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TiME FOR A NEW APPEROAC
FPAR sxamined Louisiana's s
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tate school aid Minimum Foundation Program (MFP)
in & January 1282 Analysis, "Spending School Dellars,” and concluded that a
compisie overnaui was needed. Since then, more siate doilars are funneled te
iccai school systems through the MFP and additional sizie aid programs have
tesn added, but the basic appreach in the MFP remains the same, Emphasis
continues io be on jobs, not on educaiing students, thus stifling flexdbility

and creativity =i ihe local level. Accountzbility is pegged tc local school

boards smploying the number of persons to fiil the jobs authorzed, not 1o how

well students achieve. The proportion that local schoal sysiems contribuie to
financing the MFP has shrunk o an insignificant lsval.

This report re-examines Louisiana's MFP as well as state school aid
approaches In other states. In recent years, a number of staies have rsformed
their school aid formulas to make tham more equitable and gearsd fto
achievement of spaciiic goals and cbjeciives io improve education. Louisiana
should adopt some of thase new concepts in restruciuring s MFP.

CONCEPTS OF STATE SCHOOL AID

There are severzl reasons wh
local schools:

1. The 10th Amendment to the U. S. Constitution reserves io state
govemment responsibility for education. Except for FHawaii, staie govermnmenis
share this responsibility with local school boards and school districts which
they creaie.

2. States have a responsibility to assure that all children have access
o a good education for their own bensiit as well as to benefit the state
residents.

3. Many local school disiricts do not have sufficient tax
finance a basic education, much less a quality program.

All state govemments help finance local schoois, but the exent and
methods used differ considerably.

Two basic approaches are ussd nationwide for staie school . aid:  the
Minmirum Foundation Program (MFP) and the Guaranieed Tax Base (BTB). The MFFP
predominates. Louisiana is one of 33 states that use the MFP and another sight

y state govemments provide financial aid to

ing capacity o

e ko

slates combing this with other concepts, Mawail has full siate funding, and
gight states use the GTB of a simiar concapt-Guarantsed  Yield, District
Power Equalizing or Perceniage Equalizing. (Ses Figurz 1.)

The MFP Concapt

The MFP is a concept, not mersly & formula to
local schoels. It embedies the following tenets:

1. The stats guaraniees each child a basic or minimum
regardless of place of residencs and wsalth of that community.

2. A minimum education indicates basic, but not zll,
programs. The state must define this basic or minimum program.

3. The total cost of the minimum foundation program must be dstermined.
The basic unit for caleulating cost may be par pupil, per classroom unit, or
individual programs and sarvicss.

4. Financing is a state/local partnershis. To

disiribute siate money io
aducation,

sarvicss and

assure  siatewide
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squalization in financing the minimum program, ihere must be = recuired local
sfiont bassd on 2 uniform measurs of iaxing capacity and/or t=x sflort and of
sufficient amount io equalizs.

8  Total cost of the minimum pregram minus local support is the amount
of state funding nseded to equalize,

8. Local systems ars free 1o supplement cosis of ihe minimum program
and o add cother programs and ssrvicss.

Louisiana's constitution rsguires an MFF and establishes the formuls’s
basic componenis. The Staie Board of Elementary and Secondary Educaiion
(BESE) must davelop and adopt a formula sach year which (a) determines the MFP
cost in all public elementary and secondary schools, (b) =zllocates funds
aquilably to local systems, and (c) requires that every local system contrbuis
io the MFP financing.

The GTB Concept

The concept of & Guaranieed Tax Base (BTB) is similar to Guarantesd
Yield, District Power Equalizing and Peicentage Equalizing, alf designed to
sncourage local schoel support. The amount of state aid vares sccording to
local tax decisions. The state guaraniee fiuciuaies according o a
determination of local weaith and the amount of texes {(or spending) by each
local school sysiem.

Under the GTB approach, the stzte guaranteses an amount per studeni for

each property tax mill or cther revenue 2 local school system levies—usually
up 0 2 maximum.

F a local system's tax produces less than the siate
guarantes, then the sitate pays the difference. However, if the tax vield is
more than the stale guarantee, then the state provides no state aid to that
local schoal system.

Texas has had an MFP for school aid, but its siate court found it o be
unconstitutional due to inequities. & now is considering 2 GTB concept in
which alt school districts would recsive $3,014 per student frem z combination
of staie and local revenue. Every district would have io levy 61 mills in
property taxes to qualify for maximum sizte aid. State aid would provide the
difference betwsen the amount the &1 mills generaied locally and the
guaranteed amount. Poorer disitricts with a limited tax bass would recaive
more state aid and wealthier disiricts would receive less.

The GTB concept is said to provide equal access o 2 guaiity education by
providing equal doflars for equal effort at the local level. Under the MFP,
the siate shares only in the cost of a minimum program, while ihe state shares
in the iotal cost under the GTB. Some power equafizing pians requirs that
weaithy school districts help finance schools in poor districts.

Basic Uniiz to Determine Sizte Aid

Statas differ in basic uniis io determine the amouni and distribution of
giaie school aid.

Forty staies usz pupils as the basic unif, but pupils may be defined
diferently. {See Figure 1.) Most siates define pupils on the basis of
average daily membership (ADM) which counts the average number of nupils
present plus the number absent during a particular pericd. Pupils who enroff
but are absent part of the time or drop out of school during the year are
included in an ADM pupil count. Nine stzies use average daily aftendances (ADA)
which tolals the number of studenizs present sach day of school divided by the

number of days school is in session. Six siates uss & fullime squivelent
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(FTR) student count which considers those who aiiend for oniy 2 pari of the day
or year.

Louisiana is one of 10 states that use an “instructional unit® w©
caloulate most siafe school aid.  Pupilieacher raiics are ssiablished which
convert & designated number of pupils inio & unit which has a tsacher. in
Louisiana, the number of insiructional uniis dsismmines ithe number of
“aliotted” isaching positions for which ihe state pays & minimum salary. For
axample, svary 20 pupils in kindergarten through the third grade in sach school
produces one allotiad teaching position. Schocl  sysiens must employ perscns
in all the alioted positions 1o rsceive maximum state funding. 1f they employ
mors than allotied, the local sysism pays the cost.  Also, in Louisiana's
forfnula, the number of allotied teachers (except additional teachers gensraied
by reducing K-3 ratics) is used to calculate the number of allotted positions
for administrators and other professional personnel--nstructional supervisors,
orincipals, assisiant principals, visiting isachars and social workers—ior
whom the siats pays minimum salaries.

MFP CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTIONS

The content and cost of Louisiang's MFP is insulated from traditional
legislaiive and gubematordal actions as a resulf of a 1987 consiitutional
amandment:

1. Only BESE can recommend a new MFP formula which
legislative approval.

2. The Legislaturs may ask BESE io amend its recommended MFP formula but
may not do so iiself. :

3. If the Legislature does not approve the BESE-recommended new MFP, the

most recent formuiz approved by both BESE and the Legislature remains in
effect.

is subject to

The Legislature must fund requirements of the MFF ai 100%.

The govermor cannot cut MFP funding uniess the act appropriating the
money gives him the authorty and the Legislaiure by mail baliot approves the
reduction by a two-thirds vote of elecisd members of sach house.

4,
[
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THE EVOLUTION OF LOUISIANA'S MFP

Louisiana began o aid local schools shortly sfter it became a state in
1812; state money was provided each parish to buy school buildings. Since
that initial effort, Louisiana aend other siates have used a variety of methods
to aid schools, as described in a Siate Depariment of Education publication,
Louisiana School Finance, by Dr. J. Berion Gremillion (1975).

The Era of Flat Grants: Flat granis were the earliest form of state
school aid--sither an amount per community, per child in school, per child of
school age, or per teachsr.

An 1821 Louisiana act provided a flet grant to each parsh which had at
least one public school operating at least three months a year. In 1833, the
state began providing an equal amounti per chiid in school.

State aid wes apporiionsd to local school districts in 1847 when the local

school district was esiablished as the unit to adminisier Louisians's public

schools. That year Louisiana switched to a flai grant per educable child of

school age (dstermined by a school census). The per sducable chiid of school
age as a basis for school aid continued in Louisiana uniii 1230 and
predominated among other southem stzies.

Fiat granis warg criticized because they failed io consider local need or




ability, while grants per educabie child were crticized because of diffsrences
among ‘ocal systems in the proportion of children enmlied in public schooi.

School Egualization and _the MFP: The MFP concept was formulated in 18253
Marvland was the first siais to adopt #, and a number of siates followed
including Louisiana in 1930. Louisiana’s original MFP did not disttibute state
funds to all local school systems—only those whose local suppoit felf below
the cost of the minimum  education program. Undsr the fscal 1830-31
distripution, only 2% of the 88 local systems received siaie agualization
funds.

The basic concept in Louisianze’s cumsnt MFP (2 sizie minimum isacher
salary schedule paid for allotied positions) dates back o 1958 when afl local
gysiams participated in stale equalization funding. From 1958-57 through
168162, local support represented a significant portion of the toial cost of
ihe MFP:

Total Cost

of MFP Percent of Total Cosi oi.the MEP
Eiscal Year {Millions) Local Support Sizie Ecualization
1858-57 $112.3 88.0% &4,0%
1857-58 137.5 47.3 52.7
1858-89 143.1 _ 48,9 23.1
198880 188.5 44.8 B5.4
1861-62 179.9 4.6 58.3

In 1862 other significant changes wers made in the MFP, including per

sducable and equalizaiion funding, which caused the local support factor io
shrink considerabiy.

Total Cost
of MFP Percent of Totai Cost of the MEP

riscal Year {Million=s) Locai Supmport Sigie Eaqualizaiion
1982-83 $188.2 18.4% 83.8%
1863-64 194.8 18.2 83.8
1884-85 202.7 158 84.2
19668-67 247.7 i3.8 28.2
19688-58 298.9 i2.2 87.8
1970-71 388.1 0.8 82.5
1871-72 403.2 8.8 50.2
1972-73 . 408 .4 5.7 80.3
1873-74 414.9 10.0 80.0
1974-75 458.1 8.1 20.8

The 1974 stais constitution resulied in further MFP changes. The

per
aducable distribution was eliminaied. Also eiiminated wags the consiiiutiona!

dadication of a portion of the state severance t2x io local school boards,
which had besen a local support item in the MFP.

