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Introduction
In 1776, the state constitution was worded to include the phrase, “A school or schools shall be established in each county by the legislature, for the convenient instruction of youth…..”  This marked the beginning of organized public education in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  In 1790, the following statement was added to the Constitution, “The legislature shall, as conveniently may be, provide, by law, for the establishment of schools throughout the State, in such manner that the poor may be taught gratis.”  

Today the constitution reads: The General Assembly shall provide for the maintenance and support of a thorough and efficient system of public education to serve the needs of the Commonwealth. (Article III, Section 14)

Pennsylvania has both a legal --in fact, a constitutionally required -- duty as well as a moral imperative to provide a sound public education for Pennsylvania’s children.  Yet study after study indicates Pennsylvania is neither a leader in educational adequacy nor the equity of the education it makes available.  The purpose of this report is to determine what problems are hindering the achievement of sufficiency in education in the state and equality among the various districts, examine what has been done in the past, study what has worked in other states, and suggest what can be done to fix the adequacy funding problem and equity gap in Pennsylvania schools.     

Adequacy and Equity: the Golden Ring

The National Conference of State Legislatures defines an adequate school funding system as one that will provide and ensure the use of sufficient funding to establish and maintain the effective and necessary educational capacity to provide every student in every school a meaningful opportunity to accomplish the academic proficiencies for which he or she will be held accountable. 
Yet Pennsylvania is not succeeding in providing such a funding system. Over the past 30 years, the state’s share of public education costs has declined to the point that Pennsylvania is now one of the lowest ranking states in the country when state share of education costs is measured. This low level of state support for public education means that an exceptionally large share of education costs is left to be borne by local taxpayers. High dependency on local property taxes means that the quality of our schools depends on the relative wealth of each individual district, pushing those communities least able to afford it into the highest levels of tax effort without addressing the underlying sufficiency problem. 
The result is that funding for our children’s schools is significantly unequal across the Commonwealth.  According to Education Weekly, Pennsylvania was recently ranked 43rd out of the 50 states in school equity funding.  The report ranked states for the ability to provide a quality education despite the disproportionate revenue between wealthy and poor school districts. For example, in 2001-02, the highest-spending district in Pennsylvania spent $12,691 per student and the lowest-spending district spent $4,225 per student.  This results in a variance from highest to lowest per pupil spending of $8,466 annually.  In a classroom of 25 students that translates to an additional $211,650 per classroom. 
Furthermore, according to studies by Education Trust, Pennsylvania was one of only a small number of states in which the funding gap between wealthy and poor school districts actually grew between 1997 and 2001.  (Appendix I includes a graph from the Education Trust comparing the per-pupil funding available in school districts which have the lowest poverty rates with those that have the highest poverty rates.) Although most states face similar problems, many states (other than Pennsylvania) made progress in at least closing the gap.  
Pennsylvania’s school funding formula: fatally flawed

The state presently reimburses each of the 501 school districts according to a rather complicated funding system that can only loosely be called a “formula.”

From the mid ‘60s to 1983, there was a statutory goal (although rarely met) that the state pay 50 percent of the statewide instructional costs.  By the mid ‘70s, the state share had fallen below 50 percent, never to reach that height again.

