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Pursuant t o  the provisions of Senate B i l l  138 (1977 Session) 
the Colorado Legislative Council appointed a fifteenomember camnittee 
t o  canduct a s t d y  of a canprehensive revision of the "Public School 
Finance Act of 1973" and to report its findings t o  the second regular
session of the fifty-first Gmeral Assembly. 

This wlune contains the report of the Cammittee on School 
Finance, which report was accepted by the Legislative Council at  its 
meeting on N o v d r  28, 1977. The cwrmittee report sumnarizes the 
prxedures utilized by the cornnittee in its stldy, the several 
proposals made t o  the cannittee t o  revise t h e  "Public School Finance 
k t  of 1973", and the camnittee's firadings a d  recwnnendations: 

A minority rwort of Senator I a h  Fowler and Representative
Taxredo is included in this voltme. 

The cornnittee and the staff of the  Legislative Council were 
assisted in the preparation of bills by Douglas G. Brow and V i n c e n t  
C. Hogan of the Legislative Drafting Office, 

Lyle C. Kyle
Director 
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Tha 1977 interim m t t c e  on Sdml Finance was established 
prrstlant to S.B. 138 (1977 session) which, in part, pmidcd: 

The legislative Gotnacil is directed to appoint a special
caarnittee t o  d m t  a st* of a capr&emsive revision of tha 
'Rhlic Schbol Ffnanee Act of 1975'. 

Proceeding qmn that directive, the c d t t e e  reviemi the 
prrovisiazrs a d  -timing of the School Finance Act of 1973, and 
considered a variety of suggested revisions to that act. The 
cmmitteevs efforts were s t m m d  so as W give attention bth to 
the aaethbd med to distribute state school finance assistance slwies 
and the mthods wed m -mi* th-e d e s .  

A t  its initial meting, the committee heard fmn a nu;Pber of 
p r s m  concerning the arrrent school financt act, its strengths and 
maknesses. m d  raceived nummts recomnendatioll~fw revisions or 
-ts thereto. The comaittee adapted the follaJin8 Ibt  of 

f b c c  objectives t o  be sddmssed in the process of its 
duliberatims: 

I. 	 To assun that adsquate funds are available m e t  #the 
edtratioml needs of e h i l d m ,  youth, and adults 
s ~ w dby the public s h X s  of Calmacib; 

2. 	 To provide equalization of educational qpontlllities for 
a l l  students between 6 arad 21, in so far as pssible, and 
to assure thst the qmliv o f  a stdent's edwatiorral 
-mities should not be a fmctim of the wealth of 
the district or amunity of his residence; 

3. 	 To dmme the w e p t  of local control of mkation and 
to provide m m i t y  for citizcns in the local -1 
distficts ta help aake decisions concerning mkation; 

4 	 To amwage school districts  to Ise creative md alter-
native approaches: first, to mme the quality of &-
cation; second, to iaprove the lrse of k i l i t i e s ;  d 
Mrd, to i n p m  the eCoTlPlRic efficiemq of education; 

5. 	 Ta do nothing that muld interfere with the w e  of alter-
native approaches in the m m g e m m t  of public school 
facilities and msolrrees by school districts; 

6. 	 TO apptvwe the m e p t  of the year a m d  schml; 

7. 	 To p M d e  m e  equity in the distribution of tax burd-
ens; 




a, wa#h &r & kit possible h fbr ichg 
@lit sdawls atd to Xjmr f t  &pedt- an the propatrp 
tax-h x  that m e ;  

10. 	 Fo place sasra kdnd of limimtim m *d s h l  dis* 
trict w e - Pran par to ywr; 

1 2 .  	 To continlla financing catqp~icalpro@uM bwh cts Spe-
cial dmtion, matiom1 edu~atim,and t m t i m ;  

13. 	 To contin* to provide for the budgem needs of 
districts w i t h  mddeclining e ~ ~ o l b t s  -ing
enrolbmlts; 

14. con-	 additions1 S t a t e  ~ e s :the provirion d p 
s-1 districts w i t h  cmcmtmtions of piqsfls w f t h  
dis&anta& backgmd; and 

IS. 	 To , continue to r tdre e l dist~cts to ffle . 
sd-amml repmts 3 actlal m- and actual 
e i t l a e s  so that c a p i d l e  f h i a 1  data arn be 
w i l e d  on a a l d r  year basis as well as a fi-1 
year basis. 

m t t e c  began its mideration of sp3cisic a l ~ t i v e sto the 
present act by hearing frm Dr. Paul &thke of the [blumdu Edtntian 
Assocfatfoa [a]on that arpdzation's c h s x p a ~d t  przrposal; W m  
Samtsr mler on his htmtfaml mit and 5r+ 

Black of tht~Golorado of 1Edblra~imon a prtentagt 
W i z i q g  agrpmxh ~&otp61y cmsi&*dby the f976 interim msmft -
t0t. 

At its s e d  &g, the m t M  its carrsidrr-
a i m  d m i f i c  f e e  p m p s l s  wmining -tiye
B l a P s  HJk. El09 (1973 m s i a n ) ,  aid^ muld a i f i z e  an dj\egtd 
m s  in- tax as the basis for -1 fi- md hm&irrg 
propert)r m;semtur Mbikbjohn's ~kqg#tcd 8ltemaive -ions 
of OhQ- awrfmt act; I@lwsmmtive Hlirwkt's p r q m d  M m l  af the 

m;mt %amr SEr3cklW1s S.B. 548 /1977) props~al, p-
-1 of&temimaimlegisbt3mfotviding d i s t r i c t  W ~ ~ O S .  

d m d  the &&IS 
of 


A t  ids m a  meting, Ehe d t t m  
the m a s  pwvim~fy  preserttd am+took a of "s-

mts"t~ 3dicata their collective sent- rn the wrh= 
m a s  a& m alternative fudhgmtbds. B i t 5  m t  ta the 
s w r t  prqmals, &tree mdms were s-t fn hvur of soraE 



forn of p e r  aplization (as utilized in the mmmt act) and the 
instructid mit =roach dmdied in Senator H. Faulerts proposal.
In w m  of alternative solxrces to finance tha p a w e  and redme 
property taxes, the# was amittee interest in utilizing the prospec-
tive proceeds frm the a p d i t u r e  limitation in W e  B i l l  1726, 
which eanmrks excess revem? for property tax relief; for oontinlring 
the increase in the cigarette tax passed as part of H.B. 1726 11977);
for increasing the state s a l e s / ~ etax; for increasing both the indi-
vidual and -rate inmm taxus; and fir raising a naw tax on 
adjts td  gross in-, Thc results of that balloting were to serve as 
an indication as to the alternattives =st likely #1 win favorable con-
sideration in the a x d t t e e * s  future deliberations, All spollsors were 
then given an additional appartltnity to revise their p r o m  before 
the final oolmaittee ~llsetings. 

At its s d s q m t  meting, the a m i t t e e  further ~ i n e dthe 
-tal elcmwlts of the Mktcjohn, H. Fowler, and Kirscht prapos-
als, as revised. S&sequcnt to that =vim, the mmtittee mted to 
h p t ,  as its preliminary mcomdations, Stmator Meiklejohn~s pro-
posed $200 million revisim of the merit act and Representative 
Kirschtqs praposed ftmding package, subject to further study when the 
empriate  b i l l s  could be drmn and additional pmjections prepred. 

At its final meting, the amit tee dismsed a range of sub-
jects mlatcd to school finance and heard fm persons relative both 


f h 3  -1 state1726'sB i l lHouseofinterpretationsaltemtivato  
s p d i n g  limimtion md wtimtes of the amomt of property tax mlief 
to hsw fmm that lhitatim. B i l l  No. 1 (Wtor kiklejohnis sup-
port proposal) and B i l l  b, 2 (Representative Kirschtts fmding pro-
p a l )  wre placed before the camittee for final amdamt. B i l l  
Nos. I and 2 are mcmmded as the mult of the process which fox-
I W .  (A caylate qlanation of allproposalspresentcdtothe
cornnit- can be fowl on page 35 of this repfi.) 

Prwiding Public Slaol Suppr t  

The camittee has &tm&ed that the mat s&ml finaxe 
act has achieved a n&er of its original objectives,but has ailed 
to achieve others. The recmmmhtions of the camnittee relative to 
providing school finance support are mtained in B i l l  1 (see page 
111) and are aiwed at improving the arrrent act in those areas of 
deficiwhcy while retaining its basic p e r  equlization w k and 
maintaining artegorical p r a m  outside of the qualizatim program. 

The authorized revmue base - the basis for state erqualized 
pmprty tax- enacted in was b e d  an 1973 levels of prop-
e r t y  taxes ud state a i ~ l t ~ ~ k e ~ t ~  tbt thereceived test. 
1973 ARB'S nay have reflected -trained prop- m raising abili-
ties then pment, snd , the continuEd tlse of the ARB as .the Ming 
masum have ppetuated aqy cities ex is t ing  when the 1973 
uct was amted. 
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state gmmtee m k i n g  recipients of the dniRMR gttamtee. 

k a m d a t i o n  -- Smte [Xtsmtee. The amnittee recomds 
that the state marantee be s&stantlalIv SJw=reasedin 1979 in order
& rsduce ths- nudxw of districts &intng the mlninrrm gmf'~ntse+ 
M r  1978, the state gmrantee is set a t  $35.00 per mil mill. 
The cumnittee proposes m increase it #, $44.25 per pupil per mill fir 
1979. For sthsequmt years, the -tion is as fill-: 

In addition to the eqttalfzing effects this would have betwen dis-
tricts, the praposed rpw%rd revision rmuld also increase state aid 
significantly while r e d ~ i n g  average -1 district general fund 
property tax= by approximtely 10 percent or four mills. The p r -
antee levels were chosen by the amdt tee  on the basis of the costs or 
savings of its other reoonrsendations and the ammt of additimal 
revenm available. The glmrantee levels have k e n  alculatecl In 
achieve an overall state cost of $80 million in additional aid in 1979 
and to stabilize mill levies thereafter. 

-tion - Mbbm Wantee .  As an additional mew 
to d w e  the . and the slinhmbs 
arguably d i ~ ~ u a l i & ~eff&, the a t t e e  r&m& that the mini-
tlrn guarantee per pupil per mill be frozen at its 1978 iivel of 
$11.35, Thus, over ti=, its significance and effects wil l  be smded 
as m e  districts corn under the guarantee while every district in the 
state can continue to share in state aid. 

Further reammdations. The comaittee re#,& a firrther 
provision mlathg to the tunding of edmtiollerl television. The Ian-
- w g e  of that provision would & the terms of Senate Bill 138 
(1977), eliminating the mtching finxis requimmt for receipt of 
state assistance by s b l  districts which support (rather than olptr-
ate) licensed public edtxxtional television stations. The new law 
gmge wuld provide that such -1 districts mdd receive one 
dollar for each pupil of attendance cntitlenmt, ~pto a mldnarm of 
$100,000, far the support of such stations. 

Finally, the ammitt- that the Gemral Assably
rdew pmgram stpport lwels and esmblish such fbr 1983. rn the 
absence of legislative action in that regard during the 2982 session, 
the b i l l  prwida for the repeal of the public school finance act on 
MYfl, 1982. 

F i s c a l  inplicatims, As indicated, the CamPdttw an k b l  
Finance mcamds several sbstantive revisions to the -1 Finance 
Act of 1973. K l e  those.revisionsm l d ,  taken together, e n a i l  an 
appropriation of an additional $80 million in 1979, each of the revi-
sions, seprately, has an associated cost factor. Those cbst 
faceon are as follass: 
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tbm e , tbmttm@W Wsidemtian 
to r 2%=? * i n g  of Wlic sc-1a gropbsrls mlatim .ta 
s-t* Test* wor reeeiwkd caneslmf* cutrcnt %&tantial mli-
mqm dm mttp w, 8s w1P # wi~t19 -1mmt2try id 
altmmtfr% m e s .  I t  rras the -am of -tt-
w i ~ t h t . t h b ~ r ~ ~ b ] r r ~ m x ~ t d ~ lbe pm-
t U l y  or mtfpely m q l d  by 0 t h  re- s-89. In the process 
of its dslmiozm, ae d t t s a  m a the mngc of slmp~l€qn-
m md d t & M t i w b  mwcw urtil, fbnlly, nro such mces won 
d t t #  adqqhl .  %hose me l u p l y  wffl-wry in Ymtlrre 
and m,by ~~ thm $80 million by which the stata share of 
-1 f-a & f m r w a  in 1979, help Da plpyfdQ 1-1 SC-1 
distrfct tax relief. In addition, that mmt of mney mwld 

, , ,,pmriQ =zwwmf l progrnrs in distficts. 
, . 

arra. Bill No. I antaim aprotrisim- mlatilfe. m4 
IWW --by the d o t e e ,  

-1y tb graSr kbse Bill 1726's mvm men*,liwitatim m 
the +Pnucl m h s t a t e  -1 f w d  expdftures. &wcifically,
Bill lW. 1 g Xegislativa W a r a t i m  stating that it is 
propa m u t i l b ; ~the pmpet.ty tax ralief proceads fraa thar apvration
of that lfabfation in wing of its s ~ t a n t i v eSCiQol finance 
provfrimm, aldl utiliwixm is dsclawd ts b proper m y ,  ?mwer, 
"to the ax- that tha distribution of said rmmm lnder [thu 

m e - aticlQ) will e e w !  prrrparty tax Wief c. 

k its p m r i b u t h  ao tha fiJwEing of Wlic sc)rool s-t* 
3 1  . W. 2 m d ,  gffsrttve July 1, 1978, continue indsfinf tely the 
five cents per-packstate  cigrrotte a x  -ease psssd-.as part of 
h e B i l l  5726 (1977). It  I s  the intmtim of tha d t t e e  that m 
asrwrnt of mMq squnl to thst -tad that imrews. ba md to 
fhmm h m i o m  B i l l  Ho. 1. In a related prrwfsfon, the 
b i l l  - - a  -t ao correct aa m i g h t  in Horae B i l l  
1726 mi *t  W ~ m t emima Fhe entire ~sorlnt of ddf-

rart~aaort-,.m t d b y  the W ~ C ~ @ M W .  

F i s d  iaplicationg. Btimw vary a$ m tb apmt of mmy
be iv?fliilib prclperrr tu =lief thmthe w r a t h  of da 

5(3m gmmnt l h i u t f o n  h l h m  Bill 1726. Wt mriatim ia 
~ r g e ~ y r r ~ d d f f ~ i n ~ t ~ & ~ b mb kat 

f n e l d  in the state  '*$- Wf,a d  diffffing mjaiotts fbY  


h In  state m m l  ftwd revmes. 3 b  hl r rcer t 
-rwt- of iindtdtinis p d s  bor Pisea l  V m r  1974%-$9**c %k 
grpmxfnrtely $56 dllim. to  a p j m b t e l y  4102 millia. 

'I' 

t 
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1977 Interim Campittee Proposal
Appmpriatim Requi-ts L/ 

W r  Current Act 

FY 1977- 78 (Rase Year) 

cummt Act cost 
less Pemmemt Schbol Fmd incm 

Ejquals FY 1977-78 Central Fund Appqriation 

112 CY 1978 
I/Z CY 1979 

Subtotal 
less ~e-mt school m d  inuae 

&~sFY1978-79GenezglFmdPippmpriatim 

FY 1978-79 b e r a l  Fwd Appropriation
less FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation 

Equals Appropriation Increase (no change in 
kt) 

FY 1977-78 General Fund Applc~priatim
tines 7%Allowable Increase W.B. 1726) 

Equals Allowable Increase far FY 1978-79 

less Permanent School F m d  in-
Fquals Ff 1978- 79 -era1 Fmd Appropriation 

FY 1978- 79 General Fund &propriation 
less N 1977-78 W r a l  Fund Appropriation

Fqmls &propriation Increase ( w i t h  mcom-
-1 

FY 1978-79 hmria t ion  Increase 
less All&& 7%Increase (H.B. 1726) 
subtom1 
less Projected Incmsed Cigarette Tax 
Re- (H.B. 1726) 

Bpuels Rsquirsd Qrtim of H.B. 1726 Pmperty 
Tax Relief hmy-

mii 

$361.2 million 

-19.0 


million 

$193.6 million 
201.8 


5395.,
-23.0 

m l n i l l i o n  

$372.4 
-342.2 

$ 30.2 

$342.2 
x .07 
n3T 


-23.0 

$411.9 

-342.2 


$ 69.7 

$ 69.7 

-17.0-
$ 28.7 

3-




FY 1979-rnJ$O,mpTiatim 
LdlSS WR FY 1978-79 SMQ 

8 q d s  EYT39rn&0 
lass Wtmd 73 Incmm WB. 1726 

&& b d H.3. 17% 4 

1- hmW!3Bd cimtt0 thlt -
W*R. 17261 

Fqllsls T i m of H.3. 11126 Pmparry 
Tax Relie 




Subtom1 (* p=C=dm pae l
less Incmased Ciprette Tax kvmw for 
1979-80 (H.B. 1726)


Net FY 1979-80 B8Se 

tirmes 71 Alllrwable Increase 


Fwls Allwablc Incrasc 


Kanlecek Amndment and Cigarette Tax 

FY 1980-81 Appqriation 

less Mt FY 1979-80 Base 


B q a s  FY 1980-81 Increase 

less A l l e l e  7 t  Increase 


Muals New Re- and H.B. 1726 
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revma for 
FY 1980-81 (H.B. 1726) 

& a s  lbyhed Portia of H.B. 1726 Property 
Tax Relie ~ w e y z I  

l / 2  CY 1981 

1/2 CY 1982 


Slhtotal 
less Permsnent School Fmd income 

Equals FY 1981-82 m r a l  Fmd Appropriatian 

A l l m b l e  Increase 

FY 	1980-81 Appropriation
less portion f H.B. 1726 Property Tax 
*lief hbney-39 

Subtotal 
less Increased Cigarette Tax Remm 
for FY 1980-81 (H.B. 1726) 

Net FY 1980-81Base 

times 79 A l l d l e  Increase 


Equals AIlaJable Increase 


ICadlecek Anrendmnt a d  Cigarette Tax 

FY 1981-82 rnmpriation
less Net FY 1980-81 Base 

Eqmls FY 1981-82 Increase 
less Allmable 7 t  Increase [H.B. 17 ) 

Equals NW Re- asd H-B*1726 m-iY 
less Increased Ciga~etteT8x Re- for 
FY 1981-82 (H.B. 1726) 

Bqlrsls Required Portion of H.3. 1726 Pmperty 
Tax Relfef hbneyy 



I ' n e  mferencr ta H.B. I ~ M  ~ ~ ~ c c 4 k  tois m ~ I W  S U - ~ I I ~  -tel 
thut et, khich pf-s a s a w  m t  lilPlWtfOri CII the -1 gtrrPith

W & ! m d W f d b t  ahd p&&s that r-0 in a-
Ifndtatien [&ledlt&irnof & four pmnt mssm] b@ spent

fur p w itrlx mlidfr 



Minority Report 


Senator H .  Fowler and 

Representative Tancredo 


In t h e  firm belief that  the present Colorado School Finance Act 
is based upon an essentially arbitrary and unfair resource distri-
bution schene, and tha t  the foregoing report is not res ive t o  the 
challenge of Senate B i l l  138 to recomnend a ttcompre ensive revision ofT-=-
the 1973 Act1', the & m e  members of t h e  1977 Interim Comnittee on 
School Finance respectfully disagree with certain aspects of the 
mjority report of the comnittee and submit t h i s  minority report. 

