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Rollback

In Ohio, a 10% reduction is credited to each taxpayer’s real
property tax bill. An additional two and a half percent reduction is
granted to resident homeowners. The state reimburses the local political
subdivisions for these tax revenue losses.

Interpretation

Chapter I presents the purpose of this study - to analyze the
history of school funding in Ohio with a particular focus on the
construct of financial equity. Through an investigation of primary and
secondary sources, the evolution of how Ohio attempted to build an
educational system is examined. The equal yield formula and the
guaranteed yield program constitute current Ohio policy on school
funding. The forces that led to these practices are investigated in this
study. Recent legal challenges to these policies have raised the question
as to whether or not education is a fundamental right in Ohio
guaranteed by the Constitution and a right that Ohio tax and spending
policies currently support.

This conceptual history of Ohio’s financial system contains nine
chapters. The first chapter is an introduction and presents an overview
of financial equity in the state of Ohio. The second chapter is on the
subject of establishing an educational system in the area of the
Northwest territories which later became the state of Ohio. It also
discusses the first constitution, superintendent and governor of Ohio.

This chapter covers the years 1788-1930.
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The third chapter discusses the establishment of funding
mechanisms which would provide state monies for every public school in
Ohio. One of the consistent goals of the Ohio legislature was to work
toward equity and adequacy in the establishment of a common school
system, both in the academic realm and the financial one. This chapter
covers the years 1932 - 1990.

Chapter IV establishes the groundwork for a variety of educational
issues to be challenged in many state and local courts throughout the
United States. The cases presented in this study had a definite effect on
individual state budgets especially for students with special needs in the
areas of equity and adequacy. This chapter covers the years 1896 - 1995.
Chapter V continues the discuséion on educational financial disparities,
but specifically in the state of Ohio. This chapter also presents the first
financial funding case to be presented in a local Ohio court. This
chapter covers 1976 -1992.

Chapter VI discusses two significant groups of people who were
organized for the sole purpose of working toward their specific
perceptions of financial equity and adequacy in the state of Ohio. Both
will work through the Ohio court system to have their opinions heard.
One will be very successful, and the other will not. One group worked for
the students in property-poor districts while the other worked for the

wealthy districts.
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Chapter VII follows the DeRolph (1994) case from its inception in a
local Perry County courthouse in 1991 to its first brief being accepted by
the Ohio Supreme Court in 1996. Chapter VIII is dedicated to the
current governor of Ohio, George Voinovich. It includes his formal state
speeches, reactions and solutions to the funding issue in Ohio. This
chapter covers 1990 - 1996. Chapter IX is a summary of the entire study
and contains ideas for future research. The Appendices also contain
research on educational funding in Ohio, comparative research which

discusses the relationship of educational finances and student

achievement and information on the Ohio Education Goals 2000.




Chapter II
The History of Establishing an Educational

System in the State of Ohio

The importance of public education in Ohio was recognized well
before Ohio became a state. In the Northwest Ordinance of 1787,
adopted fifteen years before Ohio’s petition for statehood, the U.S.
Congress wrote, “Religion, morality and knowledge, being necessary to
good government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the means
of education shall be forever encouraged” (Congress of the Confederation,
1787, p.2). The Ordinance was the blueprint which would determine
essential characteristics of any territory that would attempt to become a
part of the United States. Dr. Jim Cutler represented a group of
investors called The Ohio Company who bought 5 million acres of land
for 3.5 million dollars in the Northwest Territory (Howe, 1904). At the
final meeting of the Ohio Company, before the first group of settlers was
sent to the territory, the officers adopted a resolution that the directors
would be requested to pay attention to the education of youth. The Ohio
Company established a settlement in 1788 (Howe, 1904). The Ordinance

of 1787 has been described as the third most important document in-the

21
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history of the nation, exceeded in importance only by the Declaration of
Independence and the U.S. Constitution. The Ordinance introduced an
idea which was not mentioned in either of the other two documents: the
importance of the fundamentality of education. Fundamentality, in this
context, means that every child without concern for race, creed, or ethnic
origin has a right to a free, public, minimum education as set up by the
individual state’s legislation.