The naw constitution retained
the five-mill constitutional tax which

school boards can levy without voter
approval (13 mills in Orleans). The five mills was increased ‘o 5.5 mills in
the MFP when other local support ftems (severance fax, rent or lease monay
from 168th Section school lands, and court fines) were sliminaied. The five
mills school boards can levy became a varying millage due 1o a

1874
constitutional requirement that millages be adjusted following reassessment io



produce the s=ame amount of tax dellars as beiore reassessmeni. This millags
adjustment foliowing the 1978 reassessment resulied in the five mills ranging
om less than three mills in Jefferson Parish to over sight mills in Caddo.
The five-mill varation coniinues despite 2 1980 consiitutional emendment
which permits local school boards (and other local goveming bodies), with a
two-thirds vote, to roll their millage up to the millage rate prior o
reassessment.

Following 1874 consiitutional changes, the local support factor in the
MFP has diminished, while the amount of total MFP dollars has aimost wipled,

Total Cost
of MFP Perceni of Toial Cost of the MFPR

Eiscal Year {Mitlions) Local Support State Eguslization
19758.78 $527.1 6.4% 93.6%
1976-77 535.8 5.7 84.3
1977-78 828.8 4.9 85,1
1878-79 £543.4 5.1 ¢d.9
1879-80 703.2 4.9 95.1
1980-51 801.7 4.7 25,3
1881-82 893.9 4.6 854
1982-83 282.3 5.5 84,5
1983-84 g3g.4 5.8 94,2
1984.85 1,008.1 56 84, 4
1985-86 1,030.8 5.7 24.3
1986-87 1,034.6 5.9 4.1
1287-88 1,222.3 4.8 5.1
1988-39 1,324.7 4.3 857

TOTAL STATE-LOCAL SCHOOL FINANCING

The state-local share in financing the MFP is only part of the financing
of schools. Local revenues not only supplement MFP state aid for school
operations, but are the only source for school capital ouilay and repayment of
local school debt. When all siate and local school revenues are considerad,
local revenues represent a far greater share than in the MFP. According to the
Mational Education Association (NEA), Henkings of the States (annual series),
the percentage that Louisiana’'s local school revenue represenied of all
siate-local scheol revenus ranged from 25.6% in 1984-85 {o a high of 40.9% in
1984-35. The local share dropped io 38.1% in 1987-88.

LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ON LOCAL SCHOOL FINANCING

The siate constitution sets the parameters of local schaol  taxing
authority. The properly tax and the sales tax are the  major sourcss.

FProperty Tax

Louisiana school beards have constitutional authorty 1o levy a property
tax without voier approval-simiiar to authorty given parish and municipai
governing authorities. They may levy additional property i@xes with voier
approval but uniike parishes and municipalities, the state limits e amount of
scheol millage which volers may approve.  Collections from  school property
taxes also are diminished by siats-imposed exemptions, particularly the $7.300

&



homastsad sxemption.
Constitutional School Miliages

The constiiuiion authonzes school boards o levy up to five mills (13 in
Orleans) without voter zpprovai {o assure local school support. The five mills
have been adjusted following four-year reassessment and, in fiscali 1987-88,
rangad from 2.5 mills in Jefferson io 8.2 mills in Cadde. The 13 mills for
Orieans has besn adjusted to 18 mills. Table 1 shows ihe mange of millages
wvied by the 56 systems.

Yoter-Approvad Millages for Additional Support

The constiiution authorzes local school beards to levy additional
property taxes wiih volsr approval, systemwide or in subschool disificts. The
consiitution authorizes the Legislaiure to sstablish the amount of millags,
duration and pumpose of these voter-approved school taxes. The Lagisiature
has set a 70-mill fimit, not {o sxcseed 10 vears without voter renewal. There
is a question whether the 70-mill limii applies systemwide only, or also io
millages in subschool districts. Five systems do not lsvy any additional
support millage systemwide, while an edditional four systems levy less than

five mills, St Tammany is the only system thai approaches the 70-miil limit.
Table 2 shows the range of these millages.

Bond Millages

Local schaol boards are responsible for construciing school buildings and
ara authorized 1o incur debt, payable from the properly tax. Voter approval is
required.

There is no legal limit on property t2x millages to retire debt, but the
amount of debt which school boards can incur sysiemwide or in subschool
disiricts is limited to 35% of the taxable assessed value of property,
including property which is homestead exempt. The 38% debt limit was changed
from 25% by a July 1988 Louisiana Suprems Court dacision.
lagisiative authority to excesd the general 35% dsbt limii.

As shown in Table 3, no bond millages weres levied systemwide in 36 of ths

66 systerns, although 24 of these had debt retirement millages in one or mors
subschool districts.

The Sales Tax

Louisiana school boards rely on sales taxes far more than do schoal
boards in other staies. According to the U. S. Bureau of the Census report,
Govemmental Finances in 1986-87, Louisiana school boards received 47.1% of
their lacal revenug from the sales tax and 31.8% from the property tax. For
the U. 8., independent school districts recsived 0.8% of their local mvenue
from the sales tax and B2.8% from the property tax.

Louisiana's constiiution requires voter approval of local salss taxes.
The constitution also seis a combined 3% limii on sales i=xss that can be
fevied within a taxing jurisdiction (school board, parish or municipelity), but
authorizes the Legislature to increass the 3% limit by general, special or
ocal law. A 1384 act increased general sales iax authority o 4%. State law
prohibits local school boards and other local governments from levying a sales
iax on csrtain items such as gasoline and utilities.

Some sysiems have

-



As shown in Table 4, all school boards levied 2z sales
axcept Cameron.  Almost half of the 66 school boards levied
1

levied 2 1.5% tax; 13 levied a 2% sales tax; and one, & 2,.2% sales iax.

tax in fiscal 1987-28
2 1% sales tax; 13

TABLE 1
"Constiiutional” Millages Levied, Fiscal Year 1587389

Ranage of Millages Mumber of Local Svystems

2.0-2.9 4B

3.0-2.9 22

4.0-4.9 3

£.0-5.9 7

8.0-6.2 3

7.0-7.2 0

8.0-8.2 thy

8.0 and above _'_i_‘i_

TOTAL 88

= Voter approval not required; levied systemwide. Five mills (13 in

Oreans), adjusted following reassessment.”  Six sysiems have not reporied
1987-88 rates and so 1886-87 millages are included.

b Jefierson.

c Caddo.

d Orleans, adjusied to 25.9 mills.

SQURCE: Louisiana Department of Education, unpublished data.

TABLE 2
Additional Support Millages Levied, Fiscal Year 1987-388
Ranae of Millages Mumber of Local Systems
0.0 5o
G.1- 0.9 0
1.0- 4.9 4%
5.0-9.9 19
10.0-18.8 20
20.0-22.9 12d
. 30.0-38.9 5
40,0-42.9 0
50.0 and above 1€
TOTAL 88
a Vaoter approval  reguired. Includes  systemwide millages oniy, although
subschool disiict millages can and are levied in some sysiems. Limiied to 70

mills which are adjusied Jollowing reassessmsnt. Six
reported 1887-88 rates and so 1986-87 millages are includad.
b Evangeline, Orleans, St. Mary, Tangipahosa and West F

systems have not

t Felictana.
c Acadia, Madisen, Union and Varmilion,
d Caddo, Caldwell, Camearon, DeSote and East Baton Rouge.
8 St Tammany.

SOURCE: Louisiana Departimeni of Education, unpublished daia,
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TABLE 3 .
Bond and Interest Millages Lavied, Fiscal Yezr 1897-38°%

Hange ot Miilsges Mumber of Lacal Svsiems

0.0 38!
0.1- 4.9 7¢
£.0- 8.9 7°
10.0-12.9 8
20.0-29.9 8
TOTAL 86

a Voter approval required; no limii on millages, but debt incurred eannot
gxcged 25% generally of iaxable assessad  value inciuding  homestead-exempt
property.  Six systems have not reported 1887-838 reizs and so |986-837 millagss
are included.

o Twenty-four of these levy subschool district millages.

c One of these levies subschool distict millages.

SOURCE: Louisiana Depariment of Education, unpublished daia.

TABLE 4
Louisiana Local School Taxes Levied or Shared,
Fiscal Year 1987-38

Bales Tax Raiz : Number of Schoot Svstemns
Mo tax 18

Less than 1% 3

1% 31

Mora than 1%; less than 1.5% 4

1.58% 13

2.0% 13

2 5% 1D

TOTAL ' 88

a Cameron Parish.
b Livingsion Parish.
SOURCE: Staie Department of Education,

unpublished data for Annual
Financial and Statistical Report, 1987-88.

Unlike voter-approved properly taxes, local sales texes are not subject
o pericdic voter renewal unless so spacified on the ballot. According to a
September 16, 1988 survey by the Louisiana State Department of Educaiion
(SDE), thers were only 12 local school sysiems whers all or a portion of
their sales tax was subject to voter renewal.

The SDE survey also found that local school sales tax procseds usually
are dedicated to specific purposes—-mainly salares. Special legislative .
auihonity is required to dedicate the sales tax for capital outlay or debt
refirsment: the survey found that 13 school systems dedicated a portion of
their sales tax for these purpuses. A Sepiember 21, 1988 attormey general's

o



opinion sizied that should the Legislature authorizs school boards and other
local govemments to impose a sales tax on items now requirad to bs axempt.
the additional revenue would have to be spent for the same purposes as presant

sales tax dedications. W a sales tax iz dedicated to retire debt, such
dedication must continue untii all bonds payable from the szles @2 are
reiired.

State law prohibits Jocal school sales taxes to be considersd in the local
suppent factor of the MFP.

YOTER APPROVAL OF LOCAL SCHOOL TAXE

To find out the exient Louisianz voiers approve local texes for schools
and how the approval rate compares with tax slgctions for other local
govemmenis, PAR siaff itallied slection resulis betwsen {973 and 1987. Thers
wers more property iax elections (544) than sales tax elections {196), parily
becauss voters periodically must decide if propery texss ars mnewscd. The
vy of sales taxes usually is permanent.

Voters approved proposais in mora than two thirds of the 740 bond and tax
slections. They favored taxes for schools (77%) more than thoss for parishes
{(81%) and for municipalities (73%). The voter-approval rate was higher for
property than sales taxes except in municipal slections. (See Table 5.)

Voters were less inclined o vote for property and sales tax increases
than for tax renewals. In school board elections, voters favored 92% of
proposals to renew iaxes but only 65% of proposals to increase iaxes.