In 1983, faced with mounting discontent from school districts that were on the losing end of the declining state share, the General Assembly repealed the 50 percent funding guarantee and enacted a new funding formula called the Equalized Subsidy for Basic Education (ESBE).
The ESBE subsidized each district according to a per pupil amount (Factor for Education Expense or FEE set annually by the General Assembly), multiplied by the number of students per district, multiplied by an “aid ratio” that took into consideration each district’s wealth and relative tax effort. Districts with a higher aid ratio (less wealth) received more state aid per pupil; those with a lower aid ratio (greater wealth) received less.
At the outset, the FEE was defined as the median district’s instructional costs per pupil. Yet, almost immediately the FEE became an abstraction, and instead of raising the FEE each year to reflect actual average costs, the General Assembly raised it in concert with budget considerations and only as much it felt it politically safe to do. 
If the integrity of the FEE was merely compromised in the ‘80s, by 1991 it was actually “frozen.”  At the same time, the General Assembly took another giant step backwards and revised the way it would pay for special education.   While, initially, the state paid 100 percent of special education costs, the new formula assumes 1 percent of students in each district will be severely disabled, and 15 percent of students will be moderately disabled.  If, in fact, it turns out that a district has no special needs students, it will still get reimbursed at the same rate as a district that turns out to have 25 percent of its students with disabilities.  This formula further exacerbates inequities between school districts.
In the years since the ESBE was frozen, each district’s subsidy from the prior year has been its base for the subsequent year’s subsidy. In addition to this Basic Education Subsidy, the state has appropriated annual increases ranging from 0 – 4.4 percent, distributed through various ad hoc supplements, including payments for large concentrations of low income students, for small districts, for rapidly growing districts, for local tax effort, for sparsity of population and for density of population.  Just for good measure, and to meet political demands that no district fail to get an increase, districts that meet none of those categories get a supplement through a guaranteed minimum increase. 
(Very briefly, from 1993 to 1995, the state experimented with establishing a “foundation” amount per pupil, below which spending in any district could not fall. The idea was to use additional state funding beyond the usual formula to guarantee every student in every district at least a foundation level of funding. No doubt because of its cost, the strategy was quickly abandoned as a way to promote educational equity and adequacy among school districts.) 

Despite these supplements, today’s “formula” is hopelessly flawed.  As if it isn’t enough that the state hasn’t revisited the Factor for Educational Expense since the ESBE was frozen in 1991, the original premise of the FEE bares little relationship to today’s educational goals. Note that the FEE was tied to average spending amounts, not to any particular academic outcome, and certainly not to the new millennium expectation -- codified in No Child Left Behind – that schools are expected to help all students reach proficiency. 
Another weakness of the current “formula” is how it accounts for student population. As noted, Pennsylvania stopped counting real enrollment for subsidy purposes back in the ‘90s, when it froze the ESBE.  Since then, the “annual daily membership (ADM)” as a funding factor has only applied to the small supplement Pennsylvania provides each year over the basic “hold harmless” subsidy. This weakness has been particularly challenging for districts that have faced extraordinary growth in student population.  The occasional growth supplement the state provides has not been enough to allay fast growing districts’ perceptions that they are being short-changed by the state. 
Finally, the “formula” doesn’t adequately account for the cost of educating students from different backgrounds. Sources as diverse as Education Trust, the National Conference of State Legislatures and the U.S. Government agree that it’s not enough to simply provide all schools with identical funding levels for each student. Overcoming the effects of poverty requires interventions beyond traditional schools, such as before and after school programs, early childhood intervention, summer school programs and community clinics.  Districts with more students with disabilities and more low-income students need additional funding just to meet the same academic performance goals. 

The paradox that we must live with is this: Yes, it’s undeniably true that Pennsylvania’s General Assembly has attempted to address district poverty through its supplements to the basic education subsidy.  Yes, it’s true that state dollars constitute a disproportionately greater share of low-income school districts’ budgets than in wealthier districts.  Yet, while these facts give the appearance that the General Assembly is addressing inequity, the overall “formula” does not systemically address the enormous disparities in various school districts’ ability to provide an adequate public education. At the end of the day, Pennsylvania still maintains “zip code” schooling, where a student’s zip code - and each district’s economic status - predicts the quality of education that will be available. 

Legal Challenges in Pennsylvania

With Pennsylvania’s school funding system so fatally flawed, it should come as no surprise that there have been at least three lawsuits based on inequitable funding claims filed against the commonwealth. The first, Dansen v. Casey, occurred in 1979.   In this case, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court rejected plaintiff’s claims of school equity funding disparity, deciding that plaintiffs failed to state a justifiable cause of action. 
In 1998, the Commonwealth Court ruled on two additional cases, both brought to challenge the decision that inequitable school funding was a non-justiciable issue.  The first was the Pennsylvania Association of Rural and Small Schools v. Ridge filed in 1991.  