There 	are three separable elements t o  the sc??oolfinance ques-
tion: 


I .  	 How much money w i l l  t h e  state provide for  elementary and 
secondary education, and what distrihution mechanism 
(formula) w i l l  be used to assure that every child gets 
h i s  fair share? 

11. 	 Since the state obviously will not support 100% of schml 
costs, what kind of sharing formula should be used t o  
assure that every taxpayer will make a reasonably similar 
effort t o  supprt his  local schools? 

111. 	 Haw will the money be raised t o  fund the stateqs share of 
a finance program? 

With respect t o  ( I ) ,  we do not agree that conthing the 
present distribution mthd ("ARBt') is a just or defensible course. 
We propose a distribution method involving two new approaches: 

A. 	 Funding the needs of children based upon instmc-
tional unit conputation. 

B. 	 Abandunment of "categorical" programs and folding
their costs into general funding, 

A completed b i l l  is not submitted with th i s  report although the 
attached district-by-district print-out describes the  relative effect 
of funding schools on the basis of changing needs rather than upon 
historical assumptions. Please use t h i s  print-out onl  t o  indicate 
the "level of unfairness" in the ARB method. The A P C d  based upon 
arbitram factors which would be subiect t o  lerrislative correction. 
m ~ , ' t h eN C S  is calculated and adjkted using exactly the s m  
fonmlae for every district. 

This system provides for a "foundation grant" for each &is-
t r i c t ,  based upon an APCS (Average Pmgram Cost per Student) m-

-1-



puted on an instntaional mit  value per child adjus t4  fo r  existing
economic differences between districts. The APCS may be seen by some 
as being mughly equivalent t o  the ARB -- the relative differences 
between them are a measure of the basic unfairness of the ARB 
approach. In addition t o  the foundation grant the systan cal ls  for a 
"supplemental grantt*which might be computed according to t h e  follow-
ing schedule: 

Supplemmt for 	 Base-
Special duca2ion 	 Actual incidence of handicappd 

children 

Small attendance 	 Banus pupils as a t  present 

Gifted and talented 	 Flat S t  of pupils changing to 
actual incidence as they are 
identified 

Economically disadvantaged 	 Per Title I, no threshold 

Nm-English speaking 	 Per K R  count as at presmt, 
tutorial 

Bi-lingual 	 Per CnE-accepted program, 
per pupil entitlement 

Transporta;:ion 	 Full cost mim&ursmtmt 

Schwl lunch 	 Full cost reizrmfiurs~t 

fiith respect to  (XI), the action of t h e  c d t t e  leads us t o  
believe that there is som mysterious bond between the ARB concept and 
"Power Equalization'' as a sharing formula. We proposed that this for-
nulacould be w e d w i t h  the instructional unit  (APCS) distribution 
p r o g r a u t  the c d t t e e  apparently did not agree. Therefore, we 
support a change t o  a simple buy-in concept: following the develop-
ment of the APCS for any district, the district is invited to "buy-in" 
to state support for the '!basic foundation and supplenental grantsvvhy
levying a t  least 25 mills fo r  the school general fund. (Districts 
raising the required APCS at  lower levies would not be  required t o  do 
any more than that.) The state would support any costs above 25 mills 
t o  reach the computed APCS. There would be no m i n h  guarantee, but 
there wbujd be a hold harmless factor t o  assure every district no less 
than 105% of the 1978 expenditure per child. ?HIS SHARING A R R A N m  
NMJLD CUT ?HE "AVERAGEf' PIWPERTI TAX FOR WmL GENERAL FIND BY MUST 
HALF ($250 saving on a $33,000 house). 

With respect to I I I, we support the fud ing  amangmmts which 
the cormnittee favored until the last vote (at which two critical 
pro-sales tax members were temporarily absent). These funding mecha-
nisms include: 



A taxshift from pmperty tax to a 1t increase in sales tax 

A cantinuation of the 1977 cigarette tax increase 

Application of the proceeeds of the 7% gwemmental spending 
1imitation 

A measure incorporating the above proposals will be intduced 
in the foflhcoming legislative session. We join to thank the leader-
ship of our interim committee for creating an mvironmnt within which 
conflicting v i m  might result in a greater understanding of the 
issues involved and in the development of a superior plan for financ-
ing Colorado public education, which we believe our plan to be. 





1973 "525" 

-ARB N'CS 

Cast illa, Centennial 
Costilla, Sierra Grande 
Crowley, Crowley 
Custer, Consolidated 
k l t a ,  Delta 

Denver, Denver 
Dolores, Dolores 
b u g l a s ,  nouglas 
~ a ~ i e ,iagle-. 
E l b e r t ,  Elizabeth 

Elbert, Kiowa 

Elber t ,  Rig Sandy 
E l b e r t ,  Elbert 
Elher t ,  Agate 
E l  Paso, Calhan 

E l  Paso, Harrison 
El Paso, Widefield 
E l  Paso, Fountain 
E l  Paso, Colorado Springs 
El Paso, Cheyenne Mountain 

E l  Paso, M i t o u  Springs 
E l  Paso, Academy 
E l  Paso, Ellicott 
E l  Paso, Peyton 
F,l Paso, IIanover 

E l  Paso, Lewis-Palmer 
E l  Paso, Falcon 
El Paso, Edison 
E l  Paso, Miami-Yoder 
Fremont, Canon City 

Fremont, Florence 
Fremont, Cotopaxi 
Garfield, Roaring Fork 
Garfield, rarfield 
rarfied, Grand Valley 

Gilpin, Gilpin County 
Grand, West Grand 
Grand, East Grand 
Gumison, Gunnison West 
Iiinsdale, Ifinsdale 



1979 "525" 
AnAE- -Units -AN3 APCS 

h e rfano, Heurfano 
Huerfano, La Veta 
Jackson, br th  Park 
Jefferson, Jefferson 
Kiowa, Eads 

Kiowa, Plainview 

Kit Carsan, Flagler 
Kit Carson, Seibert 
K i t  Carson, Vona 
Kit Carson, Stratton 

K i t  Carson, Bethune 
Kit Carson, Burlington 
Lake, Lake County 
La Plata, Durango 
La Plata, Bayfiefd 

Ia Plata, Ignacio 
larimer, Poudre 
k rher,  Thoqson 
Larimr, Park (Estes) 
Las Animas, Trini&d 

Las himas, Primro 230 16.2769 1694 1937.37 
Las Anirrras, Hoehne Reorganized 370 25.8040 1400 1836.52 
Ias Anims, Aguilar 240 16,4828 1400 2055.19 
Ias h imas ,  Rmson 54 3.8rIS3 2329 2787.38 
Las An+, K i m  R e o r g ~ z e d  120 8.2710 2215 2266.33 

Lincoln, Hugo 
Lincoln, Limon 
Iincoln, Genoa 
Lincoln, KamZ 
Lincoln, h i b a  

Logan, Valley 
Logan, F r e n c h  
Logan, Buffalo 
Logan, Plateau 
Mesa, IkBeque 

b s a ,  Plateau Valley 281 19.3Ol62 1400 1946.99 
Mesa, k s a  Valley 13100 904.9982 1453 l68S,27 
Mineral, Creek Consolidated 198 13.7610 1665 1767.66 
bffat, Moffat 2450 168.8535 1433 1578.52 
Montezuma, Montezw 2780 192.2845 1400 1585.r14 



1979 r tS25t t  

-ADA€ -Units ARR APCS 

Montezurna, Blores 
mntezum, Mancos 
Yontrose, Mntrose 
bbntrose,West End 
bbrgan, Brush 

Fbrgan, Fort brgan 
bbrgan , Weldon Va 1ley 
bbrgan,Wiggins 
Otero, East Otero 
Otero, Rocky Ford 

Otero, bhnzano1a 
Otero, Fowler 
Otero, Cheraw 
Otero, Swink 
k a y ?  m a y  

W ~ Y ,Ridway
Park, Platte Canyon 
Park, Park 

Phillips, flolyoke 
Phillips, Haxtun 

Pitkin, Aspen 
Prowers , Granada 
Prowers, b m r  
Prowers, f-Iolly 
Prowers, W iley 

Pueblo, Pueblo City 

Pueblo, Pueblo Rural 

Rio Rlanco, Mkeker 

KOBlanco, Rangely 

Rio Gmnde, Del Norte 


Rio Grande, Monte Vista 
Rio Grande, Sargent 
Rout t,Hayden 
Routt, S t e m h a t  Springs 
Routt, South Routt 

Saguache, Edomtain Valley 
Sagmche, Moffat 
Saguache, Center 
San Juan, Silverton 
San Miguel, Telluride 



1979 

-Units ARB 

Sari Miguel, Norwood 
San RL-1, Eghar 
Sedgwick, Julesburg 
Sedgwick, Plate  Valley 
Sumit ,  Sunnnit 

Teller, Cripple Creek 
Teller, Wwdlatld Park 
Washington, Akron 
Washington, Plrkkaree 
Washington, Otis 

Washington, h e  Star 
Washington, W l i n  
Weld, Gilcrest 
Weld, Eaton 
Weld, Keenesburg 

Weld, Windsor 
Weld, Johnstuwn 
Weld, Greeley 
Weld, Platte Valley 
Weld, Fort L q t m  

Weld, Ault -Highland 

Weld, Briggsdalc 

Weld, Prairie 

Weld, Grover 

Y m ,  West Y m a  


Yuma, East Y m  



The History of School Finance in Colorado 

Le~islativeAction Prior t o  1952 

Under the provisions of the Constitution of the State of 
Colorado, adopted krch 14,  1876, the fenera1 Asshly  was d i r ~ t dt o  
tt  ... provide for the establishment and maintenance of a thorough and 
uniform system of free public schools throughout the statevg. Legis-
lation adopted in 1877 t o  i m p l m t  this  requirement provided for the  
funding of such schools, on a county flow-through basis, f m  local 
property taxes lwied by local £bards of Education and f m  the state 
Public School Income Fund. 

The state Public School Income Fund was established by the Con-
stitution and includes the p r o c d s  from lands granted t o  the state 
for education purposes, estates that  escheat to the state, and other 
grants, g i f t s  or devises. Primary income t o  the fund is f m  proceeds 
of the state school lands, granted t o  the state by the Congress in the 
Enabling Act. 

In 1877 the General Assembly provided for semi-annual disburse-
ments of the Public School Fund on the basis  of the ntrmber of school 
age children in each county. The first distribution in July, 1879, 
totaled $7,041.30, or 26.6 cents per child. 

In 1908, Congress passed the Forest Reserve Act and provided 
for the return of 25 percent of federal revenues from national forests 
to the county of origin for the support of roads and schools. bder 
state law, the county is required t o  allocate its receipts from this 
source to roads and schools, with the provision that  not less than 
five percent may be allocated to either. 

In 1917, the first indirect appropriation from the state gen-
eral school districts was enacted for purposes of matching
federal support for vocational education. The moneys were t o  be paid 
out of funds appropriated for the maintenance and supprt of imti-
tutions under the control of the State Board of Agriculture. 

In 1921, legislation was adopted providing that m i n h  teacher 
s a l a r i e m t  at $1000 per year for teachers with two years of col-
lege education, and $1200 per year for teachers with four years col-
lege education. In addition, salaries were not t o  be less than $75 
per mth and teachers were t o  be paid on an m u a l  basis.  Related 
legislation was also adopted at that the requiring that districts 
levy an amrunt suff icimt t o  raise $75 per mnth per teacher, Further 
provisions stated that only one teacher per 25 students could be 
certified for the first 100 students enrolled in any district, and one 
teacher per 40 students for enrollments exceeding 100.  More teachers 
were required t o  be funded in districts in sparsely populated areas, 
poor areas, and areas with particularly small enrollments. An addi-
tional provision related t o  the number of high school teachers, and 
requirdthatmebefunddfor each 25 students. If the amwnt 

http:$7,041.30


necessary to  raise such f m d s  exceeded five mills, only five mills 
wuuld be levied and the difference made up out of priority disburse-
m t s  from the Public -1 I n m e  Fund, before the per capita dis-
bursamts  of such fwd. Districts were allwed to  mke additional 
levies to pay for general operating expenses and teacher salaries in 
excess of the m i n h  specified in the law. 

In 1930, total general purpose school revenues tota led some 
$24.8 m,of which the state contributed appmximately $750,000 
from the Public School Income Fmd, k t y  school revenues totaled 
$5.8 million, with s W l  districts raising an additional $18.3 mil-
lion from the property tax. 

In 1935, as a mans of bringing a court tes t  of the validity of 
direct state support for local shoo1 districts, an appropriation of 
$500 was mde from the state general furad to the  public schools. The 
appropriation for this prpose was upheld by the Colorado Sup= 
C o u r t  in 1937 willnore v. Armear, 100 Colo, 106, 65 P.2d l433) ,  stat-
ing that : 

...[t]he establishment and financial m i n t m c e  of the public 
schools of the  state is the carrying out of a state, and not a 
local or mmicipal purpose. 

In 1937, legislation was adopted to  implmmt the state inane 
tax pa- the voters at the 1936 general election as an amendment 
to the State Constitution. The apparent purpose of the cunstitutiona1 
amendmnt was to supplant property taxes as the source of funding f o r  
public education and the act provided that the  funds derived frm the 
income tax would be distributed t o  school districts in order to  pay 
for the mininarm teacher salary provisions in the 1921 Taw. The first 
allocation of m e y s  under this law-was approximately $878,000, and 
was based an n h e r  of school age children in each district, as m-
pared t o  the state total.  I f  a district's share of such funds was in 
excess of the required mininnrm teacher salaries, they were 
redistributed t o  a l l  districts m the basis of pupils. Conversely, if 
the monies so distributed were not sufficient the district would levy 
an m t  sufficient t o  make up the difference, 

Also, in 1937, the kneral ksembly adopted legislation p v i d -
ing for a state program of holrre instruction for handicapped children. 

In 1937, ad valoren taxes on motor vehicles were replaced with 
rmnual graduated specific ownership taxes which were distributed in 
the sane rrranner as property taxes. Accordingly, school districts 
received a proportional munt of the tax relative t o  their mill levy 
as conpared t o  the state total of school levies. 

In 1939, the m t  of income taxes resewd for public schools 
was changed. Under the 1937 law, a l l  amunts in excess of a five per-
cent retention for refmds, and three percent for administration, were 
for schools. Under the 1939 a m e n h t ,  the two  Muctions were 
retained and the public schools given 65 percent of the reminder of 



collections from 1937, 1938, and 1939 taxes. The other 35 percent was 
set aside for a special general fund rcserve for the state. Alloca-
tions on the basis of nuhers of students were continued, and direct& 
to fund the minirmrm teacher salary program. A n  amendment t o  the law 
rquired districts t o  reduce property tax levies by an amount compa-
rable to their receipts f rom the state income tax. 

1940, total school general h d  revenues w e r e  $21.2 million, 
dokm sk f r o m  1930.i g  t y The state now contributed almost $1.8 m i l -
l ion to  schools, while both county and school district property taxes 
were down from 1930, to $4.1 million, and $15.3 million respectively. 

In 1941, the allocations f r o m  income tax proceeds, after deduc-
tion f o m d s  and administration, were 10 percent for school d i s -
tricts and 90 percent for general fund reserve. After June 30, 1941, 
the 35 percent schools and 65 percent state general fund distribution 
was reinstated and, sti l l  utilizing the 1937 distribution scheme on 
the basis of student ppulations. 

Under t h e  Flood Control Lands Act of 1941 (30 IEC 701c- 33 , 75 
percent of federal receipts realized f r o m  the leasing of lands 
acquired for flood control, navigation, and a l l i d  purposes were to be 
returned through the state t o  the county of origin f o r  roads or 
schools. 

In 1943, the administration expense deduction f rom the  incme 
tax was increased t o  five percent; of the remaining proceeds, 35 per-
cent went t o  schools under t h e  per student allmation formula adopted 
in 1937 t o  fund the miniTmrm teacher salary program, while 65 percmt 
was retained by the state for the general fund. An additional pmvi-
sion directed that  for 1943 t o  1945, 15 percent of the net receipts be 
set aside in a special State School Equalization Fund -- such amount 
coming from the state's 65 percent share. 

Under the Minimum Educational Program Act, also adopt& in 
1943, the State School Equalization F u d  was utilized to aid districts 
on the hasis of classmom units. Under t h i s  act, the state set  mini-
naun revenue needs per classroom unit at $1,000 for elementary students 
and, up to 5 mills, $1,333 for high school students. The county was 
required, as before, t o  levy an amount, up to 5 mills, sufficient to 
raise the $75 per mnth m i n i m  teacher salary, and the state con-
tinued to provide any difference between the five mill levy and the 
minimum teacher salary levels f rom Public School Income Fund priority 
disbursements and continuing per student distrihutions. The provision 
of the 1937 law distributing incame taxes on the basis of student 
population was also retained. The state continued t o  recapture any 
excess of local revenues, plus the state distribution for teadher sal-
aries, and to reallocate these monies to a l l  districts on the basis of 
student population. 

Under this new law, the state  required the county to levy 
enough revenue, regardless of the five mill limit, t o  fund the mininarm 
teacher salaries at their full level, after taking into account state 



distributions mchathe income tax law and Public School Income Fund, 
In addition, each district was rquired t o  notify the county of the 
difference betwem such local teacher salary revenues plus state sup-
port and the amount necessary t o  raise the mininarm classroom revenue 
specified by the state. 7 ' k  county comissimers could then mke an 
additional levy of up to one mill t o  raise that m t .  If this addi-
tional levy plus state revenues did not meet the m i n k  classmom 
value, an additional 2.5 mills could be levied by the cmissioners, 
or f .5 mills for unior! or county high school districts. This revenue 
was set aside jn a separate s w i a l  fund for each district huwn as 
the 'Minimum Educational Needs Fund", 

The state then ma& disbursemnts f r o m  the Special State School 
Equalization Fund equal to one-half of the difference between the 
local revenues under the Minimum Educational Needs Fund and the total 
required fo r  the m i n k  classroom munt, Such distributions were 
only made if the district certified a levy to the commissioners equal 
to an amunt which would raise t h e  other half of the deficiency. Hqw-
ever, in no case could the to ta l  levy of third class districts exceed 
20 mills, and any deficiency was made up by the state f r o m  the gua l -
izatiun fund. 