Taxes for operations were favored by voters more than these to back new
debt and construction, In school board bond and tax elections, 82% of
proposals for operations passad while only 89% of those for bonds passed.

LOUISIANA'S CURRENT MFP

HCH 187 of 1988 contains the cument MFP formula, effective for fiscal
1988-8S. it replaces HCR 74 of 1984 which remained in effect for jour years
because the Legislature rejected BESE-recommendad changes.

The current MFP embodies a number of changes:

1. Practically- all state aid i public schools now is in the MFP.
Exceptions include the Professicnal Improvement Program (PIPs) which provides
supplementary salares for teachers anc other participants and is being phased
out; special projects, mainly financed from 8 (g) funds paid from the
consiifutionally-dedicaied Louisiana Quafity Education Support Fund; sarly
childhood development programs, and a program o identify exceptional
children.

Programs previously funded by the state ouiside the MFP which now are
included are textbooks and fibrary baoks, group heafth insurance, exiended pay
and travel for agr-business teachers, siate conirbutions for tsacher and
other school semployes retirement systems, forsign associate (CODOFIL)
teachers, school nurses, enhanced materais and supplies for giftedialenied
and special education students, and salery supplemenis for school lunch
employeas. These items added $272.5 million o current costs of the MFP, but
reduced the amount of stale school aid funded outside the MFF,

2. Stats aid to private and parochial schools is funded outside the MFP
to comply with & constitutional provision that the MFP finance “public”
slementary-secondzary schocls. Some programs of state aid to private schoals,

-10-
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such as transponation, praviously wars in the MFP.

2. ‘lnsiructionzal" and noninstructional "support services” cosis are
paraied, aithough there are axceptions. Special educsiion transportation
in the instructional category, while enhanced instructional maisnals znd
Upplies  for giftedfizlented and special education siudenis are in the
support sarvices” category.

The reason for separating instructional and noninsiructional costs was
o implermant the Govemors recommendation thai the sizmie finance only
instruction and shift noninstructional costs to local school boards.
Howaver, propesed legislation io give local school boards additional taxing
authority failed, and so the siate is providing one-vear "bridge” monsy {o
pay e cost. The MFF also provides for a uniform percentage reduction in
“support services” costs.

-

a iy

4, The new formula provides $15 milion to “equalize” funding of
support services cosis. Under the distribution method, $10 million is to
reduce the impact of the state cut and 35 million is to help poorer systems.
Afthough the Governor's orginal objective was to shift the entire cost of
support services to local school boards ($342.4 million), the final resuk

is that the siate is financing all the cost except for 2 net reduciion of
$21.7 miilion.

5. The formuia provides that the state is to fund approximately B3.9%
of the "supporl services costs”; actually, the siate is funding $3.6%. The
higher siate funding is because proposad legisiation failed which would have
authorized local school boards, through creation of special disiricts, fo
levy a 4.5-mill tax without volsr approval, estimated io generaie $48.9
million. The state is providing this financing.

8. The noninsiruciional poriion of the MFP is said to be 2 "block
grant” which allows local sysiems to spend the money as they wish, although
HCR 187 does not state this. In practice, there is little in the entire MEP
that is not treated as a "block grant” other than the requirement that lecal
systems actually employ persons to fill pesitions afloited, by October 1, i
receive state funding for all allotted positions.

Local systems have flexibility in flling allotted posilicns.  The
number of allotted teachers is determined on a school-by-school  and
grade-ieval basis, but thers Is no requirement thai teachers be placed in a
particular school or grade.  Rather, filling of allotied positions is
determined on’ a systemwide basis. Additional teachers are allotisd for
grades K through 3, but may be employed at upper grade levels.

Persons other than teachers fall within the teacher allotmsmis. For
example, guidance counselers and libradans are included as  allotted
leachers, and assistant principals also can be counted as aflotted teachers
even though they may not teach. Therz are differing opinions whether
central office supervisors may be employed within the number of allotted
teachers, which would be in addiion to sliotmenis for administrators and
supervisors.

7. insiructional costs represent about three jourths of iote] 1888-8C
siale costs. The state is financing all MFP noninstructional cosis sincs
ihere is no local charge back.

Table & shows components and financing of the curent 1988-80 MFEP.



TABLE 3

i ouisiana MFP Formula for Fiscal Vear 1988-20
{in Millions)
Y 198839 Pareenm:
{Apyraprinted) of Totzl
Part L. Instuctionsl Comts
A. mezular Zducation
1. Hegular tezchers 3 BTL.0 43.02%
o. Second lenguage specialistn 1.3 0.l
Z. Incucdoned supervisarz, vimting teachess, socizl £3.2 4.1
woriers, principals, amigtzns principals, “other
cemifled or leensed perpoonel™
5. Sabbatico leave poy 4,7 0.4
4, Acgumuisted mick leave severance pay 2.3 0.2
3. Workers’ compensation 4.0 0.3
6. Unemploymeni compennation o.s a
® 9. Textbooks, librery books, wehoal sypplies 152 1.4
2 8, Group heaith jngurance 52.3 +.0
9. Agrisbusiness teachers, extended employmeant 1.7 0.1
Total Hegular Ednecation 3 7138 £3.8%
B, Specin]l Eduecation
i. Specin] educstion teachers and therapigis g 119.5 8.05%
2. Special education mapervisors 1.8 0.1
3. Specinl education teacher aides 22.5 1.7
4. Ansesgmanti ieacbers, schoual psychologists, nonpublic 20.6 1.6
school appraizal personnel, social workers, ocoupational
ond physieal thazapiss, “other certifisd znd licensed
personne{”
5. Specinl education transportation including bus attendents 16.1 1.2
Total Special Edusation % 180.3 13.6%
2 C. Retiremen:, Teacher B1l.z2 8.1
%1, Forelgn Associata Taachers 3.2 2.2
E. New Increases
1. Lower pupil/teacher ratin, X-3, to 20:1 18.1 1.2
2. B% pey ingreese (5/5ths) 52.8 4.0
5. Longevity pay increass, to 15 years 13.1 1.0
Total. Part I Ingtructional 31,060,414 80.1%
F. Less Locsl Messure of Wenlth (5.5 mille) -57.0 %, 3
G, Differencs. State Aid to Equalize $1.003.2 78.8%
Pert 31, Noninstructional Support Serviges
A. A uniform percentage of 1986-B7 mate and loecal funding,
with peyments approximateiy 83.9% of the amount of the
MFP Support Services Program
= 1. Group health insurence s 232.8 3.2%
= 2. Schoal gurses . 2.8 0.2
2 3. Retiremaent, teacher (nontenciers} 4.5 0.8
% 4, Hertirement, 2chool lunch employees 8.7 Q.5
* 3. Raurement, school employvees 17.5 1.3
8, Workers' compensation aad unemployment eompen- 7.2 0.8
sation, noateaching personnel
7. Transportaticn 20.3 6.8
B. Employees without minimium sainry schedule, sainry T77.4 8.8
adjustmentz
9. Ttilities, insursnes=, maigtenpnee 47.4 3.8
® 10, Gifted/tpienizd progrem ephanecement 0.5 8
“ 11. Specizl educszion meterals and mupphes G.B 2
= 12, Sechool lunch smpleves miary supplements AT 3.1
Total, Nooin=triactional Support & 342.2 25.9%
© Deduetion, 1,72% of 1985-87 Total Revenus ~38.7 -2.8
Total Revised Noninstructione] Suppart FRETEN 22.1%
Part II1. Parish Tqualization 15,0 3.1
Total WMTT 31,324.0¢ 100.0%e
Adjusiments, PrierYeoar MFP Allocstions and Payments Due 0.7

Retizement Systems

Tatal Adiusted MFE

* Added in 1838,
2 Less than (.15,

b Local support totaling 548.9 milion wes to pay pert of the cost through 4.5 mills which
school boards comld levy without voter approval Thiz proposat failed nsd the siste is pro-
viding this funding. If the cettent formuls remains in sff=et, it appeers the state will heve to
fund H53.8% of the noninstructional costz compared (o 82,95 cursently funded, or 83.6%
Lf the 315 million equelization iz consddarad,

¢ May not add =xactly due to rounding.

NOTE: Studeni memberahip used ifor pupil/t=acher ang other crleulstions is as of Octsber 1,
1988, The pumber of students are those who regisiered or preregistered priar o October I,
Bitended of least one clans and were not 0fficially dropped,

SOURCE: HCR 187 of the 1988 regulnr session and the Lovitiana State Depamment of Educe-
tion.



CRITIQUE OF LOUISIANA'S MFP

The MFP concept is relatively simple, but Louisiana's MFP is not. It
is an accumulation of many years of changss, mainiy designed o increase
state funding. Some view the MFP only as 2 way io disiribute state aid
while others, as & way to implement state poiices and lsgal mandates.
Louisiana's MFP has no pariicular goals and objectives such as encouraging
betier sducation, greater sfficiency and higher lecal scheol suppart.

FPAR has formulated certain guidelines io sssure simia sehool aid s
rational and effeclive in promoting quality schools. The guidelines are
based on siudies of school finance and practices among states.

1. The MFP formula should be simple enouch o be undersiood--at least
by policymakers who are to formulate and approve it. by local svsisms who
must_implement . and by interesied citizens.

HCR 187 of 1888 contains lenguage so imprecise and vague  that it is
subject to wvarious interpretations.  Circular Me. 810 (August 5, 1988),
which provides instructions and explanations to local systems on how to
provide necessary data, is of little assistance.

The MFP is not one formula but at least two dozen. Costs are
detarmined  in a varngty of  ways: pupilteacher  ratios,
tsacher/administrator ratios, teacher/special education staff ratios, per
pupil amounts with different definitions of a student, end different
percentages of cost for the cument or prior year. Some iiems added in 1988
provide funding for some but not all local sysisms, such as foreign
associate tsachers and gifted/talented programs.

Exceptions add still more complications. For example, schoals with as
fsw as 117 pupils have a separate category for allotment of ieachers,

2.  The formula should be kent current.

Although the constitution requires BESE io develop and adopt am MFP
formula each year, the Lesgislature may not approve a new formula annually.
As noied, the previous MFP formulz remained in effect for Jour years. I
thus is imporiant that ihe formula not contain language which will be
obDsolete after the first year of implementation.

The current MFP .has several provisions gearasd to the curment vaar only.
For example, the staie reduction in support services cosis is pegged to
1986-87 data, the amount of state funding for these costs is frozen at
$308.6 million, and so is the $15 million to hslp ofisst the cut.