In the Pennsylvania Association of Rural and Small Schools (PARSS) case, a Commonwealth Court judge upheld the political doctrine ruling that held the issue was a matter for the legislature and not the judicial branch, and dismissed the lawsuit.  The alliance of 218 school districts that was the plaintiff in the case proposed to narrow the gap in spending between rich and poor districts by reducing the state's reliance on property taxes to pay for education. Property wealth, and therefore school revenues, varies widely across the state between rich and economically growing districts, and poor communities.  The state Supreme Court affirmed the Commonwealth Court's dismissal of plaintiffs' school funding equity claim. 

The second case addressed in 1998 was Marrero v. Commonwealth.  In this case, the United States Supreme Court let stand a lower-court decision that allowed a school funding lawsuit filed by the Philadelphia school district against the state to go to trial.  The case argued that Pennsylvania’s system discriminated by race in school funding.  Marrero relied on federal Department of Education regulations which mandate that discrimination is prohibited in programs receiving federal money.  The case tried to circumvent a 1973 Supreme Court decision which ruled that the constitution has no fundamental right to education.  The Philadelphia plaintiffs argued that the system resulted in dramatically less funding on a per-pupil basis in high minority districts than in high-poverty white districts.  However, the Commonwealth Court ruled to dismiss the inequity claim.          

 Currently, a number of school districts, education advocacy groups and individuals appear to be considering additional litigation.  For example, there is ongoing public discussion concerning an attempt to litigate the disparity of funding between school districts that has occurred in the Dover Area School District in York County.  The school district has publicly debated an effort to file a lawsuit to amend the current funding system.  Like previous litigation efforts, they hope to prove the Pennsylvania education system is unconstitutional.  However, based on past experiences, the Dover Area School District may have little hope of prevailing, or even fully arguing a case based on equity disparities.   
In other words, the three main Pennsylvania cases have accomplished little.  All three of the cases resulted in rulings against the proposition that a state constitutionally mandated right to equitable school funding exists in the state Constitutional mandate to provide for a thorough and efficient public education system.  In each of the three cases the courts have held that this is a political public policy issue best left to the legislature to address equity and disproportionate per pupil spending; and that this “political issue” should not be determined by the judicial branch.   
Shifting from Equity to Adequacy
Pennsylvania is not alone in wrestling with how to provide a fair and effective school funding formula.  Historically, states focused on how to distribute money equitably across districts. More recently, the standards-based reform movement is offering a framework for determining how much money is need to provide an adequate education – that is, one that allows all students to achieve the standards.  

A 1989 Kentucky school funding lawsuit was the first to shift the debate away from “equitable” funding, or money spread fairly among districts, to “adequate funding” or whether state spends enough to ensure districts can buy resources such as high-quality teaching, smaller classes, pre-kindergarten, extended day programs – that can substantially raise student achievement.   

Adequacy cases since continue to prove that various states have not met their duty to provide an adequate education. In the past 18 months, courts have struck down educational funding systems in New York, North Carolina, Montana, Massachusetts, Kansas and Texas.  Georgia and Missouri will consider adequacy suits in 2005, and Kentucky will go back to the courts to say the state hasn’t continued to finance schools adequately. It’s worth noting that in the equity cases of the ‘70s and ‘80s, states prevailed almost 2/3 of the time.  But in adequacy cases, plaintiffs have won in 23 out of 27 states. The great strength of adequacy arguments is that they shift the debate from arguments over more or less money for schools, to questions about what spending is most effective and why.
While Pennsylvania has shown leadership in adopting academic standards, the commonwealth has not taken steps to determine the costs of meeting its own standards.  Thirty-three states have conducted costing out studies – some of them even more than once.  Oregon has set the gold standard by establishing a process for doing these studies every other year to make sure that the funding system keeps pace with actual educational costs and best practices. 
Costing Out Methodologies
School finance researchers are employing several methods that estimate how much it would cost to help schools meet state student-achievement goals: 
The “professional judgment” method uses panels of experts – usually teachers, administrators and policy-makers -- to carefully define the resources needed for each child to meet the standards.   The panel can also identify resources needed to serve special populations. These recommendations are separated from the base level of funding and then applied to particular schools or school districts.

