Essex Finance Committee
October 28, 2010
Manchester Essex Regional High School
7:30 PM

Members Present: Karen Birch, Mark McKenna, James Horrocks, Richard Ross, Gordon
Martin and Jeff Soulard

1.

Public Meeting

Luc Schuster of Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center presented a brief
overview of the current state of the Massachusetts budget and a more detailed
description of education funding.

Old Business
a. Vote on Warrant Articles for Upcoming Town Meeting — vote on all
financial articles with a dollar value.

Article 1 - $50,000 for building study. The committee voted unanimously
against supporting this article. However, it is important to note that all members
agree that current condition of the Town Hall and Police/Fire Station is a serious
issue that must be dealt with in the near term. We appreciate the work done by
the Building Committee and feel the cost of the consulting is reasonable given the
nature of the work to be done. Mr. McKenna has recently had similar consulting
done for his company and said the $50,000 cost was reasonable given his
experience. While the committee feels this work needs to be done and the price is
reasonable, we are unable to support spending $50,000 at this time given the
current financial situation facing the Town and uncertainty about funding any new
buildings in the next couple of years. At this time, we feel it is more important to
keep these funds available for a difficult FY2012 budget.

Article 2 - $35,000 for computer upgrade. The committee voted unanimously
to approve this expenditure. The current workstations for many Town users are
well over three years old and an upgrade is necessary. While we are hesitant to
spend any Free Cash in anticipation of a difficult FY2012 budget, we believe this
technology update is essential to the day-to-day operations of the Town.

Article 3 - $5,000 for Reverse 911 System. The committee voted
unanimously against supporting this article. While this system would be a useful
tool for the Town, it is not currently required and we can’t justify this expenditure
at this time given our financial concerns for FY2012.

Article 4 - $30,000 Water Budget Expenditure. The committee voted
unanimously to approve this article. Water Enterprise Free Cash will be used to
cover repair costs incurred earlier this year.

Article 5 - $30,000 Sewer Budget Reduction. The committee voted
unanimously to approve this article. Expenses in the Sewer Enterprise Fund
reduced, mainly due to a reduction in the rate charged by Gloucester.



Article 6 - $1,000 Software Expense for Assessors. The committee voted
unanimously to approve this article. Free Cash will be used to cover the cost of
data conversion for the Assessors.

Article 7, 8, and 9 - all related to union contract negotiations which are not
yet completed. No vote at this time.

Article 10 - $50,000 OPEB Trust Funding. The committee voted
unanimously against this article. According to the latest report, the Town has a
liability of approximately $3,500,000 for post-retirement benefits. No funding of

this trust is required at this time and we feel these funds would be better used to
fund the FY2012 budget.

Article 11 - $35,000 Police Cruiser. The committee voted unanimously
against this article. The Police have a cruiser with approximately 120,000 miles
on it which is at the end of its useful life. However, there are two other vehicles
available for the rotation. A sedan with 22,000 miles and an SUV with 62,000
miles are still available for use in the rotation. Given the financial difficulties
facing the Town, we are unable to support a new vehicle at this time.

Article 12 — $25,000 Used Ladder Truck. The committee would like
additional information related to the repairs needed for this vehicle before voting
on this article. The committee strongly supports our Fire Department and hopes
this Ladder Truck proves to be a cost-effective solution/upgrade to our current
equipment.

Article 13 - $15,000 Generator. The committee voted unanimously to
approve this article. The school district has agreed to split the cost of moving this
generator from the old high school to Essex Elementary. The generator is in
excellent condition and has significant useful life left. The generator at EES will
serve as an essential part of the Town’s disaster plan.

Article 14 - $5,000 Fire Station Drainage. The committee voted unanimously
to support this article.

Article 15 - $25,000 Increase to Legal Budget. The committee voted
unanimously to support this article. Unforeseen expenses related to a records case
and increased expenses on the Gloucester Sewer case are causing expenses to
exceed the budget.