3. Emphasis should be on the cost of sducating students, not assuring
iobs for teachers and other personnel.

The bulk of the money in Louisizna's MFP is 1o fund allotied positions.
This obsiructs local zbility to make staffing decisions. A local sysiem may
want o hire fewer teachers than allotted, and use state money for other
personnel such as aides and sacretares o perform some iasks assigned to
teachers. It may want to purchase instructional squipment such zs computers
to help children leam to read, write, compuie and become knowledgsable in
other areas, but staie money is not provided for this.

Consolidation of schools will resuk in loss of sizie money for
principals and assistant principals because of fewer schools. In fact, the
formula encourages small schools by providing a special allotment formula.

Some sysiems may want to reducs their central office sta¥ but would lose
statz monsey.

'
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& 40 staiss use pupils as the
distribuie stats

& basic unit 0 caleulsie and
school aid.
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4. Psr _pupil allocstions o local school systems should be basad on
average dailv atiendance (ADA) io encourage student attandance.

Louisiana's pupil count for the MFP caiculation of allotisd posiiions is
membarship as of October 1 of sach year. This provides no incsntive for
schools o rotain studenis throughout the year and the definition allows local
sysiems 1o overstate their number of students. An ADA siudemi coumt would
raquire adjusiments in siate allotments during the year.

5. Per_oupil allocgtions should be weighted to reflect diffierencas in
siudent costs according to grade level. tvpe of student (reqular, special
gifted) and geographic (urban/rural) arsa.

Louisiana’s current MFP allows for differences in grade level by allotiing
more teachers for kindergarten through third grade (@ 20 o 1 pupil/teacher
ratio compared fo a 25 to one ratio in grades 4 though 12). However, there is
no requirement that the additional teachers be employed in the lower grades.

The MFP staffing ellotments ars different for special education students

but under ihis method, students in special resource rooms who attend regular
classes part of the day are counted mors than once.

8. A basic_or "minimum” education should bs defined clearly.

Louisiana's current MFP iz comprehensive in that it includes practically
all programs the state has funded. Textbooks, cbviously a necessity, weare
edded. Some new additions favor cerain types of teachers--foreign associate
teachers and agr-business teachers.

Transportation has been =& component of Louisiana's MFP since  1230.
Alihough some question whether this should be part of a minimum education
program, it is obvious that children cannot leam if they cannot get to school.

This may not be simple in today's society. Many neighborhood schools have
been efliminated through court-crdered desegregation, school consclidation and
alternative schools.  Poor parents usually lack transporiation and working
parents have scheduling problems. Some locales lack adequate public
transportation systems, and thers may bs hazardous situations even if achools
are within walking disiancs. _

Some also question whather fseding children ai school is an esseniial
service. Tne federal govemment provides most of the funding pius surpius
commodities and sets a reletively high income level to gualily for free or
subsidized meals.

There are & number of new and smerging programs net in the MFP,
include preschool programs for children at nsk, summer or gxtended school
remediation programs for older at-risk and low-achieving siudents, remediation
of teachers who may be judged unsatisiactory through the newly authorized
isacher svaluation program, and chiid care programs beiore and after school to
accomimodate working parents. Representatives of isacher organizations contend
there is nesd for duty-free lunch time Jor elementary teachers and pilanning
ime scheduled during the school day.  Instructional technology including
computsrs and telecommunications are gaining increaszed usas.

Local school boards fund a number of itsms not in the MFP-capital outlay,
repairs and fumnishings; equinment including compuiers and software; substitute
teachers, and social sacurty. Some aiso finance child care programs,
duty-irze lunch time and planning time.

These
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7. The logal suppori_facior should measure local taxing
also  tax  efiort. It should be of sufficient zmount
stzte/local shars of the total cost should be predetsrmined.

The 5.5-mill lccal support factor in Louisiana's MFP does noi measure tax
sapacity, afthough there is some weaith component since the 5.3 mills is
applisd to sach sysiem's fzxable assessed value of properiy. Thers is no
factor fo measurs tax effort among the local systems, much less encourage local
school support.  The 5.5 mills yield $87 million out of a2 toial MFP  cost of
$1.3 pilion, or 4.3%, and thus are tco inconssquential o squaiize and too
small io be & fair shars of local suppori.

Louisiana's MFP omits the sales igx which
praducer for schools.

capacity ang
io  agualize. The

is the major local revenue

8. Thers should be flexibility and "leeway for diversin” at the local
lavel. Accountability should be based on results in student achievement,

The MFP lacks incentives or stimulation for local schools o do a good job
in educating students and also lacks sanctions if schools do a poor job.

As noted, local systems have leeway in placement of teachers, despite
pupilteacher funding ratios. BESE policies on maximum class size posa litle
restraint since waivers are frequent.

¢, Stale policies, goals and obiectives shouid be implemanted through an
accurate and effective management information and reporting system. There
shouid be penaities for noncompliance.

The state imposes & number of legal mandates which affect cosi, and many
MFP components are fied to them. These include state minimumn salares for
teachers and bus drivers, retirerent benefiis and requirad  smployer
contributions, sabbatical and sick leave aliowance, accurmulaied sick leave
severance pay, operational allowance for school buses, “rozen” mileage for bus
routes, workers' and unemployment compsnsation coverage, group health and life
insurance, lunches for school children, free iexibooks and school supplies
(raper and pencils), administsring various siudent iesis, pay dor substitute
izachers, curmicula and graduation requirsments, length of the school day end
year, and a variely of state and federal requirements for spescial education
siudents,

Local systems must abide by these requirements, but the MFP need not
address each mandate so long as siate and local dollars are sufficient to cover
the cost. The complexity of Louisiana’s MFEP is due mainly to addressing
specific mandaied costs, afthough the siate dollars kse their identity ones
iransferred fo local sysiems.

10. The sizste should encourage sfficiency and not raward insfficiency.

Louisiana has 88 schoal districis—84 parish and two city systems (Monroe
and Bogalusa). Only nine other states have fewer local units. The average
size of Louisiana’s school districis based on 19835-87 siudents (ADA) is
exceaded by only three states (Florida, Maryland and Hawaii) plus the District
of Columbia. The range smong Louisiana's &8 systems vares from 1,500 pupils
in Tensas io 74,396 in Oveans.

Many believe thai large school disiricis should be more efficient due o
sconomy of scale.” Only one local superiniendent and certain types of
supervisors are nesded. However, large disiricis may have far larger central
staffs than small districts due to mere schools, mors faculty and more spedial
end ai-isk students. The MFP provides larger central staffs for larger
districts by besing allotted positions on the number of teachers
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The MFP promotes ineficiency in many ways such as sncourzging small
schools, paying all bus drivers z minimum salary rsgardiess of the number of
hours worked, and providing a blank check from the state to reimburse
iransponation costs whether operations are sificient or not.  Teachers have =z
lgal right i sabbatical leave and may have a subsidized vacation for “rest
znd recuperation”; the state pays parnt of the cost through the MFPR,

Greater efficiency and economy can be achieved by decentralization, i. 2.,
leaving mors managemeni and education decisions io school level persannel.
This concept of school-bassd management for more effective schoois has the
icilowing characienstics:

W

strong leadership by a principal or a2 group of isechers;
mors decisions by isachers;

opporiunity for staff development fied to specific school needs and
gosls;

supervision and evaiuation of instruction, usually by the principal
and psers, and

recognition by feculty, students and parenis thai academic
achievement is important and sxpectad.

11. Al _local svstems shouid have sufficient authoritv o exceed the
staie minimum education program.

The state grants local school boards authority for additional school
support but unduly limits the ifax rates and diminishes coliections through
mandated exemptions.

Local taxpayers have approved additional school taxes io increase their
system's level of school financing. Al but four local systems (Morshouse, Red
RAiver, Union and West Caroll) now supplement the state minimum salary for
teachers and administrative/supervisory personnel, and 24 systems provide
lonigevity pay beyond the state salary schedule. Most local systems supplement
calaries of bus drivers and also operating costs of school buses. Some local
systemns employ more teachers and other stafi than the state allots, and pay the
full cost.  The state pays minimum salaries for isachers with the most
experience and highest degrees within the number alloted. Local systems thus
pay lower salaries o less experenced teachers they smploy above the number
allotiad. : _

St. Tammany Parsh is an example of a local system that has made a
considerable effort to provide local support of schools, but its per pupil
expendilures are about average. K has a 2% sales tax for schools and is the
only system that approaches the 70-mill operating fimit. Howeaver, its property
tax base consists mainly of residences and thus, property tax collections are
diminished by the homestead exemption. s sales iax collsctions may be
reducaed by its residents making purchasss in adjacent New Oreans.

Ll
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The CGovemor has mede increased  finansing and  reform  of
elementary-secondary educaiion his fop priorty, The 1988-86 MFP includes an
additional $66 milion for a teacher pay raise and related retirsment costs
{(five sixths of full cost for the first year) and smaller classes in the lower
grades. Additional teacher pay rmises are authorzed for the next two YEars
which will cost, if fully implemented, an estimated $92.1 million in fiscal
1982-90 and ancther $89.2 million in fiscal 1990-01.

A 1987 constiiutional amendment relating o retirsment ccsis also will add
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0 future MFP costs. Beginning in fiscal 198%-60, the state must pay off the
unfunded accrued fiability of retirement systems, including those for teachers

and other school employses. The Lsgislaiure approved a 40-year amortized cian
with the cost increasing in future years. This additional MFP cost in fiscal
1922-00 is an esfimeied 380 miilion or mors.

Education reforms of the 1988 Chiidren First Act are to go inio sfisct
after the thres-year pau incroasss are ﬁ.xl[y impécmentad The reforms include
cbjective svaluation of tsachers, recsrification of new teachers, bonus pay
for feachers judged be outsianding, and cash awards for schools judged io be
outstanding.

Quality sducation costs money, but how money is spent is also very
imporiani. A new approach to state funding of local schools is needsd. The
state aliocation among the local systems shouid be based on 2 resiistic measurs
of properly and sales tax cepacity as well as local tax effort. The staie
should allow mors local autonomy in spending state money and hold schools and
school boards accouniable for haw well children are esducaizsd. Perhaps the most
imporiant component of the 1988 Children First Act is the requirement that
statistical profiles be prepared annually for svery public school and school
system o measure studant performance and progress, and that there be schoal
councils consisting of educators and parents to establish goals for school
improvement. These progress reponts, together with implementation of the
"sifective schools concept,” should be the basis for rastmctunng the MFP.