The “statistical analysis” approach – the most technically complex approach – analyzes the relationship between current spending and student achievement to determine what it would cost to bring all students to a particular level of performance, after accounting for differences in student and district characteristics, such as poverty.  

The “evidence –based” approach identifies practices proven to be effective in improving student achievement and tallies the cost of using those strategies in all schools. 

The “successful school” technique identified a set of high-achieving schools, examines their resource allocation and spending levels, and generalizes the amount these schools are spending relative to other schools.  A benefit of adopting this approach is its ease of implementation; a potential weakness, however, is it does not by itself sufficiently address differing needs. 

As noted earlier, which ever method is used must not only determine a base level of funding needed to adequately fund a school that has average student characteristics – but it must also develop a way to make adjustments for certain types of students.  For many years, school funding analyses – including those performed by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics and the U.S. General Accounting Office  have used a 20% cost adjustment for low-income students.  However, a larger cost adjustment for low-income children may be more appropriate, suggest researchers at Education Trust, based on new federal standards for state support of high-poverty school districts.

As Education Trust points out in its 2003 “Funding Gap” report, the federal No Child Left Behind Act includes an “Incentive Grant” that awards additional Title I dollars to states that have made a strong effort in funding schools fairly – specifically, states that have made a 40% cost adjustment for low-income students.  What this means, Education Trust goes on to explain, is that if state and local funding provides $10,000 per students to districts with a zero poverty rate, districts with 100 percent poverty rate would need to receive $14,000 per student in state and local funds to qualify for the federal Incentive Grant.

The Successful Schools Budget: a Model for Pennsylvania

With Delaware County reflecting many of the disparities in school funding present throughout the Commonwealth, Rep. Micozzie has repeatedly introduced legislation based on the successful schools costing out model.  The model, which he plans to reintroduce this legislative session, includes the following ingredients:
· It determines a statewide performance cost factor, based on the average costs for schools that are successfully preparing their students to meet the required academic standards.

· It determines an educational difficulty factor for each school district, i.e., the cost-adjustments mentioned earlier for low-income, special education, and limited English students. This factor functions much like the aid ratio, 
· It determines a Successful School Budget for each district, based on multiplying the statewide performance factor by the educational difficulty factor, and multiplying that result by the current enrollment.

· It determines how much subsidy each district should get, taking into consideration measures such as a community’s aid ratio and tax effort.
Through these strategies, the Successful Schools Budget meets the NCSL criteria of a working school funding system, in that it addresses adequacy, equity and reliability of resources to ensure all children have an opportunity to achieve the expected academic standards. 
When Micozzie last calculated the cost of his Successful Schools Budget, he concluded that Pennsylvania was underfunding public education by $2.3 billion a year.  At the same time, a University of Pennsylvania researcher, Professor Ted Hershberg, was working on another costing-out study using the professional judgment approach.   According to his study, Pennsylvania underfunds public education by about $2.2 billion a year. 

Getting to Equity and Adequacy: Legislative Strategies
While Pennsylvania has avoided serious reform of its school funding inequities, other states have made progress through legislative and legal strategies. 

Maryland stands as a recent model of political leaders taking the initiative to develop a model to correct funding disparities.  A six-year plan was adopted in Maryland to increase the annual funding by $1.3 billion for schools specifically to reduce inequalities.  The legislation will give a larger proportion to high-poverty districts as well as high-need students.  This will in turn improve the disproportionate spending by district.  Maryland is first state to reform the school finance system to provide each student with the opportunity to complete the state’s achievement standards entirely as a legislative initiative. 

The improvements in the Maryland’s educational system are a result of  1999 legislation which created a bi-partisan 27 member Commission on Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence (also known as the ‘Thornton Commission’), made up largely of professional educators and academic experts.  The Thornton Commission was charged with studying and then recommending how Maryland could ensure adequate school funding, reduce inequalities, and ensure excellent student performance.  Most importantly, leadership of all caucuses in the state legislature and the governor, who led the effort to establish the commission, committed in advance to implementing the solutions the bi-partisan and professional commission would come up with.  

