No. 25 

WELD-
Gilc res t  

W/O SB No. 25 

SB No. 25 
1600Ioo 
1800.00 
1960.00 

&ton 
W/O SB No. 25 

53 No. 25 

I 
i 

I 
t-l 
F7 

Keenesburg 
W/O SB No. 25 

SE No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 

Windsor 
M/O S 3  No. 25 1978 

Johnstown 
IJ/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 

3 No. 25 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 



SB No. 25 


Pla t t e  Valley 

Y/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Fort Lupton 

W/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Ault-Highland
W/O S B  No, 25 


SB No. 25 


Briggsdale 

Y/O SB No. 25 


SB No. 25 


Prair ie  

W/O SB No. 25 


S B  No. 25 


1979 

1980 

1981 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


1976 


1979 

1980 


1978 

1979 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


-ADAB -MILL 

9486.1 
9601.5 

9601.5 
9718.3 
9836.5 
9956.1 

880.6 
827.3 

827.3 

777.2 

7 0 1  

d5:9 


1630.7 
1709.2 

1709.2 
1791.5 
1877.8 
1968.3 

844.0 
816.8 

816.8 
790.5 
765.0 
740.3 

87.7 
88.4 

88.4 
89.1 
89.8 
90.5 

111.3 
108.7 

108.7 
106.2 
103.8 
101.5 



I . t 
I 	 n.* 

-MILL 

47.96 

48.22 


45.35 

44.85 

49.50 

48.90 


46.36 

46.58 


42.47 

42.18 

46.76 

48.87 


PVRTY 

s .003 
-003 


-003 

-004 

.004 

.004 


.010 


.011 


.011 


.011 


.011 


.010 


-ADAE 

130.6 

125.0 


125.0 

119.6 

114.4 

109.4 


1067.6 

1071.4 


1071.4 

1075.2 

1079.0 

1082.8 


-ARB 

f1786.13 
1911.16 


1916.24 

2056.24 

2206.24 

2366.24 


1664.75 

1781.28 


1794.18 

1934.18 

2084.18 

2244.18 


-WELD 
Grover 

W/O 	 SB No. 25 1978 

1979 


-YUHA 
West Yuma 


W/O SB No. 25 1978 

1979 


SB No. 25 	1979 

1980 

1981 


E a s t  Yuma 

z;::
 2;
 .006
W/O SB No. 25 1978 
 29-35
857.9 

.OO6
844.8 
 28.66
1979 


.006 

-007 

-007 

-007 


36.178 

6.285 


$6.285 

6.414 

6.526 

6.634 


28.76 

30.20 

30.56 

30.83 


41.20 

42.76 


37.78 

38.13 

41.94 

45.16 


SB No. 25 	1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


STiiTE TOTALS 	 1978 

1979 


844.8 

831.9 

819.2 

806.7 


$523933.4 

521005.6 


$521005.6 

518917.7 

517678.1 

517301.6 


1504.65 

1727.41 

1877.41 

2037.41 


$1552.06 

1659.20 


$1686.18 

1851.60 

2009.38 

2167.96 




APPENDIX B 


INCREASES I N  AUTHORIZED REVENUE BASE (AM) 

DUE TO 

COUNTY 
Distr ict  

ADAMS 
Mapleton 
Eastlake 
Commerce City 
Brighton 
Bennett 
Strasburg 
Westminster 

ALAMOSA 
Alamosa 
Sangre de Cristo 

ARAPAHOE 
Englewood 
Sheridan 
Cherry Creek 
Litt leton 
Deer Trai l  
Aurora 
Byers 

ARCHULETA 
Pagosa Springs 

BACA 
Walsh 
Pri tchet t  
Springfield 
Vilas 
Campo 

BENT 
Las Animas 
McClave 

BOULDER 
St. Vrain Valley 
Boulder Valley 

CHAFFEE 
Buena Vista 
Salida 

SB NO. 35 -- 79 OVER 1978 

1978 
ARB 

E s t .  1979 
ARB/SB 25 Difference 

Percent 
Change 

$1583 
1463 
1569 
1599 
1518 
1603 
1496 

$1713 
1593 
1699 
1729 
1648 
1733 
16 26 

$130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 

8.21 
8.89 
8.29 
8.13 
8.56 
8.11 
8.69 

1348 
1319 

1478 
1449 

130 
130 

9.64 
9.86 

1721 
16 27 
1820 
1472 
2 512 
1628 
1606 

1244 

1341 
1605 

1471 
1735 

130 
130 

9.69 
8.10 

1430 
1639 

1560 
1769 

130 
130 

9.09 
7.93 

1217 
1174 

1400 
1400 

183 
226 

15.04 
19.25 



COUNTY 
D i s t r i c t  

CHEYENNE 
K i t  Carson 
Cheyenne Wells 
Arapahoe 

CLEAR CREEK 
Idaho Springs 

CONEJOS 
La Jara 
Sanford 
Antonito 

COSTILLA 
San Luis 
Sierra  Grande 

CROWLEY 
Ordway 

CUSTER 
Westcliff e 

DELTA 
Delta 

DENVER 
Denver 

DOLORES 
Dove Creek 

DOUGLAS 
Castle  Rock 

EAGLE 
Eagle 

ELBERT 
E l i  zabeth 
Kiowa 
Big Sandy 
Elbert  
Agate 

EL 	PAS0 
Calhan 
Harrison 

T
1978 E s t .  1979 Percent 
ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change 



COUNTY 
D i s t r i c t  

Securi ty 
Fount n  i n  
Colorado Springs 
Cheyenne Mountain 
Man1 tou Springs 
Academy 
E l l i c o t t  
Peyton 
Hanover 
Lewis-Palmer 
Falcon 
Edison 
Miami Yoder 

FREMONT 
Canon City 
Florence 
Cotopaxi 

GARFIELL) 
Glenwood Springs 
R i f l e  
Grand Valley 

G ILP I N  
Central City 

GRAND 
Kremmling 
GranBy 

GUNNISON 
Gunnison 

HINSDALE 
Lake City 

HUERFANO 
Walsenburg' 
La Veta 

JACKSON 
Walden 

JEFFERSON 
Jefferson 

1978 &st. 1979 Percent 
ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change 

$1173 95140O $227 19-35 

1166 1400 234 20.07 

1390 1520 130 9-35 

1972 2102 130 6.59 

1375 2505 130 9-42 

1183 1400 217 18.3 

1305 

1625 

2062 

1451 

1428 

2754 

16 50 


1225 

1434 

2083 


2488 




COUNTY 
D i s t r i c t  

KIOWA 
Eads 
Plainview 

K I T  CARSON 
Flag le r  
S e i b e r t  
Vona 
S t r a t t o n  
Bethune 
Burlington 

LAKE 
Leadvi l le  

LA 	 PLATA 
Durango 
Bayf i e l d  
Ignacio 

LARIMER 
For t  Co l l ins  
Loveland 
Estes  Park 

LAS ANIMAS 
Trinidad 
Pr imero 
Hoehne 
Aguilar 
Branson 
K i m  

LINCOLN 
Hugo 
Limon 
Genoa 
Karva1 
Arriba 

LOGAN 

S t e r l i n g  

Frenchman 

~ u f 
f a10 
Peetz 

1978 Est.  1979 Percent  
-\ 

ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change 



COUNTY 
D i s t r i c t  

MESA 
DeBeque 
Collbran 
Grand Junct ion 

MINERAL 
Creede 

MOFFAT 
Craig 

MONT EZUMA 
Cortez 
Dolores 
Mancos 

MONTROSE 
Montrose 
Na t u r i  t a  

MORGAN 
Brush 
F o r t  Morgan 
Weldona 
Wiggins 

OTERO 
La Junta  
Rocky Ford 
Manzanola 
Fowler 
Cheraw 
Swink 

OURAY 
Ouray 
Ridgway 

PARK 
P l a t t e  Canyon 
Fai rp lay  

PHILLIPS 
Holyoke 
Haxtun 

PITKIN 
Aspen 

1978 Est .  1979 Percent 
AHB AHB/SU 25 Difference Change 



COUNTY 
D i s t r i c t  

PROWERS 
Granada 
Lamar 
IQo1,l y  
Wiley 

PUrnLO 
City 
Rural 

R I O  BLANCO 
Meeker 
Rangely 

R I O  GRANDE 
Del Norte 
Monte Vista 
Sargent 

ROUTT 
Hayden 
Steamboat 
Oak Creek 

SAGUACHE 
Mountain Valley 
Moffat 
Center 

SAN JUAN 

Si lver ton 


SAN MIGUEL 

Te l lu r ide  

Norwood 

Egnar 


SEDCWICK 

Ju les  burg 

P l a t t e  Valley 


SUMMIT 

Fr i sco  


TELLEH 
Cripple Creek-Vic. 
Woodland Park 

1978 E s t .  1979 Percent 
ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change 

-% 



COUNTY 1978 Est. 1979 Percent 
D i s t r i c t  ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change 

WASHINGTON 
Akron $1427 $1557 
Arickaree 2132 2262 
O t i s  1577 1707 
Lone S t a r  3230 3360 
Woodlin 2393 2523 

WELD 
G i l c r e s t  
Ea ton 
Keenesburg 
Windsor 
Johns town 
Greeley 
Kersey 
For t  Lupton 
Aul t-Highland 
Briggsdale 
New Raymer 
Grover 

YUMA 
West Yuma 
East Yuma 



-- 
t o t a l  : 
Per U n i t :  

lorthglem
Total : 
Per U n i t :  

k e r c e  City 
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

Brighton
Total ! 
Per U n i t :  

Barnett 
Total: 

I 
Y. - Per Unit: 
v( 

Stnsburg
Total!' 
Per Unit: 

Westmlns t e r  
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

Total: 
Per U n i t  

Sangre DeCrlsto 
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

o ta l  : 
Per U n i t :  

Sheridan 
Total : 
Per Unit: 


Cherry Creek 

Total : 
Per U n i t :  

59388.5 

bRB 

APPENDIX C 

ESTIMATED IJPACT OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS ON ARB FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1979 

Special Vocational 
Education Education T r a n s ~ o r t a m  P.E.R.A. 

18,588.5 

5,890.9 

39911.8 

4%. 3 

397.1 

13,936.4 

2,219.2 

258.7 

4,030.8 

1,738.9 

18,292.6 

Unemployment Workmen Is Rerninl ng 
bAB 



COUNTY 
Pistrict 

ARBPAHOE 
Li t t le ton 

Total: 
Per Unit 

Deer Tra i l  
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Aurora 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

By e r s  
Total: 
Per Unit: 

ARCHULETA 
Archuleta 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

BACA - 
Walsh 

Total: , Per Unit: 
P 

3 Pri tchet t  
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Vilas 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Camp0 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

BgDlT - 
Las h i m a s  

Total: 
Per Unit: 

HcClave 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

BOULDER 
m r a j n  Valley 

Total' 14.102.9 
Per Unit: 

Special Vocational Unemployment Workman's Remaining 
dRB Zduca t ig~~  Education Trans~or ta t ion  P.E.R.A. -- ARB 

8 26,770,652.57 % 1,240,16 .04 8 607,402.14 $ 290,472.05 $ 2,596,483.84 8 64,375.63 $ 97,520.60 $ 21,874,233.27 
1,602.78 7 l -25 36 37 17 39 155.45 3.85 5.84 19309.63 

3%',156-31 5,345.41 12,660.23 11,083.04 41,201.34 1,021.53 1,793-08 277,051.68 
2,641.36 40.32 95-50 83.60 310.80 7.71 13.53 29089.90 

35,197,928.39 1,317,604.11 1,032,135.01 278,896.06 3,276,764.65 81,242.10 125,135.46 29,086,150.99 
1,758.27 65.82 51.56 13.93 163.69 4.06 6.25 1,452.96 

59397 9.74 2 14,255.21 19,815.09 16,478.21 62,500.49 1,549.60 2,508.41 476,632.73 
1 ,7  7.15 41.95 58-31 48.49 183.92 4.56 7.38 1,402. 55 



COUNTY Special Vocational Unemployment Worhen's Remaining 
District - AE - ARB Education Education Trans~orta t ion P.E.R.A. Com~ensatipn -ation ARB 

BOULDER 
Boulder Valley 

Total: 21,524.2 $ 38,061,51 .24 $ 1,378,707.16 $ 827,896.88 $ 431,442.18 8 3,911,376.02 $ 96,976.27 S 161,269.72 1 31,253,845.01 
Per Unit: 1.7d.31 64.05 38.46 20.04 181.72 4.51 7.49 1,452.03 

CHAFFEE 
Buena Vista 

Total: 1,109.3 1,553,066.55 43,544.15 .00 55,550-28 136.280.47 3,378.85 6*073.u 1,308,239.33 
Per Unit: 1,400.00 39.25 .OO 50.08 122.85 3-05 5.47 1,179.30 

Salida 
Total: 1,399.4 1,959,160.21 54,430.48 68,025.66 17,408.42 158,377.85 3,926.72 4,984.54 1,652,006.5h 
Per Unit: 1 , W . O O  38.90 48.61 12.44 113.18 2.81 3.56 1,180.51 

C-E- 
K i t  Carson 

Total: 116.6 355,629.97 5,345.41 11,177. 84 13,384.25 31,522.18 781.54 566-z1 291,852.24 
Per Unit: 3,050.00 45.84 95.86 114.79 270.34 6.70 13. 3 2,503.02 