The MFP should be revamped o embody principles discussed in the
pracading section. However, changes cannot begin until a much improved
management information system is developad which provides accurate and detailed
cost data. Thers should be two phasss io reforming the MFP,

Mext Year

The MFP formula can be improved for implementation in fiscal 1989-90 by
making the following changes:

1. Rewrie the formula to simplify and ciarnfv the lanouzae so that it
is an undersiandable and self-explanaiory  document. The School Finance

Advisory Council, creaied by BESE io recommend revisions in the MFP in line
with Act 903 of 1988, undertook this task.

2. Continue io pav siate minimum salaries on the basis of allotted
positions for teachers and other gedified and licenssd staff. but do not
require that all zllofied positions be filled io recsive state funds. Local
systems should bs zllowed a lesway of at least 10% of such funding to spend for
oither purposes—io smploy paraprofessionals, clerical halp and instructional
equipment to assist igachers in the classroom. The amount of this
discretionary monay could be determined by mutltiplying the number of unfilled
positions times the average state minimum teacher salary paid in sach system,

up io 10% of iotal funding a school system would have received if it fills all
aliottad paositions

3. Encourage _merz _economy_zapd sfficiency at the local level snd repeal

lzgal mandaies which impede efficiency. The following legal mandaiss should bs
changed:

a. Change the siste minimum_ salary  schedule from  bus  drivers fo
categones bassd on the number of hours worked. Presently bus drivers recsive
a state minimum salary (and a local supplement in most sysisme) regardless of




the length of their work day.
The salary schedule should be mstruciured into ssvers) salary brackets:
less ihan two hours & day, two to dour hours a day, four to six hours a day,
and six or rmore hours daily. Sueh z scheduls would sncourage emplovment of
fewar drivers who work longser days. i siso would ancourage mars consolidated
and mullipls routes and more riders per bus. Such a salary scheduls would
avoid considerable recordkesping that would be requirsd if compensation wers on
an houny basis.
D. Heoeal ihe law which prohibits reduction of salariss of bus drvers
below the 1865 level. This provision would p

prevent restructunng the salary
schedule besesd on the numbser of hours worked.

c. Repezl the “frozen mileage” orovision for bus drivers who own their
school bus. Present law provides thet iotal compensation of bus drvers who
own their bus cannot be rsduced (for five years for used buses not more than
five years old, and for seven ysars for new buses purchased after July 1, 1985)
after their route was changed, i.e., shorened or discontinued. This provisicn
is intended to protect the investmsnt of those wiho buy buses, which may cost up

fo 340,000. However, thers are betier ways to protect their investment, such

as assigning drivers longer or additional routes through more efficient
scheduiing.

d.  PBepeal the provision which gives preferencs to tenured bus drivers io
be_essigned moutes closest to their home when vacancies in route assignments
DCCUr. This provision could be counter to good management-the mors
experienced drivers might change to shorter routes when they should be assignad
the langer ones. Under present law, the salary is the same. PAR's
recommended change in the minimum salary schedule, based on hours worked, slso
would sncourage essignment of longer routes io the mos: experienced drivers.

e. Hemove impediments to combining the iob  of bus drver with
employment of other school staff. Employment as a bus griver usually is a
part-tims  job. Allowing school staff such as ieachers, secretaries and
custodial workers also to drive a bus would increass their pay and save
state-local costs per employee such as group insurazncs, unemployment and
workers' compensation, retirement and sick lsave. State laws would have to be
changed for such dual employment. For gxample, there should be prohibitions on
membership in more than one retirement system, restricions that he inereasad
compensation from dual employment should not increase retirsment benefis a few
years prior to retirement, prohibitions on tenure in more than one job, and
resirictions from taking or accumuiating sick leave in more than one job.

.. Beoeal teacher sabbatical leave for rest and recuperation.
Subsiitute & state-local groun plan for_disabiliv _insurance jor lona-term
liness extending bevond accumulated sick leave. Teachars and other ceriified

personnel have a lsgal right to sabbatical lsave for "professional or cultural

improvement,” or for “rest and recuperation.” They receive pariial pay for a
cne-semesier leave after three years and two semesiers after six ysars.
Persons employed on a 12-month basis can rscsive z one-year sabbatical leave.
A 1876 PAR siudy found Louisiana's law io be the most genercus in the country.
Subsequently the law was amended to curb practices of sabbatical leave
preceding retirement. Howsver, leave for resi and recuperation continues o be
subject to abuse; persons on such leave need not be unahle to work, in fact,
they can accumulaie sick leavs while on sabbatical leave.

4

Reoeal the 70-mill limit imposed on_school boards for voter-approved
property faxes for school operafions. The state does not hmi parish and
municipal goveming authoriies in the property taxes they may lsvy with voter




approval, and there is no reason to limit school boards. §f veisrs went o nay
mors propenty taxes o support schools, they should be aliowed to do so.

5. Lower the $7.500 homestead exemption to $2.500 for school taxes. roll
back the millages to_produse the same amouni of dollars, but slow lacal school
boards with = two-thirds voie to roll_the millages forward to the Digvious rate
30 _that schooi revenus would increase. The roll back, mli forward procedure
would not apply to school millages for debt service since such millages ars
adjusied sach year o yield the amount needed fo mset the dobt repayment
schedule. The property tax is the major source of local school financing in
other siaies, but not in Louisiana. |t has characieristics which favor its
usa. it is somewhai progressive sines it is based on property vaive, s
deductible from the federal income tax, and rslates to local schools and other
local services provided residents. The sales tax

characteristics. It is overused by Louisiana siaie and local govemmenis, is

regressive on the poor, and at the local level may be paid outside the ares
where the iaxpayer resides. For example, persons who reside in 2 rural school

system may shop in & nearby urban center and thus pay saies izxes to finance
schools in the urban system.

Lowering the homesisad exemption for school purposes would broaden the
proparty tax base io produce addiiional revenue and provide a better
state/local parinership in financing schools.

has unfavorable

€. Heoeal constitutional authority to create subschool districts. snd
profibit _existing districts from_renewing _or_levying new iaxes in order to
phasse them out.

The constitution authorizes designated geograhic areas within a parishwide
or city school system fo be created as subschool districts. They ars
authorized to levy property iaxes with voter approval to build schools and
retire the debi and also io operate schoois. Many of Louisiana's 68 school
sytems have subschool disiricts. They crsate inequities, prevent pianning and
priofity financing on a sysiemwide basis, and can cause izxpayers o reject
systemwide school taxes in favor of taxes for the subschool districi whare they
reside. Businessas located in a subschool district may pay an inordinate share
ci school taxes.

7. Begin efforts 1o restructure the MFP on a wsighted per pupil basis.
The weights should reflect cost differences by grade level, type of student
{reguiar, special, ai-risk, giked/alented) and urban/rural geographic areas.

o

Studies shouid be made of weighted pupil formulas in other
particularly the one used

adapiation in Louisiana.

states,
in South Caroiina which eouid serve as 2 model jor
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THE SOUTH CAROLINA EXPERIENCE

The South Carolina formula was enacted in 1877
lts previous MFP was similar to that of Louisiana; it was based on categories
of expenditures such as salaries of teachers and administrators, operation and
maintenance, and utilities, Seme major spending programs wers financed
entirely by the siale government and thus were not included in the MFP. These
programs ramain at 100% staie financing and are outside the MFP; they are food

services which are mainly fedsrally funded, texibooks, employse bensfite and
transportation.

and implemented in 1979.



A great deal of ressarch and thought prsceded adopiion of the new formula
wiich is based on weighted per pupil costs. A hypethstical school district of
10,000 siudents was davised {o determine average costs of a basic education. A
"base student cost” was assiablished which was ihe most aconomically educated
pupil in the school system-a regular student in grades 4 through 8.

Ten
categories of par pupil weights wers devissd:

Pupit Classifieation Weighting
Kindergarten 1.30
Primary (Grades 1 through 3) 1.24
Elementary (Grades 4 through 8) 1.00
riigh School (Grades 8 through 12) - 1.25
Handicapped:

Educable mentally handi- 1.74
capped and learmning

disabilities

Trainable mentally handi- 2.04

capped, emotionally handi-
capped, orthopediczally

handicapped

Visually and hearing 2,57

handicapped

Speech handicapped : 1.0

Hornebound 2.10
Vocational 1.28

South Carolina has a state minimum ieacher salary schedule and local
supplements.  Teachers are paid ai the average of 11 southeastem siates.
Salaries, one of the basic costs of the MFP, are adjusied annually to refiect
changes in the southeastsm staie average. :

The basic student cest (1.00 index) is esiablished by the legislature
annually, and the cost in each systsm is detsrmined by multiplying the number
of students in each category by the epplicable per pupil weighis. The number
of students is based on average daily membership through the 135th day of the
school year; changes to the end of the year—the 180th day-are rscordad and
adjusiments are made the following vear.

Ths 1977 act requirss the MFP to be funded on a statewide average of 70%
siate, 30% local.  The perceniage vanes among districts according to local
taxing ability which is based on the value of taxable property in each district
as a pioporiion of the state total. For sxample, a disirict with $200 million
of the statz’s $2 billion assessed taxable velus would have a {axpayer ability
index of 0.1. The siate's tax commizsion equalizes the assessed value. A
district that failed to provide #s reguired local support would have lis staie
funds reducsd propertionatsly, but this has never happened. .

Local systems are given flexbility in how they spend their
although the siate requires that 85% of the amount
above the base of 1.00 must be spent in the gualifyi

menay,
of the weightsd pupil rats
ng caiegory. For example,

.
)



the weighted pupil cost of a high school student is 1.25, and so 85% of the
C.25 funding must be spent in the high school program. The state aiso requirss
thalt a 21 to ons pupilisacher ratio be mainizined in the firs through the
ihirt grade for sach system and to the extent possible, for sach school

The state sstablishes =accountability through school coundis and anpmual
reports of the local school boards which are o emphasize needs, goals,
objectives and plans to use resources. The stats depanment of educaiion
reviews the repons as to compliance with siate lew and paolicy, progress mads
and need for changs. Schools may be "droppad” froem eligibility for siate
funding it they fall o mest prescribed standards of the dafined minirmum
program.