In 2000, the commission examined Maryland’s funding systems, reviewed performance and accountability, and held public sessions to allow concerned constituents to make suggestions and comments.  The following year the commission studied how to measure funding and the structure of the system.  From the results of the study, the Thornton Commission was able to determine the costs and the necessary steps as well as offer the appropriate legislation to implement the suggestions.  

After compiling all of the information, the research and the suggestions, the Commission hired experts to conduct an adequacy costing-out study.  The Commission hired two organizations to complete the task.  The two organizations concluded that a $1.1 billion increase over five years would be needed to complete the reform.  This would increase the state’s share of educational funding from 41 to 49 percent (to view Pennsylvania’s state funding for education as a percent of the general fund, refer to Appendix I). The commission also concluded, through testing, that school districts with lower funding also scored the lowest in the assessment testing.  Although the Thornton Commission encountered some problematic areas along the way, such as dramatic public and legislative pressure when the Maryland economy (and the economy nationally) slowed, a bill was passed that adopted the commission’s recommended finance system reforms and raised the state’s cigarette tax 34 cents to support the legislation.  The “Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act” (or the Thornton law) has ensured that each school district in Maryland has the funding needed, in conformance with the Thornton Commission costing out study, to supply an excellent, quality education.

It’s worth noting that Representative H. William DeWeese, a leader in Pennsylvania’s House of Representatives, and others has proposed legislation to mandate a far ranging, bi-partisan and professional study of Pennsylvania’s education system.  While it is based on a much broader mission than Maryland’s Thornton Commission, it has some similarities in approach.  

Another example of a legislative initiative to address equity funding issues occurred in Arkansas.  Arkansas state legislators wanted to find a solution to avoid lawsuits for equity disparities in school funding in the future.  Rather than dealing with the possibility of a lawsuit, Arkansas legislation proposed a new school financing law to combat inequity.  Governor Mike Huckabee supported a $400 million measure to allocate a 13 percent increase in elementary and secondary education money to fund the legislative proposal.  The measures were proposed and passed in the wake of an Arkansas State Supreme Court decision which declared the school funding system inequitable and inadequate.  To continue to ensure that the funding will be spent in an appropriate and equitable method, a panel of school finance experts has been created.  The panel will determine how much funding is needed to continue to foster equity in the Arkansas school system.

In hopes of putting an end to two school finance equity lawsuits, the Montana legislature has adopted legislation to more equitably and efficiently appropriate new funding for public basic education: Each school district will be required to spend between 80 and 100 percent of a formulated plan for optimal funding.  However, currently Montana must raise property taxes, or fund other revenue sources, to be fully fund able the appropriation required to allocate the necessary funding.     


Other states are also examining the notion of passing legislation to allow for school equity funding in their perspective states.  Kansas, Indian, Illinois, Oregon, and Nebraska are a few of the states that are examining legislation after the success of Maryland.           
Getting to Equity and Adequacy: Legal Strategies
Although passing legislation is perhaps the preferable way to address the public school equity funding problem, it has been a difficult road to navigate.  The sole example of a state successfully acting legislatively without some court mandate or pressure has been Maryland; but that example may be difficult to use as a model for Pennsylvania, in that it was driven by a popular governor strongly advocating for the commission approach with advance agreement to implement its recommendations by legislative leaders. It was coupled with strong legislative majorities in both houses of the legislature of the same party as the Governor and generally supportive of the Governor’s legislative programs. Moreover, it all occurred (at least initially) at a time when both that state and the country in general had an expanding economy and the luxury of state revenue surpluses.  The prospect in Pennsylvania, at least for the foreseeable future, is for a far more divided and contentious political environment and a less favorable economic climate.   