Atrticle 16 — Chapter 30B Issue Related to Conomo Point. The committee did
not vote on this article as it has no current dollar amount. However, it may have
financial implications in the near term. We will be seeking more information
from the Board of Selectmen to ensure that the Town will still receive maximum
value in the event of the sale of any property at Conomo Point. Waiving Chapter
30B would allow the Town to offer current leaseholders a preference in the event
of a sale; we would like a better understanding of what benefit the Town gains
from this. We will draft a list of questions related to Conomo Point to be
submitted to the Board of Selectmen.

Article 17 — Highway Budget Increase (TBD). No vote at this time



Article 18 - $2,500 increase to Animal Control/Dog Officer Budget. The
committee voted unanimously to approve this article. The animal control/dog
officer has incurred expenses above the budget for FY11, in some cases out of
pocket.

Article 19 - $500 Town Clerk Budget. The committee voted unanimously to
approve this article for additional training for Town Clerk office.

Article 20 - Youth Enterprise Budget. No vote at this time as numbers are not
final.

Article 22 - $5,000 Dock Replacement at Centennial Grove. The committee
voted unanimously voted against this article. We are unable to support this
expense at this time give the current financial condition of the Town.

Article 23 - $19 Unpaid Bills from Prior Fiscal Year. The committee voted
unanimously to approve this article.

. New Business

a. Transfers — committee voted unanimously to approve the attached transfer



Town of Essex 10/20/2010/rftleri
11/15/10 FTM Monetary Articles and Funding Sources, Preliminary

Taxation, if Enterprise Sewer
Article # Description Total Available Free Cash Free Cash Revenue
1 Feasibility Study $ 50,000 $ 50,000
2 Computer Upgrade 35,000 35,000
3 Reverse 911 contract 5,000 5,000
4 Water Bgt increase 30,000 30,000
S Sewer Bgt reduction {30,000) 30,000 (60,000)
6 Assessors Bgt increase 1,000 1,000
7 AFSCME union contract TBD
8 Teamsters contract TBD
9 Police union contract TBD
10 OPEB Trust 50,000 50,000
11 Police Cruiser replcmt 35,000 35,000
12 Used ladder truck 25,000 25,000
13 MERSD generator 15,000 15,000
14 F/P station drainage 5,000 5,000
15 Legal Bgt increase 25,000 25,000
16 Conomo Point petition C.
17 Highway Bgt increase TBD
18  Animal&Dog Bgt Incr. 2,500 2,500
19  Town Clerk Bgt increase 500 500
20 Youth Bgt decrease/fndg TBD
21  Accept MGL C200a S9A -
22 Dock replacement. Grove 5,000 5,000
23 Unpaid bill 19 19
Totals S 254,019 $ - $ 254,019 $ 60,000 $ (60,000)
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Demystifying the Chapter 70 Formula: How the
Massachusetts Education Funding System Works

OVERVIEW

This Facts At A Glance is designed to demystify the Chapter 70 formula for distributing education aid to
local and regional school districts, so that people can become better engaged in school finance
discussions in Massachusetts. While understanding the formula may seem daunting, its basic structure
is actually quite simple, as demonstrated by the four steps outlined below. (For further information on
the formula’s more technical details and on changes made since 1993, please see a listing of additional
resources at the end of this paper.)

WHAT IS CHAPTER 70?

Chapter 70 education aid is the Commonwealth’s primary program for distributing its portion of K-12
public education funding to the state’s 328 local and regional school districts.? The Chapter 70 formula
aims to ensure that each school district has sufficient resources to provide an adequate education for all
of its students, taking into account the ability of each local government to contribute. In short, the
formula is designed to have an equalizing effect, with less wealthy districts receiving more state aid
than wealthier ones.2

HOW DOES THE FORMULA WORK?