South Carolina allowed five years to phass in is new formula and had a
hold harmiess™ provision for local systems that wouid heve had state aid
reduced.

A 1984 SJouth Carolina act was designed to improve the quality of public
schools through enhancements and specific strategies. A 1% staie sales tax
financed the program which included increased teacher salares and also reforms
which are ouiside the MFP and have their own formulas o dsiermine cost and
distribution. The 1984 reforms include programs for sarly childhood,
gifted/talented, compensatory and remedial instruction, principal and tsacher
incentives, in-service teacher training, schoo! incentive rewards, parenting, a
high school exit exam, increased high school graduation requirements, and ways
io meet crtical teacher needs. The local support for thess programs is

increased each year in line with inflation to prevent local systems from
substiiuing state dollars for local doliars.
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8. Begin efforts fo develon & linear/density formula for state-local
funding of school transportation as a_separats _component of the new MFP. Al
staiz governments except New Hampshire help finance school transporiation, and
many include school trensporiation in their school aid formulas. More than
nalf the staies have a separate funding formula for fransporiation—whether in
or out of their school aid formula. Louisiana should siudy linsar/density
formulas in other states such as Michigan, Florida and Texas. The philosaphy
in the Michigan formula is to promote sconomy and gificiency, allow local
systems that spend less than they recsive through the formula to keep the
savings, and require systems that overspend ic zbsom the costs.

8. Start designing and imolementing & mzanagement information  svstem

that will provide accurzie and relevant iniormation jor a_waighted per ouoil
MFP formula and 2 separaie linzar/dansity transpooriaiion formula.

a. Ta avoid even more paperwork, presant reports from local systems fo
ihe State Depariment of Education shouid be analyzed to determine if they can
be combined into one or a few statistical reporis.

b.  Uniform definitions and rslevant instructions should be established.

¢ An audit group within the State Deparment of Education sheuld be
established to check accuracy of data.

d.  Each child shouid have a sodal security number and checks should be
made to assure a child is not counied more than once,

g. The Bursau of Transporation in ths Staic Department of Education,
abolished this vyear, shouild be re-established. Louisiana now is the only
siate without a state agency for school transportaiion. The federal Safety
Standard Mo. 17 staies: "There shall be a single state agency heving primary
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administrative responsibility for pupil transponation.” The bursau should
design a new iransporation information system and start collecting the daia
needad for a linear/density iransportation formuiz. |t also should disinbute

o ocal sysiems inormation on  federal safety standards  for  achool
transportation, as well as siate law and policies, and overses implementation.
The bursau should monitor routes to essure sificerncy.

Fuiure Years
The new MFP formula shouid have the following compenents:

1. A basic education should be defined to Include most cosis axcept {a}
capiwal outlay which should remain a respensibility of local sysiems, and ()

costs of education reforms until they are developed and prove to be sound.

2. Per pupil cosis should be determined Initially through a hypothetical
school sysiem, then converted to a weighied per pupil basis o reflect grade
level, iype of siudent and geegraphic iocation.

3. ADA shouid be the basis for the pupil count io encourage student
atiendance,

4. A T0% siate, 30% iocal sharing of the iotal cost should be

established, but each local system’s contribution shouid depend on a new local
charge back.

5. The local charge back sheuid be structured io reflect tax efiort as
well as tax capacity. Tax capaciiy should be an index of each local district's
relaiive property and sales fex base per ADA.  Tax sfior should measure
proparty and sales texes levied per ADA. Each of the two faciors would be
given equal weight in & composiie indsx. Under this approach, a system with
high capacity and low eifort would have raduced state support, while a disirict
with low capacity and high effot would have increassd state support.
Equalization would be achieved by a more realfistic measure of wealth (tax
capacity) and faimess would be achieved by rewarding systems that make a
greater than average eifori o support their schoois. The inciusion of tax
effort should motivaie local school boards io prove io taxpayers that their
schools are worthy of increased support. Taxpayers also might be persuaded to
approve additional taxes since the sizts would reward this affor.

5. A ‘separaie linsar/density iransporiaiion formulza should be part of
the total minimum foundation program. ‘

The new MFP formula should be implemented as follows:
7. &k should be tested prior o implementstion.

8. Several years should be scheduled to phase in ths changes.

Local systems whoss stale aid would be reduced should have gradual
reductions rather than be hsid "hammless” and have no reductions.

8. Local sysiems and schools shouid be given flexibility In how they

spend their monay, provided ithey comply with staie and fedsral law as well as
BESE policy.
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10, Accountability should be based on guality performance indicaiors
including ihese contained In the 1988 Children First Act znd now being
developad.

11. Banclions should be imposed for lack of progress.

The Children First Act authorizes cash awards o at least 100 schools that
progress among similar schools, bui has no sanciions for schools and schooi
systems ihat fail io progress. At & minimum, e stais superntendsnt of
educaiicn should appoini an iniervention team to diagnose the problems and sst

oL
a Hmstable io sliminate them. The team might consist of a college faculty
mamber, & local school su

perintendent from another system, and a person gxper
in financial management. 1f the problems persist, the govermnor shouid be
granted authorily to appoini a manager with power to implament neesdsd changes
in the school system or particular schools within the system. BESE could not
intervene because of a constitutional prohibition, and this prohibition might

apply also o the siste superintendsnt who is appoinied by BESE.

CONCLUSICN

PAR's recommendations would refocus the MFP on two main objectives:
improved siudent accomplishment, and an incentive for local systems to bsar a
more realistic share of the cost according o their tax ability and tax sfort.
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u Primary author of this report is Emogene Piiner, Vice President-Ressarch,
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APPENDIX 2
EQUALIZING LOCAL SCHOOL REYENUE CAPACITY AND ESEORT

All siates aftermpt to equalize to some exisnt the funding aveilable per
student throughout the staie. This is accomplished in widsly varying ways. Ths
courts have found in specific instances that state svsiems of sducation funding
are inequitable. Howsver, thers is no single siandard to meesure he
appropriaie  degrse of equelization of iocal abiiity o fund education.
Generally, the larger the state’s share of iotal funding, the less severs ths
disadvaniage for poorar districts.

in Louisiana, the state’'s 82% shars of siaste-local reverue support
infially  provides  significant  equalization. in  addition, Louisiana’s
relatively large, parishwide districts (excapt for two city sysiems) further
distribute taxable wealth which otherwise might be concentratad loss evanly in
smaller districts. However, gome school districts have ecrsated taxzing
subdistricts which introduce this type of inequality.

The Minimum Foundation Program (MFP), even with fis minor adjustment for
locai property iax ability, together with significant state funding for
transporiation, has reduced the impact of varying parish taxing capacities.

Using 1986-87 data (the latest complete data availabie),
demonstrated that the curent MFP funding sysiem results in some degree of
squalization compared with the widsr-ranging local taxing capacities. The
average cumrent expendiiure per pupil statewide was $3,085 snd the lowest
(Livingston Parish) was $2,424, or 21.4% below the siaie average. The ftwo
highest parishes wers extraordinarly high (Cameraon, $5,515, and West
Feliciana, $4,729). Howsver, the third highest, St. John, at 3,971, was 28.7%
above the average. The majority of the disiricts (35 of 86) had per

it can be

pupil
sxpenditures within 10%, plus or minus, of the state average.
A number of basic questions must be addressed in designing 2 stats school
aid method:

To what extent should district tax abilities be aqualized?

What are the appropriate measures of district taxing ability?

Should above average local tax sifort be encouraged or rewarded and
below avsrage sifort penalized?

* Should & minimum level of local tax effort be required?

These are not simple questions and the answers diffar depending on one's
philosophy. An egalitarian position, that all children of the siate deserve an
squal education, would require an equal tex effort from all local areas and a
fully-squalizing funding disiribution. A posiiion based on local determination
would hold that communities should have the right to iax themselves to provide
a lavel of education they feel is appropriats. Under this epproach, any staie
aid would be distributed simply on a per pupil basis without regard to local
wezlth or sffort.

Louisiana's MFP guaranises & base for schoal s
distiicts fo spend beyond that base as they see
capacity equalization is provided in the 5.5-mill property tax charge back
- which affected the equivalent of only about $80 million, or 8%, of the minimum
foundation cost in 1986-87 (this dropped to 4.3% in 1968-88). The MFP formula
bias favoring small schools reinforces the capacity-based adjustment for soms
poor low-density parishes. Howaver, it alsa works counter fo it in ssveral
low-density wealthy parshes (Cameron and Plaquemines)

o

pending and permits local
fit. A relatively small

.



LOCAL CAPACITY MEASURES

Froperty Tax. Because the propery tax is the major local revenue source
in most states, many wuse soms form of zssessad value as the sols capacity
measurs. The assessed value of the school distict may be a8 2 paresnt of the
state total, per capiiz, per pupil (ADA, ADM, average of ADA =and ADM, or
weighted pupil), or per instructional unit. Arnother property {gx measure, as

used in Louisiang, is the fax yield from a specified uniform millage.

Sales Tax. Ssveral siatss use measurss of sales iax capacity, usually i
combination with property iax capacity and other gconomic measures. Ths
measure may be the yield from a specified or aversge mie or ihe distric's
share of {axable sales. Although sales taxes provide 479% of the local schoal
revenues in Louisiana, no measure of sales tax capacity is smployed in
Louisiana's MFP.

Personal Income. While local income taxes ars used o finance sducation

in relatively few staies, personal income or 2 measure of income izx

(adjusted gross income) is used in a number of states as another measure of

apiity to support education. At least one state uses the number oi employed
workers. Other potential measures of local financial inability such as povarty,
unemployment or AFDC data generally are not used.

For Louisiana, =an approprate index of tax capacity would be
combination of relative taxable assessed value per pupil (ADA) and relaiive
sales tax potential from a 1% rate per pupil (ADA). Each componeni could be
given equal weight.

A capacity index for Louisiana should not includs personal income
measures. Personal income reflects ability of residents io pay, but the data
is subject to emor and delay in availability. Furthermors, Louisiana local
govemments are prohibited by the state constifution from levying income
taxes. A capacity index constructed by PAR using perscnal income, assassed
property values and sales tax capacity for 1986-87 differed litle from an
index with the personal income factor removed. In some instances, inclusion
of personal income would have adversaly affected small parshas with very low
potential tax bases. Other income measures would be equally inapproprate, and

poverty measures would better be applied o funding specific poverty-related
education programs.

a

LOCAL TAX EFFORT MEASURES

Many staie school funding systems require a minimum level of local
support-usually a ceriain property tax milage. In states using an MFP
approach, the stats aid is reduced by the proceeds from the required minimum
millage. Generally, this charge back is much larger than Louisiana's 5.5
mills. Most MFP states require a ceriain level of local tax efiort, but only a
few states appear fo apply tax effort measures in funding formulas, even in a
imited way, to reward exira tax effort and reduce staie aid for lower iax
efiom.