There are however, other ways to fix the problem in Pennsylvania.  One alternative to legislation, the more familiar model, which has occurred in several other states including New York, California, Oklahoma, New Jersey, Texas, Minnesota, and Tennessee, is reform mandated  through lawsuits; or the model of strong legislation passed as a result of lawsuits as has been the case in states such as Arkansas, Kansas and Montana.
In California, for example, a school finance lawsuit was filed on behalf of needy students who did not have an equal opportunity at education as a result of inequitable public school funding.  The 1999 lawsuit, Williams v. State of California, demanded payment of $188 million to low-income school districts.  The action was filed to benefit one million students residing in poor districts which the suit averred were typified by overfilled classrooms, dilapidated facilities, and outdated materials.   To the excitement of those fighting in California for equity in funding, a settlement appears almost certain in the case, with the only lingering (though hardly insignificant) problem being where to find the necessary money in the state budget. 

In another example, in early 2005, New York’s courts ruled an additional $5.6 billion must be allocated to New York City’s public school system for equity funding.  Another $9.2 billion will be required under that decision to be spent over the next five years.  The court’s stated objective is to ensure that all students are granted the same equal opportunity for education. The case has been in progress over the past 12 years and is one of the most monumental school-finance lawsuits ever.  Funding that court mandated expenditure is part of the ongoing budget debate in New York.    

Finally, Oklahoma is currently dealing with a lawsuit that examines school adequacy as well as state standards.  If the case is successful, lawyers will encourage other states to follow a similar strategy.    

The Future for Pennsylvania
Education finance experts and lay political leaders often note that higher spending may not always create a higher-quality education; but no one can deny that additional resources allow for a better, more thorough and efficient educational instruction program.  Clearly, the disproportionate spending between high and low spending districts is reason for concern.  
Not surprisingly, lower per pupil expenditures correlate highly with poverty in a school district.  Each student, regardless of where they reside or their economic class, deserves an equal opportunity to receive the same level of education.  If the gap of inequality continues, the high-poverty districts, and the poor students in them, will be affected in an extremely adverse and disproportionate manner.  The discrepancies in school equity funding need to be addressed immediately.  
Governor Rendell campaigned on improving education in the Commonwealth.  Soon after being elected, Governor Rendell proposed the Plan for a New Pennsylvania, which was unprecedented in state history.  The Plan for a New Pennsylvania proposed some effort to close the resource gap between school districts, and promised added educational funding especially to programs targeted to produce the most efficient improvements in the education system, particularly early childhood programs.  Under Rendell’s plan, within three years, up to $1.2 billion annually would be used to fund programs to boost student achievement.   In Pennsylvania’s political climate the program was only partially adopted, and at a lesser appropriation, but nonetheless represents some progress.
In the 2005-2006 budget Rendell urged legislators to work on improvements in the Pennsylvania educational system.  The Governor’s plan included a budget increase of 2.5% for both basic and special education.  The Governor also proposed a $58 million base supplement to be shared among all school districts, $23 million in a new Foundation Supplement, which will increase funding for the 221 school districts which spend less than $8,500 per student (but does not guarantee a foundation amount), $17 million in the Poverty Supplement, which will allocate money to the 167 schools with the greatest economic challenges, $ 2 million to Limited English Proficiency, and $9 million to guarantee that each school district receives at least a 1.5% increase in funding from last year, and that the districts with the highest poverty receive a 2% increase.  Governor Rendell’s Program would allocate funding throughout the state to combat equity funding disparities in the state of Pennsylvania.  While these initiatives are incremental steps to address educational policy concerns, and provide some model to follow, they are very modest to say the least.  
It should also be noted that Pennsylvania’s Act 72, a plan to direct dedicated funding from Pennsylvania’s newly approved (but not yet implemented) gaming industry to replace some local reliance on school property taxes has the potential to dramatically impact the state’s share of school funding, but without adding any new money and therefore without impacting either sufficiency or equity at all.  This moves the state closer to the Governor’s goal of regaining a 50% share in education spending, but without improving education.  In that sense, regardless of the outcome over participation in Act 72 funding, it must be remembered that it is really a tax reform policy measure, and not one that deals with education, even if the politics of it may cloud this issue. 