Chapter 70 aid allocations to school districts are determined through four basic steps:3

STEP 1: CALCULATE FOUNDATION BUDGET -

The Massachusetts State Constitution requires that total K-12 spending in each district never
falls below the amount needed to provide an adequate education to its students. Lawmakers
developed the “foundation budget” as a way to calculate this funding level. A district’s
foundation budget is determined by multiplying the number of students at each grade level and
demographic group (e.g., low-income and limited English proficiency students) by a set of
education spending categories (e.g., teacher compensation, professional development, building
maintenance), and then adding together those total dollar amounts.4

! The vast majority of education funding in Massachuselts comes from state and local government sources, with the federal government
typically contributing only around 5 percent of school budgets. For more information on sources of education funding over time and to see
how Massachusetts compares to other states, please see MassBudget’s Public Schoof Funding in Massachusetts: Where We Are, What Has Clinnged,
and How We Conmpare to Otlier States,

2 Specific decisions about spending Chapter 70 aid money are left to districts themselves, and this form of state aid is separate from another
form of state aid, “unrestricted general local aid,” which supports other local services like fire protection and road maintenance. The state
does distribute additional money for other specific education programs, such as a pilot program for schools operating a longer school day, but
Chapter 70 aid represents by far the largest portion of state K-12 education funding.

3 Technically speaking, Step 4 occurs after the full Chapter 70 formula has been run, rather than as a part of the formula itself. We include
additional local contributions, Step 4, as a part of this Facts Af A Glanee since they are an important part of the overall education funding
system in Massachusetts,

{ There is also a wage adjustment factor that increases the costs of salaries in parts of the state where wages are higher than average.

MASSACHUSETTS BUDGET AND POLICY CENTER » WWW.MASSBUDGET.ORG 1



FACTS AT A GLANCE

This total “foundation budget” is designed to represent the total cost of providing an adequate
education for all students, and it is often expressed as a per-pupil foundation budget by
dividing the total foundation budget by the number of students (as we do in the graph below).

STEP 2: CALCULATE REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

Once the total foundation budget is established, the state calculates each city and town’s ability
to contribute local revenue towards the operation of its schools. Local ability to contribute
varies widely based upon the incomes and property values of different cities and towns. The
state expects that each municipality can contribute the same share of local resources to the
foundation budget by setting uniform contribution rates. In FY 2011, for example, local
contributions were determined by adding 0.3 percent of each town’s total property values to 1.4
percent of the income earned by residents of the town.

The required local contribution is basically a measure of how much local tax revenue a city or
town can reasonably raise and dedicate to the operation of its schools.

STEP 3: FiLL THE GAP WITH CHAPTER 70 EDUCATION AID

Chapter 70 education aid is then determined by filling the gap between a district’s required
local contribution and its foundation budget. Calculating state aid from the difference between

steps 1 and 2 ensures that every district can fund the total baseline education determined
appropriate by the foundation budget.

STEP 4: AFTER CHAPTER 70 AID IS DETERMINED, DISTRICTS MAY CONTRIBUTE MORE

The required local contribution is only a minimum amount that cities and towns must contribute
to their school districts, and many wealthier communities opt to contribute significantly more.
For this reason, the Chapter 70 formula provides a baseline school budget, but it does not
ensure equitable total funding across the state. Please see the graph below for an example.

MASSACHUSETTS BUDGET AND POLICY CENTER « WWW,.MASSBUDGET.QORG
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Chapter 70 Funding for Two Sample Districts

Per-pupil spending by revenue source, Fiscal Year 2010
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Please note that in the examples above "CH 70 State Aid" and "Required Local Contribution” together do not equal
precisely the foundation budget. This is due to technical details outside the scope of this Facts At A Glance.

In the example above, Lynn has a higher foundation budget than Newton but a lower total budget.
Lynn’s foundation budget is higher mostly because it has a higher proportion of low-income and
limited English proficient students, two categories of students that have higher associated costs when
determining a foundation budget. Newton, however, is able to supplement its smaller Chapter 70 state
aid with significantly more local revenue.