The Ordinance influenced the representatives who came to Ohio’s
first Constitutional Convention in 1802. The representatives studied the
language and determined not only to incorporate it, but also to
strengthen it. In the Bill of Rights, Article VII - Section 3, of the state
Constitution, they wrote, “But religion, morality and knowledge being
essentially necessary to good government and the happiness of mankind,
schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged by
legislative provision” (Ohio Constitution, 1802, p.2). The writers agreed
to add the essentially, and then they specifically mandated the
legislature to be elected in the future to make provisions for schools and
education. Those same framers recognized the importance of extending
the advantages of education to everyone; poverty would not be an
obstacle to education. They also included in Section 25 of Article VII,
“that no law shall be passed to prevent the poor in the several counties
and townships within this state from an equal participation in the

schools, academies, colleges, and universities, and the doors of the said

places shall be open for the reception of every grade without any
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distinction or preference whatever” (The Ohio Constitution as cited in
Atwater, 1838, p. 132).

The Ordinance set aside one section of every township for support
of the schools. “Congress by the supplementary act of March 3, 1803,
specified that the land equivalent to one thirty-sixth of all subsequent
areas purchased from the Indians, should be set aside for the use of
schools” (Howe, 1904, p.56). Howe (1904) went on to report that an act
was passed in 1821 which made property liable for school taxes, but
since levying the taxes was optional, the law was ineffective.

The summer and fall of 1824 were marked with much legislative
debate about the sale of school lands, the school system, and a fair
means of taxation. When the election for General Assembly
representatives was over, those who agreed with the establishment of
school lands and fair taxation had won a majority of seats in the
General Assembly. Atwater (1838), reported that an act “to provide for
the support and better regulation of common schools” (pp.262-263) was
passed on February 5, 1825. According to Fess (1937), the education
committee in reference to educational opportunity stated that all
children would be put upon a more level playing field. The committee
.could then remove the offensive title that some schools had received,
such as pauper schools. Fess (1937) described the new funding process

in the following way;
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Townships were given the responsibility for providing support for
public schools and were permitted to levy a tax for that purpose.
If a township failed to lay out its school districts properly, the
state could withhold state funds, so communities were enabled to
provide free schooling. In 1829, the tax to be levied by each
district was raised to three-quarters of a mill, but even where this
money was collected, it was insufficient to provide adequate
schooling. It was typical for schools to remain in session for as
long as the money lasted. After the state money was gone,
instruction was continued for the “pay pupils” (pp. 251-252).

On March 22, 1837, the office of superintendent of common
schools was established in Ohio. The first appointee was Samuel Lewis,
who was a disciple of Horace Mann. He served only three years but had

a profound effect on free public education in Ohio. After visiting many of

the state’s school buildings, he was appalled to see public schools closed

when the tax money had been exhausted while children of the more
affluent were still in school because they were pay pupils. In his First
Annual Report of the Superintendent of Common Schools,

Lewis (1838) wrote:

Whatever means may be adopted to raise the funds, whether by
State, counties, townships, or districts, the schools must be
opened for all in the district, without charge per scholar, at least
one-half the year; in no other way can we induce all to send.

These schools must be as good, or better, than private schools, or
those in comfortable circumstances will not send to them; and
when schools are called “charity,” or schools for the poor, it will be
their destruction (p. 12). ~




Lewis (1838) concluded the First Annual Report with this statement,
The plan I have proposed is general and includes every class - the
poorest equal to the richest child of Ohio. Poverty and pride,
it is well said, go together, and so far from condemning the
sentiment, we should cherish the laudable aspirations of the
young... the institution to be thus established would include all,
benefit all, and with very few exceptions, save all the rising
generation (p. 34).

Lewis’ report prompted the legislature to enact additional school
laws in 1838 which resulted in a state tax for schools. Townships
received authorization from the state not only to levy taxes, but to
borrow money to build schoolhouses. In the First Annual Report, Lewis
(1838) also referred to the language in the Bill of Rights of the
Constitution, “If no obligation rested on the legislature in reference to
education, other than toleration, there must have been a strange effort
to select such language to convey the sentiment. The Constitution
seems to have imposed upon the state the duty of effectually promoting
education by legislative provision” (p. 5). He also said that education
was too great a work to set aside, and though education would be very
costly, it would always be worth the cost.

When he resigned from the superintendency after three years, the
legislature promptly abolished the post. But public interest in education
continued along with the organization of a state association of teachers

in 1847. Eventually, this association supplied the funds to pay a person

who was the equivalent of the state superintendent.