Cheyenne lJells 
Total: 266.0 483,875.85 18,346.91 9,677.66 14,883.24 %:&% 1,109.10 1,891.09 393 , 234 19 
Per Unit: 1,819.31 68.98 36-39 55.96 4.17 7.11 1,478.51 

Arapahoe 
Total: 69.9 206,431.55 7,338.52 . 00 10,869.74 23,391.41 579.95 1,116.64 163,13:.27 

I 
P Per Unit: 2999t.65 105.0 . 00 155.58 334.80 8.30 15.98 2933 -95 
'a 
';' CLEAR CRGEK 

Clear Creek 
Total: 1,176.2 2,082,897. 5 37,981.89 33*59t.84 58,813-69 197,763.86 4,90 .24 2 2-17 

7,593.45 1,742,286.38 
Per Unit: 1,770. 7 32. 29 28-53 50.00 168.14 6.46 1,481.28 

CONEJOS 
North Cone J os 

Total: 1,188.3 1,663,666.55 62,790 4 116,111.80 36,004.17 142,076.41 3,522.56 4,782.98 1,298,378.18 
52:d Per Unit: 1,400.00 97 -71 30 30 119.56 2.96 4.02 1,092.60 

Sanford 
Total: 330.4 462,606.69 19,319.77 6,225.84 12,166.10 36,185.49 897.17 1,230.4.2, 386,581.88 
Per Unit: 1,400.00 58.47 18.84 36.82 109.51 2.72 3.72 1,169.92 

South Cone jos 
Total: 7F .4  1,056,160.03 38,640.73 53 292 . 91 19,063.82 83,625.65 2,073-37 2,605.21 
Per U n i t :  1,400.00 51.22 70.64 25.27 110.85 2-75 3.45 "4 32 8: 

COSTILLA 
Cen tennis 1 

Total : 631.3 883 , 819.90 33,810079 28,979.66 27,449.86 75,378.24 1,868.88 3,003.46 713,329.01 
Per Unit: 1,400.00 53.56 45-90 43.48 119.40 2.96 4.76 1,129.94 

Sierra Grande 
Total: 929 9 492,092.46 14,489.83 37,227.06 9,396.82 399056.58 
Per Unit: 1,680.07 49.47 127. LO 32.08 133.34 



-- -- 

COUNTY Special  Vocational Unemployment Workmen 's RemainingARB 
Pistrict -ARB Education Education P.E.R.A. Cosl~ensation Com~ensation 

Totai: 
Per U n i t :  

CUSTER 
Consolidated 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

DENVER 
Denver 

Total :  
Per Unit: 

MLORES 
Dolores 

Total :  
Per Unit: 

4) -DOUGLAS 
r Douglas
2 Total: 
I Per Unit: 

-EABLE 
Eagle 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

ELBWT-
Elizabeth 

Total :  
Per Unit: 

Kiova 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Big Sandy 
Tota l  
Per Unit: 

E lber t  
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Agate
Total :  
Per Unit: 

" I , * I 



Special Vocational workmen 's hna in ing  
Education Education P.E.R.A. ARB 

Per Unit: 

Harrison 
Total: 6,438.9 
Per Unit: 

Yidefiela 
Total: 6,920.7
Per % i t :  

Foun t a l c  
Total: 3,147.4 
Per U n i t :  

Colorado Springs 
Total: 31,580.2 
Per Unit: 

Cheyenne Mountain 
Total : 1,604.8 
Per U n i t :  

Uanitou Springs 
I Totai: 1,076.4 
w 
wt Fer Unit: 
\O' Academy

Total 

Per Unit: 


Ell1 co t t  

Total: 

Per Unit: 


Peyto~.
Total: 

Per Unit: 


Hanover 

Total: 

Per Unit: 


Lewis-Faher 

Total: 

Per L h i t :  

Faicon 
~ o t a l :  
Per Unit: 

mison 
l o b 1: 
Per hit: 

Mami-Yoder 
Total: 
Per h l t :  



COUNTY 
Mstrict 

FREUOHT 
Canon City 

Total : 
Per unit: 

Florence 
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

Cotopaxi
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

GARFIELD 
B o a r i a g  Fork 

Total: 
Per 'Jnit: 

Carf i e ld  
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

Grand Valley 
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

I GILPIU 
GilpFn

3 Total: 
Per hit: 

C U D  
'Jeet Grand 

Total : 
Per U n i t :  

Best Grand 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

OUIOBISOH 

!!E 

3,262.4 

1,555.8 

176.0 

S 

ARB 

4,611, 36.95 
1,a13.48 

Y 

Speoial 
3 i l ca 

248,673.37 
76.22 

S 

Yocational 
Isducatlor? 

146,648.51 
44.95 

T-

$ 62,843.78 
19.26 

S 

3,058.6 

1,489.9 

151.5 

265.3 

427.1 

834.2 

-on Watershed 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

BDSMLE 
Hinsdale 

Total: 
Per U n i t :  

W E R F U O  
-ffuerf.no 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

1,292.0 

95.2 133,280.00 4,712.63 .00 9,535.47 
1,400.00 49.50 .OO 100.16 

1,057.7 1,590, 593.42 87,767.28 23,937.61 20,076.97 
1,503.87 82.98 22.63 18.98 



I 

Special  Vocational Unemployment Workmen 's Remaining 
-AE -ARB Educatioq Education Transportat ion P.E.R.A. Compensation Compensa t i o n  ARB 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

JACKSOH 

North Park 

Total :  
Per Unit: 

KIOWA
-
h d s  

Total :  
Per Unit: 

Plainview 
Total  : 
Per Unit: 

Se ibe r t  
Total :  
Per Unit: 

Vona 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

S t r a t t a n  
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Bethune 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Burlington 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

-LAKE 
Lake County 

Total :  
Per Unit: 





COUNTY Special Vocational Unemployment Workmen ' s Remaining 
b t r l c t  !s ARB Education Educa tion a a n s ~ o r t a t i m  P.E.R.A. ComDensation C o m a e n s a ~  ARB 

LINCOLN 
Limon 

Total: 490.4 $ 686,606.59 8 19,600.61 $ 5,748.30 $ 5,894.05 $ 60,261.80 6 1,494.09 S 2,476.75 3 591,131.08 
Per Unit: 1,400.00 39.97 11.72 12.02 122.87 3-05 5-05 1,205.32 

Genoa 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Karval 
Total: 91.3 154,595.53 39563.21 . 00 5,832.4 21,576.63 534.95 1,070.79 
Per Unit: 1,693.27 39.03 .00 63.82 236.33 5.86 11.73 12:5:%:2; 

Arriba 
Total 76.7 151,503.20 1,782.20 9,418.15 2,525.17 23,664.46 586.73 990.88 112,535.62 
Per Unit: 1,975.27 23.24 122.79 32.92 308 53 7.65 12.92 1,467.22 

LOGAN 
V a l l e y  

Total: 3,459.1 5,524,579.10 131,722.61 204,662.34 
Per Unit: 1,597.13 38.08 59.17 91,505.86 26.45 53,858.06 13,484.08 3-90 21,224.47 6.14 4,518,121.67 157.23 1,306.17 

Frenchman 
Total: 230.0 384,921.12 
Per Unit: 1,673-57 

m f a l o  
LJ Total: 283.9 440,687.20 11,501-33 26,788.65 15,990::; 46,692.10 1,157.65 1,788.53 336,768.44 

Per U n i ~ :  1,552.08 40.51 94-35 164.45 4.08 6.30 1,186.08 

Plateau 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

------ 
Total: 120.4 272,939.28 8,024.63 2,O:.J:g 309L39.76 747.26 1,007.84 225,156.31 
Per Unit: 2,266.31 66.63 250.26 6.20 8.37 1,869.55 

Plateau Valley 
Total: 300.2 420,279.93 16,049.25 
Per Unit: 1,400.00 53.46 

Mesa Valiey 
Total: 13,406.3 19,617, 71 92 778,401.81 417,819.74 235,023.68 1,887,307.97 46 ,792.76 72,634.70 16,179,591.26 
Per Unit: l ,L3:31 58.06 31-17 17.53 140.78 3.49 5.42 1,206.86 

H I W L  
Creede Cons. 

Total: 191.3 320,919.18 9,659.89 . 00 1,030-93 34 , 948.53 866.49 1,035-91 2'73977.45 
Per Unit: 1,677.57 50.50 .00 5.39 182.69 4-53 5.42 1, 29.05 

UOFFAT 
M o f f a t  

Total: 2,515.3 3,658,151-69 80,038.gO 55,353057 359792.06 326,203.24 8,087.69 13,097.73 3,139,578.51 
Per U n i t :  1,454.36 31.82 22.01 14.23 129.69 3.22 5.21 1,248.19 



COUNTY Special Vocational Unemployment Workmen's Remaining 
District - AE !!B Education Education Trans~ortatior\  P.E.R.A. ComDensation Cgm~ensation ARB 

MONTgZUWA 
Montezuma-Cortez 

Total: 2,755.8 1 3,858,119.73 s 157 , 357.11 91.40 $ 107,106.01 $ 121,146.37 $ 392,286.88 $ 9,726.12 S 14,788.77 S 3,055,676.11 
Per Unit: 1,600.60 38.87 43.96 142.35 3.53 5.37 1,108.82 

I Dolores 
Total: 501.7 
Per  Unit: 

nancos 
Total: 436.7 
Per Unit: 

' YO ROSE I +se 
Total: 4,199.3 
Per Unit: 

West h d  
Total: 832.5 
Per U n i t :  

mFlGIA - 
Brush 

Total: 1,407.6 
Per U n i t :  1 h r t  b r g a n  
Total : 2,726.8 
Per U n i t :  

Weldon valley 
Total: 169.7 m,861.68 8,849.37 11,790.47 9,299.66 35,970.47 891.83 1,740.77 2099319.11 
Per Unit: 1,637.37 52-15 69.48 54.80 211.97 5.26 10.26 1,233.47 

W i  gins 
to ta l :  459.7 776,511.33 28,023-39 19,887.38 28,608.77 86,299.20 2,139.65 3,470.55 608,082.41 
Per U n i t :  1,689.17 60.96 43.26 62.23 187.73 4.65 7.55 1,322.78 

OTISBO 
=t Otem 

Total: 2,607.6 3,677,451.72 142,816.31 94,330.84 42,581.95 380,497.73 9,433.83 13,899.87 2,9939891019 
Per hit: 1,410.30 F.77 36. 18 16 33 3.62 5.33 145.92 1,148.16 

Rocky Ford 
Total: 1,532.3 2,171, 29.14 84,918.61 80,921.70 19,757-03 266,559.98 6,608.92 9,233.95 1,703,328.95 2 Per U n i t :  1, 17.07 55-42 52.81 12.89 173. % 4.31 6.03 1,111.64 

Jhzanola 
Total: 292.4 409, 13 29 15,440.18 5,646.02 8,509.28 451198.99 1,120.64 

1,k:oo 
1,505.86 3319894.33 

Per U n i t :  52.81 19.30 29.10 154.60 3.83 5.15 1,135020 

Fowler 
Total: 525.6 849,355.14 27,019.72 47,961.72 11,545.18 88,72 .04 2,19 80 3,284.79 668,618.90 
Per Uni t: 1,615.87 51.40 91.25 21.96 164.80 2119 6.25 1,272.03 



! 
---- -- 
Total: 230.4 $ 346,853.80 $ 
Per U n i t :  1,505.25 

I svink 

I Total : 
Per Unit: 

336.5 527,7%.88 
1,568.49 

Ouray 
Total: 176.6 293,001.7 
Per hit: 1,659.112 

I Ridgway Total: 188.1 291,050.87 
Per U n i t :  lvF7.32 

1 

Pla t te  Canyon 
I Total: 693.4 1,212,499.79 
I 

Per LTni t: 1,748.63 

Special Vocational 
Educetion Educa- Trans~orta t ipn P.E.R.A. 

Unemployment Workman ' s Remaining 
ComDensatim- ARB 

I Park 
Total: 348.8 90b,243.02 16,328.91 6,318.27 11,035.64 68,5%.49 1,700.74 
Per Unit: 2,592.44 46.81 18.11 31.64 1%.66 4.88 

b lyoke  
Total: 594.5 948,340.81 25,303-88 21,003.62 30,413.48 101,222.9 
Per Unit: 

29509.65 
1,595.28 42.57 35.33 51.16 170.23 4.22 

Baxturi 
Total: 352.9 626,065.73 16,102.58 32,797.64 13,659.17 66,521.55 1,649.30 
Per U n i t :  1,774.06 45-63 92.94 38.71 188.50 4.67 

PITKIN 
Aspen 

Total: 1,147.8 2,471,600.49 43,5'+'+.12 41,264.26 116,636.74 252,202.58 6,252.96 
Per Unit: 2,153-40 37.9 35.95 101.62 219.73 5.45 

PROWWS - 
Cranada 

Total: 377.3 534,415.22 22,015.58 23 584 49 19,868.42 57,887.07 1,435.21 
Per Unit: 1,416.42 58-35 62.51 52.66 153.42 3.80 

Lamar 
Total: 2,128.3 2,979 7 3 2 4  135,766.92 62,805.86 31,311.69 276,189.40 

1;Lo:Oo Per U n i t :  
6,847.67 

63.79 29 51 14.71 129.77 3.22 

Holly 
Total: 461.1 694,933.48 29,355-30 13,229.02 19,913.45 69,697.55 1,728.04 2,948.61 558,061.51 
Per Unit: 19507.23 63-67 28.69 43-19 151.17 3-75 6.40 1,210.37 



COUNTY 
District -AE -ARB 

Special
Education 

Vocational 
Education w s ~ o r t a t i a  P.E.R.A. 