In 1945, refinements were made to the 1943 law, with t h e  state 
funding the total difference between local and other state  funds and 
the m i n h  classrm value. Junior college districts were also pro-
vided with state suppr t  for the first time, h a s 4  m t h e  number of 
students taking a full-time program. The distributions fromthe 
income tax continued to be 35 percent schools, 50 percent state, anrl 
15 percent special equalization aid to districts, This allocation was 
of the ammt remaining after deduction of the  refund and administra-
tion costs of 10 percent f r o m  the total receipts of the  income tax. 

Also in 1945, the state program fo r  the education of handi-
capped children was revised. hder the Handicapped Children' s Edu-
cation Act, the state could make paynmts t o  school districts for the  
education of handicapped children and also make payments t o  enroll 
children who lived jn districts without programs in districts with 
such programs. 

In 1947, a l l  remaining revenues from the income tax, after 
deduction of refunds and administration costs, were c d i t e d  to the 
state general fund. Automatic allocations t o  the special school a id  
funds were discontinued. 

The state suppofi program for m i n i m  teacher salaries and 
classroom-mit revenues were, however, contb w d .  These w e r e  now 
funded by appropriations rather than direct earmark& of the incame 
tax. 

An additional state program was adopted under the  terms of 
which each district received I S  cents per day of average daily attend-
ance for each pupil. This new provision fund-1 hy any excess fmm the 
appropriation for classrooms. Mininun levies were set for  the  various 



classes of districts to qualify for participation in this sta te  fund-
ing * 

In 1949, legislation was adopted concerning equalization of 
progerty asscssmts. The act provided that no district could receive 
state funds for classroom units, or the spillover from those funds, if 
the land within that district were assessed a t  more than five percent 
below the state average, The Sta te  Tax Cormnissiorr made such determi-
nations on the basis of sales ratio data and the State bard of Equal-
ization was required to  make horizontal adjustments Fn classes to 
effect qua l i za t ion  of assessments. 

Also in 1949, the minimun classmom value was increased t o  
$2000 and allocations from the spillover of the equalization fund 
assigned a $50 p r  year per pupil d m ,  

1950, the total cost  of public school general fmd expendi-
tures A+-more than doubled from 1940 t o  $49.4 million, State funds 
increased to about 20 percent of the total ,  or $10 million, County 
property taxes totaled $4.3 million and s&ml district pmperty taxes 
$35 million. 

In 1950, Congress adopted Public Law 81-874 under which the 
federal govement makes payments t o  ttimpactecl" school districts in 
l ieu of property taxes. Such impact was defined as either the exist-
ence of a large amount of tax exempt federal property or requirements
for educating a large number of pupils living on federal pmperty 
(e.g., military bases). 

In 1951, the amount of the minirmm classmom unit was increasd 
to $zlC)D,d  the equalized assessments requirement for receipt of 
state f-unds was repealed. 

In 1952, legislation was adoptd rquiring that county revermes 
under t m r a l  Flood fmtml Lands Act of 1941 he credited at the 
rate of 25 percent t o  the mad and bridge fund and 75 percent to  
schools. If there is more than me district in the county, allaca-
tions are made on the basis of average daily attendance. Although 
other federal programs provide payments in lieu of property taxes t o  
local govemmmts for roads or schmls, these payments go t o  the 
c m t y  of origin and there are no statutory provisions specifying what 
portion, if any, is to be allocated to school districts. Included in 
this la t ter  category are wunty receipts under t h e  hkhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act of 1935 (7 USC 1(1l2), and the bterials Act of 1947 
(Public Law 82-136). 
The Public School Finance Act of 1952 

The statefs first educational foundat ion program was enacted 
following a two-year study by a cormittee appointed by the revernor. 
The xecommdations, embodid in the Public School Finance Act of 
1952, established the principle of state financing in order to msurs 



the availability of a "foudation program" of ducation in each s&ml 
district, 

Under th i s  act, the state guarantd  each school district r e -
nues of $2625 per classmm unit served by a graduate certified 
teacher and $2425 per classroom unit smed by other cert i f id per-
sonnel, Classmm units  were determined on thebas i s  of aggregate 
days of attendance and one unit  was granted for the first 12 
student-180 days of attendance; a second one for t h e  next 16 
student-180 days of attendance; md additional units  for each 20 
student-180 &ys of attendance. Special provisions in the act w e r e  
made for districts in sparsely populated areas or with necessarily 
isolated schools. 

To be eligible to receive such state aid, districts could not 
pay teachers less than 75 percent of the state guamtee per classroom 
unit. The m i n k  school year was set at 170 days. In addition, cer-
tain levy requiremmts were inposed: six mills for the cotmty public 
school fund (distributd to each district mlucating students from such 
county], or less, if allowed by the State Board of Education on the 
basis of excess revenue. In addition, county or union high sdhool 
districts were required to lev).tm mills; class 1, Z t  and 3 districts 
comprising a p r t i o n  of county or union high school d~strictsan acldi-
tional six mills; and other districts eight mills. Single district 
counties were muired t o  levy 1 4  mills. 

Districts received from the state the difference hetween their 
share cf the county's revenue plus their awn r m u e  and the amount 
guaranteed by the state. Nothing in the act prevented the levying and 
expenditure of greater m u n t s  if so desired locally. 

The act rms funded by combining appropriations fm the  fenera1 
Assembly and revenues in the Public School Income Ftmd. A distri-
bution of such m i e s  was mde in advance of the school year and final 
en t i t l emts  determined and distributed half-my through the year, 
Any r-ining M s were distributed proportionately on the hasis of 
attendance at t he  close of the school year. The appropriation for the  
1952-1953 school year was $12.5 million and t o t a l  state aid approached 
$15 million. 

Jmior college districts were also e l ig ib le  for state funds at 
a rate specified in the  act. 

A contingency fund equal t o  1 .5  percent of appropriations was 
held by the State Board of Education and could he distributed to di s -
t r ic ts ,  upon application, for needs resulting fmm acts of rod, 
e n m l l m t  increases, and temprary enroXlmnts. Any fmds left over 
at the end of the year were distributed t o  a l l  districts on the basis  
of attendance. 

Philosophically, the act established sweral state principles 
regarding plblic education. By establishing a basic expenditure level 
per classroom, the state was accepting responsibility for providing i n  



In 1956, a new state categorical aid program was establisl-id 
far s b u l  district transportation expenditures. Df stricts were 
entitled to four cmts p r  mile and two cents per day for each pupil 
actually transpafled. Allowances t o  pupils for hoard, in lieu of dis-
trict transportation, were  funded at 15 cents per day per pupil ,  

The Public School hmdation Act of 1957 

After the 1955 session, a Legislative Council a m i t t e e  began a 
study of several aspects of education including educational finance. 
The following principles used as guides for  this study were developed 
by a subwmittee on s-1 finance: 

-	 Provide Esr a state-local partnership in the financing of 
a realistic f a d a t i o n  program. 

-	 Encourage the developrent and exercise of local leadqr-
ship and responsibility for education. 

-	 Ensure that all taxpayers in the state provide their fair 
share of the  cost of public education. 

-	 Seek t o  s-ie optimtnn educational returns from a l l  
expenditures. 

-	 Pxavide that the law should be as simple, equitable, and 
as administratively sound as possible, 

-	 Encourage the development of school districts and attend-
ance areas large enough to facilitate the operation of 
q l e t e ,  economical, an3 efficient schools, 

Thc findings and reconmendations of the subuxdttee were 
prefaced by the following statement stmrrmarizing the difficulties found 
in the 1952 s h l  finance act: 

bbst of the difficulty and confusion concerning 
color ado*^ School Finance Act sterns f r o m  the failure t o  differ-
entiate b e t w m  this act as a jneans of distributing a f i x d  
amount of revenue and a bona fide foundation pmgram. While 
the act has some characteristics of both types of programs, it 
is fundamntally a distribution plan. 

&my of the r ~ ~ d a t i o n sof the interim study were irtcaqm-
rated in the rewrite of the Public School Finance Ace of 1952, 
reenacted the Public School F~mdationAct in 1357. Alt'mugh the 
i o d a t i o n  concept remained the same, several significant change  were 
ma&. 

Under the new law, classroom units r a i n e d  the basis of state 
funding, but were determined on the basis of average h d p & i t - e
rather than aggregate daily attendance. One classmom unit was 



allowed for the first 1 5  students of average daily attendance (APA) ; 
second, third and fourth classroom units were allowed fo r  20 AnA each; 
and additional units for each additional 25 AIM. (haranted revenue 
from county property taxes plus state support for such classroom units 
was increased to $4500 for non-graduate cert i f ied teachers and $5200 
for teachers with graduate certificates, The sparsity factor was 
eliminated but small attendance center aid was revised and refined. 

The minimum lwel of teacher salaries, as a percentage of 
classroom guaranteed revenue, was reduced f rom 75 to 65 percent. The 
minim school year was increased tm days t o  172. 

The required county school levy for participation in the pro-
gram was increased to 1 2  m i l l s ,  whereas the requirements for district 
levies were discontinued. A s  under the 1952 act, 1.5 Wrcent of the 
appropriation was retained by the  state board for contingency distri-
butions. The contingency for enrollmt increases was rqlacd by a 
formal program providing funds, in the discretion of the  State Board 
of Education, to districts with increases of more than seven percent 
over the previous year. As mder the 1952 law, any m t s m i n i n g  
in the contingency fund were distributed at the end of the school year 
in the sam manner as other funds distributed by the  act. 

The state fmding whanism changed slightly f r o m  the 1952 law. 
Rather than combine appropriations and income f r o m  the  Public School 
Fund, the appropriation was used to fund classmom units and amounts 
from incorn on state school lands were utilized to provide a "direct 
grant" program on the basis of aggregate attendance. ke ip t s  under 
the federal Mineral Leasing Act continued t o  be used t o  fund the main 
act. Another change was that excess appropriations were not distrib-
uted but reverted to the state general fund. 

In brief, this act represented Coloradops first serious attempt 
to provide equalization of the burden of taxation fo r  the support of 
schools. Under the 1957 act each county was rquird  to levy 12 mills 
for the support of schools and the state would add enough money t o  
provide $5,200 for each classroom unit of the school districts. Reve-
nues derived f r o m  state school lands were distributed on the  basis of 
aggregate attendance and provided approximately $200 more for each 
classroom mit being once again separated from the state appropria-
tions in terms of the distribution method. 

The theory behind this plan was that it would provide the same 
numher of dollars for the support of each c h i l d  through similar effort 
an the part of each taxpayer. The interim conrnittee recognizd a t  
that time, however, that the amtmt providd was not adequate to pro-
vide a reasonable minimum education program. 

Also in 1957, the transpafiation entitlement was r a i d  to 
eight cents per mile and four cents per pupil. A limitation was add& 
that  no district could receive more than 75  percent of actual trans-
portation costs. 



In 1960, the act was amnded to return t o  the concept of the 
1952 law and el inhate  reversions from the funding of classroom units. 
Any excess In the appropriation was distributed under the  same ''direct 
grantq'program then utili~edto distribute income from stgte scholsl 
lands. 

Also in 1960, a SO percent sales ratio factor was added. A 
sales rat io  is the percentage the assessed valuation is of the mrket 
sale price of prope~ty. The state average safes ratio and the  sales 
rat io  of each of the counties was determined hy studies conducted ky 
the  Legislative Council over a three ymr period, 

Under the plan adopted, the  county's assess& valuation for 
purposes of c o q u t h g  the a m t  t o  be raised by the 1 2  mill county 
1my was adju s t d  frmi the county's actual sales ratio halfway toward 
the state average sales ratio,  resul t ing in a theoretical amount: of 
property taxes that would be raised i f  the assessed values were 
accordingly adjust&. In those districts whose assessed values were 
azjuusted upwards, the approach indicated a larger local share, ind 
hence rduced state apprt, than was actually col.lected. This Left a 
void fund& neither locally or at the state level. The t h e o ~ y  w a s  
that higher assessing counties should not he penalized and lcrwer 
assessing counties should not he rwarded for  their assessment prac-
tices in tern6 3f the amount of state aid d i s t r i b ~ t dunder the Public 
School Foundation Act.  

Despite the passage of this 1960 amendment, there w a s  less than 
total agremnt  7 +he General Assembly on the merits af such a 
change, and an interim legislative comit tee was appinted t o  r w i w  
t h i s  question prior to the 1961 session. This cormnittee recornended 
the continuation of the 50 percent sales ra t io  adjustment for me more 
year, followd by revision af the act when more infomtion became 
available. The cnrrenittee also ~ommenciedthe use of appraisal ratio 
studies t o  supplement sales ratio data, the inclusion of adtiitional 
information on recorded deeds, and the use of calendar year data in 
the  sales rat io contputation. 

For 1960, total state funds to puhiic schools were $30.9 mil-
l ion,  while local pmperty taxes had increased t o  $115.2 million. 

In 1961, af ter  much discussion and controversy, the General 
h s d l m  upon a ona-year prom in^ wherehy state school aid under 
the school-~mdationAct w&ld be distributed-during 1961-1362 using 
a sales ratio adjustment applied at  100 percent t o  urban real property 
only. No adjustment in the assessed valuation of all other property 
was directed. In addition, the rmeial Assembly pr~videdin a ''graiml-
father" clause that no county would receive aiiy less mney per class-
room uni t  than it had in 1960-1961, with d ~ l econsideration given t o  
changes in the number of classroom units and in  a countyqs assessed 
valuation. 

The funds provided to  implement the program for  1961-1962were 
less than the total neecid. Owing to the existence of a "grandfather" 



clause in t he  a r r r e n M t ,  allocations were not based upon a pro-rata 
forrmla and varied from about 57 percent to about 105 percent, Thus 
the grandfather clause in the 1961 h i l l  for the most part negated the 
basic f o m l a  adoptd, i , e , ,  adjusting the assessed valuation of urhan 
real property by sales ratio.  Ftrrthemre, those counties which the 
act was designed to  penalize because of under-assessment of urban real 
property actually gained state aid as a result of the interpretation 
of t h e  b i l l ' s  grandfather clause by the state Depammt of Education 
and the Attorney rmeral, 

In 1961, transportation entitlements were changed t o  ten cents 
per m i l e a n d  cents per pupil. 

The 1961 amendments called for a Legislative Council cumittee 
t o  study revision of the act. Major points that  were reconmended by 
the cormnittee included h d i n g  junior college districts in separate 
legislation. Other recomnendations were to fund all cLassrm units 
on the basis of 25 students in average daily attendance rather than 
the graduated scale provided by the 1957 act. The c d t t e e  also con-
cluded that the differentiation between classrooms on the basis of 
teacher qualifications be eliminated and that  a l l  classrooms be h d e d  
equally. Significantly, the cornittee recamended against bath the 
''grandfatherttclause and the use of sales rat io to adjust county 
valuations for determining local revenue requirements for state aid. 

Also in 1961, the  Tenera1 Assmbly adopt& a program for  the 
ducation of migrant children and pmvidd implementation ftmds t o  
local school districts. 

The Public School Foundation Act of 1962 

The 1957 act was extensively rewritten and reenacted by the 
1962 session of the General Assembly. The revised act retained the 
basic approach of the 1957 program, and the amendments thereto, but 
mde substantial changes to the determination of the mmt counties 
would be required t o  raise for participation. 

Under the terms of the 1962 act, each county was requird to  
levy an amount which would raise $200 per classroom unit, In addi-
tion, each county was required t o  raise an amount based upon a 
determination of comty "adjusted gross income" under the state income 
tax l aw and its adjusted assessed valuation based on a 100 percent
adjustmnt of urban real property to conform t o  sales ratio data. The 
remaining munt per classroom unit,  now one for every 25 students in 
average daily attendance, was fund& by the state. The guarantee per 
classroom was also set uniformly at $5200, regardless of teacher qual-
ifications. 

The excess growth program was cont inued has& on enmllment 
increases during the first twelve weeks of the year exceeding seven 
percent of the previous school year. That provision, hawever, was 
separately funded. In addition, any overfunding of the program re-
verted t o  the state general fund. 



A new and separate program was also established for smll 
attendance centers whereby additional classroom units for state fund-
ing would be granted for schools with average daily attendance of less 
than 175, if locatd 20 miles or more from the nearest other such 
center. L i k e  the excess enrollment program, this programwas sepa-
rately funded and any excess appropriations reverted t o  the general 
m. 

Another new program was also adopted re la tin^ t o  law incame 
counties, which were defined to be those counties with an adjusted 
gmss h c o m  per classmom unit of less than $103,000. nistributions 
of $200 per classroom were made to such e l ig ib le  districts from the 
contingency fund of the State Board of Education. 

The contingency reserve fund was continued, but was given a 
separate, independent appropriation that reverted t o  the state general 
fund if unspent. 

Funding of the act returned t o  the 1952 provisions for combin-
ing state general fund appropriations and income from state public
school lands for distribution to districts. In addition, revenues 
that  the state retained from t h e  federal Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 
were a1so placed in t h e  h d .  Any excess apprapriation reverted to 
the general fund, hut other excess munts remained in the fund. 

In 1963 the sales ratio adjustnmt of assessed value was elimi-
rated and a number of minor "busekeeping" amendments t o  the Founda-
tion Act were adopt&. The changes in the local requirements tended 
to slightly increase the county share, whereas changes t o  the small 
attendance center and low inconre programs made more districts eligible 
for this special aid. 

In 1965 the only change to the act was an expansion of the uses 
of the contingency resene t o  allow distributions in t h e  event of 
local district financial problems that would force closure of schools. 

Also in 1965, a new fund was created, entitled the Property Tax 
Relief Fund, f r o m  which distributions to local districts were mde. 
The intent of the fund was t o  substitute state dollars for local prop-
erty tax dollars that might otherwise have been levied t o  accomodate 
increased costs. There was, however, no requirement for local levy
reductions as a result of the grants. The grants were for 1966 and 
provided $40 for each pupil in average daily attendance. In total, 
the fund added some $18 million to the regular appropriation of $46.1 
million to the school fund. This legislation was an outgrowth of a 
1964 interim camnittee that concluded that property taxes were 
approaching the ''saturation i t and should not be further 
increased. This was the first recent attempt t o  stabilize school dis-
trict mill levies. 

In 1967 (for the year 1968), the amount of the grants under the 
Propert-lief Fund was increased t o  $52  per pupil in average 
daily attendance. 1968 thisAnother increase was also authorized in I 

tine t o  $65 per pupil for 1969. 




The Public School bundation Act of 1969 

In its 1969 session, the General Assembly enac t4  a foundation 
program to assure each schaol district $440 per pupil in average daily 
attendance f r o m  combined local and state sources, with t he  provision 
that no district was t o  receive less than $60 per pupil in average 
daily attendance of state aid. In addition, th i s  was the first year 
since 1876 that no county property tax funds were utilized and that  
all required local revenues were raised by the  districts themselves. 