Notice that for both Lynn and Newton total funding is at least as high as their respective foundation
budgets. The major difference, however, is that Lynn’s total funding level is essentially equal to its
foundation budget (only $23 higher per student), whereas Newton'’s is 60 percent greater ($5,400 higher
per student). So even though Newton receives roughly $7,300 less per student in Chapter 70 state aid,
it has greater local resources at its disposal, enabling it to provide enough supplemental local funding
to produce a total per-pupil budget that is roughly $3,200 higher than Lynn'’s.
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FACTS AT A GLANCE

ISN'T THE ACTUAL FORMULA MUCH MORE COMPLICATED THAN THIS?

Yes it is, although the preceding section accurately describes the basic scaffolding of the formula.
Following is a brief description of some of the formula’s additional features and complications, many
of which relate to transition issues that arise each time the formula is modified.

REFORMS OF 2007

A set of reforms to the Chapter 70 formula were detailed in the FY 2007 budget and planned for a five-
year phase-in through FY 2011. Since many of these reforms require additional state financial support,
however, the national recession led to a slowing of this process, and they will not be completed this
fiscal year. Major elements of the 2007 reforms included: increasing Chapter 70 aid statewide by
changing the way local ability to contribute is calculated (see below); guaranteeing a higher minimum
state aid amount that primarily benefits higher-wealth communities; updating data used in
determining the allocation of education funding; guaranteeing minimum annual per-pupil aid
increases of $50; and providing a new type of aid for communities with growing enrollment. For more
detail on these planned reforms please see Public School Funding in Massachusetts: Where We Are, What
Has Changed, and Options Ahead, November 2006, available here.

DETERMINING REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

As part of the 2007 reforms, the state now calculates two separate local contribution amounts for each
district before coming up with a final required contribution. The state gets to the required contribution
through three steps:

1. A “preliminary contribution” is calculated by taking the previous year’s required local
contribution and multiplying it by the Municipal Revenue Growth Factor, a rate that estimates
growth in local revenues from year to year.

2. A “target contribution” is calculated by looking at the specific property values and income
wealth of a given community (as described above).

3. Since the target contribution is more directly tied to each community’s current ability to
contribute, the state then sets a “required contribution” designed to move districts whose
preliminary contributions are either above or below their target contributions towards the
target. The final required contribution is then set based on uniform rules, and falls in between
the preliminary and target contributions. 5

WHY HIGH-WEALTH DISTRICTS STILL GET STATE AID

If the Chapter 70 formula were run in its simplest form, according to the four steps outlined above,
some high-wealth districts would not receive any state aid to fill the gap between their foundation
budget and their local ability to contribute because for these districts their target local contribution,
based upon local property and income wealth, is actually higher than their foundation budget. Since
the formula’s establishment in FY 1994, however, there have always been provisions guaranteeing
some base amount of state education aid to all school districts. The 2007 reforms increased this base
considerably, shifting a greater proportion of state resources to these higher-wealth districts.

* For more detail on calculating required local contributions see the DESE publication FYI1 Chapter 70 Aid and Required Contribution
Calculations available at: http:/ /tinancel.doc.mass.edu/chapter70/chapter 11 explainhtml
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CUTS DURING THE RECENT FISCAL CRISIS (FISCAL YEARS 2009-2011)

Due to declining state tax revenues during the ongoing state fiscal crisis, Chapter 70 aid has been cut
across the board during each of the last three fiscal years. The slowed phase-in of the 2007 reforms has
also had the effect of slowing an increase in state aid that had been planned. Additionally, in FY 2010
the Legislature used an inflation factor in calculating Chapter 70 aid that was lower than the factor
required by state law, resulting in reduced state aid for FY 2010 and for all subsequent years until it is
corrected retroactively.¢ Federal stimulus money during these three years has, however, offset some of
these state cuts. Each time Chapter 70 aid has been cut, there have been provisions protecting
individual districts from cuts that would bring total spending below their foundation budgets. For
more information on the scope of cuts to Chapter 70 during the current recession, please see Fiscal
Fallout: The Great Recession, Policy Choices, and State Budget Cuts, available here.