Unemployment
Com~ensation 

Workmen 's 
Cornaensati~n 

Remaining 
ARB 

PROYERS 
Wiley

Total: 
Per Unit: 

241.1 S 363,610.08
1,508.13 

r8 18,345.73
76.09 

$ 1 2 , O  5.75 
29-92 

8 18,117 0 
75: 18 Q 43,866.57

181.94 
f 1,087.60

4.51 
s 1,714.29

7.11 
$ 268,443.10

1,113.41 

PUEBLO-
Pueblo City 

Total: 
Per U n i t :  

21,303.6 32,194,588.24 
1,511.23 

1,485,611.7 8 
69.7 

623,793-85 
29.28 

116,281.25 
5.46 

3,462,085.91 
162.51 

85,836.84 
4.03 

125,455.41 
5.89 

26,295,52 .26 
1923d -32 

I 

Pueblo Rural 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

R I O  BLANCO 
Meeker. 

Total: 
Per U n i t :  

4,720.6 

706.9 

7,563,385.7?
1,602.22 

1,318,396.62 
1,865.04 

242,025.68
51.27 

23,161.4 j
32-76 

176,778.78
37.45 

48,031.63 
67.95 

261,435.51
55.38 

25,397.49 
35.93 

691,O 5.63 t1 6-39 

118,757.72 
168.00 

179133.61 
3-63 

2,944.41
4.17 

33,041.39
7.00 

49973.127.04 

6,141,915.18
1,301.1m 

1 , 0 9 5 1 0 7 9l;!d9:20 

Rangely
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

534.1 1,145,575.08 
2,144.87 

17,472.40 
32.71 

28,734.27 
53. 0 

30,677.22 
57. 

141,032-71 
264.06 

3,b%.68 
6.55 

5,414.63 
10.14 

918,746.5 
1,720.1 5 

I 
I 
P 
m 
m 

R I O  GRlWDE 
Del Norte 

Total:
Per 'hit: 

Monte Vista 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

Sargent
Total: 
Per Unit: 

784.4 

1,431.3 

388.6 

1,098,159.86
1,400.00 

2,003,819-73 
1,400.00 

730,8 9.96 31,8 0.70 

72,450.34 
50.62 

19,319.77 
49-72 

50,280.71 
35-13 

23,084.43 
59.40 

23,229.00 
16.23 

21,913.68 
56.39 

195,889.65 
136.86 

63,998.45 
164.69 

4,856.77 
3.39 

1,586.74 
4.08 

6,860.18 
4.79 

2,532-93 
6.52 

1,650,253.08 
1,152.98 

598,403.96 
1,539.90 

ROUTT-
Bayden

Total: 
Per U n i t :  

477.0 973,690.57 
2,041.28 

44,596.40 
93.49 

12,240.75 
25.66 

23,072.58 
48.37 

88,468.21 
185.47 

2,193.42 
4.60 

3,499.51 
7.34 

799,619.70 
1,676.35 

Steamboat Springs 
Total: 1,363.9 
Per U n i t :  

2,677,185. 33 
1,962. 9 

122,6 8.62 
89-92 

29, 543.71 
21.66 

52,722.93
38.66 

212,653.51
155.92 

5,272.40
3.87 8,454.206.20 2,245,899.951,546.68 

South Routt 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

458.3 985,991.25
2,151.41 

44,596.40
97.31 

28,448.79
62.07 

31,756.05
69.29 

75,115.57
163.90 

1,862.37
4.06 

SAGUACHE 
h t a i n  Valley 

Total: 
Per U n i t :  

264.3 379,664.29 
1,436.49 

14,489.83 
54.82 

2,497.92 
9.45 

4,745.81 
17.96 

37,9 5.10 
123.61 

941.04 
3.56 



Special 
a u c a  t i o n  

Vocational 
Education P.E.R.A. 

Unemployment 
Com~emation 

workmen 's 
Com~ensation 

Remaining
ARB 

SAGUACHE 
l b f f a t  

Total: 
Per Unit: 

Center 
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

SAN JUAN 
Silverton 

Total: 
Per Unlt: 

SAN MIGUEL 
Telluride 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

Nomood 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

I 

Egnar 
Total: 
Per U n i t :  

7 m 
u SEDCWICK 

Julesbura-
Total: 
Per h i t :  

Pla t t e  Valley 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

SUHHIT-
Summit 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

TELLEFI-
Cripple Creek-Vic. 

Total: 264.6 
Per Unit: 

Woodland Park 
Total: 
Per Unit: 

1,305.4 

WASHINGTON 
Akron 

Total: 
Per Unit: 

498.8 



I 

S p e c i a l  Remaining 
!!E! Educaf i o n  T r a n s a o r t a t i o q  ---P.E.R.A. Am 

WSHIHGTON 
Arickaree 

Tota l :  
Per  Unit: 

O t i s  
Total :  
Per  Unit:  

Lone S t a r  
Total :  
Per  Unit:  

Woodlin 
Total :  
Per  Unit: 

-WELD 
G i l c r e s t  

Total :  
Per  Unit:  

Eaton 
Total :  
Per  hit: 

Genesburg  
aa Total :  

Per  Unit:  

Windsor 
Total :  
Per Unit:  

Johns t o m  
Total :  
Per  Unit: 

Greeley 
Total :  
Per  Unit:  

P l a t t e  Valley 
Total :  
Per  hit: 

F o r t  Lupton 
Total :  
Per  Unit: 

Ault-Highland 
Total :  
Per  Unit: 



C O U N ~  Special Vocational Unemployment workmen's Remaining 
District - AE - ARB Education Education Trans~ortat ion P.E.R.A. -ensation -a ARB 

WELD - 
Briggsdale 

Total: 87.7 s 183,514.86 $ 5,899.97 8 4,493.41 $ 33,867.57 S 23,015. 8 S 570.63 8 916.72 8 145,430.97j L Per U n i t :  2,092.53 67.27 51.24 36-35 262. 6.51 10.45 1,658.28 

Prairie 
Total: 114.8' 230,052.28 5,899.97 26,618.01 16,2 0.70 36,357.95 901.44 1,612.66 142,411.9 
Per U n i t :  2,003-94 51.39 231.86 1z1.56 316.71 7-65 14.05 1,240.52 

Grover 
Total: 131.4 251,730.06 7,374.08 14,738.67 6,3 0 26 31,891.24 790.69 1,223.57 189, 61 55 

28: 34 Per U n i t :  1,916.24 56 13 112.19 242.77 6.02 9.31 1,&1:47 

Y w A  - 
West Yuma 

Total: 1,081.4 1,940,226.00 48,308.92 60,475.02 339952.99 175,320.1 4,346.78 7,673.02 1,610 14 .13 
Per U n i t :  1,794.18 44.67 55.92 31.40 162.12 4.02 7.10 1:48:.95 

East Yma 
Total: 864.9 1,301,371.55 39, 107.61 60,384.96 51,355.48 143,105.44 39?:5 6993 -51 

i.02 
996,936-48 

Per U n i t :  1,504-65 45.22 69.82 59.38 165.46 1,152.66 

STATE TOTALS - - - - - -  

Total: 531,387.2 88%,287,225.08 839,176,282.65 $19,187,764.95 $14,639,816.13 $91,579,156.59 02 270 5 
31,679.26 ' ' H .66 $3,551,383.19 8725,882,263.91 

Per Unit: 312,922.75 11,231.18 8,714.43 7,768.43 7 5.44 1,260.24 251,483-77 
I 



County 

Adams 

Adams 


Adams 

Adams 

Adams 


Adams 

Adams 

Alamosa 
A1 amsa 
Arapahoe 

r 
I 	 Arapahoe 

Arapahoe 
I 	 Arapahoe 

Arapahoe 
Arapahoe 

Arapahoe 
Archuleta 
Baca 
Baca 
Baca 

Baca 
Baca 
Bent 
Bent 
Boulder 

( 2 )
D i s t r i c t  

Name 

Map1 eton 
Northgl enn- 

Thornton 
Adams County 
Br ighton 
Bennett 

Strasburg 
Westminster 
Alamosa 
Sangre De C r i s t o  
Engl ewood 

Sheridan 
Cherry Creek 
L i t t l e t o n  
Deer Tra i  1 
Adams-Arapahoe 

Byers 
Archuleta Co. 
Hal sh 
P r i  t c h e t t  
Sp r i ng f i e l d  

V i l as  
Campo 
Las An ims 
McClave 
St. V r a i n V a l l e y  

APPENDIX D 

1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL I E V U  
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES 

(3 )
Property 

Tax 

(4 )
State 

Revenue Tota l  

(6 )
Assessed 

Value (000) 

( 7 )
1977 Actual 

Levy 

(8 )
1977 Adjusted 

Levy 

(9)  

Di f ference 

4.079.025 
7,414,199 

3.880.242 
3,250.005 

408,875 

504.644 
6.531.783 
1.125.205 

181.190 
4.900.428 

1.120.411 
17.555.366 
9,779,768 

397.100 
11,973,424 

1,781,893 
10.087.338 
14.604.364 

56.091 
18,217,919 

2.902.304 
27,642,704 
24.384.132 

453,191 
30,191,334 

25,100.040 
334,256.730 
230.474.000 

19,391 .080 
253.735.990 

329.195 
653.324 
399.798 
141,958 
397,238 

140,212 
103.513 
470.274 
235.472 

7.367.225 



1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES 
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES 

County 

Boulder 
Chaffee 
Chaffee 
Cheyenne 
Cheyenne 

Cheyenne 
Clear Creek 
Conejos 
Conejos
Cone j os  
C o s t i l l a  

I 	 C o s t i l l a  
Crowley 

I 	 Custer 
Del ta 
Denver 

Dolores 
Douglas 
Eagle 
E l  b e r t  
E l  b e r t  

E l  b e r t  
El  b e r t  
E l  b e r t  
El  Paso 
El  Paso 

(2)
D i s t r i c t  

Name 

Boulder Val l e y  
Buena Vista 
Sa 1 ida  
K i t  Carson 
Cheyenne We1 1 s 

Arapahoe 
Clear Creek 
North Conejos 
South Conejos 
Sanford 
Centennial 

S ie r ra  Grande 
Crow1 ey 
Consol idated 
De l ta  
Denver 

Dolores 
Douglas 
Eagle 
El izabeth 
Kf owa 

B ig  Sandy 
El  b e r t  
Agate 
Cal han 
Harrison 

(3) 
Property 

Tax 

19,349,932 
564,945 
775,970 
245,657 
379,527 

139,104 
1,482,494 

279,483 
187,340 
87,093 

390,063 

276,474 
375,746 
250,801 

1,625,075 
92,332,999 

(4)

State 


Revenue 


16,128,588 
741,859 
844,018 
119,361 
130,213 

79,101 
491,133 

1,187,173 
81 5,741 
301,177 
310,694 

118,574 
425,983 
129,803 

3,490,865 
44,855,519 

(5 )  

To ta l  

35,478.520 
1,306,804 
1,619,988 

365,018 
509,740 

218,205 
1,973,627 
1,466,656 
1,003,081 

388,270 
700,757 

395,048 
801 ,729 
380,605 

5,115,943 
137,188,518 

(6 )
Assessed 

Value (ma) 

406,950.580 
16,111.380 
23,916.860 
7,322.490 

11,970.920 

3,785.270 
55,111.240 

7.247.580 
4,675.100 
2,487.530 

11,657.380 

13,575.680 
10,529.130 
10,842.890 
46,440.660 

1,957,908.930 

(7 )  (8 )
1977 Actual 	 1977 Adjusted 

Levy Levy Di f ference 



County 

E l  Paso 
L EI Paso
2 E lPaso  
I 	 Fremont 


Fremont 


Fremont 
Ga r f i e l d  
Ga r f i e l d  
Ga r f i e l d  
G i l p i n  

Grand 
Grand 
Gunnison 
Hinsdale 
Huerfano 

1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES 
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVEIUES 

(2)
D i s t r i c t  

Name 

(3)
Proper ty  

Tax 

(4)
S ta te  

Revenue 

(5 

To ta l  

(6)
Assessed 

Value (000) 

(7)
1977 Actual 

Levy 

(8)
1977 Adjusted 

Levy 

(9 )  

Di f ference 

Wide f ie ld  
Fountain 
Colorado Spgs. 
Cheyenne Mtn. 
Manitou Spgs. 