In the spring of 1850, delegates to the Ohio Constitutional

Convention assembled in Columbus. Medary (1851) reported that;

For the next year they debated issues of state government, not the
least of which was the place of education in the social order. On
July 5, 1850, the majority of the standing committee on education
submitted a report that would provide for the election of a state
superintendent of common schools. It also suggested changing the
language of the original constitution to, ‘The General Assembly
shall make such provision by taxation, and other means, as will
secure a thorough and efficient system of common schools.” A :
minority report from the same committee suggested retaining some
of the wording in the 1802 constitution and also wording requiring
six months of schooling for all students (p. 693).

Shreve (1989) reported that on February 24, 1851, the convention
resumed its debate on the sections dealing with education. The
consensus was to adopt two sections under Article VI; the first section
dealt with the principle of all funds arising from the school land. And
the second section stated:

The General Assembly shall make such provisions, by taxation, or

otherwise, as, with the income arising from the school trust fund,

will secure a thorough and efficient system of common schools
throughout the state; but no religious or other sect, or sects, shall
ever have any exclusive right to, or control of, any part of the
school funds of this state (The Ohio Constitution cited in Shreve,

1989, p.10).

According to Shreve (1989), the 1851 Constitution of Ohio used

more specific language in acknowledging the fundamentality of education

than in the Constitution of 1802. Shreve (1989) wrote that the

legislature put out a weak effort beyond enacting the school law of 1853,
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which ostensibly provided a free education to all. It levied a
one-tenth mill tax to furnish libraries and provide equipment to all
the schools of the state, provided for the election of a State
Commissioner of Common Schools, established a township board
of education composed of a representative from each of the
subdistricts, and provided for the election of local directors for
each subdistrict. (p.10)

At the same convention, Shreve (1989) reported that a debate
began when the subject of a free public education should be provided to
all children or only to all white children. The issue was referred back to
committee, and it was discussed for nearly five months. Finally, a
majority of delegates were successful in prohibiting a color line at the
schoolhouse door. Shreve questioned whether or not a fundamental
right could be denied on the basis of color.

During the last half of the nineteenth century, Shreve reported
that Ohio grew and was changed by the Industrial Revolution. Its
schools, however, were unable to keep up with the changes. By the early
1900's, people were looking for educational reform and the need for
another constitutional convention arose (Shreve, 1989).

In January 1912, more than one hundred elected delegates
gathered at the House of Representatives in Columbus. The Education
Committee proposed amending the constitution by adding Section 3 to
Article VI which stated in part, “Provision shall be made by law for the
organization, administration and control of the public school system of

the state and will be supported by state funds” (Ohio Constitutional

Convention, 1912 Journal, p.1063-64). Section 2 was not disturbed, so
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the new section supplemented the thorough and efficient clause of the

constitution (Ohio Constitutional Convention, 1912 Journal).

Section 4, as proposed, would replace the State Commissioner of
Common Schools with a Superintendent of Public Instruction who
‘shall be included as one of the officers of the executive
department to be appointed by the governor.” At a special election
held on September 3, 1912, the electorate approved both
amendments. Thus, the legislature was given another mandate to
support the public school system by state funds (pp.1063-64).

James Cox was elected governor of Ohio in 1912. Shreve (1989)

wrote that Cox had a great interest in the establishment of a common

According to the Ohio Convention Journal (1912);

school system. His election came only two months after the

amendments to the constitution were approved. He was especially aware

of the terrible conditions in the rural schools. The legislature also

recognized the great financial disparity between city and rural schools.

They made major changes in the school code which resulted in providing

some additional funds for administration and supervision in the rural

schools.

In his inaugural address, Governor Cox referred to the

constitutional education amendment and stated that “Ohio really has no

uniform school system. Instead, we have a variety of school systems,

and the truth is that Ohio does not rank with many of the best states in

the Union in the matter of her public schools” (Shreve, 1989, p.15). He

asked the legislature to approve a study of how to improve the school
|
|

system in Ohio.
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The Ohio State School Survey Commission (1914) began its work
on March 12, 1913. Tens of thousands of people participated. Teachers,
public officials, parents, chambers of commerce, labor unions, and
individual citizens became involved themselves, and the commission
gathered enormous amounts of information (Shreve, 1989).

In October, Governor Cox issued a proclamation assigning
November 14, 1913, as School Survey Day. He suggested that a meeting
to discuss education be held in every school building in the state and
that they should each elect a member from their building to attend an
Educational Congress to be held in Columbus. There was a great
amount of enthusiasm and participation at the Congress (Shreve, 1989).