In fact, the tradition in Pennsylvania, and other states, has been a political overlay to the school funding process that makes a legislative solution to equity concerns almost impossible without intervening pressure such as litigation or very broad public opinion pushes, and extraordinary increases in expenditures.  As may be inevitable in a legislative body comprised of district representatives, which by definition is parochial, each legislator is politically incentivized to vote for the educational funding proposal that delivers “the most” to that legislator’s own district.  Each legislator can determine whether each plan delivers “the most” for his or her district by reviewing the district-by-district print-outs each caucus Appropriations Committee staff traditionally devises and distributes for each proposed plan before voting occurs.  
If a plan truly delivers well for “poor” districts, thereby addressing equity concerns, inevitably many other districts (richer districts) are far less well served on a purely parochial basis.  Therefore the tradition of hold harmless and a minimum guaranteed increase for all districts has become a political imperative in every new educational funding formula or funding scheme.  If any plan has to hold every district harmless (no one can ever get less than in the previous year), and in fact guarantee a minimum per cent increase for each district, only very massive new expenditures can even incrementally make any real difference in decreasing the equity funding gap on a per pupil basis.  Add to this the political difficulty of increasing taxes (especially the near impossibility of getting legislators to increase taxes for massive new education funding largely targeted to “other districts”) and the political dimensions of significant progress without intervening circumstances – for example litigation – are overwhelming.

It should be noted that these “political dimensions” are not the result of poor or uninformed legislators.  To the contrary, the problem, which must be understood and accounted for to move the process along, is merely the obvious institutional outcome of hardworking and well-informed legislators struggling to represent disparate districts.    

Still, Pennsylvania must muster exceptional political will to overcome these clear political challenges; the commonwealth must work to improve its school funding equity disparity, addressing the following areas of concern:

1. increasing the share of state funding for education;
2. allowing more aid for children in low-income families or in high-poverty districts;
3. reducing the dependence on local property taxes to pay for funding the school systems; 
4. allowing for each district to have the same per-pupil funding; 
5. closing the gap disparity between the highest and lowest spending districts; and 
6. ensuring that each student receives the necessary funding to allow for a quality education. 

The two apparent options for achieving these improvements are through legislation and lawsuits.  Legislation is the most obvious and appears to be the most appropriate and fundamental method to improve the school-funding and equity problems, but as the review of progress in other states makes apparent, it is far more likely that for any legislative effort to improve school funding to be successful, it will be driven by the threat or reality of a court order than any other model.  While equity lawsuits have not succeeded in the past there are clear policy and strategic reasons for renewed interest in pursuing litigation now, including the opportunity to pursue better legal equity arguments created by the No Child Left Behind law.  Strategically, court action can help to create pressure for legislation.  With the proper public policy pressure and public opinion push, both of which will be enhanced by the reality of impending court action, appropriate legislative investigation and ultimately legislation, the adequacy and equity disproportion concerns in Pennsylvania can be addressed and dramatically enhanced.  

Appendix I:

	State and Local Funding Gaps Over Time: 1997 – 2001

	State 
	Gap Between Highest and Lowest-Poverty Districts 1997 
(cost-adjusted dollars, 20% adjustment for low-income students) 
	Gap Between Highest and Lowest-Poverty Districts 2000 
(cost-adjusted dollars, 20% adjustment for low-income students) 
	Gap Between Highest and Lowest-Poverty Districts 2001 
(cost-adjusted dollars, 20% adjustment for low-income students) 
	Poverty Gap Change in Dollars 1997 - 2001 
(cost-adjusted dollars, 20% adjustment for low-income students) 