Academy 
E l l  i c o t t  
Peyton 
Hanover 
Lewis-Palmer 

Fa1 con 
Edison 
Wiami-Yoder 
Canon C i t y  
Florence 

Cotopaxi 
Roaring Fork 
Ga r f i e l d  
Grand Va l ley  
G i l p i n  County 

West Grand 
East Grand 
Gunnison Watershed 
Hinsdale 
Huerfano 

678,615 
1,133,096 
1,281,659 

67,003 
593.71 5 



(1 

County 

Huerf ano 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Kiowa 
Kiowa 

K i t  Carson 
K i t  Carson 
K i t  Carson 
K i t  Carson 
K i t  Carson 

K i t  Carson 
I Lake 

L a P l a t a  
I 	 La P la ta  

La P la ta  

Larimer 
Larimer 
Larimer 
Las Animas 
Las Animas 

Las Animas 
Las Animas 
Las Animas 
Las Animas 
L inco ln  

(2)
D i s t r i c t  

Name 

La Veta 
North Park 
Je f fe rson  
Eads 
Pla inv iew 

F lag l e r  
Se iber t  
Vona 
S t ra t t on  
Bethune 

Bur l  ington 
Lake 
Durango 
Bay f i e l d  
Ignacio 

Poudre 
Thompson 
Park(Estes Park) 
T r in idad  
Primero Reorganized 

:loehne Reorganized 
Agu i la r  Reorganized 
Branson Reorganized 
Kim Reorganized 
Hugo 

1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES 
I N  THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES 

(3)
Property 

Tax 

(4 )
S ta te  

Revenue 

(5)  

To ta l  

(6 )
Assessed 

Value (000) 

(7
1977 Actual 

Levy 

(8 )
1977 Adjusted 

Levy 

(9)  

D i f fe rence  

177,120 
414,784 

58,481,690 
355,088 
199,765 

715,125 
2,612,658 
2,624,247 

348,259 
261,302 

9,588,046 
4,665,679 
1,139,693 

562,435 
265,412 

201,745 
103,146 
104,240 
178,021 
225,465 



C C C  
m m m  m m  
m c n o  m  m  
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C 
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nl 
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1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES 
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES 

( 3 )
Property 

Tax 

(4)
State 

Revenue 

(5)  

Total 

(6 )
Assessed 

Value (000) 

(7)
1977 Actual 

Levy 

(8)  
1977 Adjusted 

Levy 

( 9 ) 

Difference 

(1 ) 

County 

Otero 
Otero 
Ouray 
Ouray 
Park 

Park 
P h i l l i p s  
P h i l l i p s  
P i t k i n  
Prowers 

Prowers 
Prowers 

t; Prowers 
cr Pueblo 

Pueblo 

Rio Blanco 
Rio Blanco 
Rio Grande 
Rio Grande 
Rio Grandrl 

Routt 
Routt 
Routt 
Saguache 
Saguache 

(2)
D i s t r i c t  

Name 

Cheran 
Swi nk 
Ouray 
Ridgway 
P la t t e  Canyon 

Park 
Holyoke 
Haxtun 
Aspen 
Granada 

Lamar 
Ho l ly  
Wiley 
Pueblo C i t y  
Pueblo Rural 

Meeker 
Rangely 
Del Norte 
Monte Vista 
Sargent 

Hayden 
Steamboat Spgs. 
South Routt 
Mountain Valley 
Moffat 



1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES 
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES 

(3) 
Property 

Tax 

(4) 
State 

Revenue 

(5) 

Total 

(6) 
Assessed 

Value (000) 

(7) 
1977 Actual 

Levy 

(8) 
1977 Adjusted 

Levy 

( 4  

DifferenceCounty 

Saguache 
San Juan 
San Miguel 
San Miguel 
San Higuel 

Sedgwick 
Sedgwick 
S u n it 
Te l l  e r  
T e l l  e r  

Washingtor! 
I Washington 
-4 Washington 
4 
I Washington

Hashington 

We1 d 
Weld 
Weld 
We1 d 
We1 d 

We1d 
Weld 
Weld 
We1 d 
We1d 

Weld 
We1 d 
Yuma 
Yuma 

State Totals 

(2)
D i s t r i c t  

Name 

Center 
S i  l ver ton 
Te l l  u r i  de 
Norwood 
Egnar 

Ju l  esburg 
P la t te  Valley 
S m it 
Cripple Creek 
Woodland Park 

Akron 
A r i  ckaree 
Ot is 
Lone Star 
Wood1 i n  

Gi lc res t  
Eaton 
Keenesburg 
Windsor 
Johnstown 

Greel ey 
P la t te  Valley 
Fo r t  Lupton 
Aul t-Highland 
Briggsda 1 e 

P r a i r i e  
Grover 
West Yuma 
East Yuma 



CALENDAR YEAR 1977 STATZ SUPPORT, BY DISTRICT 

County 
School Dis tr ic t  

State  Eaualization 
% of 

Ca tegoricals  , 

Total 

Total S ta te  S u ~ ~ o r t  
8 of  

(000) Total 

ADAM-
Maple ton 
~ o r t h g l e n n  
Adams 
Brighton 
Bennett 
Strasburg 
Westminster 

I 

AUMOSA 
Alamosa 
Sange De Cristo 

I
1 
5 ARAPAHOE 
\O 

I &nlewood 
sheridan 
Cherry Creek 
Li t t l e ton  
Deer Trai l  
Adams-Arapahoe 
Byers 

ARCHULETA 
Archuleta 

BACA-
Walsh 
Pri tchett  
Springfield 
Vilas  
Campo 



State w a t i p n _  Grants; and Other Total State S u ~ ~ o r t  
County % of % of % of 

School Distr ict  Total. Total 

-BEWT 
Las Animas 78.9 100 
McClane 43.4 100 

BOULDER 
S t .  Vrain Valley 88.2 160 
~ o u l d e r  Valley - 84.9 100 

CWFEE 
Buena Vista 92.3 100 
Salida 85.9 100 

C H E Y r n E  
Kit  Carson 36.0 100 
Cheyenne Wells 66.4 100

I 
P Arapahoe 35.8 100 
E 

CLEAR CREEK 
Clear Creek 66.1 100 

CONEJOS 
North Cone jos 86.5 100 
South Cone jos 82.6 100 
Sanford 920.8 100 

COSTILLA 
Centennial 87.6 100 
Sierra Grande 48.6 100 

CROWLEY 
Crowley 83.0 100 

CUSTER 
Custer 41.6 100 



(r h m \O a m b f  (rm dab3dff C U ~ c D C U C U  
. . . . a. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  




Categoricals, 
Grants, and Other 

36 % of 
Total S ta t e  Support 

9f % of 
S ta te  &ualization 

% of Counts 
-01 D i s t r i c t  Total 

13.0 
39.6 
28.8 

9.1 
9 8 

56.0 

23.6 
10.4 
12.4 

21.0 

58.0 
31.5 

25.9 

65.2 

21.4 
50.9 

44.3 

18.0 

\ 

ZL PAS0 (Cont'd.) 
Falcon 
Mison 
Miami-Yoder 

F'RENONT 
Canon City 
Florence 
Cotopaxi 

GARFIELD 
Roarfng Fork 
Garf f e ld  
Grand Valley 

I GILPIK P 
3 . , " 

Gilpin 

G U N D  - 
West Grand 
East Grand 

GUNNISON 
Gunnf son 

HINSDALE 
Hinsdale 

WEJUANO 
Huerf ano 

JACKS OM 
Jackson 

JEFFERSON 
Jefferson 



Count 
~ ~ $ 0 0 1D i s t r i c t  

KIOWA 
I Eads

1 Plainview 

K I T  CARSON 
Flanler 

Vona 
Strat ton 

Be thune 

Burlington 

-LAKE 
Lake 

I LA PLATA
I-' 
03 Durangou 
I Bayf i e l d

Ignacio 

LARIMER 
Poudre~-~~ ~ 

Thompson
Park 

LAS ANIMAS 
Trinidad 
Primero 
Hoehne 
Aguilar
Branson 
K i m  

S ta te  Eq 
4§ 

(000> Total 

Grants. 
$ 

(000 > 
and O t h e r _  

Sa of  
T o t a l  

128.3 
32.9 

85. o 
44.7 
19.9 

182.3 
51.7 

542.3 

682.3 

1,811.8
167.2 
676.2 

9,63004 
5,328.7

303.5 

1,758.5
91.8 

216.8 
148.6 
32.2 
59.0 

a1 Sta te  S u u ~ o r t  
% of 



Countv 
School D i s t r i c t  

S t a t e  Equalizat ion 
E % of 

(000) Total  

-
Grants. and o ther  

% of 
Tota l  S t a t e  S u ~ ~ o r t  

8 % of 

LINCOLN 
Hugo 
Limon 
~ e n o a  
Karval 
Arriba 

~renchman 
Buffalo 
Pla teau 

I 
w 
m 
-r 
I 

m A-
DeBegue
Pla teau Valley 
Mesa Valley 

HIIU'ERAL 
Mineral 

MOFFAT 
Moffat 

MONTEZUMA 
Mont ezuma 
Dolores 
h n c o s  

MONTROSE 
Montrose 
Xest End 



Cateaoricals .  
S t a t e  Equalizat ion ~ r a n t s ,  and o ther  Total  s t a t e  S u ~ p o r t  

Countv 45 % of % of 4T 49 of 
School D i s t r i c t  (000 Total  (000) Total  

MORGAN 
Brush 
Ft. Morgan 
Weldon Valley 
Wiggins 

OTERO 
East Otero 
Rocky Ford 
Manzanola 
Fowler 
Cheraw 
Swink 

OURAY
I 
v Ouray 
vl Ridgeway
I 

-PARK 
P l a tt e Canyon 
Park 

PHILLIPS 
Holyoke 
Haxton 

PITKIN 
P i tk in  

PROWERS 
Granada 
Lamar 
Holly 
Wiley 



-
Grants. and Ot Total State Sutmort 

% ofCountv 
School Distr ict  

PUEBLO 
Pueblo City 
Pueblo ~ u r a l  

RIO BLANCO 
Meeker 
Rangely 

RIO GRANDE 
Del  Norte 
Monte Vista 
Sargent 

-ROUTT 
Hayden 

1 I-J 
I 

Steamboat Springs 
m South Routt m 


SAGUACHE 
Mountain Valley 
Moffat 
Center 

SAN JUAN 
San Juan 

SAN MIGUEL 
Telluride 

SEEWICK 
Jules burg 
Platte Valley 



Categoricals  , 
S t a t e  Esual iza t ion  Grants.  and Other Tota l  S t a t e  S U D D O ~ ~  

% of $ % of $ % of 
(0001 Tota l  (0001 Tota l  (000l TotaL

County
School D i s t r i c t  

SUMMIT 
Summit 

TELLER 
Cripple Creek 
Woodland Park 

WASHINGTON 
Akron 
Arickaree 
O t i s  
Lone S t a r  
Woodlin 

-WELD 
I Gi l c r e s tI-' 
 Eaton 

Keenesburg 
Windsor 
Johns town 
Greelev 
~ l a t t e -Valley 
Fort  Lupton 
Ault - ~ i g h l a n d  
Briggsdale 
P r a i r i e  
Grover 

YUMA 
y e st Yuma 

East Yuma 

STATE TOTAL 



\ 

A P P E N D I X  F 

FREQUENCY D I S T R I B U T I O N :  CATiGOHICAL PROGRAMS ANL) GRANTS 

A S  A PERCENTAGE O F  TOTAL S T A T E  FUNDS PROVIDED 


TO SCHOOL D I S T R I C T S  -- 1972 


30 
(No. of 	Districts) 

Percentage D e c i l e s  

R a n g e :  	 L o w  -- 0% -- E l  Paso, Widef ie ld  

A v g  -- 16.3% 
H i g h  -- 71.3% -- Park,  Park 



ADAMS 
Plapleton 
Northgl enn 
Commerce C i t y  
B r i  ghton 
Bennett 
Strasburg 
Westminster 

ALAMOSA 
A l a m o s  a 

Sangre de Cr is to  

Sheridan 
Cherry Creek 
L i  t t l e t o n  
Deer Trai 1 
Aurora 
Bye r s  

ARCHULETA 
Archul eta 

-BACA 
Walsh 
P r iche t t  
Spr ing f ie ld  
V i  1 as 
Campo 

-BENT 
Las Animas 
?kc1ave 

BOIJLDER 
S t .  Vrain 
Boulder Valley 

CHAFFEE 
Buena Vista 

- Sal ida 

APPENDIX C 


CAPITAL RESERVE FUND MILL LEVIES, 

DOLLARSTP~JPILJFIILL, 
TYPE OF DISTRICT, 

AND 
1 9 r  

M i  11 Levy 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

2 
4 

2 
4 
4 
4 
1 
4 
4 

4 

4 
3 
4 
4 
4 

4 
0 

4 
4 

3 
4 

Type of 
D i s t r i c t  

Declin i  ng 
Stable 
k c 1in ing 
Stable 
Increasing 
Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 

Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 

Decl ining 
Decl ining 
Increasing 
Decl i n i n g  
Decl in ing 
Increasing 
Declin i  ng 

Increasing 

Decl ining 
Declin i  ng 
Increasi  ng 
Stable 
Declin i  ng 

Declin i  ng 
k c 1in i  ng 

Stable 
Decl in ing 

Decl ining 
Decl ining 



County/S .D. 