When the survey was completed in December of 1913, a report was
written summarizing all the information and was given to the Governor
in January, 1914. Governor Cox called for a special session of the
legislature to act on the recommendations contained in the report. By
February of 1914, the Governor had signed into law the the New School
Code. The law was approved quickly due to the legislature’s intense work
which had repealed eleven sections of the General Code, amended
eighty-six sections, and added forty-six more sections (Ohio State School

Survey Commission, 1914).




In enacting the New School Code, the legislature recognized the
great disparity that existed in educational opportunity between children
in rural districts and in city and village districts. The legislature gave
additional funds to the rural districts, and substantial gains were made
in improving education as a result of the legislation. The purpose was to
reduce the number of one-room schools through consolidation and
centralization. In 1914 more than 9400 one-room schools existed in the
state; most were in rural districts.

The fundamentality of education would continue to be a concern of the
governor and legislature but they realized that in some future legislation,

Ohio would finally secure a thorough and efficient system of common

schools (Phillis, 1990b).
In his book, Fess (1937) also reported that;

A consolidation continued through the decade of the 1920’s.

When the stock market crashed in 1929, and the depression began,
people had a difficult time paying their property taxes, so
properties were reappraised at lower values. The schools were faced
with bonded indebtedness and lower revenues with which to
discharge those debts, not to mention the fact that bonds were
retired at face value with more valuable dollars. So, most schools
needed more money for operating funds. Because it was a goal of
great importance to everyone - government officials and
townspeople - the establishment of a solid and viable common
school system would still be pursued by the state government, even
if taxes were limited, and some schools had to close (p. 252).
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Interpretation

The significance of establishing a common school system was a
topic that was continually discussed from street corners to the
constitutional conventions. In attempting to initiate a school system,
finances had been a concern since the first settlers started small
townships. As Ohio grew toward statehood, the first superintendent of
schools, Samuel Lewis, noted the inequity and inadequacy of schools in
1837. This was due to a lack of a consistent funding effort, which he
attempted to eliminate by having townships levy taxes. It was a good
effort but not as successful as Lewis had hoped. In fact, the Ohio
Constitutional Convention of 1912 amended the Constitution by stating
that the state would be wholly responsible for funding the public school
system. Only 2 months after the Convention, Governor Cox took the
office of superintendent and as he toured many districts in Ohio he
immediately saw the inequity and inadequate conditions of the school
system. His response to this concern was one of action and in 1914 he
started the first Ohio State Survey Commission. Within a year of
completing a report from every school district, Cox had signed a law
enacting the New School Code.

The consistent effort by legislators ahd leaders to make the Ohio
school system equal and adequate was admirable. But in 1929, the
Depression descended upon the people of Ohio and almost destroyed the
100 years of hard work that had attempted to bring equity and adequacy

to the common school system. With the pressure to lower property taxes
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and the need to share the sales tax with other government agencies, the
education budget was no longer the priority it had been for so many
years.

During the Depression, the closing and consolidation of schools
was a convenient solution to the financing problems and made the New
School Code look successful. Despite hindrances to the establishment of
a statewide school system, persistence would win out as the state of
Ohio survived the Depression. In the next chapter, the state will
sponsor the Second Survey Commission of 1932, which passed a
financial educational equalization law. This law was repealed in 1935 so
the state could find a lasting solution to the financial concerns of Ohio.
The state did this by establishing the Foundation Program, which is still
in effect as of 1996. Chapter III will discuss in detail the history of the

funding mechanisms in Ohio from 1932 to the 1990's.



Chapter III

History of the Funding Mechanisms in the State of Ohio

Govenor Geroge White was later elected governor in 1931 and also

held a concern for the school system of his state. At Governor White's

suggestion, Education Director Skinner appointed the Second Ohio
Survey Commission in April,1932. The Commission succeeded in hiring
Paul R. Mort, Director of the School of Education, Teachers College of
Columbia University. Mort was a highly respected researcher in the area
of school finance and Skinner knew that if a financial problem existed in
the Ohio educational system, Mort would find it.

Mort and his team immediately began a thorough study of the
situation in Ohio. The study was completed by the end of 1932, and the
Second Ohio Survey Commission (1932) named the Ohio system of
taxation as the major problem in the crisis:

Real estate now bears too great a load to support schools. The

state has dodged its full responsibility to guarantee to its youth a

defensible education standard. In comparison with other states
" it makes a less satisfactory showing (p. 4).
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The report also referred to the wording of the 1851 Constitution

which directed the General Assembly to secure a thorough and efficient
system of common schools (Second Ohio Survey Commission, 1932).