The portion of the $440 per pupil paid by the district was: 

(a) 	 the district's share of revenue r a i d  through a 17 mill 
levy; which levy was adjusted W a r d  (but revenue 
requirements upward) if 17 mills would raise more than 
$250 per ADA; 

(b) 	 the districtqs specific ownership tax  receipts; ,and 

(c)  	district revenue provided from state and federal sources 
(excluding Public Law 81-874 moneys),which were avail-
able for use as determined by the hoard for the basic 
education program, i.e., non-categorical funds. These 
included federal mineral leasing, flood control, and 
timber reserve payments. 

The state provided the difference hetween t h e  munt determined 
to  be the local share and the amount required t o  provide $440 for each 
pupil.  Normally, the basis for determining a school district's 
entitlmt in the follwing calendar year was the average daily
attendance during a ,four week co~lnting p e r i d  ending the fourth Friday 
of October, although provision was made for year-amud schools. 
Since prior finance acts had relied on the attendance of the previous 
year, use of this basis removed the need for t h e  increasing enrollment 
program as it had been structured, and that program was eliminated. 

The smll attendance center program, with revisions, and the 
contingency reserve program were a n t i m e d  f r o m  the 1962 act. These 
were separately fund& by general fund appropriations, with unspent 
mies  reverting t o  the general W. The law-income district program 
was discontinued. In another change, school districts were required 
to  schedule 180 days a d  mquirements for m i n h  teacher salaries 
eliminated. 

The act was funded, as under the 1962 revision, by a combi-
nation of general fund appropriations, income f r o m  state public school 
lands, and federal Mineral Leasing Act monies retained by the state 
for this purpose. Any excess appropriation reverted t o  the general 
fund. 

Also under the 1969 act, expenditure maximms, without a vote 
of the electorate, were limited to 106 percent of the previous year. 
Prior t o  the mndment, school districts had been covered as other 



taxing jurisdictions, and limited to five percent annual increase 
without voter or Tax Cormn;lssion appmval. 

T w new program of categorical aid t o  school districts were 
adopted in 1969. First, the Education Achievement A c t  of Colorado 
providad funding for special reading pragrams. Secondly, the  Public 
Education Incentive Program Act provided state financial surport for 
the &velopmt of new programs t o  either increase efficiency or 
improve the economy of public education, 

In 1970, state foundatian support totaled $98.7 million and 
local property taxes sane $249 mill ion. 

For 1971, the act increased the state foundation level from 
$440 t o m r  pupil. 

Also in 1971, the act was mended t o  provide monthly, rather 
than quarterly, disbursemmts of state aid t o  districts. This changeil 
the provision that had been in effect since adoption of the 1957 
finance ac t .  

In 1972, the support levels were increased from $460 t o  $SIR 
for the 1973 schaol district budget year. In addition, minor house-
keeping amendnmts were made relative t o  changes in the  structure of 
state government. 

The School Finance Act of 1973 

Judicial and Legal Influences 

In the early 197OPsthe public school finance systems of Cali-
fornia, New Jersey, Minnesota, and Texas were ruled unconstitutional. 
S e n a m  v, Priest 5 Ca1.M 584, 96 Cal. Tputr. 601, 487 P.2d 1241 
L ~ 7 & ~ b i n s a n  Cahill, 287 A. 2d 187 (1972) ; Van W a R zv. 
v Hatf ield 3 3 i  P.Supp. .MM. 1971); and Rodriguez v. San 
-=pendent Sch~o~~~i%ict ,  280337 F.Supp. v.n. Tex. 1071).
h e r a l l y ,  these case held that the subject public school finance 
s c h m s  wire violative of the equal protection clause of t h e  Four-
teenth hendmmt of the U.S. Constitution at the education clauses of 
state mmtitutions or both. That which follaws is a discussion of 
the legal criteria applied to public school finance in these cases and 
the relevance of the cases and legal criteria t o  the f o m l a t  ion of 
the current Colorado public school finance system. 

In evaluating claims that state action violates the equal pro-
tection clause of the Fourteenth h - t ,  the U.S. Suprme C'ntirt has 
developed two separate tes ts  which are applicable t o  different s e t s  of 
circumtances. The traditional test,  lung applid in Fourteenth 
AmsnCtmertt cases, is whether the "Statels system can be shown to hear 
s m e  ratimal relatimshi~to lanit hate state mmses." San Antonio 
school District v. ~ o d i i g w z ,411 I1.S. 1, at 40 11973) . m-



- - 

or "strict scrutiny" t e s t ,  has been recently developed by the  Court 
for application in certain special cases. The f o m l a  for the "strict 
scrutiny" test is as follows: If the  state action creates a suspect 
classification or impinges upon mnstitutionally protected rights, the  
burden is on the state t o  show not only that the state has a compel-
ling interest, hut that the distinctions drawn by the  law are neces-
sary t o  further its purpose. San Antonio School District v. 
Rdriguez, 411 U.S. I, at 16, 

The courts in each of the cases striking down state public 
school finance systems applied the "strict scrutinytt test rather than 
the traditional test and found that such systems created a suspect
classification and impinged upon constitutionally protected rights and 
found no carmpelmg state interest which was served by the constitu-
tionally defective school finance systems. As an example, the cwrt 
in S e r r a n w  the most widely discussed case during the 
1972-1973 efforts to revise the Colotado public school finance system,
found that the California school finance system created.a suspect 
class in that it classif id on the basis of wealth because, mong 
other things, "as a practical matter districts with small tax bases 
sinply cannot levy taxes at  a rate sufficient to produce the revenue 
that more affluent districts reap with minimal tax efforts". Serrano 
v. Priest, 487 P.2d 1241, at  1250, In addition, in Sermo the court 
found education t o  be a wfundmmtal interest" for several reasons 
h i c h  revolved around the ''importance'' of ducat ion. Serrano v. 
Priest, 487 P. 2d 1241, a t  i258, 1259. Finally, the Serram' court 
foundthat  the f inancin~systm was not necessary to =ish a 
conpelling state interest. 

Because there were several basic similarities between the 
Colorado public school finance system and t h e  California system struck 
down in Serrano, it was feared that  the Colorado l a w  would be found 
wanting the Fourteenth Amendmnt equal protection test  a p p l i d  
in Serrano and similar cases around the country. In fact, Allen v. 
C m i ! d O t e m ,  a case challenging the Colorado Public S c h d  Finance 
Act, was t i l e d  but was not argued because the 1973 Colorado public 
school law was adopted. 

It was against this background, and particularly with the 
Serrano case fresh in its m r y ,  that  the 1972 Interim Cornittee on 
khool  binance r e c o m n r l d  that the 1973 General ,4ssembly adopt a 
"power equalization'' f o m l a  for funding the stateqspublic school 
districts, IJnder the power equalizing concq t ,  the state guarantees 
the revenue raising capabilities of each local district for each pupil 
on an equal basis. Although the interim m i t t e e  did not recontnend 
any specific hills or formulae, school finance was a primary concern 
of the 1973 session of the General Assembly and most discussion cen-
tered around some form of the power equalization concept, 

On EEarch 21,  1973, in the midst of the 1973 session, the U.S. 
Supreme Court announced its decision in Sm Antonio School District v. 

This case had come to the Court on the question whether 
public school finance systm was violative of the equal pro-



tection clause of the hut teenth  Amendment. The f b r a l  district 
court below had applied the "strict scrutiny" test and held the Texas 
system m n s t i t u t i o n a l .  The U. S. Supreme Caurt held that, in evalu-
ating the claim that the Texas public school finance system was con-
trary to the equal protection clause, the test to be applied was not 
the "strict scrutinytt tes t ,  but was the more lenient "tradi t ionV 
test. The Cwrt found that the Texas system neither created a "sus-
pect classificationt* nor impinged on a "constitutional right". San 
Antonio School District v. Rodriguez, 4 1 1  U.S. 1, at  4n. The C o z  
w m t  on t o  apply the ''traditional" test a d  found that the Texas 
system bore a rational relationship t o  a legitimate state purpose. 
This decision, in effect, gives states more latitude in their design 
of school finance systems than under the original Serrano decision. 

In spite of b d r i  ez, the fmeral Assenibly adopted the school 
finance act of 19*miploys a modified form of power equaliza-
tion, 

It should be clearly mderstwd that public school finance syS-
teas are subject to legal attack on bases other than the federal equal 
protection clause. School finance systerrts also must comply with rele-
rant provisions of state mstitutions. Article I X  of the Colorado 
Constitution reads as follows: 

Section 2. Establishmnt and maintenance of public 
schools. The general a s d l y  shall, as soon as practicable, 
provide for the establishment and maintenance of a thorou4
uniform system of free public shools throughout t e s a e, 

all residents of the state, between the ages of six anrl 
twenty-one years, may be d u c a t 4  gratuitously. One or more 
public s&mls shall he maintainel in each school dis t r ic t  
within the state, at least three months in each year; any 
school district failing t o  have such school shall not be 
entitled t o  receive any portion of the school fimd for that 
year. (Emphasis added.) 

The wrds "thorough and uniform" have apparently not been interpret& 
by the Colorado Supreme Court. However, a warning may be in order. 
In Robinson v. Cahill, 287 A.2d 187 (1972), a New Jersey superior 
court held that, with regard t o  its state  constitutional provision
requiring that the legislature provide for "maintenance and support of 
a thomugh and efficient system of public schools1t[mphasis added] : 

The word llthormgh" in the Education Clause connotes in camrrlon 
maning the concept of completeness and attention t o  Retail. 
It means mre than simply adequate or minimal. 

In devising a school finance system, attention should perhaps

be given to the pint that the Colorado constitution may require that 

the kneral Assenhly maintain a system of ptlhlic schools which is 

"thorough" rather than simply adequate or minimal, 




-
Goals 


The first mjor goal of the School Finance Act of 1973 was to 
increase educational oppmmity by ensuring tha t  adequate funds would 
be available t o  met educational needs and to prevent educational 
opportunity from being a function of local pmperty tax raising abil i-
ties. S e c d ,  the act attenpted t o  address problems with the local 
property tax. In particular, the pmvisions of the act reduced prop-
erty taxes t o  a lower level, provided for a mre equally distributed 
property tax burden throughout the state, and limited increases in 
subs-t tax h i l l s .  

The 1972 interim camittee, in recurmending the concept of the 
1973 act, identified the following p a l s :  

1. 	 To assure that  adequate funds are available to meet the 
educational needs of the children, youth, and adults 
served by the public schwls of Colorado; 

2. 	 To provide equalization of educational opportunities for 
all students; and to assure a studenttseducational 
opportunities should not be a function of the  wealth of 
the district or conammity in which he lives; 

3. 	 To provide more equity in distribution of tax burden; 

4. 	 To reduce dependence on property tax for financing public 
schools; 

5. 	 To mitigate the burden placed on pmperty taxes due t o  
annual increased educational costs ; 

6. 	 To lessen the p q e r t y  tax burden on m l e  involved in 
agriculture; 

7. 	 To enhance the concept of local control of education and 
provide opportunity for citizens in the  local communities 
to help make decisions concerning education; and 

8. 	 To place same kind of limitation on increased s & m l  d i s -
trict budgets frwn year t o  year. Reduction of mill 
levies and stabilization of mill levies should be accom-
d a t e d .  

Additional goals that were of  great concern to some of the par-
ticipants included: 

1, 	 To foster the concept of the year around school; 

2. 	 To mt inue the financing of excess costs of necessary 
small attendance centers; 

3. 	 To continue financing categorical programs such as spe-
cial ducat ion, vocat ional education, and transprtation; 



4. 	 To provide for accommoclat ing budgetary needs in school 
districts with declining enrollments; 

5 ,  	 To require school districts to file semi-annual repotts 
of actual revenues and actual expenditures so that  compa-
rable financial data can be compiled on a calendar year 
basis as well as a July-,Tune basis; 

6 ,  	 To allocate annually a percentage of the state general 
fund revenue growth to school districts to provide fur-
ther equalization and to help stabilize mill levies; and 

7. 	 To lessen the property tax burden an people with fixed 
incames . 

The theory adop t4  t o  meet these goals w a s  a mdif ied  "pdwer 
equalizationtt f o m l a .  h d e r  this program, the state guarantees that 
each district will be able t o  raise a minimrrm number of dollars per 
pupil for each mill levied. For 1978, this level is $35 per pupil per 
mill and the state makes up the difference between w h a t  the district 
can raise on its awn f r o m  t h e  property tax and that wrantee level. 

In addition t o  equalizing the revenue raising abilities of each 
district on a per pupil basis, a provision was enacted t o  equalize 
expenditures among the districts. Under this  provision, each district 
computed its "authorized revenue baset1,which was t h e  sum of the 1973 
district general fund and state equalization expenditures. For 1974 
and thereafter, the district's authorized revenue base is a percentage 
increase over the previous year, with lower spending districts granted 
a greater percentage increase than the higher spending districts. 
This provision was intended t o  narrow the variation between district 
expenditures. 

Both of these provisions also aided in meting goals for 
reforming the property tax. The equalization of the revenue raising 
abilities of each district's mill levy had the effect of reducing the 
variation in m i l l  levies among the districts and bringing tax rates 
more closely in line with state averages. Second, the restriction on 
increased spnding under the authorized revenue base program worked to 
limit increases in local schwl district expenditures from year t o  
year and, as a side benefit, limit property tax increases, Bbst 
irmportantly, along with enacbnent of the new financing fonnula, state 
aid t o  school districts was increaseti almst $120 million f r o m  1973 to 
1974 for an overall increase in the state's share of local school d i s -
trict general fund -ditures from 28 percent (1973) to 47 prcent 
(1978) of the total. This reduced average s&ool district general
fund mill levies f m  52.69 mills in 1973 t o  37.67 mills in 1974 (pro-
jected a t  40.12 mills in 1978). 



A related provision of the equalization f o m Z a  was also 
adopted to reduce property taxes, k a m e  t h e  assess& value of some 
districts of the state was high enouch so t h a t  a l l  of t h e  revenue 
guaranteed per pupil p r  mill by t h e  state could he raiserl lozallv, a 
special provision was  added giviny: a minimm amount of s t a t e  a id  to 
each district f o r  each pupil for each mill levied, As a reslllt , prop-
e r t y  taxes in these dis t r ic ts  were re-luced. Also as a result of this 
provision, only one district received less s ta te  aid in 1974 than 
1973, although nearly 80 of the state's 181 districts qualified under 
the minimum pparantee, 

How It Works 

Authorizd revenue base. The School Finance Act of 1973 
adopted' the philosophy tha t  t5e  appropriate measure of ducation costs 
to be funded was the  district's previous yearfs expenditure per eli-
g ib l e  pupil from t h e  m e r a l  h d ,  Accordingly, the act  funds each 
district on the basis of its "authorized revenue base 'hhich is 
defined t o  be the sum of the district's general fund pmpmty tax 
expenditures, T)er el i g i h l e  pupil ,  and the state s qua1izat ion pay-
ments, p r  eligihle pupil, far the year precedin~the burlget year, A 
percentage factor is then. applied to t he  previous year's ~enera l  fund 
expenditures to detemi~le the  new MU3 to be ftmrled by t h e  state and 
lmal school r'listrict. For 1975 only,  each district's ARB was deter-
m i n e d  by adding $120 to its 1977 general fund expenditure. 

State guarantee. After calculation of each districtqs ARB, o r  
how mch revenue is to be available per pupil t h e  mix between s ta te  
and local sources f o r  such revenue is computed, In attempting to 
gsralise the t a x  generating resources of each district, the  act pro-
vides for a "state guarantee" level of revenue for  each mill lar ied by 
each district fo r  each e l ig ib l e  pupil. For 1978, t h e  state has 
warmteed that  each mill p r  pupil will raise $35 of comhinerl state 
and local funds, Each district's expenditure level, or authorized 
revme base, is then divided by the s ta te  guaranteed reverne per mill 
per pupil to determine the number of mills t ha t  each district must 
levy in order to raise the curcsespmding amount of revenue. For 
exzq le ,  if a district's authorized revenue base is $1,500 per pupil, 
$1,500 divided by $35, t he  state matanteed level of revenue per 
pupil, equals a mill levy of 42.86 mills which w i l l  hc necessary to 
fu l ly  fiml t h e  district's ARB per pupil from combined s ta te  and local 
sources (535 per pupil per mill times 4 2 . ~ 6  mills guals the 
districtvs hRR sf $1,5f10), 

Mininnrm guarantee. In order that all dist r ic ts  may share in 
state education supprt and benef i t  fmm the property tax relief 
offer&, the act contains a minimum aid provision that  guarantees that  
in 1978 each distr ic t  will receive a minimum of $21.35 (1978) per mill 
per eligible pupil, even i f  local revenues are sufficient to raise 
more than the difference between the minimum and the state guaranteed 
level of s u p p n ,  



Again, t o  c q e  the mill levy required to raise the amount of 
state and local revenues necessary t o  fund a district's ARB, t he  ARB 
is divided by the  state guarantee, in t h i s  instance the stan of local 
revenue capabilities per pupil per mill plus $11.35 state funds. For 
example, if a district's ARB is $1,500 per pupil, and local revenues 
w i l l  raise $25 per pupil per mill, the ARB is divided by t h e  state 
guaranteed level of revenue, or $25  plus $11.35 ($36.35) .  This com-
putes a mill levy of 41.27 mills necessary to raise the appropriate 
amount of state and local funds to qua1 the district + s AR3 ($56 .35  
per pupil per m i l l  times 41.27 mills equals the ARB of $1,500 per 
pupil) 

State/local share. The local share per pupil per mill is  equal 
t o  the munt that can be raised f rom the district's property tax base 
per mill, divided by the number of e l i g i b l e  pupils. Th&statets share 
per pupil per mill is equal t o  the difference between the  amount that  
the local property tax can raise and the state guarantee. For 
example, if the local tax base can raise $lS.n0 per pupil  per mill and 
the state guarantee is $35, t he  state's share is S 20. For those a s -
tricts whose local tax base is sufficient to raise more than $23.65 
per pupil per mill, and thus wmld receive less than $11.35 mder the 
state guarantee per m i l l  of $35, the state's share is $11.35 per pupil 
per mill, The total expenditure per pupil is the ARB. The total 
local share per pupif is the local share per mill tines the mill levy. 
The total state share wr pupil is the state share times the  mill 
levy, Together, the total state and local shares per pupil are equal 
to the authorized revenue base, or expenditure level. 

Attendance entitlmt. A district's attendance entitlement is 
the &er of el ig ible  pupils for which it m y  raise revenues, eqt~al 
t o  the district's ARB, for expenditure. The attendance entitlement is 
determined on the basis of average daily attendance during a special 
four week comting period ending the fourth Friday of October pre-
ceding the budget year, (A special provision is availablefor 
full-year program which allows for a similar four week muntin~ 
period ending about tw months after the start of the school year.) 

Total revenue. The total revenue of a district for its gmeral 

fund program comes from both state and local sources, The local share 

of the total is the result of the sdml district's mill levy, corn-

put& as noted a w e ,  times the district's total valuation for assess-

m t  for property tax purposes. The statets share is the state's 

share per pupil per mill, times the h e r  of pupils, times the mil1 

levy. Together these two sources equal the ammint of revenue required 

t o  fund each attendance entitlement at  the full ARB level. 