CHEY&I&K 
K i t  Carson 
Cheyenne We1 1 s 
Arapahoe 

CONEJOS 
Cone j o s  

Sanford 
South Conejos 

COST1 LLA 
Cen tenn i  a1 
S i e r r a  Grande 

CUSTER 
Consol idated 

-DELTA 
Delta 

DENVER 
Denver 

DOLORES 
Do 1 ores 

DOUGLAS 
Doug1 as 

EAGLE 
--.LL 

Eagle 

ELBERT 
T a b e t h  

K i owa 
B ig  Sandy 
E lb e r t  
Agate 

EL PAS0 
Cal han 
Harr ison 
Widef ie ld  
Fountain 

Do1 1 ars/Pupi 1 
M i 1 1, Le.vy, (ADAE )/Mi  11 

Type of 
D i s t r i c t  

Dec l in ing  
Dec l in ing  
k c 1in i  ng 

Dec l in ing  

Dec l in ing  
Declin i  ng 
Dec l in ing  

Stable 
Increasing 

Declin i  ng 

Increas i  ng 

Decl in i  ng 

Dec l in ing  

Dec l in ing  

Increasing 

Dec l in ing  

Increasing 
Increasing 
Dec l in ing  
Dec l in ing  
Decl in i  ng 

Dec l in ing  
Stable 
Decl inirrq 
Declin i  n r ~  



Type of 
Coun ty/S .D. Mill Levy D i s t r i c t  

Colo. Sprinqs Declining 
Cheyenne Htn.  Declining 
Cbni tou Spgs. Decl i n i  ng 
Academy Stable 
El 1 i c o t t  Declining
Peyton Stable 
Hanover Declining
Lewi s-Palmer Increasi ng 
Fa 1 con Increasing
Edison Decl i n i  ng
Miami -Yoder Declining 

FREMOIIT 
Canon City Decl i n i  ng
Florence Declining
Cotopaxi Decl i n i  ng 

GARFIELD 
Roaring Fork Declining

Garfield Declining
Grand Valley Declining 

GILPIN 
Gilpin Increasing 

-GRAND 
West Grand Declining
East Grand Decl i n i  ng 

GUNPIISOIl 
Gunni  son Declining 

HI NS DALE 
tli nsdale Increasing 

Declining
La Veta Decl i n i  ng 

JACKSOTI 
ilorth Park In creas i ng 

Increasing 

-KI OI4A 
Eads Declining
Pl ainview Declining 



Do1 la rs /Pup i  1  
C0untylS.D. Mi 11 L w y  (ADAE)/ M i  11 

KIT CARSON 
F la r l l e r  
~ e ib e r t  
Von a  
S t r a t t o n  
Bethune 
Bur l  i n g t o n  

LAKE-
Lake 

LA PLATA 
Durango 
Bayf ie ld  
Ignac io  

LARIMER 
Poudre 
Thompson 
Park 

LAS ANINAS 
T r in idad  
P r in~e ro  
ttoehne 
Agui 1a r  
Branson 
Ki m 

LINCOLN 
Hugo 
L i  lnon 
Genoa 
Karva 1  
A r r i  ba 

LOGAN 
V a l 1  ev 

~renchman 
Buffalo 
Plateau 

MESA-
DeBeque 3.50 57.05 
Plateau Val l e y  2 22.89 
Mesa Va l ley  4 15.21 

MINERAL 
C r e e a e  

Type o f  
Di s  tric t  

Increas ing  
Declin i  ng 
k c 1  i n i n g  
Lleclin i  nq 
Increas ing  
Dec l in ing  

Declin i  ng 

Declin i  ng 
Increas ing  
Increas ing  

Stab le  
Increasing 
Increas ing  

Decl in i  n r ~  
Dec l in ing  
Declin i  ng 
Dec l in ing  
Increas ing  
Decl in i  ng 

Dec l i n ing  
Dec l i n ing  
Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 
Dec l in ing  

Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 
Dec l in ing  

Dec l i n ing  
Increas ing  
Inc reas i  ng 

Decl i n i n g  



Type of 
I4i 11 Levy D i s t r i c t  

Increasing 

Stable 
Do1 ores Increasina 
Mancos Decl ining 

MONTROSE 
Montrose Stable 
West End Decl i n i  ng 

HORGAH 
Brush k c 1  ining 
Fort tbrgan Decl i ni ng 
Weldon Valley Decl i n i  ng 
Wiggi ns k c 1  i ni ng 

OTERO 
East Otero Decl i n i  ng 
Rocky Ford Decl ining 
Manzanola Decl i n i  ng 
Fowler Decl i n i  ng 
Cheraw Declining 
Swink Stable 

OURAY 
Ou ray Decli riing 
Ri dgway Declining 

-PARK 
P l a t t e  Canon Increasi ng 
Park Increasing 

PtiILLIPS 
Holyoke Decl i n i  ng 

Increasing 

PITKIX 
A s p e n  Decl i n i  ng 

PROWERS 
=da Declining

Lamar Decl i n i  ng
Hol ly k c 1 i n i  ng
IJi 1 ey Decl i n i  ng 

PUEBLO 
Pueblo City Decl i n i  ng
Pueblo ~ u r a l  Declining 



Do1 la rs /Pup i  1 
County/S. D. M i  11 Levy (ADAE)/Mi 11 

K I O  BLANCO 
Meeker 
Rangely 1.25 339.68 

R I O  GRANDE 
Del ?lor te 
Monte V i s t a  
Sargent 

ROUTT 
Hay den 
Stearnboat 
South Rout t  

SAGUACHE 
Mountain Va l lev  -
Mof f a  t 4 
Center 4 

SAN JUAN 
S i  1  ve r ton  

SAM MIGUEL 
T e l l  u r i  de 

SEDCWICK 
3 u l e s b u r q  

P l a t t e  ~ a l  l e y  4 

SUMI.11 T 
Summit 

TELLER 
C r i m l e  Creek 
woobland Park 4 

WASIiI FJGTO'I 
Akron 
A r i  ckaree 
O t i s  
Lone S ta r  
Wood1 i n  

WELD-
G i  1 c r e s t  
Eaton 
Keenes burg 

Type of 
D i s t r i c t  

S tab le  
Stable 

Increas ing  
Decl in i  ng 
Decl in i  ng 

Decl in ing  
Increas ing  
Increas ing  

Stable 
Decl in i  ng 
Declin i  ng 

Increas ing  

Decl in i  ng 
Increas ing  
Increas iny  

Stable 
Declin i  ng 

Increasing 

Increasing 
Increas ing  

Declin i  ng 
Dec l in ing  
Declin i  ng 
Decl in i  nq 
Decl i n i n g  

Stable 
Declin ing 
Decl i n i  ng 



Coun ty/S .D. 
W i  ndsor 
Johns town 
Greel ey 
P la t t e  Valley 
Ft. Lupton 
Ault-Highland 
C r i  ggsdal e 
P r a i r i e  
Grover 

-Y UMA 
West Yuma 
East Yuma 

STATE 

M i  11 Levy 

4 
3.84 
'I 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

3.67 


Type o f  
Oistri c t  

Increasing 
Declin i  ng 
Decl ining 
k c 1in i  ng 
Increasing 
Decl ining 
Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 
Decl ining 

Declin i  ng 
Declin i  ng 

Decl in ing 



APPENDIX EI 

CAPITAL Hl3SliHVli FUND, 1978 SPENDING/ 
SAVING COMPARISON 

Beg. 
Bal. 

Fund 
a s  % 

Beg. Fund E s t .  1978 E s t .  Tota l  of E s t .  
Balance + Rev. = 1978 Rev. 

- ADAMS 
Mapleton 
N0kth~1en.n 
Commerce City 
Brighton 
Bennett 
Strasburg 
Wes tminster  

ALAMOSA 
Alamosa 
Sangre de Cr i s to  

- ARAPAHOE 
Englewood 
Sheridan 
Cherry Creek 
L i t t l e t o n  
Deer T r a i l  
Aurora 

ARCHULETA 
Archuleta 

BACA-
Walsh 
P r i t c h e t t  
Spr ingf ie ld  
Vilas 

BENT-
Las Animas 
McClave 

BOULDER 
St .  Vrain 
Boulder Valley 



I 

Beg. Fund 
Bal. a s  % n. 

Beg. Fund 
Balance t 

Est. 1978 
Rev. - - 

E s t .  Total  
1978 Rev, 

of E s t .  
Total  Rev, 

CHAFFEE 
Buena Vista 
Sal ida 

CHEYENNE 
K i t  Carson 
Cheyenne Wells 
Arapahoe 

CLEAR CREEK 
Clear Creek 

CONEJOS 
North Conejos 
Sanford 
South Cone jos 

COSTILLA 
Centennial 
S ie r ra  Grande 

CROWLEY 
Crowley 

CUSTER 
Consolidated 

DELTA 
Delta 

DENVrn  
D e n v e r  

DOLORES 
Dolores 

DOUGLAS 
Douglas 

EAGLE 
Eagle 

ELBERT 
Elizabeth 
Kiowa 
Big Sandy 



Beg. Fund 
Bal. as % 
of Est. 

Total Rev. 

59.1 
78.1 

34.2 
72.7 
45.7 
80.7 
51.2 
76.1 
27.t 
31 

t;:; 
78.2 
6.7 
9.0 
-0- 

61.0 

67.3 
62.2 
49.7 

47.t 
66. 
62.9 

72.0 

26.8 
24.3 

41.8 

54.0 

50.5 
53.2 

Beg. Fund 
Balance 

E s t .  1978 
+ Rev. - E s t .  Total 

- 1978 Rev. 

Elbert 
Agate 

Harrison 
Widef i e l d  
Fountain 
Colorado Springs 
Cheyenne Mountain 
Mani tou Springs 
Academy 
E l l i c o t t  
Peyton 
Hanover 
Lewis-Palmer 
Falcon 
Edi son 
Miami-Yoder 

FRMONT 
Canon City 
Florence 
Cotopaxi 

GAHFIELD 
Roaring Fork 
~ a r f i e i d  
Grand Valley 

GILPIN 
Gilpin 

GRAND 
West Grand 
East Grand 

GUNNISON 
Gunnison 

HINS DALE 
Hinsdale 

HUERFANO 
Huerfano 
La Veta 



L 
/ 

5 

Beg. Fund 
aalanc.e, + 

Est. 1978 
, Rev, --

Est.  To ta l  
1978 Hev. 

1 

Beg. Fund 
Bal. a s  % 

of Est .  
To ta l  Rev. 

8 233,598 

ComtyYS.D,. 
JACKSON 

North Park 

JEFFERSON 
Jefferson 

KIOWA
E a d s  

Plainview 

ZCIT CARSON 
F l a g l e r  
S e i b e r t  
Vona 
S t r a t t o n  
Bethune 
Burl ington 

-LAKE 
Lake 

LA PLATA 
D u r a n g o

Bayf i e l d  
Ignacio 

LARIMER 
Poudre 
Thompson 
Park 

Primero 

Hoehne 

Aguilar  

Branson 

Urn 

LINCOLN 

Hugo 

Limon 


Genoa 

Karvel 

Arriba 




Beg. Fund 
Bal. as  % 
of E s t .  

Total Rev, 

55.1% 
54.1 
23.8 

100 . 0 

47.7 
3.5 

39.2 

50.1 

7.5 

44.2 
18.5 
74.5 

3 8 
18.4 

63.8 
33.2 
46.0 
67.1 

56.7 
41.8 
63.8 
13.2 
37.2 
65.9 

87.4 
70.0 

37.7 
49.5 

Beg. Fund 
Balance 

$ 262,000 
24,855 
9 , 100 

28 9 

21,318 
539 

596,000 

34,000 

40,845 

100,000 
5,000 

58,000 

10,000 
12,335 

200,000 
105,000 
14,000 
90,000 

145,700 
62,995 
17,500 

5,000 
6,500 

36,25'+ 

47,000 
27 , 520 

34,000 
120,000 

E s t  0 1978 
+ Rev. - E s t .  Total 

- 1978 Rev. 

LOGAN 
Valley 
~r enchman 
Buffalo 
Plateau 

MESA - 
DeBeque 
Plateau Valley 
Mesa Valley 

MINERAL 
Creede 

MOFFAT 
Mof f a t  

MONTEZUMA 
Montezuma-Cortez 
Dolores 
Mancos 

MONTROSE 
Montrose 
West End 

MORGAN 
Brush 
Fort Morgan 
Weldon Valley 
Wiggins 

OTERO 
Zast Otero 
Rocky Ford 
Manzanola 

, Fowler 
Cheraw 
Swink 

OURAY 
Ouray 
Ridgway 

PARK - 
Plat  t e Canyon - 

- Park 



! 
Beg. Fund 
Bal. a s  % 

? 

Beg. Fund 
Balance + Est. 1978

Rev. --
Est.  Tota l  

1978 Rev. 
of Est.  

Tota l  Rev. 

Haxtun 

PITKIN 
Aspen 

PROWERS 
Granada 
Lamar 
Holly 
Wiley 

PUEBLO 
Pueblo City 
Pueblo Rural 

R I O  B U N C O  
Meeker 
Rang l e y  

R I O  GRANDE 
Del Norte 
Monte Vista  
Sargent 

HOUTT 
Hayden 
Steamboat 
South Routt 

SAGUACHE 
Mountain Valley -
Moffat 
Center 

SAN MIGUEL 
Te l lu r ide  
Norwood 
k n a r  

SEDGWICK 
Jules  burg 
P l a t t e Val ley 



SUMMIT 
Summit 

TELLER 
Cripple Creek 
Woodland Park 

WASHINGTON 
Akron 
Arickaree 
O t i s  
Lone S t a r  
Woodlln 

-MELD 
Gi lcrest 
Eaton 
Keenes burg 
Windsor 
Johnstown 
Greeley 
P l a t t e  Valley 
For t  Lupton
Ault-Highland
~ r i g g s d a l e  
P r a i r i e  
Grover 

-YUMA 
West Yuma 
East ~ G n a  

Beg. Fund 
Balance + 

$ 	 300,000 

46,800 
165,000 

82,000
43,000 
7,200
4,100 
4,000 

373,000
380,000 
360,891
288,640 

37 
2i;	,000 

,579
58,105 
3,000

80,000 
2,675

17,500 
55,406 

4,000
86,212 

st. 1978 E s t .  T o t a l  
Rev. = 1978 Rev, 

Beg. Fund 
Bal. as $ 

of E s t .  
T o t a l  Rev. 