Tex effori measures should reflect the actual izx sources. The district's
efective tax millage relative to the state averzge and the district's relative
sales tax rate would be approprate measures for Louisiana. The weaight given
each tax effort measure might appropriately reflect the relation of total
school property and sales tax coilections statewide. Sales and property tax

revenues represent a 80/40 ratio, thus, an equal weighting of the two factors
would be appropriate.



AATICNALE FOR APPLYING CAPACITY AND ESFORT MEASURES

The principie of squalization reguires that districts with above-averags
tex capacity per pupil should racsive melatively less siate aid and poor
disiricis more. t the same iime, faimess requires that = district which
levies higher-ihan-average tax rates should rsceive higherthan-average sizis
aid and low tax rate districts less. The capacity and sfiort adjustments could
pe offsetling. For sxample, a district with twice the averags tex bass and
twice the average i=x rates would recsive the same stats aid as the district
which is average in both capacity and effori.

The remaining question 1is whether to apply capacity and affort
adjusimenis to total school spending, to the full state aid distribution, or
only to a specified portion such as & predetemmined local sharz of a minimum
ioundation program cost. The choices are staied in descending order of
squalization.

I Louisiana adopis an MFP approach similar to South Carolina and
requiras & significant percentage of the tfotal minimum program to be paid by

local govemment, the local portion should be adjusted by the district's
capacity/efiort index.

SUGGESTED CAPACITY/EFFORT INDEX

The suggested local capacity/sfiort index is demonstrated in Table A-i
using 1986-87 data. The composiie index consists of two measures of
capacity and two measures of tax affort, with squal weighting of the four
componenis. A separate index for each component factor is first created to
relate each district to the staie average. The capacity factors include an
index of the district's relative property tax base (Taxable Assessed Value Per
ADA) and an index of the relative sales tax base (Sales Tax Revenue Potential
at 1% Levy). The tfax effort indexes include properiy tax sffort (Effective
Millage Lsvy for Operations and Mainienancs) and sales iax effort (Sales Tax
Rate).

A school distict's capacity index of grester than 1.00 indicaies a
greater-than-average capacity; likewise, an effort index above 1.00 indicates a
greater-than-average tax effort. In the compesite index, the effort indexes are
inverted and averaged with the capacity indexes. The resuliing composite index
shows the relalive local support that would be expescted from a2 district. Thus,
it the MFP program wers to require that local support provide 30% of the
funding siaiewide, a district with an index of 1.50 would be expected to pui up
45%, while a district with a .50 index would finance 15%.

A rough approximation of the impact of applying a capacity/effort index
can be illusirated using 1986-87 data and the following assumptions:

1. The new MFP squals the actual 1986-87 cument expenditures (less
transporiation costs and federal support) per pupil (ADA), or $2,567.

2. The state would continue to fund transportation at the same level in
each parish. (This assumption is for comparison purposes only. It is presumed
that a new linear/density formula would bs developed for transporiation
funding.)

3. The state portion of the new MFP would be equal to aciuzl 1986-87
total staie revenue sources for local education less transporiation cosis, or
$1,827 per pupil.

4. The local support would be $940 per ADA, the differsnce between the
ictal MFP and the state poriion.

18X



TABLE  A-j
A Taxr Capacity/Effort |ndex

Combined

Capacity Effore Capacity-

Property Sales Froperty Sales Effart

District Tax Tax= Tax Tax Index
SCAD LA 0.3ié 0.330 1,332 0.8510 0.738
SLLEN 0.,59% G.350s 1.104 0.510 0.7%8
SSCEMETON g.918 0.%85 0.301 1 .&20 0.74a
RASSUMPFTION 0.%03 0.475 0.514 1.&20 0.810
SVOYELLES 8.382 0.42% 0.832 1.215 D.s88B8
BEAUREGULRD 6.?732 0.727 1.3958 d.510 0.816
BIEMJILLE 2.27 g.433 1.344 D.EeL1O 1.137
BOSSIER 0.37¢% d.71¢ 1.099 1.215 0.74¢4
EAlD0 0,931 6.274 1,944 1.213 0.58%
CALCASIEL 1.017 1,145 0.810 0.810 1.138
CALDWELL 0.325 0.482!¢ 1.224 &.8:10 0.728
CAMERDN 4.1&3 0.8%9s 1.1818 0.&0G 1.970
CATAHOULA 0,551 0.3%97 1.1435 0.9a87 G.704
CLAIBORNE 1.0a83 0.837 0.959 0.810 0.978
CCONCORDIA 0.574 0.554 1.354 0D.8140 U.788
DESOTO 0.472 0.5&3 0.211) 1.420 0.831
E~ST EL.R. 1.387 1.511 1.142 0.510 1.252
EaST CAR. 9.457 0.2%92 0.454 G.810 0.%721
ESXST FELIC. 0.70% g.329 1.752 1.420 0.414
EVANGELINE 0,444 0.8a4 0.833 0.810 0.871
FRANKL N 0.41G 0.444 0.447 1.215 0,782
GrANT 0.329 8.24¢ 1,233 g.810 0.s28
[BERIA 0,702 0.702 0.3az2 1.420 D.81!
IBERVILLE 2.202 1.385 0.488 0.810 1.323
JACKSON G.7323 273 1.997 0.810 0.20%
JEFFSRSON 1.54%5 1.7%4 0,400 L2113 1.382
JEFF.DaVIS 0.8z2 4.388 0.%11 0.818 0.%22
LAFAYETTE 0.925 1.470 1.241 g.810 1.082
LaFOURCHE g.810 D.741 1.318 0.810 0.848
LASALLE 0.70% g.57¢9 1.334 0.8B10 0.784
LINCOLN 0.881 0.247 0.820 a.810 1.025
LIVINGSTON 0.252 0.435 1.07s 1.420 0.304
F&D T SaM 0.332 0.373 0,374 1.215 C.804
MOREHOUSE 0.82% J.84% 0.879 0.810 0.247
NATCHITOCHES 0.5%& 0,480 0,848 g.g818 0.%00
QRLEANS 1.254 1.143 1.000 1,215 1.038
SUACHITA g,728 1.038 1.393 0.303 0.992
PLAQUEMINES 5.854 1.5a3 0.544 0.810 2.518
FTE.COUPEE 1.481 0.404 0.747 g.glc 1.132
R&PIDES D.738 1.004a 1.350 0.40S 1.004
REL RIVER 0,771 0.a023 1.2Z26 0.8i0 0.833
2] CHLAND 0.533 0.as2 0.371 1.215 0.810
SABIME 0.440 0.&24 0.838 0.810 G.=00
ST. BERMA&RD C.B83a 1.130 0.404 1.2:15 1.037
ST, CHARLES 2.074 1.2a0 1,358 1.820 1.3%1
ST, HELENA 0.837 0.24C G.a%4 0.810 0.84¢0
ST. JAMES 1,738 1.013 1.274 1.42 0.7s4
ST. JOHM 0.87¢ 1.308 2.323 i .820 0.5:1
ST. LANDRY 0.75% 0.5354 0.408 0.810 1.014
ST. MARTIN 0.574 0.523 0.794 1.820 0,871
ST. H=RY 1,313 0.41s 2.¥7a 1.012 1.933
ST . TAMMENY 0.3%8 0.830 2,840 1.820 0.285
TG PARCS 0.467 0.8%0 0.125 1.420 0.838
TENSAS g.721 0.433 0D.7E7 0,810 0.942
TERREDONNE 1.10a 0.%0s 0.3%97 0.875 1,183
LT ON 0.7g0 0.437 0.392 0.810 1.007
VERMILION 1.127 0.7845 0,283 G.810 1.20%
VERNDN 0.z70 D.4480 1.144 0.8!0 0.893
WaASHINGT N 0.38S 0.308 0.958 1.174 0.714

WEBSTER 0,53 0.35C 0.8% 0,810 G.89Z2 .
WEST E.R. 1,846 1.043 0.917 0.310 .24l
WEST CARROL 0.734 0.32%] 0.872 0.810 0.58&1
WEST FELIC, 1.474 1,459 0.22% 1.820 1,27
L Tt 0.3%B 0.525 1,004 0.81C 0.837
HOMROE 1,18¢ 1.147 1,299 0.403 1.1352
BOGSLUSS 0.s%g 1,211 L3237 0.44% 1.032
ETATE l.Qup 1,000 1.00G 1.c00 i.000

# Relatlive Jocsl effart required to fund HFP.
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Table A-2 shows ihe iotal siate support (including transportation costs)
which would go io each schooi district under the abeve assumptions compared i
the aclual state support in 198€-87. The sisiz support in sach instance is
shown as a percant of the statewide average support per ADA pupil. The last
column shows the difference, which is the percentage peint increass or decreass
in state support which wouid result from applying the capacity/efiort index o
an expandsd MFP.

The capacity/effort index wouid reducs siete support significantly for
several districis with very high ralative itax capacity but low tax sifort,
including Plaquernines, Cameron, and lberville. Under the aexisting sysiem,
Cameron and lberville recsived greater than average state support.

Conversely, districts with low t2x capacity and high tax sfiorn would
rsceive more siate support under the capacity/sfiort index. St. Tammany, East
Feliciana, Livingston and Vernon are the disiricts which would gain the most
Each of ihesa districts rsceived lower than average siste support in 1986-87.

Clearly, the traditional state funding systsm has had the perverse affect
of favoring those districts which shouid have bsen recsiving less and
panaiizing those which should have received more. This resul sisms from the

smail charge back (5.5 mills) employed in the MFP and the lack of recognition
of differences in local tax effort.

TOTAL SCHOOL SPEMDING AND OTHER CONCERNS

Table A-3 shows how relative current spending per ADA would change in
sach district if the capacity/sffort index were applied as discussed above. in
most cases the change would be to bring the district’s spending closer o ihe
siats average, thus resuiting in greater equalization. The standard devistion
(a measure of central tendency) would be reduced from 186.9 to 12.8.