The Ohio Survey Commission concluded that:

Here then is a fundamental duty of the state to fulfill its promise
in providing equality of opportunity for its young people by means
of an adequate system of public education. In formulating its

program for education, however, Ohio has placed the responsibility

upon the local district and forced property to bear nearly all the
tax burden. (p.5)

The Second Survey Commission (1932) proposed a new funding

idea for Ohioans to consider. The plan proposed a foundation level to a
certain limit so that a local district could use its own discretion in
taxing itself. This was the first use of the term “foundation,” which has

continued to the present day. The report further explained:

Here then are two principles in financing an educational system,
namely, the equalization feature and the efficiency principle. The
equalization feature includes establishment of schools to furnish
children in every locality equal educational opportunity up to a
prescribed minimum, to provide supervision or direct
administration by a state department of education, and to raise
funds necessary for equalization by state and local taxation
according to tax-paying ability. The efficiency principle demands
the state make adequate provision for local initiative within the
minimum program and beyond this prescribed minimum. The
local district must have leeway for support of schools above the
minimum if it desires (p. 6).




Phillis (1990b) summarized how the foundation program and a

sales tax would fund the public schools.

The state would be required to raise an additional 28 million
dollars to establish a foundation program. The Commission
thought this was an enormous amount of money due to the effects
from the depression. The Ninetieth General Assembly did not act
as quickly as the eightieth General Assembly had in 1914. The
“school foundation” bill did pass in the house, but it received a
stormy reception in the senate. The senate tacked on legislation
that would require further consolidation of schools. Then it
turned to the issue of raising additional revenues. It wrestled with
the bill during most of 1934. The legislature held three special
sessions. Finally, in a “lame duck” session on December 6, 1934,
the legislature reluctantly imposed a three percent retail sales tax
to become effective for only one year. Optimism that the
depression would be over in another year was unfounded, and the
state had to extend the sales tax. Although it was originally
imposed for schools, the sales tax now funds a substantial part of
the general revenue fund (pp.13-14).

William Phillis’ (Testimony before joint meeting, 1990) testimony
before the Joint Meeting of the Select Committee to Study Ohio’s School
Foundation Program included the following historical information
concerning “The History of the Funding Mechanisms in the State of
Ohio.” In the following passage he explains the Foundation Program in
more detail;

The basic structure of the current school funding program was
established in 1935 and was defined by statute as the Foundation
Program. It was constructed so that each school district in the
state had a guarantee that the district would receive in total
support from the state and from local taxes an amount determined
by computing the district’s foundation program, as described later.
Prior to the enactment of the Foundation Program law, state
support was provided only for the financially weaker school

districts under the provisions of an educational equalization law
which was repealed with the passage of the 1935 act.




The original Foundation Program calculated the cost of a
foundation program based on four different rates established
according to grade level. These rates applied to the number of
students in K and 1-8 and 9-12 and in part-time, continuation
and evening schools. In addition to the per pupil amounts, an
amount for transportation was included.

The program distributed state funds on the basis of average daily -
attendance (ADA). Each school district received a flat distribution
payment, which was approximately 52% of the calculated cost of
each of the pupil levels. If the amount of state funds that a
district received under the flat rate distribution plus 3 mills of the
district’s assessed valuation was less than the calculated cost of
the foundation program, the district received the difference as
additional aid.

This basic structure of a per pupil distribution plus transportation
costs underwent some changes in the next 20 years, but remained
basically intact. The amount of the charge-off and local required
millage changed and the basis of distribution changed from
average daily attendance to average daily membership (pp. 3-4).

In 1956, the State Board of Education was organized. It was the
result of a study commission which believed that as an independent
policy making organization, the state board should be given the power to
establish standards for the operation of the schools of the state
(Testimony before joint meeting, 1990).

Also during that year the basis on which state money was
distributed to districts was changed. Per pupil distribution was the
current practice where state money was given out according to the total
number of children who had been counted during the October ADM. The
per pupil distribution was changed to teacher unit distribution. The
teacher unit distribution remained intact until 1972 when the

distribution of state funds returned to average daily membership (ADM).
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ADM is the total school student count taken by the state during the
months of October and February every year, in every school.