43.9 

62.7 
61.8 

50.7 
57.9 
21.0 
24.4 
6.7 

61.5 
83.0 
65.5 
42.8 
29.7 
32.2 
49.9 

1.0 
55.6 
18.9 
44.3 
77.8 

3.3 
39.9 



APPENDIX I 


ADAMS 

Bennett 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pup i ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

To t a  1 StraSbUri 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

ALAMOSA 

Sangre de C. 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

30.6 
494.80 

27.2 
923.74 
100 
438 
924 

28.7 
1,006.82 

106 
51 1 

1,007 

32.5 
1,087.21 

125 
540 

1,111 

32.4 
1,188.06 

135 
579 

1,188 

ARAPAHOE 

Deer T ra i  1 
To ta l  $ 22,662.22 
Bonus Pupi 1s 45.8 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 494.80 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

31,280.25 
46.6 

671.25 
165 
21 4 

1,933 

33,397.39 
46.2 

737.64 
176 
246 

2,068 

25,991.81 
41.6 

618.28 
145 
221 

2,236 

22,226.93 
36.4 

61 0.63 
1 30 
208 

2,392 

-
Byers 

To ta l  k 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

8,461.22 
17.1 

494.80 

12,759.50 
13.0 

981 .50 
28 

333 
982 

12,661.11 
12.5 

1,033.56 
28 

345 
1,060 

13,820.71 
14.4 

949.46 
35 

339 
1,151 

19,106.18 
18.1 

1,055.59 
52 

359 
1,223 



-BACA 

P r i  t c h e t t  
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

V i  l a s  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Campo 
Total  8 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

-BENT 

McCl ave 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

BOULDER 

Bldr. Val ley 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SL $/AE 
ARB 



-
 County/S.D. 

CHEYEIINE ' 

.. 
K i t  Carson 

T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pup i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Cheyenne We1 1 s 
To ta l  $ 
Bonus P u p i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Arapahoe 
To ta l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

CONEJOS 

Nor th  Conejos 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus P u p i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

COSTILLA 

S i e r r a  Grande 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pup i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



CUSTER 

Consol ida ted 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

DOLORES 

Do1 ores 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

EAGLE 

Eagle 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

ELBERT 

Big Sandy 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

E l  b e r t  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/A€ 
ARB 



Agate 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pup i ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

EL PAS0 

Cal han 
Tota l  !$ 
Uonus Pup i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

FREMONT 

Cotopaxi 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus PUP i l s  
$/Bonus ~ u p i  1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

GILPIN 

G i l p i n  
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pup i ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

West Grand 
To ta l  $ 
Bonus Pup i ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



GUNNISON 

Gunni son 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Eonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

HINSDALE 

Hinsdale 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

HUERFANO 

Huerfano 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/A€ 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

La Veta 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/BE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

JACKSON 

North Park 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



-KIOWA 


Eads 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Plainview 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

KIT CARSON 

F l  agl er 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Sei b e r t  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Vona 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi l  
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

S t ra t ton  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Boous Pupi1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



County/S. D. 

KIT CARSON (cont1d) 

Bethune 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

LA PLATA 

Durango 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Bay f ie ld  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

LARIMER 

Poudre 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

LAS ANIMAS 

Primero 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



C0untyIS.D. 

LAS ANIMAS (Cont'd) 

Hoehne 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pup i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Agui l a r  
To ta l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Branson 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

K i 	rn 
To ta l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

LINCOLN 

Hugo 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pup i l s  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Limon 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 




LINCOLN (Cont'd) 

Genoa 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/A€ 
ARB 

Karval 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

A r r i  ba 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

LOGAN 

Frenchman 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Buf fa lo  
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Plateau 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



-MESA 


DeBeque 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Plateau Val l ey  
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi 1 s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Mesa Val l e y  
Total  $ 
Bonus P u ~ i  1s 
$/Bonus ~ u p i  1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

MINERAL 

Creede 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

MOFFAT 

Moffat 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



MONTEZUMA 

Do1 ores 
Total  !$ 
Bonus Pupl ls  
$/Bonus Pup1 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Mancos 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

MONTROSE 

Montrose 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

West End 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1 s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

MORGAN 

Weldon Val l ey  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1 s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

W i  ggi ns 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



OURAY 

Ouray 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

R i  dgway 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

-PARK 

P l  a t t e  Canyon 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Park 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

PHILLIPS 

Haxtun 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



PROWERS 

Granada 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus P u ~ i  1 
SAC $/AE . 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Hol l y  
Total $ 
Bonus Pupils 
$/Bonus Pup1 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Wiley 
T o t a l  $ 
Bonus Pupils 
$/Bonus ~ u p i  1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

PUEBLO 

Pueblo Rural 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupils 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

R I O  BLANCO 

Meeker 

Total $ 
Bonus Pupils 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



R I O  GRAHDE 

Sargent 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

-ROUTT 

Hayden 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pup i1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

South Routt 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

SAGUACHE 

Mtn. Val ley 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Moffat  
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pup i1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



SAN JUAN 

S i  1 verton 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

SAN MIGUEL 

T e l l  u r i  de 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Norwood 
Total  $ 
Bonvs Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/A€ 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

SEDGWICK 

Ju l  es burg 
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi1 
SAC $/A€ 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

P l a t t e  Valley 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



TELLER 
T p l e  Creek 

Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

WASHINGTON 

Arickaree 
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi ls  
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Ot i s  
Tota l  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Lone Star 
Total  $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 

Wood1 i n  
Total $ 
Bonus Pupi 1s 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 
SAC $/AE 
SE $/AE 
ARB 



County/ S . D . 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 - 
WELD - 

B r i  ggsdal e 
Tota l  $ 17,664.66 43,039.53 46,546.04 53,108.48 50,250.35 
Bonus Pup i l s  35 7 35.3 33,9 34.9 32.2 
$/Bonus Pup i 1 494.80 1,219.25 1,400.76 1,505.39 1,560.57 
SAC $/AE 456 492 56 1 551 
SE $/AE 390 468 537 530 
ARB 1,482 1,586 1,716 1,836 

P r a i r i e  
Tota l  $ 19,841.81 38,110.00 47,045.46 47,386.42 44,668.70 
BORW Pupi 1s 40.1 41.2 41.6 43.5 38.7 
$/Bonus Pup11 494.80 925.00 1,153.98 1,077.64 1,154.23 
SAC $/AE 247 308 31 1 309 
SE $/BE 296 385 385 39 7 
ARB 1,399 1,497 1,633 1,747 

Grover 
Tota l  $ 18,802.71 37,712,20 41,661.11 48,514.50 55,199.37 
Bonus Pupi 1s 38.0 38.6 38.6 38.3 36.7 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 494.80 977.00 1,101.33 1,253.09 1,504.07 
SAC $/AE 267 278 324 381 
SE $/AE 31 2 384 447 51 1 
ARB 1,392 1,489 1,554 1,663 

Y UMA - 
West Yuma 

Total  $ 19,099.60 39,197.03 42,418.66 51,025.24 59,600.80 
Bonus Pup i l s  38.6 36.9 35.8 37.4 40.6 
$/Bonus Pup1 1 494.80 1,062.25 1,209.06 1,349.66 1,468.00 
SAC $/AE 37 41 4 9 5 5 
SE $/AE 339 376 448 499 
ARB 1,113 1,191 1,436 1,536 

East Yuma 
Total  $ 18,951.16 34,516.95 32,662.75 35,400.25 36,918.91 
Bonus Pupi 1s 38.3 40.3 36.2 35.7 38.4 
$/Bonus Pupi 1 494.80 856.50 920.70 980.78 961.43 
SAC $/AE 38 38 40 42 
SE $/AE 274 307 350 327 
ARB 984 1,062 1,168 1,250 



STATE TOTALS 

(1  ) Number o f  Dis- 
t r i c t s  Receiving 
SAC Do l l a rs  

( 2 )  To ta l  Receipts 

( 3 )  	Tota l  Bonus 
Pupi 1 s 

( 4 )  Receipts/Bonus 
Pupi ls  

( 5 )  SAC $/AE 

( 7 )  ARB 

( 8 )  Number o f  Dis- 
t r i c t s  Receiving 
Greater SAC $/AE 
than SE $/AE 

( 9 )  	SAC $/AE as a 
Percentage of ARB 



APPENDIX J 

SIMUUTION OF THE ":PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 1973" AS AMENDED 
BY SB NO. 25 -- WITHOUT THE MINIMUM GUARANTEE 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1979 -- Guarantee = $42.25; ARB Increase = $1 0.00; Minimum ARB = $1403.00 2 1980 -- Guarantee = 84 .85; ARB Increase = $1 0.00; Minimum ARB = $1600.00 
1981 -- Guarantee = $42.57; AM ~ n c r s a s e  = $150.00; Minimum ARB = fi800.00 
1982 -- Guarantee = $43.05; ARB Increase - $160.00; Minimum ARB = S1800.00 

I Commerce City 
N 
N - 1979 

1980 
I 1981 

1982 

ADAE - 

5070.6 
4833. 5 
4607.5 
4392.1 

18101.6 
18184.8 
18268.4 
18352.4 

5379.i 
5218. 

3895.9 
3880.1 
3864.4 
3848.8 

466.4 
485.4 
505.2 
525.8 

383.1 
376 2 
369.4 
362.7 

13211.2 
12573 8 
11967.2 
11389.9 

ARB - 

$1713.21 
1887.67 
2037 67 
2197.67 

1590.87 
1758.21 
1908.21 
2068.21 

1695.95 
1955.91 
2105.91 
2265.91 

1728.00 
1895.44 
2045.44 
2205.66 

1649.51 
1789.51 
1939.51 
2099.51 

1730.63 
1910 . O l  
2060.01 
2220.01 

1625.12 
1829.65 
1979.65 
2139.65 

MILL - 

40.55 
41.17 
45.72 
51-05 

37-65 

2% 
48.04 

40.14 
42.66 
47.25 
52-63 

40.90 
41. i 4  
45. 9 
51.23 

39.04 
29-03 

4i::: 

2%; 
42.15 
43.67 

38.46 

8:E 
48.70 

PVRTY - 

$ . o n  
.016 
.021 
.025 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om 

.ooo 

.I76 
-179 
.183 
.186 

.021 
,021 
.021 
.021 

.008 

.OO7 

.OO7 

.OO7 

,004 
.OO4 
.004 
.004 

.004 

.Ol6 

.028 

.040 

GRTH - 

$ ,000 
.ooo 
.om 
.ooo 

. 000 

.ooo 

.000 

.ooo 

.000 

.om 

.om 

.000 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

:3 
.004 
.005 

.om 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.ooo . 000 

.wo 

.om 



-PVRTY -LS -SS 

K. Cherry Creek

rr' 
(r 	 1979 

I 	 1980 


1981 


Littleton 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Deer Trail 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Aurora 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 




-ARB -MILL -SE -PT PVHTY GRTH LS -SS 

ARCHULETA 
Archuleta 

Campo 

1982 
BWT 
7 s Animas 

I 

5 
Mc Clave 

1979
1980 

Boulder Valley 
1979 

260.550 
300. ooo 
345.428 
397.72 

CHAFFEE 
Buena Vista 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Salida 



-ADAE -ARB -HILL -PVRTY CRTH -LS 
CHEPEXNE 

Kit Carson 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


C U A R  CREEK 
Clear Creek 

Sanford 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


South Conejos 

1979 

1980 


COSTILLA 

Centennial 


Sierra Grande 


T9 

38: 




CROWLEY 
C r o v l e y  

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

-CUSTW 
Consolidated 1 

1979 
1980 
1981 

DENVER
-

Denver 	 1979 

1980 

DOLORES 
P -Dolores 1979 

1980 

ADAE- MILL- PVRTY- LS-

$8:;
446.6 
418.8 

259.7 
292.1 
328.5 
369.4 

3905.6
3887.1 
3868.7 
3850.4 

62835.4 
60315.7 
57897.1 
55575.5 

359.5 
322.2 
288.8 
258.9 

6%: 2 
6871. 
7534.9 

1727.0-1792 3 
1860.1 
1930.5 

izi3:: 
955.5 

1075.7 



-ADAE -MIU 

-BACA 
Pr i tchet t  


1979 

1980 

1981 


Springfield 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


ELBERT 

K i o w a  

Elbert 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Harrison 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 




EL PAS0 
Widef ield 

1979 

Colorado Springs 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Cheyenne Mountain 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Manitou Springs 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Academy 

Ellicott  

Peyton 

Hanover 

ARB - 

81400.00 
1600.00 
1600.00 
1960.00 

1400.00 
l6OO.OO 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1520.02 
1660.02 
1810.02 
1970.02 

2136.31 
2276.31 2426.31 

2586.31 

1505.13 
1645.13 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1430.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1748.20 
1960.45 
2110.45 
2270.45 