Under the MFP coneept, the portion of the cost which is charged back as
local support does not actually have to be levied by ihe district. Thus in
some low iax effort districts, the local support factor would excsed the
actuzl local support, end per pupil spending could be less than the MFP. The
new funding method would give such districts incentive to raise their level of
support through increased siate aid, but would not requirs tham fo do so.

The example discussed above, using 1986-87 data, is mersiy illusirative:
the impact of a capacity/effort index would vary depending on the final design
of the new MFP. Daia used in caiculating such =n index should be carsfully
audited prior to aciual appiication. In addition, refinements may be nesded as
in the method for estimating sales {ax capacity in Cameron and in apportioning
sales tax capacily between the Ouachiia Fardsh and Monroe City school systems.
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MFP and Use of Capacity/Eifert index (1986-37 daca)

Haw MFP

Acztuzl
State Stace State
Capacity= Funding Funding Funding Funding
Effor: Local lpcluding  as & of as % of Changs with Hew

Dlstrics [ndax Suppor: /ADA Transoar. Average fiverane HFP & Index
AaCal A D.7S8 5 713 f 2,019 113.84 20 . &k 23.24
ALLEN 0.7F8 730 2,807 11315 102.54 10,84
ASCENST N 0,988 289 1,825 102,54 100.14 2.74
@SSSMPTION g.810 TE2 2,001 11284 109.54 2.9%
AJOYELLES G.48B6& &43 2,068 114&.4% 100,94 15.5%
BEAUREGARD 2.814 748 Z,002 112,54 1C01.34 t1.8n
BIEMNUVILLE 1.137 1,087 1,722 714 107 .37 -10.24
BOSSIER 0.744 701 1,988 112.0% F1.34 2.7
CADDO 0.48% &4a8 2,033 11a,. 7 S&,2% 18,34
CALCASIEUY 1.134 1,048 1,5%4 f0.04 P35 .2 =-5,3%4
CALDWELL 0.728 &84 2,116 L1937 1158.14 3.24
CAHMERON 1,770 1,833 738 32.%94 103,37 ~32.7A
CATaAHOULA 0.704 442 2,130 120,574 12617 =5.54
CLa1BORME 0.¥78 ¥20 1,848 104,17 104.8% =2.74
CONMCORDI& 0.754 720 1,978 111,34 108.1% S.dn
DESOTO 9.8351 =]alal 1,784 111.84 102,874 ¥ 2
EAST B.R. 1.232 {,137 1,542 B8.0x 107.4a% -19.4%
EAST CAR. 0.921 =11 1,827 103.0%4 F8.3% 4.7
EAST FELIC. 0,414 2%1 2,379 133.04 ?8.Z4 3&8.%4
EVAMGEL INE 0.871 81°9 1,748 109,84 103,74 d. i
FRaANKLIM 0.733 708 2,101 t1e.48x 117.04 1.3%
GRANT 0.428 FEs 2,253 127 .17 187 .34 19,54
1BERLA 0.e11 742 1,774 11:.34 100.24 11,04
IBERVILLE 1.523 1,432 1,330 S.5% 103,54 -30. 24
JALKEDN 0.801 723 2,008 113.2% 111,24 2.0%
JEFFERSON 1.482 1,394 1,217 74,24 PR, 5 -25.3%4
JEFF.DAVIS 0.¥22 . B&7 1,840 $03.74 100.&% 3.4
LAFAYET TE 1.084 1,028 1,480 F4.74 ?6.34 -1.4&%
LaFQURCHE 0.848 78 1,940 109.4% o4.,350 15,14
LASALLE 0.78s 737 2,0a0 115,14 109, &4 8,54
LINCOLN 1.022 Fé4 1,771 ?¢ .84 5. 5% 3.%4
LIVINGSTON 0.3048 474 z,250 124.84 4. in 3z,
HalISON c.edaq 7T4 1,720 168,27 F&. T 11.5%
MOREKOUSE 0.%47 ge1 1,823 102.84 FP. 10 3.74
MATCHITOCHES 0.F00 2B 1 1,959 110,4% 117,74 -7 .3
DRLESNS 1.034 274 1,479 24, &4 P2 -1 .64
DLaCHITA 0.%7%2 F33 1,748 Yo 101.24 -} . 4%
PLAQUEMIMNES 2.514 2,384 385 21.74 7. &4 =-57.5%4
PTE .COUPEE 1.132 1,045 1,815 i0z2.34 117.0% ~14.7/4
RAFIDES 1,004 L43 1,813 19z,24 105,974 -3.74
RED RIVER £.835 TBS 2,058 114,35 113017 3,44
RICHLAMND 0D.310Q 7&Z 1,981 111,77 164.0% 7.7
SABIME 0.700 gas 1,740 109,34 110,31 -0.7
5T. BERNARD 1.037 F7 1,701 FT.PU 104,87 5.7
5T. CHARLES 1.091 1,024 1,720 7.0 163.9% -7.0%
ST. HELEMS G.,g40 770 2,024 (14,14 110.0n .14
ET. JAMES 0.744 f07 1,812 102,17 102,30 -1.3%
ST, JOHM 0.511 481 2,230 125.1% 102,14 1a,1x
ST. LANDRY 1.014 PSE 1,740 8.1 100.0% -1.9%
ST, MSRTIM 0,371 42 2,047 11&.48% FE. T 17.7%
ST. FaRY 1.033 e74a 1,708 Pa. 30 3L BN 2.54
ET. TRMHENT 0.283 2ad 2,437 137,38 2.7 44,50
TG L PO 0.838 738 1,%aD 110,381 PL.SH 15.0>
TENSAE D.742 28é 1,878 105,94 123.8% -17.94
TERREZONNE 1,188 1,114 {,35E2 87 .24 21,4k -2.2%
UMION 1,007 F47 1,877 108,97 101,34 3.2
VERMILION 1,203 1,133 1,383 B?.3x ?1 .34 ~-2.04%
VERNMOM 0.6%93 432 2,114 119,24 2T.0v 24,24
WESSHIMGT TN 0.714 &7 2 2,171 122.44% 120,87 1 .87
WEBSTER 0.8%92 az» 1,839 104,87 103,44 1.4
WESZT B.R. 1.24] 1,187 1,409 F0.74 107 .30 ~1&.84
WEST CArROL 0.881 810 1,972 111,27 113,04 -1 L8V
WEST FELIC, 1271 1,194 1,802 P0.3W 117.%% -27 .ai
[WRYR:& 0.837 787 1,743 110.7% 119,24 -2,
MOMNROE 1,122 1,084 1,384 - 11T, 2N ~-27 . 8"

BOGALUSS 1.032 70 1,895 o.an 1Ge .0 -10.40
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ACADT A
ALLEN
ASCENSICN
AREEUMPT I O
RUOYELLES
BEAUREGSRD
SIENVILLE
BOSSIER
Cabba
CALCASIEY
CaLtWELL
CAMERCN
CAaTaHoULA
CLAIBORME
CONCORDI A
DESOTOD
EAST B.R,
EasT Ccar,
EaST FELIC,
EURNGEL IME
FRANKL IN
GRaNT
IBERIA
IBERVIILLE
JACKSON
JEFFZRSON
JEFF.LDHAUIS
LAFRAYETTE
LarF QURCHE
LASALLE
LINCOLN
LIVINGETON
MaDI SO
MOREHGLISE
MaTOCHITOCHES
ORLESNS
GUACHITA
PLAQUEMINES
PTE.CDUPEE
RAPIDES
RED RIVER
R1CHLAND
SABINE
ST. BERM&RD
ET. CHR&RLES
ST. HELEM&
ST. JaMES
ET. JOHN
T. LANDRY
ST M=RTIM
T. MaARY
ST. Terany
TENGI PaATs
TENSaS
TERREZOMNE
UNT O
VERMILICN
VERNCM
WESHINGT DN
WEESTER
WEST B.&.
WEST CAarROL
WEST FEZLIC,
Ll TRy

MOMROE

BOGHLUSS

) «

]

STATE

TABLE a-3
panding uUndsr Hypothetizal #H

Current Expenaizurs ser Pynil
Actuali unacr Chanage
1986-37 Hew MHFF Hew MFP

Aztual as ¥ af ss § of Hinus
1986-37 Averags Average ACtual
52,348 82,54 =i 12084
2,792 0,3 ST S.a%
3,141 101,84 I02.8% 0.2
3,300 104,54 107 .8% 0,54
2,302 84, 4% FZ. 8,24
2,881 2.7 PB, &M 3.8
3,229 104,77 PR, 1M =&, 8%
2,474 80.8x P21 11,24
3;0°2 100,22 1ie.ox ¢.84
2,887 23, &4 E? .9 =37
2,719 b YA P35, 7 1.1
5,315 178.8% 1847 .4% =21, 34
3,140 102, 4% PE. &4 -3, %
32,044 8,7 P45 -2.2%
2,8az F2.8% 5.1 2.4%
2,897 °3.94 8.5 4.5
32,43°% 111,2% PP .4 -11.%4
2,603 83,4 85,54 24K
2,672 B& . &% 107.0% 20, 4%
2,579 F3.324 Fé. 1K 2.8%
2,804 20,9 F1.1% . 2K
2,440 84,24 P&, PU rr
2,977 #é .54 10z.1x

3,839 117,94 Fe .80

3,32z 107,74 108.1%4

3,513 113,74 PR, &M

3,010 PTLEL PH. M

2,783 89 .24 87 .74

2,879 87.34

2,712 P4, an

2,723 88.31

2,424 78,41

2,72 B8.4%

2,785 ?0.33%

2,2%0 10a.a8x

2,393 110,07

3,432 111 .24

3,879 129,07

2,31% 1i4.0x

2,999 FT.2N

3,008 F7.EN

2,825 Fl.%%

2,823 1.4

3,188 103.3%

3,743 {28, 4

2,568 87.1%

2,783 12Z2.7%

3,771 128.7%

2,934 TN

2, 7ZE 8a, 7w

2,842 P

2,047 P4.30

Z2,474 Bs. 7

3,3&3 109,00

2,8%5 PI.PU

2,4E7 80,5

2,732 BB, 33X

2,01 P aN

3,888 113.9%

2,892 87,2

3,504 116,39 PP

2,857 P2.8% SO, ¥

4,729 133.3% I13s.4%

3,253 103,87 10z, 24

2,877 3.8 77 an

2.810 SL,10 34,50

232,085 100,00 100,04 Q.0

FP

Tt