Special Provisions 

Increases in AlU3 a h allowed level. In rsognition of the 
fact that special d i t i o n s  can arise causing a school district t o  
need mre revenue than might he authorized, the act allows districts 
t o  request an increase in their authorized reventle base from a special 



"State School District Rdget lleview bartltt  coq~osedof the Lt. raver-
nor, State Treasurer, and Chainnan of the State Board of Education. 
Any such increase that might he allowed muld not be included in the 
district's authorized revenue base fo r  computation of the district's 
state  aid for the first year. The district's mill levy, and state and 
local share wmld he computed in the n o m l  m e r ,  exclusive of the 
increase. An additional computation would he mde to  determine the 
increase in the local mill levy necessary to  fund the increase. As a 
result, the increase would he entirely locally funded for the first 
year. For subsequent years the increase would be included in the 
district's authorized revenue hase and the state  would share in its 
fmding in accordance with  the formula described above. 

The district may also have a vote of the people to authorize an 
increase in the  district's revenue hase not granted by the review 
board. Such a vote can only be taken after act ion by the state review 
board. The state  does not participate in funding the increase until 
the following year when it becones a normal p r t i o n  of the districtts 
authorized revenue hase. 

Declining enrollments. Another provision of the act relates to 
districts that have declining enmllnrents, In recognition of the fact 
that costs do not necessarily decrease in direct  proportion t o  small 
decreases in enrollment, several optional mthods of determining the 
number of pupils used t o  determine a district I s  fmding is provided. 
Although normally the average daily attendance count made in the fall 
preceding the budget year is utilized, the mmt for the second pre-
ceding year, or an average of t he  three preceding years, is used if 
these nmbers are larger. This provision inflates the number of stu-
dents funded over those in actual attendance and provides a bonus in 
state and local funds to such districts to allow a longer phase-dawn 
of expenditures. 

Increasing enrollment. A special provision was enacted by 
Senate B i l l  138 (1977 Session) provide additional aid to d i s t ~ i c t's 
with increasing enrollmts during a budget year, For any distr ic t  
with an increase i n  its attendance entitlement of greater than three 
percent or 350 pupils ,  whichever is less, the state  provides a special 
payment equal t o  411 percent of the district's authorized revenue base 
for the budget year for each such pupil (who exceeds the lessor of 
three percent or 3Sn pupils) . Attendance entitlemnt changes are ma-
surd during a district's normal counting period, and compute growth 
over a one year period of tim. 

Smll attendance centers. The School Finance A c t  of 197.7 con-
tinued a special provision p m v i d i n ~additional state aid t o  districts 
with small attendance centers. Small attendance centers are defined 
by the act t o  be elementary or secondary schools with less than 175 
pupils enrolled, and located at least 20 miles from the nearest other 
such center not in a reorganizd district,  

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



Secondary 
(Grades 7-12 or ?-I21 

A ttendance minajm Attendance Wim 

E n t i t l e n t  Factor Allowed F~t i t l emren t  Factor A l l d  


If the product nsulting fmmltiplication of the factor, times the 
center's actual average daily attendance, is greater than the mxim 
a l l d ,  the d e r  of bonus pupils is reduced to the maximan allawd. 
Frwn this &er is subtracted the attendance center's actual average 
daily attendance to derive the bonus pupils el igible for additional 
state aid. 

State mall attendance aid is equal t o  the lesser of the 
district's authorized revenue base times the  n h r  of horns pupils, 
or $35 for each m i l l  levied in the district tines the n h e r  of bonus 
pupils (1978]. Small attendance aid is comprised entirely of addi-
tional state dollars provided for these bonus pupils and no local 
dollars are required. This provision places smll attendance aid on 
an equal basis for a l l  districts, regardless of property wealth, In 
effect, this  provision increases the total nunher of dollars available 
t o  the district t o  educate the pqils actually in attendance at a 
center. 

In order that the small attendance aid provision not serve as a 
deterrent to school district reorganizatian, the act provides that the 
provision would he phased out over a four year period. I f  a district 
is mrganized so as to  locate a previously el ig ih le  center within 2n 
miles of another such center, the center may still receive aid: 1r)n 
percent for the first year follow in^ such reorganization, 75 percent 
the second following year, 50 percent in the third year, and 25 per-
cent in the fourth year, with no small attendance aid granted five or 
more years after the reorganization, 

Aid to low income . A new general aid provision was 
enacted by Senate B i n  138 i o provide aid to districts with 
h i  conkentrations of pupils f r o m  im incom families. To be el i-
g ib l e ,  the nmber of children fmm lm incom families in a district 
n u t  exceed 15 percent of its attendance entitlement. The aid is $125 
per year for each such pupil exceeding 1.5 percent of the district's 
attendance mtitlement. The mechanism used to  determine the nmber of 
students from low inmm families is the n h e r  counted under T i t l e  I 
of the Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

Aid t o  instructional television. Another new program enacted 
by ~ e n a m supporte t o  eligihle dis-



tricts that supprt  or operate instnrtional television stations. For 
districts operating instructional television ( h v e r  only), the aid is 
equal t o  one dollar for each mil residing i n  the primary coverage 
area. Tar districts that  only s~lpprt(as owser l  to operate) puhlic
edwational televisions, the state aid is on a matching one-for-me 
basis and limited t o  a total of $ l f l O , f l O O .  

Example calculations 


The following hypothetical example of a school district 
illustrates the calculation sequence for a district being funded mder 
the state .guarantee f o m l a  of $35 per mil per mill. 



- - - 

Funded with stntc participnt ion: 
1'577 ~ n c r a l11m.dcmditures  
statuiority a1lowed increasc 

kd& s 1977 Authorizd Revenue Rase 

I in~rlctl I r tc-:~l ly : 
Incrci~scj1,r;mtccl by State School Ilistr ict 

lk l r l f ,~trcvicw b a r d  

Tncreasc r?rmtcrl by clectornte 

Total Authorized expenditures 

1977 hlU3 

plus Increase ~rwitcdby review bard  
plus Tncrease granted by e l ~ t o r a t e  
equals Total authorized expenditure 

Val1 1977 :ivcrnge daily  ;~ttcnrlance 

Fall 1378 averay,c daily nttcnrlnnce 

Three year average of NIR 

Since th ree  year averace is largest 

Attcnrl:ince Ihtitlcmnt-ecltxals 


I ) i  s t r ic t  Pli 1 I Icvv 

1378 A<!: $1,500.oo 
dividctl by Statc jiuarantccd revcnuc pcr  ra i1 . l  per piyji l  35,OO 
equals Sta tc  p a r t  ici pntion mill levy ifXEmills 

Increased cxpcnditure granted by board nnd vote $45.011 
llivided hy Local rcvcnuc per mill per pupil  15.00 
cquals Mdit iona l  local m i l l  levy mills 

Statc Part ici p:lt  ion lriill lcvy 42.86 mills 
p lus A k l  j t i o n 3  1 1 ocal 111i11 I cvy 3.00 
cctun1s Tot31 t l i s t r ic t  !!c~lcr;ll f ~ m ( lm i l l  lcvy 4- mills 



-- 
-- --- 

---- -- -- 

Statc ;md Local Shares Per I W i l  

Stntc Sl1;irc : 
St:itc ! .~~ :~r :~ntccr l  $35.00rcvcnric pcr m i l l  per 111rpi1 

I css 1 ~ j c n lrcvcrltic per  mil 1 per 1~111l i l  15.00 
cciun I s St9t.c sll:irr. lrcr mill pcr pupil  $rn 
t i mcs Stutc ~vrtlclvatlonmi l l  lcvv 42 .86  m i l l s  
ct It G I  I s S t ; ~ t rs l l :~rr :  ncr p ~ t ~ i l  $ s m  

IL)C-;I1 ! ; I L I  rc : 
-. 

1,oc;ll v;] 1 I l : ~ tion Tor. gsscsslrlcnt $13 ,!lflil , O ~ O .011 
Attcnrlehcu entitlement 1,260 pupils 
(hcrnill 
I m a l  Sllarc pcr m i l  1 per pup i 1 

t imcs 'rota1 d i s t r i c t  p u l l  levy 45.86 mills 
equals Inca1 sh:lrc pcr pupil $ 6 3 7 3  

Total State  anti Local Shares-

State Shnrc: 
Statc Share pcr  pupil  


times Attendancc cntitjcmcnt 

ccjuals 7'otaI St:ktc Sllnrc 


Lnc:~1 Sl i;l rc : 

?X;E~SEF1)cr ~ L I I I ~ 
1 

tinics A ttcndcncc cnt i tlcmcnt 

equals Total  1oc:ll sllarc 


Total Ilcvcnucs Total Expenditures 
Total State Shnrc 2,T180,072 Total allowed expen. $1,5115 . 

times 'Total Local Shnrc 866,754 t h s  Attendence entitlement 1,260 
equals I b t n l  Rcvcnuc equals Total cxpenclitures 





c 

Representative Bledsoe indicated that he conceived of this 
approach as a revision of the current school finance act and noted 
that the five mill local option levy authorized in the b i l l  as intro-
duced in 1973 would probably b inappropriate at this jmcture. The 

m might perceive such a 1-1 option t o  place a portion of school 
finance directly upan a lacal district's property wealth and to be 
counter-productive of the goal of equalized educatioml opportunity. 

The Prmosall- Claissm Unit Plan 

Dr. Paul Bethke of the Colorado Mucation Association presented 
a proposal addressing b t h  the revenue-raising and expenditure aspects 
of school finance. 

Funding units. The basis of the CEn distribution formula is 
the "classroom mit" (a).The proposal would fmd lmal school dis-
tricts at levels cormnensurate with the m b e r  of such wits attributed 
t o  each district. That attribution would be accomplished as follom: 
the basic nmbr of IXls for each district  would be determined by
dividing their respective atteTBdarrce entitlements by a factor of 20. 
(That factor is based upon a pupils/teacher ratio o f  20, which is 
similar t o  the actual ratio c m e n t l y  obtaining in the s t a t e . )  An 
adjustment for teacher experience and preparation would be nude to 
that product as fallows: 

Teacher Teacher -at ion 
Exmriexe W.U. or huivaient 

0 - 4 years 1.0 CU 1.1 CU 1 . 2  QI 
5 - 9 years 1.1 1.2  1 .3  
10 and over 1.2 1.3 1.4 

The total CUs for each district would be equal to the product of those 
adjustments. For emnple: 

No, of U d justed Edu- Exper- Mjustd  
Teachers CU cation ience Factor CU 

4 4 BA 0 - 4  1 4 
2 2 BA 5 -10 1.1 2.2  
1 1 MA 0 - 4 1.1 1.1 
2 2 MA 5 - 9  1.2 2.4 
-1 -1 bi4 Over 10 1.3 -1.3 

TOTAL 10 10 11.0 




rt level The 1977 support level fo r  each district, in 
t e r n  o+assroom mits, would have h e n  determined by multiplyingc 
their  existing ARB by a factor of 20 ( t h e  pupils/teacher ratio). For 
example: 

District A District R 

1977 ARB $1,200 1977 ARB $2,600 
1977 CEA Support 1977 CEA Support 

level = $1,200 level = $2,600 
x 20 x 20$rn m 

A n  inflation adjustment would be made to that factor, based upon the  
statewide inflation rate. That adjustment would apply in a 
sliding-scale m e r ,  providing inflation rate only increases for all 
districts with an average or abve average support l&el, and 
proportionally larger increases for lower-revenue districts as an 
equalization measure. If ,  for example, the statewide average support 
level wre $28,000 and the statwide average inflation rate were six 
percent, t h e  following adjustment scale would a ~ p l y :  

Classroom ARB 1978 ARB = 1977 ARB plus: 

Under $23,000 12 Percent 
23,000 - 23,999 11 Percent 
24,000 - 24,999 10 Percent 
25,000 - 25,999 9 Percent 
26,000 - 26,939 8 Percent 
27,000 - 27,999 7 Percent 
28,000 and over 6 Percent 

Sharing formula. The sharing program under the CFA proposal 
would base the districts' state and local support upon their respec-
t ive  adjusted gross incunes per capita. A district's state support 
entitlement would vary inversely with its income. For exanple: 





fiedt' personnel. A formula is prescribed for determining each 
district's total mit value, a formula basd  upon grade level a d  
average daily attendance (ADA). The formula is as follows: 

Certificated persomel plus classified personnel, as follows: 

I. Certificated Personnel equal to 

Kindergarten 1 unit  per 23.5 ADA 
Grades 1-12 1 unit per 20.0 ADA 
Vocational Education 1 unit per 19.6 ADA 
h l l  attendance 1 mit per 23.5 'bonus pupilstf 

or 4 units minimum 

1/2 unit per 20.0 ADA increase 
greater than 3% or 350 

Decline 1 /2  unit per 20.0 ADA ldss 

2. Classified Personnel equal to 

1 unit per 3 certificated personnel 

A s  is evident, the funding formula contains special allowances fo r  
vocational education, small attendance centers, and growing- and 
declining-enrollment districts. 

S ort level, Tile basic educational program allotted each 
district3 l i - Tashimton plan is a function of the  combinedun er t e cost 
of "certificatedti p e r s o ~ e l,' "classified" personnel, and relatd 
non-salary items. The salary costs fo r  both classes of employees are 
determined based upon the previous year's average salary for the 
employees in a district, with adjusbnents for inflation and experi-
ence. An additional percentage adjusment would k m a d e  t o  equalize 
support levels between districts, with below average districts receiv-
ing the larger percentage increase and above average districts receiv-
ing the smaller one. Non-salary costs ~ m l dbe funded at a s e t  amount 
per certificated wit. 

Sharing formula. The relative state- and local-borne shares of 
the  t o t a l  funding provided under t h e  Washington plan are determined by 
the application of the following percentage factors in the following
fashion: 



State Share * Basic educational program times 85 percent 

Lmal Share = Basic educational program times 15 percent 

The state-share portion of the Washington State plan 
f rmataxonadjwtedgross  income, 

Senate Bill 538 11977) -- Leeislative Bud~etina 

Senator T d  Stricklad outlined Senate B i l l  538, as introduced 
and sponsored by the members of the Joint Budget b i t t e e  in  the 1977 
session. This b i l l  approaches school finance in a manner similar to 
that utilized by the General Assembly in funding other state programs. 
The proposal attenrpts to separate the question of what constitutes a 
reasonable budget for each school district from the question of from 
whence the funds derive to support those budgets, 

ort level. Senate B i l l  538 provides for annual legislative 
v i m of school district budgets, based upon
progrmt ic ,  attendance, and staffing data. Such review would follow 
an in-depth review, and recomnendations, by the state  school board and 
the Office of State Planning a d  Btdgeting. That budgeting process 
would take cognizance of a school district's mn-state and -local 
revenue sources -- principally consisting of federal aid, Although 
t h e  size of district budgets would be legislatively determined, no 
state controls or restrictions wuId  be imposed as to the expenditure 
of budgeted h d s .  

Sharing formula. A s  provided in the other proposals, Senate 
Bill 538 entails the sharing of t h e  to ta l  budgeted cost of education 
b e m e n  the state and the individual school districts. The state sup-
port/local support ratio would be 50150, although t h e  precise state 
percmtage share of any irdividual district's approved support level 
would be an inverse fmction of that district's assessed valuation. 
Briefly, each district m u l d  levy a uniform millage, ths size of which 
muld k e  determined by dividing 50 percent of the  sum of the totals of 
a l l  181 approved district budgets by t h e  statwide assessed valua-
tion. That millage would then be levied by each dis t r ic t .  The state 
share of any individual district's support level would be equal t o  the 
difference between that districtrs approved budget and the amomt of 
dollars raised by the application of the common mill levy to its 
assessed valuation. If a district produces mre than its approved 
W g e t  when the c m m i l l  levy is applied t o  its assessed valuation, 
the excess would be redistributed to other school districts whose 
local math is mable t o  meet their budget needs. The following
example calculations demonstrate the mrkings of t h i s  mechanism: 



k s m :  [I) Total of a l l  approvd district budgets -- $700,000,000 
( 2 )  Total statewide assessed valuation -- $11,666,666,666 

Therefore: (1) Nmessary state funds are $700,000,000 x SO% = 
$350,000,000 

( 2 )  	$350,000,000 (local share) ? $11,666,666,666 
(assessed valuation) = 30 mills as the  common levy 

District A 	 District B 

Approved Budget $1,000,000 Approved Budget $3,000,000 
30 mills x District A 30 mills x District 3 
assessed valuation = 400,000 assessedvaluation = 3,200,000 

State Payment $ 600,000 Anmmt rerlistributed 
t o o t h e r d i s t r i c t s  ($100,000) 

The prqosal also provides for school bard recourse to the 
electorate to obtain a budget increase in the event that a board feels 
that  the  legislatively apprwed support level is inadequate to meet 
its needs. 

Senate Bill 525 (1977) -- Instructional Unit Funding 

Senator Iiugh Fowler presented a proposal which is essential ly  a 
revised version of Senate B i l l  525 as introduced in the 1977 srssion. 
It attempts t o  approach the school f imce  question from the 
perspective of school district staffing needs, although it does not 
m & t e  any particular district staffing pattern. 

==F- The Fowler plan is based upon what is termed 
the "instructions tmit". There are delineated three different varie-
ties of instmctioml unit: "basict', "supplemental", and ' b i l d i n g  
administrationtt, The number of such units in a given distr ic t  is 
calculated on t h e  basis of average daily membership (AIM), according 
to the following f o d a :  



A, Basic Elmntary/Secmdary 1 Unit per every 20 ADM 

A d d i t i o n a l  

Elementary A r t  
E l m m t a r y  b i c  
Elementary Physical Education 

1 unit per every 300 AIM 
1 unit per every 300 AIBl 
1 unit per every 300 AIYI 

Secondary Counselor 1 unit per every 300 AM1 

3. Buildim Administration 1 un i t  per every 2fl ks ic  
and additional units 

Handicapped 1 variable by category of handicap 
G i f t d  and Talented 1 mit per each 80 students i n  

mmbership 
Law Income 1 unit per each 40 e l i g i b l e  students 
h l l  attendance 1 unit per each 10 '%onus" students ' 
Non English Speaking 1 unit per each e l ig ib le  student 
Vocational 1 mit per each 100 i n  secondary 

membership 


or t  level. The Fowler proposal addresses the  question of 
support assigning set values t o  each type of instructional 
unit. Specifically, it proposes the following per unit values: 

Basic 
T E n m t a r y  $ 9,000 per unit 

Secondary 9,000 
Building Administration 11,000 


Special Education 9,000 
G i f t e d  and Talented 10,000 
Poverty 5,000 
Small Attendance 8,500 
Non-English Speaking 200 
Vocational Unspecified 

T k  total instmtional program entitlemat for  each district would 
then be adjusted by a factor t o  recognize differing levels of teacher 
experience and preparation and the effects of these levels upon dis -
t r i c t  salary schedules. A conanittee would be established to advise 
the State Board of -tion concerning the instrwtional  uni t  values 
and t h e  adjustment factors. Finally, the planwould provide addi-
tional suppofi equal t o  40 percent of the total instructional 



entitlement , as calculated above, plus $50,000. This additional fund-
ing is intended to provide an amount sufficient to defray the adminis-
trative and overhead costs of school districts. 