2195.40 

2a::2 
2645.40 

MILL - 

3 .14 2 3 -90 
40.39 
45.53 

3 .14 2 3 -90 
40.39 
45.53 

35.98 

C:t 
45.76 

50 56 
49 6 
54:J  
60.08 

35.62 

2:::: 
45.53 

45.53 

3 -85 d:s 
45.53 

41.38 
42.76 
47.35 
52-74 

31.p 
35. 3 
39.85 
44.82 

PVRTY - 

8 .040 
.O42 

22 
.OO9 
.011 

::it 
.211 
.228 
.244 
.261 

.ooo 

.000 

.ooo . 000 

.003 

.002 

.002 

.002 

.ooo 

.000 

.000 . 000 

.001 

.001 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.001 

.001 . 000 . 000 

.ooo 

.000 

.000 

.000 

CRTH - 

$ .ooo 
.ooo 
.ooo . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.O4l 

.OM 

.051 

.058 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.067 

.081 

.O96 

.I11 

.OO7 

.008 

.010 

.011 

.ooo 

.om 

.om 

.om 

.001 

.002 

.002 
,002 



Falcon 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Cotopaxi 

1979 
1980 

GARFIELD 
Roarinn Fork 

-ADAE 

1165.0 
1270.3 
1385.1 
1510.3 

1167.2 
1288.6 
1422.6 
1570.5 

24.3 
20.6 
17.5 
14.9 

129.7 
125.4 
121.2 
117.1 

3291.5 
3320.9 
3350.6 
3380.6 

:@:z

1461.8 
1436.6 

185.3 
210.7 
239.6 
272.5 

3022.9 
3025.2 
3027.5 
3029.8 

1600.6 
1746.5 
1905.7 
2079.4 

-ARB --MILL -PVRTY -LS 



GARFIELD 
Grand Valley 

1979 8 

G W D  
W e s t  Grand 

w GUNNISON 
I Gunnison Watershed 

HUEWAN0 
Huerfano 

1979 
1980 
1981 

ADAE - 

158.9 
167.8 
177.2 
187.1 

222.8 
241.2 
261.1 
282.6 

458.3 
470.4 

858.5 
883.5 
909.2 
935.6 

1319.4 
1347.4 
1 76.0 
20 1 5.2 

70.8 
68.9 
67.1 
65.3 

1000.9 
953.4 
90 .2 
865.1 

176.0 
166.6 
157.7 
149.3 

ARB - 

$2211.16 
2351.16 
2501.16 
2661.16 

2525.18 
2665.18 
2815.18 
2975.18 

1928.54 
2068.54 
2218. F 
2378. F 

1901.70 
2082.51 
2232.51 
2392 51 

1544.29 
1684.29 
1834.29 
1994.29 

~~OO.OO 
l6OO.OO 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1503.87 
1669.36 
1819.36 
1979.36 

1499.88 
1768.98 
1918.98 
2078.98 

MILL - 

52 34 
51.28 
56.12 
61.82 

59.77 
58.13 
63.16 
69.11 

16.09 
17.43 
18.87 
20.43 

34-29 
36.80 

2::;; 

36 55 

2:: 2 
46.32 

16.71 
18.01 
19.10 
19.60 

35.Z' 

$:8: 
45.98 

PVRTY - 

8 .OOl 
.001 
.001 
.001 

. 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om 

. 000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.002 

.002 

.001 

.001 

.003 

.003 

.002 

.002 

.ooo 

.om 

.ooo 

.000 

,064 
.065 
.066 
.066 

.005 

.005 

.005 

.005 

GRTH - 

$ ::2 
.004 
.005 

.011 

.012 

.Ol4 

.Ol6 

.om 

.000 

.om . 000 

. 000 

.m 

.m 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om 
,000 

.ooo . 000 . 000 . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

.ooo 

.000 

.000 

.ooo 
,000 



Av -ADAE ARB -MILL -PVRTY CRTfI -LS 

JSKSON 
North Park 

1979 $ 16.520 
1980 16.595 
1981 16.670 
1982 16.716 

JgFFWSON 
Jefferson 

1979 
1980 
1981 

KIOWA 
Eads 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Plainvi  ew 
1979 
1980 
1981 

I 1982 
N 
W 
m KIT CARSON 

Flagler  

Seiber t  
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 



!L!4 *&E -MILL -SE -PT -PVRTY -LS -SS 

LAKE-
Lake County

1979 

LA PLATA 
Durango 

Bavf i e ld  

Ignacio 

i,ARIYIER 
Poudre 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Park (Estes Park) 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

52 .O27 
5 35152: 709 
56.101 

107i*0107 -3  
107 .O 
1072.3 

2 
1665*661805.66 
1955.66 
2115.66 

34*2536. 9 

2% 
.OW 
.OW 
.OOO 
.OW 

1.787 
1.947 
2.119 
2.304 

.000 

.000 .000 

.000 

.OOO 

.000 

.OW 

.000 

48.49 
49.48 
50.49 
51.52 

.OO .00 .00 

.00 



U S  ANIUAS 
Trinidad 

Hoehne Reorg. 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Branson Reorg. 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

LINCOLN 
lrugo 

Limon 

Genoa 

ADAE - 

1798.0 
1697.8 
1603.2 
1513.9 

211.3 
203.0 
195.0 
187.3 

316.0 
300.4 
285.6 
271.5 

210.4 
183.5 
160.0 
139.5 

63.9 
66.5 
69.2 
72.0 

108.1 
98.7 
90.1 
82.2 

203.7 
209.4 
215.2 
221. 

467.3 
446.7 
427.0 
408.2 

73.9 
72.2 
70.5 
68.8 

ARB - 

81437.90 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1697.65 
1952.65 
2102.65 
2262.65 

1429.16 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

2314.58 
2564.99 
2714.99 
2874.99 

2220.67 
2360.67 
2510.67 
2670.67 

:%:% 
2024.95 
2184.95 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800 .OO 
1960.00 

1781.58 
2141.73 
2291.73 
2451.73 

HILL - 

34-03 
34.90 
40.39 
45.53 

40.18 
42.59 
47.18 
50.89 

45.53 

3 .14 2 3 -90 
40.39 
45.53 

54.78 
55.94 
60.92 
66.78 

52.?6 
51. 9 
56-33 
59-33 

45.43 
50.75 

33.14 

2% 
45.53 

42.17 
46.71 
51.42 
56 9 95 

PVRTY - 

$ -131 
133 
135 
137 

.011 

.011 

.011 

.011 

.Ol3 

.013 

::it 
.015 
.015 
.016 
.016 

.004 
,004 
.003 
.003 

0005 
.OO6 
.006 
.006 

.004 

.004 

.004 

.004 

.001 

.002 

.002 

.003 

.002 

.002 

.002 

.002 

GRTH - 

8 .ooo 
.ooo 
.ooo 
.000 

.ooo 
,000 
.ooo 
.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om 
,000 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.000 
,000 
,000 
.000 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

. 000 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om 

.ooo 

.ooo 



& -ARB -MILL -SE -PT -PVRTY -LS -ss 

LMCOLN 
Karval 

LOOAN 
Valley 

1979 
1980 
1981 

Frenchman 

Plateau 

Plateau Valley 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 



UOFFAT 

b f f a t  


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Dolores 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


MONTROSE 
Hontrose 

MORGAN-
Brush 




-ARB -MILL 	 -PVRTY CRTH -LS 
MORGAN 

Weldon Valle 
~ $ 9  8 a:;;;1980 

Wiggins 	 19g9 10.188 
19 0 10.456 
1981 10.731 
1982 11.013 

-OTERO 
East Otero 

Rocky Ford 

1979 

1980 

Fovle r 

1979 

1980 
1981 
1982 



Park 
1979 33.381 
1980 34.765 
1981 36.206 
1982 37 707 

PITKIN 
Aspen 

PROUWS 
Granada 

Lamer 19'79 30.660 
1980 30.798 
1981 30.936 
1982 31.075 

ADAE - 

194.5 
214.5 
236.6 
261.0 

260.5 
920.4 

111 .9 
1348.1 

328.8 
345.2 
362A 
380.5 

pti 
528.5 

333 6 
321.3 
309.5 
298.1 

1033.6 
964.1 
899.3 
838.9 

334.4 
308.0 
283.7 
261.3 

2001.6 
1890.2 
1785.0 
1685.7 

400.2 
349.1 
304 5 
265.6 

ARB - 

s1547.32 
1687.32 
1837.32 
1997.32 

1748.63 
1913 .b9 
2063.49 
2223.49 

2592.w 
2732.4 
2882.44 
3042.44 

1595.28 
1851.79 
2001.79 
2161.79 

1774.06 
1914.06 
2064.06 
2224.06 

2153.40 
2381.49 
2531.49 
2691.49 

1416.42 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960.00 

1400.00 
1600.00 
1800.00 
1960 .OO 

1507.23 
1647.23 
1800.00 
1960.00 

MILL - 

36 -62 

2:::; 
46.40 

41.39 
41.73 
46. j0 
53 -65 

25-53 
27.13 
25.85 
30.70 

37.76 
40.39 
44.91 
50.22 

41 99 
41-75 
46.31 
51.66 

20.11 
18.71 
17.18 
15.75 

32:F 
40.39 
45.53 

33-14 

2;: 5 
45.53 

3 5.67 
35.93 
40.39 
45.53 

PVRTY - 

t6 .oo: 
.001 
.001 
,000 

.DO@ 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

,002 
.002 
.002 
.001 

.002 

.002 

.OO3 

.m3 

.Ol7 

.017 

.018 

.018 

,000 
,000 
.ooo . 000 

.O27 
,028 
.028 
.029 

.081 

.083 
-085 
.a7 

.018 

.Ol9 

.020 
,021 

GBTH - 

$ -008 
.a10 
-012 . 014 

t 079 
.lo5 
.I37 
179 

.OO6 

.OO7 

.ooe 
,009 

.ooo 
,000 
.ooo 
.ooo 

,000 
.ooo 
,000 
.ooo 

.om 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo 

.mo 

,000 
,000 
.ooo 
.000 



ARB - MILL - PVRTY - LS - 

Pueblo Rural 
1979 81.809 
1980 93.802 

107 553 
1981 1982 123.320 

RIO BLANCO 
Meeker 

1981 24.968 
1982 25.814 

Del Norte 
1979 12.053 
1980 
1981 E8 

RIO GRANDE 
Honte Vista 

Sargent 

3: 10.082 
10.249 

1981 10.419 
1982 10.591 



ARB - HILL - PT - - PVRTY CRTH LS - SS - 

Steamboat Springs 
1979 58.471 
1980 67.275 
1981 77.405 
1982 89.080 

South Routt 
1979 20.118 
1980 21.507 
1981 22.992 
1982 24.579 

SAUCdCEE 
-in Valley 

1979 4.116 , 

l 9 w  
1981 

Center 

3: 9.556 
9.751 

1981 9.950 
1982 10.154 

SAn JUAN 
Silvertan 

1979 6.548 
5 - 6  25&:75 75 $12 -052 

03 
2346.75 63.80 . O l l  

SAN HIGUEL 
Telluride 



AE - ARB - - MILL SE - PVRTY - LS 
SAN WIGUEL 

Bgnar 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Plat te  Valley 

v( TELLBR - 
Cripple Creek-Vic. 

1979 13.230 
1980 13 402 
1981 13 57 
1982 13.755 

Woodland Park 
1979 25.348 
1980 26.185 
1981 27.049 
1982 27.942 

UASIIINGTON 
Akron 

1979 16.294 
1980 18.524 
1981 
1982 %$?? 

Otis 
1979 6.459 
1980 6.594 



-VELD 
Gilcrest 


1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Johnstown 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 


Platte Valley 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 




-ADAE -ARB -MILL -SE -PT -PVRTY -LS -ss 

Briggsdale

32 

1981 

1982 


Prairie 

'%
19 
1981 

1982 


I Grover
nl 1979 

3 
C 1980


1981 

1982 


Bast Yuae 

1979 

1980 

1981 
1982 



SIMULkTICiN OF THE "PUBLIC SCHOOL PINANCZ ACT OF 1977" AS AMENDEdaY 
s.a. NO. 25 -- WITH STABILIZED STATLWIDE A V ~ G EMILL LEVY 

FOR 1981 AND 1982 A T  1980 LWEL OF 78.13 MILLS 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
19 1 -- Guarantee = $49.59; Minimum = $11.35/913.35; Minimum ARB = 81800.0~AHH Increase = 3150.00 
19!2 -- Guarantee = $53.27; Minimum = $11.35/$13.35; Minimum ARB = ll800.0q ARB Increase = 3160.0~ 

Northglenn 
1981 
1982 

Commerce City 

Brighton 
1981 
1982 

Bennett 
1981 
1982 

Strasburg 
1981 
1982 

Sangre DeCristo 
1981 


ARAPAHOE; 
Englewood 

1981 

1982 




PVRTY -GRTH LS-MILL -~ 

Cherry Creek 

1981 

1982 


Deer Trail 

1981 

1982 


ARCWLETA 

Archuleta 


-BBCA 
Walsh 

1981 
1982 

Pritchett 

1981 

1982 


Springfield 

1981 

1982 


Vilas 

1981 

1982 


Campo 

1981 

1982 




BENT-
McClave 

1981 8 

ARB- MILL- S E- PT- PVRTY -CHTH -LS -S S 

Boulder Valley 
1981 
1982 

CHAFFi3E 
Buena Vista 

CHEYENNE 
K i t  Carson 

Cheyenne Wells 

Arapahoe 
1981 
1982 

CLEAR CREEK 
Clear Creek 

Sanford 
1981 
1982 

South Cone j os 
1981 
1982 



COSTILLA 
Centennial 

1981 
1982 

CROWLfiT 
Crowley 

1981 

CUSTER 
Consolidated 

1981 

D Z T A  
Delta 

DENVER 
Denver 

rS 
DOLORES 

Dolores 

Douglas 

iU3WT 
Elizabeth 

Kiowa 
1981 
1982 

Big Sandy 
1981 
1982 

ADAE - 

483.7 
445.8 

249.2 
239 3 

446.6 
418.8 

328.5 
369.4 

3868.7 
3850.4 

57897.1 
55575.5 

288.8 
258.9 

6871.4 
7534.9 

1860.1 
1930.5 

955.5 
1075.7 

187.2 
197.4 

272.3 
277.5 

ARB - 

$1800.00 
1960.00 

1970.07 
2130.07 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1914.12 
2074.12 

