LWVIN Concurrence on a Revision of “School Finance”

File: LWVIN concurrence school finance 101121b

This document is intended for reporting the local League’s response and does not need to be
distributed to the membership. A separate file provides the material for membership discussion. Local
Leagues may want to make that file available to their membership in advance of concurrence
meetings.

Mandated by the LWVIN convention of 2007, the revision was prepared by a statewide review and
study committee and reviewed by the LWVIN board. Each local League may indicate full
concurrence, concurrence with a preference for change, or a lack of concurrence. The proposal may
also be rejected.

The reaction may be given in as much detail as desired, so that the LWVIN board can properly gauge
the reaction of the statewide membership. Comments and suggestions for change should be inserted
directly in the return copy of the electronic document before you. Mark the insertions through
boldfacing or by other means. The file will make room as you type. (Please do not use a different
format for recording comments; it would complicate collation.)

After the responses from local Leagues have been gathered in a comprehensive report (and if they are
positive), the LWVIN board will write the position.

Please return the document by March 1, 2011, either as an email attachment to
holschuh@indiana.edu or on paper to the coordinator’s home address: Albrecht Holschuh, 1960 S
Cooper Rd, Bloomington, IN 47401. The first of these options is easier to process.

About the deadline: The LWVIN board must follow a tight schedule in March. For this reason, the
deadline cannot be extended even by a couple of days. Early submissions will be most welcome.

Name of submitting League: LWV of Greater Lafayette
Name of the reporting member: Joanne Evers
Number of members participating in the concurrence: 8
Date of concurrence: February 10, 2011
We support the proposal ___ aspresented.
___X__with a preference for changes indicated below.
We do not support the proposal.

We did not reach concurrence.
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Proposed Wording of “School Finance”

Public school funding should guarantee equal access to high quality education for all Indiana
children.

The State should provide school corporations with the funds for high quality elementary and
secondary education of all Indiana children, regardless of their place of residence.

The program educational experience should be appropriate for each child's individual potential and
circumstances. + Funding should reflect the added per-pupil cost of equalizing educational
opportunity for children who are economically disadvantaged, physically-handicapped have
disabilities, or have other special needs.

Mandates by the State should be fully funded by the State.

Funding methods should be stable and predictable so as to allow for efficient planning. The methods
should provide incentives for creative efforts by school corporations.

If additional revenues are needed, the League favors the use of the State income tax.

The League supports limited additional local funding which allows for local interests. The League
does not oppose the use of tax referenda to increase such school funding.

The League opposes the use of tuition tax credits for school operating expenses. LWVGL: Requesting
clarification of this statement. It was understood that families receive tax credits so how would this
credit be used for operating expense in the first place?

Transportation, capital projects, and debt service should be funded by a mix of State and local taxes.
Unused local monies from these sources should go to a local rainy-day fund.

Under-the-state-program;t Teachers’ salaries should be competitive within the field.

Rationale:

Paragraph 3: LWVGL tried to interpret what ‘program’ and ‘I’ meant in the text. This is how we
translated these two words. Perhaps we are in correct. We are not totally attached to the change of
‘physically handicapped’ to ‘have disabilities’; just looking for a pc interpretation. Perhaps it is not all
inclusive enough since ‘other special needs’ may cover disabilities.

Paragraph 8: LWVGL was confused bout who received the tuition credits; school or parents?

Paragraph 10: ‘Under the state program,’ seemed irrelevant to the meaning of the statement.