Sharing formula. The proposal provicles for separate 
state/local sharm fonmrlae for the instrrrtiohal entitlement and the 
additional support, The in s tmt iona l  entitlement would be shared as 
fallows: 

Local Share = Kwenue fran 20 mills, not to exceed the 
instructional program 

State Share = Instructional program less the Local Share 

The additional support would h shared as folluws: 

k a l  Share = Revenue from 10 mills, not to e x c d  the 
additional support 

State Share = Additional support less Local Share less 
excess of specif ic  ownership taxes and 
P.L. 81-874 receipts over 5% of total  
district revenues 

In addition, the state would entirely fund both the districts' current 
transportation operating expense and their general fund lunch sub-
sidies. Finally, no district may receive less than 105 percent or 
more than 120 percent of the revenue provided by t h e  current act plus 
state categorical programs during the previous year. This last provi-
sion establishes a m e a n s  of phasing-in the program without a signifi-
cant dislocation of existing resource patterns. 

Fundi  , The plan was presented without a specific recmenda-
t ion as+to t e method by which it should be financed. 

The Kirscht Proposals -- The llRR and Instructional Unit Funding 
k t h d s  

Representative Kirscht presented t h e  cornittee with two alter-
native proposals. The common thread between the two proposals is the 
method by which they would be funded. The first plan is essentially a 
revision of the currmt school finance ac t ;  the second util izes a 
variant of the instructional mit funding approach suggested by Sena-
tor H. Fowler (described above). 



The ARB lan, Representative Kirschtts initial proposal is 
aimd at ievement of equalization of district ARBS over a4 

period of time. The plan was devised t o  raise the authorized revenue 
bases of the lower-spending districts and was based upon two factors: 
first, all districts need an annual increase of some amount; md 
second, lower-spending districts need an additional boost in order to 
provide equalization between districts, The plan would pmvide each 
district an increase equal t o  seven percent of the average ARB of the 
previous year. Any district with an ARB below the previous yearts 
average would he raised to the average, plus seven percent, or would 
be given an increase equal to 1 4  percent of the  average, whichever was 
less. This would have the effect of dramatically increasing the ARBS 
of the lower districts in a few years arid, therefore, great ly  reducing 
the disparity between districts. The following are examples of how 
the program would work: 

1978 Statewide Average ARB = $1,527.84 

A, 	 Above Avera~enistrict 

1978 ARB = $1,819.31 
Current Act 1979 ARB = 1978 ARB * 7% Increase 


or $1,819.31 + $127.35 

or $1,946.66 


Kirscht 1979 AR3 = 1978 ARB + 7%of 1978 Average 

or $1,819.31 + $106.95 

or $1,926.26 


B. 	 Sl ight ly Belaw Average District 

1978 ARB = $1,487.78 
W e n t  Act 1979 ARB = 1978 ARB + 7% Increase 


or $1,487.78 + $104.14 

or $1,591.92 


Kirscht 1979 ARB = lesser of: (I) 1978 Average + 7% 

($1,527.84 + $106.95) 


( 2 )  	1978 AIIB + 14% of Average 
($1,487.78 + $213.90) 

since (1) $1,634.79 is less than (2) $1,701.68 

RRB is $1,634.79 




C. 	 Well Below Average District 

1978 ARB = $1,283.04 
Current Act 1979 ARB = 1978 ARB + 7% Increase 


or $1,283.04 + $89.81 

or $1,372.85 


Kirscht 1979 ARB = lesser of: (1) 	1978 Average + 7% 

($1,527.84 + $106.95) 


(2)  	1978 ARB + 14% of Average 
($1,283.04 + $213.90) 

since (2) $1,496.94 is less than (1) $1,634.79 

is $1,496.94 


The equalization effect of the plan can be seen by the fact that sub-
stantially larger ARRs are provided for relatively lower-spending dis-
tricts, while other districts have significantly lower ARBS than the 
current act would provide, 

The instructional unit plan, U t i l i z h g  the same instructional 
unit funding base proposed by Senator Fowler, the second Kirscht plan 
also retains several concepts from the current act.  Principal among 
those concepts is that of power equalization. This proposal would 
guarantee local districts that they would be able to raise a fixed 
amount -- $1,050 in the first year -- per instructional unit per mill. 
In addition, no district would receive less than $350 per instmc-
tional unit per mill in state equalization money. By way of attempt-
ing t o  gradually narrow the range between high-ARB and low-ARB dis -
tricts, the plan provides that no district may receive less than 105 
percent, or more than 120 percent, of the revenue provided by the cur-
rent act. Finally, the state would fully reimburse districts for 
their current transportation operating expenses and their general fund 
school lunch subsidies. 

Both of t h e  Kirscht proposals would be funded in the 
same fasPion. In addition t o  utilizing that portion of state revenues 
currently devoted t o  school finance, they would retain the  recent 
cigarette tax increase provided in 11. B. 1726 (1977) ; would enact a one 
percent increase i n  the state sales/use tax; and would u t i l i z e  the 
prospective proceeds from the operation of the s ta te  general fund 
expenditure limitation providd in Iiouse Bill 1726. The use of these 
funds would permit a greater than 15 mill reduction in the local 
school districts' dependence upon t h e  property tax. The resulting 
local property t a x  relief would be applied to all classes of property. 



The hkiklejohn Alternatives -- Revised ARB Plans 

Senator Meiklejohn presented the cormtittea with three alterna-
tive revisions of the current act. Those alternatives are similar 
except to the degree they would alter the existing state  support/lxal 
support relationship. 

Funding units. All three alternatives retain the present AKR 
system and the method by which attendance entitlements are calculatd. 

Support levels. A l l  three alternatives proposqr t o  establish 
a min- district ARB at $1,400 irl the initial year of their opere 
ation. bbreover, each district  would be guaranteed an ARB increase of 
at least $130 over the previous year. Finally, the existing budget 
review bard and eletoral ~ h m i s m sfor increasing the  ARB would be 
retained. 

Sharing formula. The difference between the three alternatives 
is entirely a -ace in the state/local sharing formulas they 
involve. ~ l l  contrib-three propose to increase the amount the state 
utes to the financing of education and thereby l w r  the local school 
district mill levies. It is the extent of that increase that is vari-
able. The least expensive alternative would involve an additional $80 
million and a 1979 state guarantee of approximately $45 per m i l l  per 
attendance entitlement. The most expensive alternative would involve 
an additional $200 million and a 1979 guarantee of approximately $65. 
The middle alternative would increase state funding by $140 million 
and imply a 1979 guarantee of approximately $53.50. The dollar 
increase figures represent amounts over and above what t h e  state share 
would Ix in 1979 under the current act, The guarantee figures would 
be adjusted upward in subsequent years in order t o  stabilize local 
rill levies. In addition, the other program level figures would also 
be adjusted upward in subsequent years. Each of the alternatives 
implies a correspondingly greater or lesser m m t  of local property 
tax relief. The state equalization ntininarm guarantee of $11.35 per 
mill par attendance entitlement would be eliminated, and the state 
categorical programs would be continued under all three alternatives. 

%? The three alternatives would be funded by variously 
combining e followingrevenuesources: the funding f o r t h e c u n e n t  
act; an increase in the state sales/use tax of up to one percent; 
retention of the cigarette tax increase prov idd  in &use R i l l  1726 
(1977); and t h e  prospective proceeds from the operation of the state 
general fund expenditure l imitation provided in Ilouse B i l l  1726. 



Computer Simfation Tables 

The following tables -- Tables I through VI -- represent t h e  
computer simulations prepared hy the state  Department of Education. 
Table I, specifically, represents a s m r y  comparison of the present 
school finance act, projected for calendar year 1978, and the 
comnitteets reconmended proposal, proj e c t d  for calm&r years 1979 
through 1982. Tables I1 through VI represent the district-by-district 
simulations stmanarized in portions of Table I. Specifically, they 
simulate the district-by-district effects of the present act for 
calendar year 1979 and the comnitteets r e c m e n d d  proposal for calen-
dar years 1979 through 1982. 

The infonnation in Tables I1 through VI has been presented in 
terms of the mst important elements of school finance. Those ele-
ments, abbreviated in the column headings for each simulation, are as 
follows: 

"AV' - Assessed Valuation 

"ADAEt - Average k i l y  Attendance Entitlement 

"Mti - A ttendance Entitlmerrt 

"ARBt' - Authorized Revenue Rase 

'!Milltt - Local School District Mill Levy 

'SE'' - State F.qualization 

"PT1 - Lwal School District PropertyTax 

" P m '  - Poverty 

w ~ ~ W q- Growth 

nEtl - hca l  Share 

"SS" - State Share 

In addition, the assumptions underlying each simulation have been 
specified on the i n i t i a l  page of each table.  These assmptions con-
sist of the values assigned t o  the m i n i m  ARB, the minimum ARn 
increase, the state guarantee, and the minimum guarantee for  each year 
simulated. 





PRESENT School Finance Act -- 1079 

Assumptions: Guarantee = $35.00; Minirnum = $11.35. 

P V A S A E  A E: A 113 K I L L  S F  P1 PVR I'Y CRTH L S  SS 
~ * * * ~ ~ ~ * * ~ I C C * * C I * C ~ X ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Y S C Y * * Y * ~ ~ & * * ~ * ~ S ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ % * ~ * ~ ~ ~ * * * ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ * * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * * ~ * ~ ~ * * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  


ADAMS, KAPLETON 
5, 1 ~ 0 . 4 9 6  5191.2  5385.5 $1694.2'7 4 E . y i  7 4 . 6  $ ,i.P65 $ .02F t ,900 18.65 16.35 

ADAMS, NORTHCLENN 
$ 185.307 18588.5 18588.5 

ADAMS, COMVERCE C I T Y  
$ 88.741 5534.1 

ADAMS, t3R ICHTON 
$ 74.779 3865.0 3911.8 $1711.41 

ADAMS, BENNETT 
$ 11.854 4 5 4 . 3  

ADAMS, ' S T 2 A S D U R C  
$ 20.313 38'7.6 

ADAMS, WESTMINSTER 
b 151.e91 13393.5 

ALAMOSA, ALAMOSA 
8: 39.867 2198.4  

ALAMOSA, S A N C R I  
$ 5.736 

3 E C R I S T O  
251.8 

ARAPAHOE,  S H E R I S A N  
$ 27.224 1650.6 

ARAPAHOE,  CHEii3Y CitEEK 
t 3E3.612 16292.6 18292.6 

A a A P A H O E ,  L I T T L E T O N  
$ 255.644 16563.7 

ARAPAHOE,  DEER T R A I L  

S 21.364 117.7 
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A Y  A 3A C A F. R 3 D  MILL SE PT P V ~ T Y  CRTH LS SS 
* 1 * * * * ~ * 1 * * 1 . 1 1 * 1 u * * * ~ * ~ X * * * I r ~ * * 1 * * C * C * i * * % * ~ * * * u n # ~ * * * * * ~ * * * * ? * * * * * * * 4 ? * * 4 ~ ~ a * 4 ~ * * ~ * w ~ ~ ~ n ~ * ~ # ~ * * * * * * * ~ * * * 4 * ~ * ~ n * ~ 4 ~ 4 n *  


CONEJOS, S0' jTl j  
3 4.9h3 

C O X ?  JC,!; 
- / 3 1 . 1  7 5 4 . 4  $31263.76 j S . 1 1  t 4 . 1 7 9  3 ,077 s .5uu 6.58 2 e . 4 2  

C G S T I L L A  , C E N T E N N I A L  
f 11.A53 6 3 1 . 3  631.3 $1345 .46  3 C . 4 4  $ .?94 $ ,456 $ . O r 3  3 .G3u l8.7F 16.22 

COSTILLA, SIEZRA C2AKJE 
f 1 * . r 7 6  292.9  2 9 2 . 9  $1657.63  27.26 S 1 ? , 7 7 5  t , 0 1 3  2 , 3 3 2  r 9 . 4 2  17.35 

EAGLE, E A G L E  
$ 108.153 1665.R 1669.2 $2300.89 30.22 $ 5 $ 3.268 $ ,098 $ ,000 6* .79  1 1 . 3 5  1 

ELDEAT, KIOWA 
$ 4 . 6 r 6  166.9 

E L B E a T ,  AGATE 
$ 5.248 3 6 . 6  

EL PASO, C A L H A H  
$ 3.921 2F6. E 
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Table I1 

A V A 3A E A E A E R  MILL S F PT P V ~ T Y  G Fl TH LS SS 
. . W * * * * * * * * ~ r * * * * * * 1 * * 1 i ~ f * * r t * * * * * * * a * * * * * * * * ~ * * * * * ~ * * ~ * ~ * * ~ * * ~ * * * * ~ * a * u ~ * * a * * ~ n w * * # * u * * * * * ~ * * ~ * * * * a ~ ~ * * * * * *  

PauWFas,  C R A N A S R  
.t 5 . r 7 6  33q.5 377.3 $1374.? 'J  3 9 . 2 ?  3 1 1 5 .032 $ ,090 l r . 5 1  20.49 

PAOWE8St HOLLY 
$ 7.697 438.9 461 .1  f l 4 P 1 . 3 6  4 . 2  ? ,357  f .?3h S .025 $ ,030 1 6 . 6 9  18.31 

P g E D L O ,  PIIERLO CITY 
b ,  312.259 20r29.6 21301.6  $1478 .31  42.24 7 I F .  733 f 1 3 , 1 9 1  f .624 $ .330 t r . 6 6  20.331 

, 3 I n  B L A N C O ,  W E E K E R  
$ 2 4 . 2 2 3  706.9  706.9 J t@55.70 i 0 . W  .32h d .4P,5 $ .000 f .930 ?e.27 1 1 . 3 5  

1 
VI R I O  BLANCO, RANGFLY
'f S 186.864 5 2 2 . 1  5 3 b .  I $ 2 1 5 4 . 6 1  5.96 5 . 0 3 5  $ 1.115 f .000 S , 3 0 3  344.87 1 1 - 2 5  

RIO 	CARNDE, DEL NGFTE 
f , 7 . G 4  7 6 b . F  784 .4  $1326.71 37.91 "584 T. .457 f .028 .300 15 .36  19.64 

RIO GaANJF, KONTP V I S T A  
$ 17.161 139E. I 1 4 3 0 . 3  $ 1 3 3 3 . 8 1  38 .11  l . 2 5 r  $ .654 $ .Obe $ ,903 12 .05  23.00 

FtOIJTT, STEAMBOAT SPGS. 

S 56.793 1363.9  1363 .9  $1162.80 37.OG ,573 f 2 . 1 3 4  $ ,090 $ .313  41.64 1 1 - 3 5  


SAGIJACHE , MOUMTA I N  VALLEY 
$ 4.2'37 257.8 

. 
2 6 4 . 3  $1398.40  39.95 J -252 $ 1 $ .025 $ ,090 1 5 - 9 2  19 -06  

SAGIJACHE, MOFFAT 
$ 7 . 6 8 0  76.4 73.6, 5 2 6 6 E . 4 8  23.07 S 1 $ . I 7 7  $ .006 $ . O M  104.30 11.35 

SACUACHE,  CENTER 
d 9.613 649.6 660.5 1 1 3 2 1 . 1 2  37.75 5 . 519  $ .363 $ .049 R ,030 14.55 '23.45 

mailto:Jt@55.70
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Table I11 

PROPOSED School Finance Act -- 1979 

tions: Guarantee - $44.25; Mininum = $11.35; 
lnarm ARB = $1,400; ARB Increase = $130. 

...... ....-.. -.. ......,... ........... " "  ..,." ..--
AV ADAE AF ARD ' M I L L  SF PT PVRTY CRTH a L S  SS 

~ ~ ~ ~ a a a a a 1 a a a ~ # ~ a a a ~ ~ 1 1 a a ~ a a a a a a a 1 ) # a a a a a a ~ # a a # ~ a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a n a a a a a a a a n a a ~ a a a a n n a a a a ~ a a ~ # a # a # a n a a a a a n # n # a ~ n a ~ ~ ~  
ADAMS, MAPLETON ' 

$ 100.496 5191.2 5388.5 $1713.43 38.72 $ 5.341 $ 3.891 $ .028 $ ;000 18.65 - 25.60 

ADAMS , NORTIIGLENN. . 
$ 185.307 18588.5 . 18588.5 . $1592.74 $22.9'3;1 $ 6.670 $ .OOO $ .I40 34.28 . 

ADAMS, COMMERCE 'C'I.TY '-
$ .88.741 5634.1 5872.8 

ADAMS, BRTGHTON 
$ 74.779 3865.0 3911.8 

ADAMS, BENNETT 
$ 11.854 454.3 454.3 , $1647.80 

ADAMS, STRASBURG 
S 20.313 387.6 397 a 1 

ADAMS, WESTMlNSTER 
$ 151.891 13393.5' 13935.8 

ALAMOSA, ALAMOSA' 
$ 39.e67 2198.4 

ALAMOSA, SANCRE DECRISTO 
$ 5.736 251.8 

ARAPA116E., ENCLEWOOJ 
$ 109.656 3875 3 4030.8 $1850.85 

ARAPAHOE, SHEWIDAN 
$ 27.224 . 1650.6 1738.9 $1756.73 

ARAPAHOE, CHER.RY CREEK 
$ 383.612 18292.6 18292.6 $1949.60 44.06 

ARAPAHOE, 'L ITTLETON 
$ 255,644 16563.7 

ARAPAHOE, DEER T R A I L  
$ 21.064 117.7. 
ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
$ 280.059 20018.5 



B H R p  &%#)PIC) 
$ z . ~ e  $ 3 0 ~ 7  

SEWf, i~&WtHhS 
$ 12,474 958 I 

OEHJ, W G L ~ V ~  
. $ '7.539 a 1 6  % 264.0 

BOrftBkR, dl', VRAIIO VALLEY 
8 oat , tm  14roz.g 14102~9 

b6EJtDGRt BOULbEfl V R t t E Y  
$ 4 6 6 . ~  2 i s o . 5  a j ~ i z ~ ' 3  

CHbFPEE~ BUEHA V19TA 
$ '21.043 l O 7 3 *  3 1109.9 

CHAPPEL $ A t 1  bA 
$ 26.600 1370.3 t39Sl. 4 . . 