1800.00 
1960.00 

2463.43 
2623.43 

1800.09 
1960.09 

1853.93 
2013.93 

2571.82 
2731.82 

18%. 73 
2004.73 

2257.42 
2417.42 

1824.45 
1984.45 

MILL - 

36.30 
36-79 

25-15 
25.40 

36 30 
36.79 

38.60 
38.94 

36 30 
30.79 

46.21 
45.81 

36-30 
36.80 

37.29 
37. 1 

33-05 
34.98 

37 20 
37.63 

36.51 
35.29 

36-19 
37.25 



-ARB -MILL 

ELBERT 
Elbert 

1981 
1982 

Agate 
1981 
1982 

Harrison 
1981 
1982 

Widefield 
1981 
1982 

Fountain 
1981 
1982 

Colorado Springs 
1981 
1982 

Cheyenne Mountain 
1981 
1982 

Hani tou Springs 
1981 
1982 

Academy 
1981 
1982 

Lewis-Palmer 
1981 
1982 



EL PAS0 
F a l c o n  

1981 

FREHONT 
Canon City 

1981 

Cotopaxi 
1981 
1982 

Garfield 
1981 
1982 

Grand Valley 
1981 
1982 

GILPIN - 
Gilpin Count 

19i1 

East Grand 
1981 
1982 

ADAE - 

1422.6 
1570.5 

17.5 
14.9 

121.2 
117.1 

3350.6 
3380.6 

1461.8 
1436.6 

239.6 
272.5 

3027.5 
3029.8 

1905.7 
2079.4 

177.2 
187.1 

261.1 
282.6 

458.3 
470.4 

909.2 
935.6 

ARB - 

81848.28 
2008.28 

3169.73 
3329.73 

2064.99 
2224.99 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1800.00 
1960.00 

2387.97 
2547.97 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1852.29 
2012.29 

2501.16 
2661.16 

2815.18 
2975.18 

2218.54 
2378.54 

2232.51 
2392.51 

MILL - 

37.27 
37-70 

31-54 
28.68 

41.64 
41.77 

36 30 
36.79 

36-30 
36 79 

48.15 
47.83 

36 30 
36.79 

37.35 
37.78 

50.44 
49 96 

56.77 
55.85 

17.21 
18.61 

31.40 
33.09 

CRTH - 

6 .070 
.085 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

.022 
,026 

.ooo 

.000 

.079 

.o* 

,004 
.005 

.014 

.016 

.ooo . 000 

-000 
.ooo 



GUNNISON 
Gunnison Watershed 

1981 8 32.620 
1982 34.275 

HINSMLE 
Hinsdale 

1981 
1982 

HUERFANO 
Huerfano 

JACKSON 
North Park 

1981 
1982 

JEPFWSON 
Jef Person 

I 
N 

1981 
v( 1982 
vl 
1 .  KIOWA - 

Geds 

Plainview 
1981 
1982 

K I T  CARSON 
Seibert  

1981 
1982 

Vona 
1981 
1982 

Strat ton 
1981 
1982 

MILL - 

36.99 
37.44 

17.05 
17.61 

36.69 
37 16 

38 70 
39-03 

29.90 
29.16 

40.74 
40.93 

38.34 
40.27 

25-31 
26.31 

40.17 
40.40 

:z: 1 
35.44 
35-09 

41.08 
41.25 

. I 

PVBTY - 

$ .002 
.002 

,000 
.ooo 

.066 
-066 

.005 

.005 

. 000 

.001 

.ooo 

.om 

.ooo 

.om 

.001 

.001 

.004 

.005 

.003 

.OO3 

.002 

.002 

.ooo 
-000 

CBTH - 

E .ooo 
.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

,000 
.ooo 

. 000 . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo . 000 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.om . 000 



KIT CARSON 
Be thune 

LA PLATA 
%rango 

1981 
1982 

Ignacio 
1981 
1982 

LgRIWeff 
Thompson 

1981 
1982 

Park (Estes Park) 
198 1 
1982 

behne Reorg. 
1981 
1982 

ARB - 

$2033.21 
2193.21 

1800.00 
1960.00 

2283.34 
2443.34 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1997 96 
2157. % 

1800.00 
l96G.00 

1955.66 
2115.66 

1800.00 
1960.00 

2142.65 
2262.65 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1800.00 
1960.00 

MILL - 

41.00 
41.17 

36-30 
36.79 

25.33 
23-71 

36 30 
36.79 

36 30 
35.79 

36.30 
36.79 

40.29 
40.51 

36-30 
36.79 

30.63 
32.61 

36-30 
36.79 

37.58 
39.14 

36-30 
36.79 

36-30 
36.79 

PVRTY - 

E .oo1 
.001 

.011 

.011 

.008 

.009 

.046 

.O46 

.OO6 

.006 

.031 

.032 

.ooo . 000 

. 000 

.ooo 

.ooo . 000 

-135 
.137 

.011 

.011 

.013 

.014 

.016 

.016 

CRTH - 

8 .OOc: 
.DO0 

. 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 
-000 

.000 . 000 

-003 
.mo 

.ooo 
,000 

-000 
.ooo 

-135 
.l55 

.ooo . 000 

. 000 . 000 

. 000 . 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 



I 

-ADA;?: -MILL -PVRTY CHTH -LS 

K i m  Reorg. 

LINCOLN 


HwO 

Limon 

Genoa 

LOCtAN 

Valley 

Frenchman 

Buffalo 

Plateau 

MESA-

DeBeque 

1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 

1982 


1981 


Plateau Valley 

1981 

1982 




-MILL -PVRTY -CRTH -LS 

MINERAL 
Creede Cons. 

1981 B 
1982 

I 
h)
Ln w 

West h d  
1981 
1982 

MORGAN 
Brush 

OTERO-
&st Otero 

1981 

Rocky Ford 
1981 
1982 



, \ 
' >  

MILL- PVRTY-
OTERO-

knzanola 
1981 36.30 

36.79 
j .012 

.012 

Fowler 
1981 
1982 

39.59 
39-86 

.016 

.016 

Cheraw 
1981 
1982 

36-30 
36-79 

,000 
.000 

38.44 
38-78 

.005 

.005 

39.31 
39.60 

.001 

.OOL 

37-05 
37.49 

.001 
-000 

I 
ru 
vl 
V) 

PARK-
P l a t t e  Canyon 

1981 
1982 

41.61 
41.74 

.OD0 .000 

Park 1981 
1982 

25.45 
27.05 

.002 

.001 

PHILLIPS 
Holyoke 

1981 
1982 

40.37 
40.58 

.OO3 

.003 

41.62 
41.75 

,018 
.018 

PITKIN 
Aspen 

1981 
1982 

15.95 
14.80 

.ooo 

.om 

PROWZRS 
Granada 

1981 
1982 

36-30 
36-79 

.028 

.029 

Lamar 
1981 
1982 

36.30 
36-79 

.085 

.087 



-MILL -GATH -LS 
PROWERS 

Holly 
1981 8 7.919 
1982 8.041 

PUEaLO 
- F i i z l o  City

1981 
1982 

327.337 
335.318 

Pueblo Rum1 
1981 
1982 

107.553 
123.320 

R I O  BLANCO 
Meeker 

I 
w 
b\ o 

hngely 

R I O  GRANDE 
Del Norte 

1981 
1982 

1981 
1982 

173.934 
182.589 

13.815 
14.790 

Sargent 

ROUTT-
Hayden 

1981 
1982 

1981 
1982 

South Routt 
1981 
1982 



SAGUACIiE 
Hountein Valley 

1981 L 4.184 
1982 4.219 

Hoffat 
1981 
1982 

Center 
1981 
1982 

SAN JUAN 
Silverton 

SEOGWICK 
Julesburg 

1981 

P l a t t e  Valle 
1981 
1982 

Woodland Park 
1981 
1982 

ARB - 

~1800.00 
1960.00 

2915.18 
3075.18 

1800.00 
1960.00 

2586.75 
2746.75 

2236.09 
2396.09 

1800.00 
1960.00 

1938.14 
2098.14 

1991.59 
2151.59 

2094.42 
225h.42 

2440.96 
2600.96 

2110.51 
2270.51 

1800.00 
1960.00 

MILL - 

36-30 
36.79 

29.22 
32.00 

36-30 
36-79 

47.70 
49.64 

27.30 
26.50 

36-30 
36-79 

19.05 
17.89 

40.16 
40.39 

42.23 
42.32 

22.75 
23.86 

2:: 2; 
36-30 
36 79 

\r 

PVRTY 

j; .027 
.O27 

.006 

.a06 

.049 

. O F 1  

. 000 . 000 

. 000 . 000 

.005 

.005 

.GOO 

.ooo 

.008 

.OO8 

.of33 

.m3 

.om 

.ooo 

.006 

.OO6 

.om 

.ooo 

, < 

CRTH - 

0 .ooo . 000 

.002 

.002 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo . 000 

.ooo . 000 

. 000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.a00 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.031 

.035 

.Ol3 

.015 

.138 

.I72 



WASHINGTON 
Akron 

1981 
1982 

Otis 
1981 
1982 

Lone S ta r  
1981 
1982 

Ea ton 6 1981 
r; 1982 

P l a t t e  Valley 
1981 
1982 

Ault-Highland 
1981 
1982 

MILL - 

31.28 
29.78 

22.84 
23.26 

40.28 
40.50 

73.68 
71-59 

20.58 
19.63 

31.35 
32-15 

3::; 
36-30 
36.79 

26.58 
29.62 

36.68 
37.15 

37-50 
37 91 

39.54 
39.81 

19-57 
18.62 

38.68 
39-01 

PVRTY 

3 .006 
.006 

.OG5 

.005 

.005 
-005 

. 000 

.ooo 

.OO3 
-003 

-015 
.014 

-045 
.045 

.027 

.028 

.004 
-002 

.013 

.012 

.113 

.111 

.O26 

.027 

.033 

.032 

.024 

.024 

GXTH 
7 

5 .ooo 
.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.ooo . 000 

.015 

.020 

.000 . OOC 

.007 

.008 

. cx 

.000 

.ooo 
-000 

.051 . c59 

.012 

.014 

.ooo 
-000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.024 

.OW 

.ooo 

.ooo 



WELD-
Briggsdale

1981 
1982 

Grover 
1981 
1982 

STATE TOTALS 
1981 
1982 

-ADAE 

89.8 
90.5 

103.8 
101.5 

114.4 
109.4 

1079.0 
1082.8 

819.2 
806.7 

517678.1 
517301.6 

-ARB 

82382.53 
292.53 

2293.94 
2453.94 

2206.24 
2366.24 

2084.18 
2244.18 

1877.41 
2037.41 

$2009.38 
2167.96 

PVRTY 


Y .DO1 
.001 

.005 

.005 

,004 
-034 

. o n  

.010 

.OO7 

.OO7 

$6.526 
6.634 

-CRTH 

L .ooo .ooc 

.000 

.ooo 

,000 
.000 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.000 

.ooo 

$2.976 
3.521 



- ---- - 

- - - ---- 

CCMITTEE ON S O L  FINANCE 

BILL 1 

A BILL FOR AN ACT 

CONCERNING THE COUNTING OF KINDERGARTEN FUPILS UNDER THE "PUBLIC 

SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 1973". 

B i l l  Summary 

(Note: This summary applies t o  t h i s  b i l l  as  introduced and 
-does -not necessarily r e f l e c t  any amendments -which may -be 
subsequently adooted. ) 

Continues for  one year the present method o f '  counting 
kindergartners under the "Pub1 i c  School Finance Act of 1973". 

Be i t .  enacted by the  General Assembly of the  State  of Colorado: 

SECTION 1. 22-50-102 (1) (b) , Colorado Revised Sta tu tes  

1973, as  amended, i s  amended to' read: 

22-50-102. Definitions.  (1) (b) For the  period July 1, 

1976, through June 30, 3979 1980, pupils enrol led i n  kindergarten 

c lasses  shal l  be counted a s  one-half day of attendance o r ,  

a1 te rna t ive ly ,  not more than a t o t a l  of ninety f u l l  days per year 

of attendance, regardless of the  number of days o r  hours of 

actual attendance; except t h a t  a d i s t r i c t  sha l l  be e n t i t l e d  t o  

count as  one f u l l  day ' of attendance for  the  e n t i r e  year the  

number of pupils enrolled i n  kindergarten c lasses  of four hours 

Capital letters indicate new material to be added ro existing statute. 

Dashes through the words indicate dektionr from existing starute. 


-265-



1 and f i f teen f minutes per day or more, not t o  exceed the number 

2 counted by the d i s t r i c t  as full-day pupils during the four-week 
., 	. . - -
-	 3 period ending the fourth' Friday of October, 1975, or other 

4 counting period as provided in section 22-50-104 ( I ) ,  during the 

5 calendar year 1975. The tota l  number of pupi 1s enrol led' in 

6 kindergarten classes statewide who may be counted as one fu l l  day 

7 of attendance .for the ent i re  year shall not exceed three thousand 

8 five hundred. 

9 SECTION 2. Safety clause. The general assembly hereby 

10 finds, determines, and declares tha t  t h i s  ac t  i s  necessary for 

,11 the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, and 

1 2  safety. 
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