	Alabama 
	$742 
	$991 
	$867 
	$125 

	Alaska 
	N/A 
	N/A 
	-$996 
	N/A 

	Arizona 
	$387 
	$845 
	$1,235 
	$848 

	Arkansas 
	$378 
	$76 
	$134 
	-$244 

	California 
	$35 
	$59 
	$254 
	$219 

	Colorado 
	$580 
	$587 
	$319 
	-$261 

	Connecticut 
	$635 
	$6 
	$87 
	-$548 

	Delaware 
	N/A 
	N/A 
	-$716 
	N/A 

	DC 
	- 
	- 
	
	- 

	Florida 
	$178 
	$46 
	$65 
	-$113 

	Georgia 
	$148 
	-$6 
	-$445 
	-$593 

	Hawaii 
	- 
	- 
	
	- 

	Idaho 
	$227 
	$157 
	-$60 
	-$287 

	Illinois 
	$1,939 
	$2,060 
	$2,178 
	$239 

	Indiana 
	$614 
	$210 
	-$123 
	-$737 

	Iowa 
	$456 
	$471 
	$197 
	-$259 

	Kansas 
	$451 
	$66 
	-$43 
	-$494 

	Kentucky 
	-$150 
	-$133 
	-$29 
	$121 

	Louisiana 
	$997 
	$793 
	$857 
	-$140 

	Maine 
	$269 
	$148 
	$407 
	$138 

	Maryland 
	$701 
	$912 
	$1,127 
	$426 

	Massachusetts 
	-$705 
	-$530 
	-$895 
	-$190 

	Michigan 
	$1,261 
	$1,103 
	$866 
	-$395 

	Minnesota 
	-$264 
	-$601 
	-$884 
	-$620 

	Mississippi 
	$331 
	$133 
	$20 
	-$311 

	Missouri 
	$253 
	$284 
	-$65 
	-$318 

	Montana 
	$1,538 
	$1,535 
	$460 
	-$1,078 

	Nebraska 
	$318 
	$516 
	$32 
	-$286 

	Nevada 
	$429 
	-$280 
	-$270 
	-$699 

	New Hampshire 
	$1,006 
	$733 
	$982 
	-$24 

	New Jersey 
	$587 
	-$324 
	-$398 
	-$985 

	New Mexico 
	$444 
	$86 
	-$125 
	-$569 

	New York 
	$2,794 
	$2,152 
	$1,987 
	-$807 

	North Carolina 
	$413 
	$114 
	$197 
	-$216 

	North Dakota 
	$32 
	$93 
	-$462 
	-$494 

	Ohio 
	$667 
	$394 
	$369 
	-$298 

	Oklahoma 
	$66 
	-$57 
	-$96 
	-$162 

	Oregon 
	-$170 
	-$371 
	-$45 
	$125 

	Pennsylvania 
	$1,059 
	$1,248 
	$1,302 
	$243 

	Rhode Island 
	$828 
	$273 
	$361 
	-$467 

	South Carolina 
	$427 
	$332 
	$235 
	-$192 

	South Dakota 
	$367 
	$171 
	-$347 
	-$714 

	Tennessee 
	-$138 
	-$497 
	-$681 
	-$543 

	Texas 
	$386 
	$518 
	$620 
	$234 

	Utah 
	-$440 
	-$422 
	-$528 
	-$88 

	Vermont 
	$684 
	$939 
	$1,232 
	$548 

	Virginia 
	$879 
	$885 
	$1,121 
	$242 

	Washington 
	$99 
	$145 
	$162 
	$63 

	West Virginia 
	$340 
	$199 
	$305 
	-$35 

	Wisconsin 
	$676 
	$151 
	$283 
	-$393 

	Wyoming 
	$895 
	$715 
	$68 
	-$827 

	USA 
	$1,139 
	$966 
	$1,020 
	-$119 

	Source: Education Trust calculations based on U.S. Department of Education school district revenue data for the 2000-2001 school year. 
Funding amounts were not adjusted for inflation. 
Note: All dollar amounts shown in this chart have been adjusted to account for local cost differences, the additional cost of educating students with disabilities, and the additional cost of educating low-income students (20% adjustment). This has the effect of reducing the effective level of funding in high-cost districts and districts with larger numbers of low-income students and students with disabilities. This, in turn, has the effect of increasing the size of the calculated funding gap. For a more detailed explanation of the methodology used in this report, see Technical Appendix 
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