CHEYg##E, KfT CA WON 
$ 8.492 110.0 t t 6 , b  

CHGYEHRP, C H E ~ E W M ~weus 
S 13.565. 250.0 266.0 

CWtYERWE, ARAPAHOE 
S . 4,570 60.2 ' 69.9 

.CLEAR GREEK* CLEAR CREEK 
. $ 55.95t 1176.2 1176.2 

CQ#i$SOS, NORTH CONEJOS 
d 7,722 1168.3 , 1188.3 
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Table N 

PROPOSED School Finance Act -- 1980 

tions: Guarantee = $48.16; Minimum = $11.35; 
n l m ARB = $1,600; ARB Increase $140.=#-- = 

AV A X E  A E El RR M I L L  SE PT PVRTY CRTll LS SS 
~ * ~ * * ~ * x ~ * s ~ * ~ * * * a * * f i * a * * * u * a * * a * n ~ * a ~ * * ~ * ~ * * * n a ~ ~ u s ~ ~ a a ~ * n n * ~ a n * a n n ~ a a u a n a * * a a n n n n * n a a a * n a a e ~ n n n n a a a a a a n n a n e w a a n n n n a n a a  
ADAMS, MAPLETOPI 
$ 103,510 5066.3 5192.3 $1853.43 38.48 "$ 5.640 $ 3.984 $ ,030 $ ,000 19.94 . + 

28.22 

ADAMS, t:OA THCLENN 
$ 140.866 19176.1 19176.1 35.98 $ 6.867 $ .OOO $ ,165 9.95 38.21 

ADAMS, COMMERCE C I T Y  
$ 91.404 5412.6 . 5637.1 $1838.59 

ADAMS, BEHNETT 
$ 12.209 463.5 

ADANS, STRASBURC 
$ 20.922 385.0 

ALAMOSA, ALAMOSA 
$ 41.063 2188.9 2198.4 

ARAPAHOE, ENCLEY003 
$ 113.494 3740.1 3877. o 

ARAPAHOE, SHERIDAN 
$ 28.177 1587.2 1651.4 

ARAPAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
$ 402.793 20032.6 20032.6 

ARAPAHOE, L ITTLETON 
$ 268.426 16491.7 

ARAPAHDE, DEER T R A I L  
t 22.012 106.8 118.0

* . 
ARAPAHOE, AUPORA 
$ 294.062 2032129 20321.9 

ARAPAHOE, BYERS 
$ 11.414 324.6 

ARCHULETA, ARCHULETA 
f i l R  Q G 5  - 3 



BQtJL3EB. ST. V7h1N VALLEY 
$ 213.812 14418.3 14418.3 

Ba\lt;lEB, 1SaUtaER VALLEY 

*I 	 $ 397.661 71158.6 21305.9 

p' 	 . CH&FF.EE, B U E ~ &VISTA 
S 21.865 1051.9 1073.4 

CLEAR CREEK, CLEAR CREEK 
S 58.339 '119843 

CQNEJOS, SANFORD' 
$ 2.808 333.2 

http:CH&FF.EE
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Table V 


PlU3POSEP School Finance Act -- 1981 

Assumptions: Guarantee = $52.44; Mininunn = $11.35; 

Minimrm ARB - $1,800; ARB Increase = $150. 


A V ADAE AE AR R  MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTll LS SS 
~ ~ * * ~ * ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * a ~ n ~ * w a a a ~ ~ 1 ) a i i ~ ~ a a a t ~ a a a a a u ~ a a # a a a a a a a a ~ a # ~ a n n a w # ~ ~ # w # a a ~ f i # # # ~ # ~ # w & ~ # ~ e # # # ~ # # ~ a ~ # # # # # w # ~ ~ # ~ ~ a a ~ # # # a # w # ~ ~  
ADAHS, MAPLETON 

$ 106.616 4944.3 5067.3 $2003.43 38.20 $ 6.079 $ 4.073 $ .032 '$ .OOO 21.04 31.40 


ADAMS, NORTHGLENN 
$ 196.592 19702.4 19782.4 $1882.74 $ 7.058 $ .000 $ ,193 9.94 ... 
A D A M ,  COMMERCE C I T Y  
$ 94.146 5199.9 5415.5 $1988.59 37.92 $ 7.199 $ 3.570 $ -209 $ ,000 17.38 35.06 

ADAMS, URICHTON 

$ 79.333 3773.1 3818.9 $2019*45 38.51 $ 4.657 $ 3.055 $ ,021 $ .000 20.77 31.67 


ADAMS,' .DENNETT 
$ 12.576 466.8 466.8 $1937.80 36.95 $ ,440 $ .465 $ .009 $ .000 26.94 25.50 

ADAMS, STRASOIJRG 
$ 21.550 382.5 385.0 $2022.82' 30.051 $ ,131 $ ,648 $ .006 $ .000 55.97 11..35 

ADAMS, WESTMINSTER 
$ 161.141 12458.6 12923.3 $1915.72 36.53 $1R.R71 $ 5.887 $ .053 $ .000 12.47 39.97 

I 
00 fi L 2 . . ! r a  - ALAMOSA ,' ALAMOSA 

$ 42.295 2179.4 2188.9 $1800.00 34.32 $ 2,488 $ 1.452 $ ,063 $ .000 19.32 33.12 .: 
ALAMOSA, SANCRE DECRISTO 

$ 6.145 244.5. 248.1 $1800.00 34.32 $ .236 $ ,211 $ .010 S .OOO 24.77 27.67 


ARAPAHOE, ENCLEWOOD 
$ 117.466 3609.7 3741.7 $2140.85 , 40.82 $ 3,215 $ 4.796 $ ,083 $ ,000 31.39 21.05 

ARAPAHOE,  SHEIIDAN 
$ 29.163 3526.2 1588.0 $2046.73 39.03 $ 2.112 $ 1.138 $ .017 $ ,000 18.36 34.08 

ARAPAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
'S 422.933 21938.1 21938.1 $2239.60 42.71 $31.070 $18.063 $ ,000 $ 1.393 19.28 33.16 

ARAPAHOE, L ITTLETON 

5 281-848 16420.0' 16491.8 $1892.33 36.09 $21.037 $10,171 $ w000 $ o000 


ARAPAHOE, DEER T R A I L  

$ 23.002 97'. 0 107.2 $2931.65 12.97 $ .016 S .298 $ ,003, $ .OOO 


ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
308.765 20629.9 20629.9 $2048.44 39.06 $ 30.198 $ 12.061 8 a000 $ '  -000 

ARAPAHOE, BYERS 

$ 11.928 317.4 324.6 $2025.83 38.63 ,197 . $  ,46i $ .005 $ .000 


ARCHULETA, ARCHULETA -. 

S 27.815 1ooS.o ' 1ooi.o 3 4 . 3 2 ~ s  . . 8 4 7 ~ $  .955 S .006 I .O 
- --- -- ..--
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Table VI 

PROPOSED School Finance Act -- 1982 

Assumptions: Qlarantee = $56.71; Minimum = $11.35; 
Minimum ARB = $1,800; ARB Increase = $160. 

AV A 31iE A E A i t R  t-?ILL SF P T  PVRTY GRTH L S  SS 
~ * * ~ ~ W ~ ~ I I W Y 1 n n ~ ~ t Y n n n # * u t 1 i ~ n n u 1 ) # 1 ~ n ~ ~ ~ d n ~ # ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ n # # ~ u # ~ ~ n n n n ~ # # # ~ # a a u a # ~ # # # # # # # n # # a a ~ ~ a # ~ # ~ # # # a # ~ # # ~ ~ # # # a a # ~ # ~ # ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

ADhMS, I1 APLETON 
0 109.814 4825.2 4945.3' $2163.43 38.15 $ 6.509 $ 4.183 $ .035 $ .OOO 22.21 34.56 

ADAMS, HORTIIGLENN 
$ 202.430 20q07.8 20407.8 

ADAHS, CCMMERCE CITY 
$ 96.970 4935.5 5202.7 

ADAMS, BRIGHTQN 
$ 81.713 3727.9 ' 3773 3 

ADAMS, EENNETT 
$ 12.953 473.2 

ADAMS, STRASBURC 
$ 22.196 380.0 

ADAMS, VESTMINSTER 
$ .  165.975 12015.9 12464.1, . 
ALAMOSA, ALAMOSA 
$ , 43.564 2170.0 2179.9 

ALAMOSA, SANCRE D E C R I S T O  
$ 6.360 ,240.9 244.5 

ARAPAHOE, S H E R I D A N  
$ 30.184 1467.6 

ARAPAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
$ 4G4.079 24024.8 24024.8 

ARAPAHOE, LITTLETON 
$ 295.940 16348.7 16420.1 

. . 
ARAPAHOE, DEER T R A I L  
$ 24.037 88.1 97.3 

ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
$ 324.203 20942.6 20912.6 

Ah ShULETA, ARCH'JLETA 
S 29.067 1049.0 1049.0 

ARAPAHOE, ENGLEWOOD 
8 .121.577 3483.8 3611.2 

ARAPAHOE , BYERS 
$ 12.465 310.4 317.5 



'A PAE A E  * ARB HTLL SE PT 2 - PVRTY GRTHY'' LS 
i

AV - . SS
~ a C t ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ u a ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ u * i a * * u * u t * * * a a * * * a u u * ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ * a a w * * * ~ # a a a # ~ ~ ~ a # a a a ~ ~ a ~ ~ m e a e a a a a a a a a ~ s ~ # a f f ~ # ~ * a ~ # ~ a ~ ~ ~ # # a a a ~  

BACA, P R i T C H E T T  
$ 3.712 74.8 " 79.2'  $2382-44 59.50 i'i.35 

S A C A ,  S P R I N G F I E L D  
$ 12.461 534.7 534.7 

B A C A ,  Y l L A S  
$ 4.520 118.3 ' 

B A C A ,  CAHPO 
S 3.398 121.4 

BENT, L A S  A N I N A S  
$ 14.235 897.9 917.7 

BEIT,  HCCLAVE 
$ 8.603 195.4 

E0UL3Ei t1  S T .  V R A I N  VALLEY 
$ 237.978 15070.6 15070.6 

. 5 3 U L 3 E i t ;  0 0 U L 3 E R  VALLEY . 
$ 559.172 20877.7 21018.0 

, .  

C H A F F E E ,  BUENA V I S T A  
$ 2 3 . 6 7 1  . 1010.4  1031.1 

CHEYELNE,  KIT CARSON 
$ 9.665 92.4 98.0 

C U E Y E W E ,  CHEYENNE WELLS 
5 15.259 214.0 

CHEYENNE,  AitAPAHOE ' 

S 5.140 67.6 

CLEAii  CREEK,  CLEAR CREEK 
64.319 1243.6 1243-6 

COSSEJGS, WOilTH C O N E J O S  , 
$ 8.687 1122.7 1137.8 

C O N E J O S  , S A N F O R D  
S 3.038 343.1 



Table VI 
. a  

hV A3AE A E A RQ HTLL S E P T  PVRTY GRTtl LS SS 
* ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ t x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ * * a t ~ ) ~ ) ~ ~ ~ ~ ) ~ ~ w n n ~ n ~ n ~ a ~ a & a ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ a n n ~ a ~ ~ ~ w a ~ a ~ ~ a ~ a ~ a a w w n a ~ ~ a ~ n a a * n a a n * a ~ ~ * a a m ~ a a * * a a a * ~ n a ~ * ~  
CCIIEJOS,  SO~JTHC O ~ J E J O S  , 

. $ 5.583 677.2 694.9 $1960.09 34.56 $ 1..169 $ ,193 $ ,078 $ . ,000 8,03 48.68 

C O S T I L L A ,  C E N T E N N I A L  
j, 13.339 673.8 6 7 3 . 8  $1969.00 34.56 $ ,063 $ ,461 $ .042 $ -000 .. 
C O S T I L L A ,  S I E R R A  CRAN3E 
$ 16.284 330.7 330.7 $2129.37 ' 35.15 $ ,132. $ ,572 $ .  ,009 

C U S T E R ,  CONSOLIDATED 1 
It 13.4G3 309.4 

D E L T A ,  DELTA 
$ 57.323 4036.3 

D E N V E R ,  D E ~ V E R  
$ 2277.127 56643.8 

D O L O R E S ,  DOLORES 
$ 9.135 381 .li 

DOUGLAS,  DOUGLAS 
' $ 109.193 7428.5 

E A G L E ,  EAGLE 
$ 118.178 1671 $0 

E L B E R T ,  E L I Z A B E T H  
$ 10.247 774 8 

E L B E R T ,  KIOWA 
$ 5.295 200.1 

E L B E R T ,  E L D E a T  
$ 2.430 

E L B E R T ,  AGATE 
$ 5.734 26.1 

E L  P A S O ,  CALHAN 
$ 4.285 383.3 

' EL P A S O ,  HARRISON 
$ . 87.944 6299 .,!5 



Table Y I  

EL PASD, COLORADO SPRINGS 

$ 618.697 29295.1 29852.7 


EL PASQ, CHEYENNE MTN. 

$ 65.2;i6 1645.2 ' 1684.0 


E L  PASO, ACADEMY 
, $ - 63.129 a497.9 4497.9 

EL PASO, ELLICOTT , 


$ a.790. 330. 0 


EL PASO, PEYTON 

$ 3,419. 250- 9 


E L  PASO, HANOVER 

S 4.765 58.4 
- .  
EL PASO, LEWIS-PALMER \ 
$ 25i339 1147.1 . 1147.1' 

EL PASO, FALCON 

S 15-306 1529.7 


FRENOWT, CANON CITY 
$ 48.196 3160.8 . 

-fi?TMClT, COTOPAXI 
$ 8.364 207.5 207.5 

GABFIELD, ROARING FORK 
S 82.654 3175;4 

' 
3175.4 '$1966.00 34.56 $ 3.367 $ 2.857 $ .OOO. $ -000 



Table VI 

A V ADAE A E ARO MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH L S  SS 
~ ~ ~ * * * a ~ a a a l ~ C a * l h a Y Y a a Y t a a t a a a t a t t a ~ a ~ a a ~ a a a ~ a a a ~ a a a a t a a ~ ~ ~ a a ~ k a a a a + + a + ~ a a @ a a + m a + a a ~ a + + a a + + a + a a + + + ~ + + + * a + a * ~ R m ~ + + + * + ~ m ~  


G A R F I E L D ,  G A R F I E L 3  
$ ,24.918 1561 $0 

G A R F I E L D ,  GRAND VALLEY . 
$ 5.451 114.4 ' 

1561.0 

122.7' 

$2066.02 
I 

$2662.80 

36.43 $ 2.317 

$ .071 

$ -908 

$ ,256 

$ ,053 

$ .001 

$ 

$ 

moo0 

.OOO 

15.96 40.75 

G I L P I N ,  G I L P I N  
$ 8.968 

CO. 
568.6 

GRAND, WEST GRAND 
$ 54.508 393.2 

GRAND, EAST 
8 54.614 

GRAND 
796.9 806.1 

CUNNISON, CUNNISON WATERSHD 
$ 30.087 1167.4 1197.6 $1999. 14 35-25 

HINSDALE,  HINSDALE . ' . 
$ 5.825 214.1 214.1 

. HUERFANO, HUERFANO 
$ 15.937 1036.2 

HUERFANO, LA VETA 
$ 5.705 137.4 

JACKSON, 'NORTH P A R K  
$ 17.890 502.3 

J E F F E R S O N ,  JEFFERSON 
$ 1721.157 80391.0 

KIOWA, EAOS 
$ 12..347 

KIOWA, PLAINVIEW 
$ 8.955 71.8 

K I T  CARSON, FLACLER 
$ 5.386 150.1 

K I T  CARSON, S E I B E R T  
S 3.501 67.4 

K I T  CARSON, VONA 
$ 2.867 37.2 

K I T  CARSON, STRATTON 
$ 6.795 196.3 

I 



.>.!:*' 
1 	

. . 
AV A3AE AE ARB MILL SE P'F PYRTY ORTH tS

~ ~ ~ ~ a * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ u ~ ~ # ~ # ~ # ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ & y . * & a ~ ~ & * a ~ u a e ~ & ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ a u * ~ & u ~ * # ~ ~ a @ e e # # a a ~ ~ a # ~ ~ ~ a ~ a ~ ~ # ~ a # e # ~ # # ~ ~ # e e e ~ # ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e e # e ~ ~ e ~ o 

' 

&IF CARSOH, BETHtJNE 
-33 3.871 125,3 1%*3  $2290.98 38.81 $ .  1 2  $ ,150 $ ,001 $ .000 39*90 ' 85.81 

' ' 9L' 	 ' . . . I$  

K I T  CARSaN, 'BURLINmON 
$ 24,667 989.9 ' 993,O $1960.00 34.56 $ 1.094 $ .853 t .OlO $ ,000 24.84 31.87 

.;. . 

LA PLATA, BAYFIELD 

$ 43.091 731.3 731.3 


LA PLATA, ICNBCZO, 
$ 11.602 1922.6 1022.6 $1960.00 

LlfIMER , POUDRE 
$ 291.632 13642.2 13642.2 $2157.08 . ' 

LAWIHER, THOMPSON 
$ 204.073 10361.6 10361,6 $1960.00 

' 	 LARIMER, PARK (ESTES PARK) 
$ 51.659 1272.3 1272.-3 $2115.71 

LA3 AWIKAS, T R Z P 1 3 A D  
C . 18.082 1822,4 1842.6 $1960.00 

LA3 AYIMAS, P R I M E R 0  AEORG. 
3 9.853. 173.8 185.4. $2147.41 

LA5 ANIMAS,  MDEHME REORC 
$ 6.B73 283.2 301.6 $1960.00 

LA6 ATJIMAS, AGUlLAR REORC. 

0 3.9218 244.8 244.$ $1960,00 


LAS AgINA8, BIAtSQti REORC* 
$ 2.850 43:4 49.4 $2785.22 

1 

LA6 bblSMA5, KIM REWG. 

8 r *.7110 109.3 4 $2671.20 
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A v A3AF h E 
*I*U.I*II * * * W * W # * ~ W U ~ ~ W * W ~ X W~ ~ 

WELD, UIIJ3SOR 
$ 106.675 1423 .1  1 4 2 3 . 1  

~ 
A i l D  

~ ~ ~ 

$2275.84 

~ 
MILL 

~ ~ 

26.37  

Table VI 

5E 
w ~ a u ~ 

S .426 

PT 
~ ~ a 

$ 2.813 

~ 

. . . " A .  a m . . .  

PVRTY 
~ ~ ~ u 

$ ,003 

"..- .  . 