The foundation program equalization changed in 1972 to include
basic aid and supervisory units. It was changed in 1976 to equalize basic
aid only and to include categorical line items such as transportation,
vocational education, and special education. Back in 1958 there were
only 6 categorical line items but in 1990 there were 70 categorical items,
and about 60% of the total was appropriated as basic aid (Testimony
before joint meeting, 1990).

In 1976 the equal yield formula was introduced. Similar to the
district power equalization (DPE), it refers to a state aid program that
equalizes the ability of each school district to raise dollars for education.
In a pure DPE program, the state guarantees to both property-poor and
property-rich school districts the same dollar yield for the same property
tax rate which means that equal tax rates produce equal per pupil
expenditures. In the property-poor school districts, the state makes up
the difference between what is raised locally and what the state
guarantees. In property-rich school districts, excess funds may or may
not be recaptured by the state and distributed to the property-poor
districts. Also in 1976, Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid replaced the

municipal overburden funding (Testimony before joint meeting, 1990).




Municipal overburden refers to the fiscal position of large cities.
This municipal overburden included non-educational services that
central cities must provide. Some of these services included welfare
assistance, public housing, and city services such as police, fire, and
sanitation. These high noneducation fiscal burdens mean that
education must compete with many other functional areas for each local
tax dollar raised, reducing the ability of large city school districts to
raise education dollars. This financial burden caused by these
noneducation services, along with a high number of educationally
disadvantaged children, puts central city school districts at a fiscal
disadvantage in supporting school services (Testimony before joint
meeting, 1990).

In 1982 the foundation program assumed its present form. The
state school funding program has maintained certain characteristics
since its inception: (1) a required local contribution based on millage
applied to the tax base; (2) a millage eligibility requirement and; (3) pupil
based mechanism based either directly, in the case of ADA or ADM, or
indirectly in the case of teacher units, on student counts (Testimony
before joint meeting,1990).

The evolution of school funding in Ohio has shown repeated

attempts to achieve support for all students across the state. Johnson

and Pillianayagam (1991), Verstegen (1993), and Phillis (Testimony before

joint meeting, 1990) show the results of this policy evolution over the

past several decades. They describe how schools are currently funded and




the extent to which funding is adequéte. (For further information
concerning Ohio funding please see Appendix A.)
Johnson and Pillianayagam (1991) gave a more complete

explanation of the Ohio funding system by explaining that it is a basic

Strayer-Haig foundation plari coupled with categorical funding, flat

grants, and certain guarantees. State aid is partitioned into two basic
types, "Basic Program Support” and “Categorical Program Funding."
Together this funding accounts for approximately 90 percent of the Ohio
state aid allocated to local school districts. Basic Program Support,
which distributes funds to compensate for differences in local fiscal
capacity and the cost of educational inputs, accounted for approximately
58 percent of state appropriations for education in 1990. Disadvantaged
Pupil Impact Aid and categorical programs for vocational, special
education, gifted programs, extended programs, and transportation
accounted for approximately 32 percent. The remaining 10 percent of
state funds went to support several "guarantees" associated with declines
in calculated state aid resulting from reappraisal of local property,
consolidation, or a decline in enrollment.

Basic Program Support is allocated to all Ohio school district
through the following foundation formula (Johnson & Pillianayagam,
1991):

Basic Aid = (Foundation Level x Basic ADM x CDB) - 0.02 % x

Assessed Valuation




© .
where: Cost of Doing Business equals an index value ranging from
1.000 - 1.075% to adjust the foundation level to account for
differences in the cost of operaﬁng school districts among
counties.

0.02% = the required millage rate to participate in the foundation

program.

In 1989, Verstegen (1993) completed a statistical study that
revealed the difference for the total local and state support revenues
between wealthy and poor Ohio school districts. The poorest 19.94% of
the students received 16.81% of this revenue source while the richest
20.14% received 24.91% of total state and local revenue combined.
Verstegen also noted advantages present in the wealthier districts such
as higher teacher salaries, teachers with more education and years of
experience, and higher college acceptance; while in the poorer districts
higher teacher to pupil ratios and lower graduation rates were found (see
Appendix B for more comparative research).

Verstegen's study also revealed the differences in per pupil
expenditures between Ohio districts. The per pupil dollar range was
$2,807 to $11,106; the average expenditure was $4,004. The average
expenditure for most districts (400+) fell between $3,300 and $4,500;
while 125 districts spent less than $3,300 per pupil, and 72 spent over
$4,500. These figures do not include the island districts which skew the

statistics because their per pupil expenditures are very high due to the