HISTORY

The Chapter 70 education aid formula was created by the Education Reform Act of 1993, landmark
legislation that responded to growing concerns about school funding adequacy and equity in
Massachusetts. Prior to Fiscal Year 1994, the state contributed less money to K-12 education, leaving
school districts more heavily dependent on the local property tax. The Education Reform Act also
served as the Legislature’s response to the State Supreme Court case McDuffyy v. Secretary of the Office of
Education, which found on behalf of a group of students from communities with low property values
that the state was not living up to its obligation to provide an adequate public education to all children
in the state.

The Education Reform Act of 1993 was based on three main principles, which guided the design of
Chapter 70:

* Adequate funding should be available to every school district to provide each child with a
quality education. This adequate funding requirement comes from the State Constitution,
which charges the state with ensuring sufficient funding levels in every district across the
Commonwealth. In 1993, the Legislature constructed a model school budget to define
“adequacy” by looking at the range of basic educational cost categories and calculating the total
per pupil budget necessary for the average school to educate its students. The original model
school budget is the framework for the foundation budget. This model school budget was
created almost two decades ago and, therefore, is based on an education cost structure that
looked quite different than it does today. A full reexamination of the model school budget has
not occurred in the intervening years, and would be useful for updating the formula to reflect
major changes in education, such as detailed state standards and the implementation of the
MCAS examinations.

* Local communities should each contribute to their schools according to their ability to raise tax
revenue, based upon local property values and income levels.

¢ The state should provide enough funding for each school district to fill the gap between the
baseline local ability to contribute and the funding level needed to provide each child with a
quality education, as determined by the model school budget. This new funding commitment

¢ For more information on the inflation rate used in FY 2010 please see Budget Brief: Chapter 70 Funding Options for K-12 Education available
here: http:/ /massbudget.org/doc/613
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required a continuous net increase in state education spending over the course of the second
half of the 1990s.

A second major education finance case, Hancock v. Conmissioner of Education, was filed in 1999 and
charged that the state had not fulfilled its mandate to provide adequate education to all students as
mandated in the McDuffy case. The State Supreme Court ruled in 2005 that while the process of
education reform in Massachusetts should be improved, it found that the Legislature had made
reasonable progress and no legal remedy was warranted.

OTHER USEFUL RESOURCES ON CHAPTER 70

Chapter 70 Funding Options for K-12 Education. Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center, April 2010
http:/ /massbudget.org/doc/613

FY11 Chapter 70 Aid and Required Contribution Calculations. Massachusetts Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education, August 2010
http://financel.doe.mass.edu/chapter70/chapter 11 explain.html

The Massachusetts Foundation Budget. Roger Hatch, Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education, October 2009
http:/ /financel.doe.mass.ecdu/chapter70/chapter cal.pdf

Public School Funding in Massachusetts: Wihere We Are, What Has Changed, and Options Ahead for Fiscal Year
2011. Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center, September 2009
http:/ / massbudget.org/doc/683 /944

Public School Funding in Massachusetts: Where We Are, What Has Changed, and Options Ahead. Noah Berger
and Jeff McLynch, Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center, November 2006.
http://massbudget.org/doc /507

Public School Funding in Massachusetts: Putting Recent Reform Proposals in Context. Noah Berger and Jeff
McLynch, Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center, June 2006.
http://massbudget.org/doc/425

Public School Funding in Massachusetts: How it Works, Trends Since 1993. Noah Berger and Jeff McLynch,
Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center, November 2005
http:/ /massbudget.org/doc/343
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