G R TH 
* a ~ ~ 

$ - 0 2 5  

~ a 
LS 

~ ~ 

74.96 

* 
SS 

~ ~ 

11.35 

~ ~ n n 

W E L 3 ,  GREELEY 
$ 219.354 9152.6 9235,1 $1979.25 34 .90  S: 10.692 $ 7 . 5 ~ 7  $ I 135 $. -000 23.54 33.17 

MELD, PLATTE VALLEY 
$ 17.720 853.5 857.9 $2121,32 3 7 , 4 t  $ 1 . 1 5 7  $ ,663 $ ,026 $ ,ooo 20,66 36 .05  

I 
P 
0 
'0 

W E L D ,  AIJLT-HIGHLAND 
.S 19.585 . 759.6 

UELP, URICGSDALE 
$ . 3 . ~ 8 ; i  7 9 . 1  ' 

7 8 3 . 1  

61.2 

52078.34 

$2542.79 

36.65 

G 4 . 8 4  

S .904 

$ , 0 5 3  

$ .TI8 

$ ,156 

$ ,024 

$ ,002 

$ .OOO 

$ ,009 

25.11 

42.90 

31-60 

13.81 

WELD, GROVER 
5 4.355 109.a 114.5 $2366.13 41.72 $ .OAQ $ ,182 $ .005 $ -000 

Y?IHA, WEST 
5 38.097 

YlJnA 
1123.8  1123.8 $2244.75 3 9 . 5 8  $ 1.015 $ 1.508 $ ,011 1 ,000 33 .90  22.Bt 

Y U M A ,  EAST 
$ 32.091 

YUMA 
8 8 5 . 6  8 8 5 . 6  $1963.00 34.56 $ - 627 .  $ 1.109 $ .OOR $ e000 36.24 20.47 

m ~ ~ n ~ i * ~ 

hV A 3AF 
~ ~ ~ * U ~ * * * 

S T A T E  TOTALS 
$12647.170 524905.5 

a w ~ ~ 

. AE 
~ * N ~ W 

531278.1 

~ m ~ 

A R R  
~ ~ ~ ~ 

$2152.06 

i 

* 

~ ~ c 

HTLL 
U ~ * 

37.05 

~ * n ~ 

SF 
* Y * ~ * 

$675.120 

. ~ ~ ~ 

PT 
* * * ~ 

1468.220 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

P V R T Y  
~ Y ~ I ~ 

S 8.@08 

v 

I 

$ 

n ~ 

GRTH 
~ ~ ~ 

3.58 t 
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LS  
~ ~ M 

23.81 

# 
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SS 
~ ~ # 

27.62 
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A BILL FOR AN ACT 

1 CCEJERNING PUBLIC SClIEKIL FINANCE, ANII W I N G  AN APPROPRIATION 

B i l l  Sunmary 

(WIE: ? h i s s m a  lies t o  this bill as introduced and 
hoes not n e c e s ~ a r d e a n ~~ s ~ w h TF&~ mav i 

'Ihe b i l l  accomplishes the following: (I) Provides increased 
equalizatim s q p o r t  levels for  fu ture  years [sections 1 and 2) ; 
(2) h t i n u e s  the "minimum guarantee" a t  the cumnt  level 
(sectim 3 ) ;  (3) Revises the authorized nwnw base concept to 
provide that each district's authorized revenue base s ldl  be 
annually enlarged by a f la t  dollar amount per pupil of attendance 
entitlemnt, and allaws certain districts with a low authorized 
revenue base to increase said base, thereby reducing the gap 
between the authorized mmnw bases of certain districts 
(sect im 4) ; (4) Adds a legislative declaration t o  the "Mlic 
School Finanm Act of 1973" that use of general fund revenues in 
excess of the seven percent limitatim m general h d  
expenditures to fund said act is proper t o  the extent that  such 
use w i l l  acconplish property tax relief [sectim 5); ( 5 )  kmves 
the requiremnt that districts sqporting a licensed public 
educatimal *levision station provide matching funds in order t o  
qualify for state assistance [section 6 ) ;  (6 )  Repeals certain 
outdated provisions (section 7) ; (7) Makes an tzppropriatian 
(sectim 8). 

3 -- -Be i t e n a c ~ d & t h e f ~ n e r a l h s s e h l y o f t h e S t a t eof Colorado: 

4 SFSTION I. 22-50-105 (I) [a) , Colorado Revised Statutes 

5 1973, as arrrended, and as further amended by Session Laws of 
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Colorado 197 7 ,  is m n & d  BY 'IlE ADDITIW 01: lTIE FOLUIVINT; M 3 V  

I, 

SUnPARAWIE t o  read: 

22-50-105, State equrtlizatim program - district support 

lewl - s t a t e t s  share. (I) (a) (VT) For 1979, forty-four dol lars  

and mmty-five c a t s  for each pupil  of attendance e n t i t lemnt 

for each m i l l  levied for the general h d  of the district for 

collectim &ring 1979; 

(VI I) For 1980, forty-eight dollars and sixteen cents for 

each pupil of attendance enti t lemnt for ea& mill lerLed for the 

general h d  of the district for collection during 1980; 

(VIII) For 1881, fifty-two dollars and forty-four cents for 

each pupil of attendance entitlement for eauh m i l l  levied for the 

general. fund of the district for collection &ring 1981; 

j IX) For 1982, fifty-six dollars and seventy-me cents for 

ea& pupil of attendance enti t lemnt for  each mill levied for the 

general k d  of the district for collection during 1982. 

SECTIm 2.  22 -50-105 (1) (b) , Colorado Revised Statutes 

1973, is EPEhLE)3 tLW WENACTED, W I l N  AMENWm, to read: 

22-50-10s. State equalization propam - district support 

level - state's share. (1) (b) For 1983 and themafter, the 

pneral  assmbly sha l l  annually review and adjust the program 

support level. If the ~ n e r a lassehly does not adopt a pmgram 

support level f o r  1983, this article shall be repealed effective 

SFClTW 3, 22-50-105 ( 2 )  (d. 1),Colorado Revised Statutes 

1973, as enacted by chapter 264 ,Session Laws of Colorado 1977 ,  

is anrended, and the said 22-50-105 ( 2 )  , as anrended, is further 



amended BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW PARAGRAPHS, to read: 

22-50-105. S t a t e  equalization program - district support 

l eve l  - state's share.  (2) ( d . 1 )  For 1978,  eleven dol lars  and 

thirty-five cents for each  p u p i l  of a t t endance  entitlement, 

multiplied by t h e  number of mills l ev ied  for the g e n e r a l  fund of 

the d i s t r i c t  f o r  collection during 1978; Far---+9?9---and 

t h e r e a f t c r ~ - t h c - g e n c ~ a ~ - ~ ~ ~ e m b ~ y - s h a ~ ~ - a n ~ u ~ 3 ~ y - ~ t v + e w - a n d - a d j u ~ t  

the-program-sapport-ftvc3~ 

( d . 2 )  For 1979, eleven d o l l a r s  and t h i r t y - f i v e  cents for 

each  p u p i l  of  a t t e n d a n c e  entitlement, m u l t i p l i e d  by the nynber of 

mills levied f o r  t he  general fund of the d i s t r i c t  for collection 

during 1 9 7 9 ;  

( d . 3 )  For 1980, e leven  d o l l a r s  and thirty-five cen t s  f o r  

each p u p i l  of  a t t endance  entitlement, n i u l t i p l i e d  by the number of 

mills levied for  t h e  general fund of  t h e  district for  collection 

du r ing  1980; 

( d . 4 )  For 1981, eleven d o l l a r s  and thirty-five cents for 

each pupi l  of attendance entitlement, multiplied by t h e  number of 

mills Levied f o r  the general  fund of  the d i s t r i c t  f o r  c o l l e c t i o n  

d u r i n g  1981; 

( d . 5 3  For 1982, eleven dollars and thirty-five cents for  

each p u p i l  o f  attendance entitlement, multiplied by the number o f  

mills levied f o r  the general fund of the d i s t r i c t  for  collectiou 

dur ing  1982. For 1983 and t h e r e a f t e r ,  the general assembly s h a l l  

annually review and adjust the program support level. I f  the 

general assembly does n o t  a d o p t  a program support level for 1983, 

t h i s  article shall be repealed e f f e c t i v e  December 31,  1982. 

-113- B i l l  1 



SECTION 4 .  22-50-106, Colorado Revised S t a t u t e s  1973, as  

amended, and as further amended by Session Laws of Colorado 1 9 7 7 ,  

is  REPEALED AND REENACTED, WITH AMENDMENTS, to read: 

22-50-106. Authorized base per p u p i l  of attendancerevenue ---

entitlement - l imi ta t ion .  (1) F o r  each budget year, the "revenue 

base" per p u p i l  of  attendance entitlement i n  a d i s t r i c t  shal l  be 

the  sum o f  t h e  t o t a l  amount of property t a x  revenue which the 

district is e l i g i b l e  to receive from the levy of the d i s t r i c t  f o r  

i t s  gene ra l  fund during the budget year, assuming one hundred 

percent c o l l e c t i o n  of such levy,  plus t h e  total amount,of 

equalization support which the d i s t r i c t  i s  e l i g i b l e  t o  receive 

from the s t a t e  during the  budget year pursuant to provisions of 

this a r t i c l e ,  d iv ided  b y  the attendance entitlement of the 

d i s t r i c t  f o r  the budget year .  

( 2 )  (a)  ( I )  For the 1978 budget year, the authorized 

revenue base of a d i s t r i c t  for each p u p i l  of  at tendance 

entitlement s h a l l  be the  revenue base f o r  each pupi l  o f  

attendance entitlement for tha t  district for  the 1977 budget year 

p l u s  one hundred twenty d o l l a r s .  

(11) In order to provide for  the replacement of  revenue 

t h a t  would otherwise be l o s t  to districts a s  a r e s u l t  o f  changes 

i n  procedures for mobile home t a x a t i o n  as provided i n  p a r t  2 of 

article 5 of t i t l e  3 9 ,  C.R.S .  1973, an increase in t h e  authorized 

revenue base per p u p i l  of attendance entitlement of each d i s t r i c t  

shall be allowed for the 1978 budget year i n  an amount equa l  to  

the t o t a l  mobile home specific ownership taxes re+feeted  RECEIVED 

by the d i s t r i c t  i n  the calendar year 1977 divided by the 1977 



at tendance  entitlement of the district. The computation for such 

increase  s h a l l  be v e r i f i e d  by the state board of education and 

c e r t i f i e d  t o  t he  d i s t r i c t .  

( b )  For t h e  1979 budget y e a r ,  t h e  authorized revenue base 

of a district f o r  each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement shall be 

the revenue base f o r  each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement f o r  

that d i s t r i c t  for t h e  1978 budget y e a r  p l u s  one hundred thirty 

d o l l a r s ;  except t h a t  no  d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  be required t o  have an 

author ized  revenue base  l e s s  than one thousand four hundred 

d o l l a r s  per pupi l  o f  a t t e n d a n c e  entitlement. 

( c )  For t h e  1980 budget year, the authorized revenue base 

of a d i s t r i c t  for each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement s h a l l  be 

the  revenue base f o r  each p u p i l  of  a t t e n d a n c e  entitlement for  

t h a t  d i s t r i c t  f o r  the 1979 budget year plus one hundred forty 

d o l l a r s ;  except  that no district shall b e  required to have an 

authorized revenue base l e s s  t h a n  one thousand s i x  hundred 

d o l l a r s  pe r  pupil of attendance entitlement. 

Ed) F o r  the 1981 budget year, the authorized revenue base 

of a d i s t r i c t  f o r  each pupil of attendance entitlement shall be 

the revenue base  f o r  each p u p i l  of  attendance entitlement for 

that d i s t r i c t  for  the  1980 budget year p l u s  one hundred f i f t y  

d o l l a r s ;  except that no district shall be required to have an 

authorized revenue base less  than one thousand eight hundred 

dollars per p u p i l  of  attendance entitlement. 

(e) For the 1982 budget y e a r ,  the author ized  revenue base 

o f  a d i s t r i c t  f o r  each p u p i l  o f  attendance entitlement sha l l  be 

the  revenue base for each p u p i l  of attendance entit lement for 

-115- B i l l  1 
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i
1 t h a t  d i s t r i c t  for the 1981 budget year p l u s  one hundred s i x t y  4 e ! ! = z ~  

2 d o l l a r s .  

(3) Except as provided in sec t ions  22-50-107 and 22-50-108, 

4 the board of education of a district may not  c e r t i fy  a levy 

5 requirement for an amount which, together w i t h  the s t a t e  

equalization support the d i s t r i c t  is e l i g i b l e  to receive during 

the budget year, shall exceed the district's authorized revenue 

base multiplied by the district's attendance entitlement f o r  the 

budget year. 

SECTION 5 .  Article 50 of title 22, Colorado Revised 

Statutes 1973,  as amended, and as f u r t h e r  amended by Session Laws 

of Colorado 1977, i s  amended BY THE ADDITION OF A N E W  SECTION to 

read : 

22-50-101.7. Legislative -- - use of general fundd e c l a r a t i o n  

revenues in excess of seven percent limitation to fund a r t i c l e .  

The general assembly hereby finds and declares t h a t  the funding 

of t h i s  a r t i c l e  through appropriation of general fund revenues in 

excess of t h e  seven percent l i m i t a t i o n  prescribed in section 

24-75-201.1, C.R.S. 1973,  is proper to t h e  extent that  the 

distribution of s a i d  revenues under this a r t i c l e  w i l l  achieve 

prope r ty  t a x  re l i e f .  

SECTION 6 22-50-113.7 (2) and ( 3 ) ,  Colorado Revised 

S t a t u t e s  1973,  as  enacted by chapter 264 ,  Session Laws o f  

Colorado 1977, are amended t o  read: 

22-50-113.7. A i d  for  instructional 
- television. 

(2) Beginning January 1, 1977, and for each budget year 

.thereafter, a school district q u a l i f i e d  for s t a t e  support 



p u r s u a n t  to t h e  provisions of SUBSECTION (1)  OF this s e c t i o n  

s h a l l  receive one d o l l a r  f o r  each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement 

in school d i s t r i c t s  within the coverage area o f  such s t a t i o n ,  a s  

d e f i n e d  by 47 C . F . R .  7 3 . 6 8 3 ,  and drtermined by the department of 

education. 


( 3 )  I n  addition to school  d i s t r i c t s  covered under the 

provisions of subsections (1) and ( 2 )  of  this section, any other 

school  d i s t r i c t s  suppo r t i ng  a licensed p u b l i c  educational 

t e l e v i s i o n  s t a t i o n  s h a l l  receive one d o l l a r  f o r  each matching 

dattar--paid--by PUPIL OF ATTENDANCE ENTITLEMENT IN the school  

d i s t r i c t .  Such morieys received and-matched by t h e  l o c a l  school  

d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  be  p a i d  by t h e  d i s t r i c t  to the educational 

t e l e v i s i o n  station. The t o t a l  s t a t e  assistance for this 

subsection ( 3 )  shall n o t  exceed one hundred thousand dollars. 

SECTION 7 .  Repea l .  22-50-105 (1) ( c )  and (2) (el, Colorado 

Revised S t a t u t e s  1973, a s  amended, and as f u r t h e r  amended by 

Session Laws of  Colorado 1977, a r e  repealed. 

SECTION 8 .  Appropriation. There is hereby appropriated, 

o u t  of any moneys i n  t h e  s t a t e  treasury n o t  otherwise 

a p p r o p r i a t e d ,  f o r  t h e  fiscal y e a r  commencing J u l y  1,  1978, the 

sum of doLlars ($ 1 ,  or so much thereof as may 

be necessary,  t o  the department of educat ion  f o r  implementation 

of this act. 

SECTION 9 .  Effective date .  T h i s  a c t  s h a l l  take effect J u l y  

1 ,  1978. 

SECTION 10. Safety c l a u s e .  The g e n e r a l  assembly hereby 

f i n d s ,  de te rmines ,  and declares t h a t  t h i s  a c t  is necessary for 

Bill 1 



1 the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, and 

2 safe ty .  
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A UILI .  FOR AY 


1 CQ;.JrnITG mn TAX IWENUES. 


-+*
Bill Slxmlary 

m: This s u m  a l ies  to this b i l l  as introduced and 
does not necessari Y re ect G a m e a n t s  which m a y b e

-

subsequently adapt*.) 


Continues indefinirely tF0 increased cigarette tax i m p s 4  
in 1977, and alters slightly tb portion tbreof  going to 1-1 
governnents, 

2 De it eruacted b~ the General ilssmbly of the State of Colorado: 


3 SETION 1, 39-22-623 (1) (a), Colorado Pevised Statutes 


4 1973, as mertded by cbpter 516, Session Laws of Colorado 1977, 


5 is amended t o  read: 


6 39-22423.  Dispositim of collections. (I) (a) An anaunt 


7 -1 to forty-six percent of the gross s ta te  cigarette tax, 


8 camencing July 1, 1973, shall be apportioned to incorporated 


9 cities and incorporated toms rh-hkh levy taxes and adopt fomdl 


10 bulgets aul to caunties; except that, 4er-tke--pclpied cmencing 

13. July  1, 1377, and-c n d b g - d a e  38; -U 7 8 ;  the am~trntapport ion4 

12 s k l l  b ekifiy-cm IIIRTY ~;.3TIQ-TI-IPUXpercent of the gross 

13 state cigarette tax. For tk purflroses of t h i s  section, a city 

14 and county shall be considered as a city. The ci ty  or tam skre 



shall be apportion& according to the percentage of state sales t-

tax revemes allected by the department of revenue in an *E 
incorporated city  or tom as cmprd to the mtal state s l e s  

tax collections tllat may be allocated to al l  plitkal 

subdivisims in the state; the county share shall be ths same as 

that which t l ~pexentage of state sales tax remms collected 

in the mhorporated area of t k  amty bears to total state 

sales tax revenues which may be allocated to a l l  political 

subdivisims in the state. The department of revenrw shall 

certify to the s a t e  treasurer, at least amittally, the percenmge 

for allocation to d city, tom, and comty, and such 

percent;lge Eor a l l m t i o n  ssl certified shall be applied by said 

deparaent in a l l  distributions to cities, torms, and camties 

until changed by certification to d m  state treasurer. In order 

m qualify for distributions of state incam t ax  mneys, units of 

local goverment are prohibited from ir;rposing fees, lkesrses, or 

t a x e s  crar any person as a candition for engaging in the business 

of selling cigarettes or fmattmpting in any m e r  to impose 

a bx m cigarettes, For  purposes of this paragraph (a), tb 

gross state cigarette tax means the total tax before tb discomt 

provided for in section 39-28-104 (1). 

SKTIOIJ 2 .  39-28-103 [ 2 ) ,  Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, 

as m e d  by cllapter 51G, Sessiun laws of Colorado 1977, is 

aneded to  read: 

39-28-103. Tax levied. ( 2 )  Fer-the-perid Cmmcing July 

1, 1977, md--mdhg--drnc--GQr--A974; tb tax i m p o d  by this 

section sbl l  be levied at t l lc rate of soven and one-Imlf mills 



- -  

2 SETION 3, Effective date, This act shall mke effect July 

3 1, 1978. 

4 SUTXOIJ 4. Safety clause. The general assmbly hereby 

5 fi&, datemines, and declares tlut thisact isnecessryfur 

6 theitwedialepresemation of the pblic peace, health, and 

Bill 2 


	GA4.9-226a.pdf
	GA4.9-226b.pdf

