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Chapter 3

Sharing in Vermont

To keep a democracy competitive and thriving, students must be afforded
equal access to all that our educational system has to offer. In the funding of
what our Constitution places at the core of a successful democracy, the chil-
dren of Vermont are entitled to a reasonably equal share.

Amanda Brigham v. State of Vermont, 1997

Gross and Glaring Inequity in Vermont

Vermont is generally known as a progressive state, yet, historically, it has
spent considerably less money per pupil for education than many other
states, including its neighbor, New York. Vermont also had the widest in-
equalities reported by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) in 1998.1 In 1996, Carol Brigham, Amanda Brigham’s mother,
sued the state for its unequal funding of education in Amanda Brigham v.
State.2 The case quickly advanced to the state’s Supreme Court, which
ruled the funding formula unconstitutional in 1997. Act 60, reforming
the state’s funding was in place in record time, for the 1998 school year.
Act 60 allowed towns to raise extra funds over the state allotment, but re-
quired them to share the extra funds with property-poor districts ac-
cording to a recapture plan. In May 2003, the Vermont legislature
revised Act 60 with Act 68, which eliminated the sharing pool in the
school year 2004–2005. Apparently, the sharing pool provision of Act 60
was too contentious to last. In exchange for the elimination of the shar-
ing pool, Vermont now pays a higher state share in the form of a larger
flat grant regardless of the wealth of the district. In 2004–2005, under the
new legislation, Vermont planned to spend a flat rate of a little more
than $6,000 per pupil. Although the new state share is an improvement
over earlier figures, nevertheless, the new amount is low compared to
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New York’s average per-pupil expenditure of more than $9,000. How-
ever, New York’s figure is an average; some districts spend more, while
others less, which will remain the case until the New York legislature acts
on the Court of Appeals’ decision in Campaign for Fiscal Equity.

The National Center for Education Statistics reported in 1996
(based on 1991–1992 figures) that districts in Vermont at the fifth per-
centile of revenues had total actual revenues per pupil of $5,382, whereas
in the ninety-fifth percentile, revenues per pupil were $11,290. Large dif-
ferences remained even when the indices were adjusted for cost and
need. The adjusted total revenues per pupil were $4,546 in low-wealth
districts at the fifth percentile, while revenues per pupil stood at $9,735
in high-wealth districts at the ninety-fifth percentile.3 Vermont also had
one of the widest differentials in per-pupil spending among its towns,
which correspond to districts in other states.4 Vermont ranked in the
highest quartile in disparity among districts in both actual revenues and
cost- and need-adjusted revenues. Only a handful of states joined Ver-
mont at that rate of disparity—Illinois, Missouri, New Hampshire, and
Ohio.5 Sharing the honors with New Hampshire, New York, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, Ohio, and Illinois, Vermont measured in the lowest
quartile on all five measures of inequity used in the report.6 By 1998
these disparities had increased. Based on 1998 figures published in Edu-
cation Week in 2000, researchers Bruce Biddle and David Berliner re-
ported that Vermont was a “winner” in the “inequity derby” with
disparities of an average of $15,186 per pupil in the ninety-fifth per-
centile of per-pupil spending to $6,442 in the fifth percentile.7 The
reforms of 1998 aimed to reduce such disparities.

The political economy of Vermont is, in part, the source of the dif-
ficulty. Property-rich ski towns (called “gold towns” and “sending towns”
under Act 60), with expensive resorts and vacation homes had higher
taxable assets than the property-poor rural towns (called “receiving
towns”). Consequently, poor towns had to levy taxes at higher rates in
order to fund even the basic minimum in school services.8 The gold
towns, on the other hand, could raise enough for a quality education at
a lower tax rate. According to William Mathis, the Brigham case began
when Carol Brigham, Amanda’s mother, who was also a member of the
school board, noticed, “The town of Whiting has limited property wealth
and has always had a difficult time funding their school. Standing in the
playground, you can easily see the Killington ski resort which spent 25
percent more per pupil at a tax rate one-fourth of that in Whiting.”9 Ver-
mont’s small state share, varying between 20 percent and 35 percent,
bore some of the responsibility for the inequality of funding as well. An-
other component of school funding in Vermont was the passion of Ver-
monters for local control. Town meetings, at which school budgets are
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debated and approved, are the norm under a much more direct form of
democracy than exists in most states.10

The plaintiffs in Brigham v.State brought their suit under a variety of
distinct but overlapping charges, as explained by the Supreme Court in
Brigham’s Procedural History.

(1) two students . . . claimed that the State’s method of financing
public education deprived them of their right under the Vermont
and federal constitutions to the same educational opportunities as
students who reside in wealthier school districts; (2) several property
owners from “property poor” school districts . . . claimed that the
current school financing scheme compels them to contribute more
than their just proportion of money to fund education, in violation
of these constitutions; and (3) two school districts . . . claimed that
the current financing scheme deprives them of the ability to raise
sufficient money to provide their students with educational oppor-
tunities equal to those afforded students in wealthier school districts,
and compels them to impose disproportionate tax rates in violation
of the United States and Vermont Constitutions.11

At the trial in Lamoille Superior Court, Judge John J. Meeker dis-
missed the federal violations on the grounds that there was no federal right
to an education. Because the Vermont constitution stipulates that “every
member of society is ‘bound to contribute his [sic] proportion towards the
expense [of education] . . .’,” Judge Meeker upheld the second and third
claims under the state constitution.12 Both parties were dissatisfied with the
ruling, which contained something for both sides, but pleased neither.
They asked the appeals court for a summary judgment to dismiss. This mo-
tion was denied and appealed to the Supreme Court. In an unusual move,
the Vermont Supreme Court bypassed the appellate court to rule in favor
of the plaintiffs in Brigham v. State. As the judges explained in the proce-
dural history of Brigham, “The parties moved jointly for permission to ap-
peal the judgment except for that portion disposing of plaintiffs’ federal
equal protection claims. The [appellate] court denied the motion. The par-
ties thereupon renewed their motion with this Court, and we granted the
motion” (Brigham, *252). The Supreme Court then proceeded to rule on
the case. As the judges reasoned, “Where a party appeals a ruling, but de-
votes such scant attention to it that the appellate court would be forced to
undertake a search for error because it was not adequately briefed or sup-
ported by arguments, the [appellate] court will decline to rule on the issue”
(*248). The court’s opening statement declared,

In this appeal, we decide that the current system for funding pub-
lic education in Vermont, with its substantial dependence on local
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property taxes and resultant wide disparities in revenues available to
local school districts, deprives children of an equal educational op-
portunity in violation of the Vermont Constitution. In reaching this
conclusion, we acknowledge the conscientious and ongoing efforts of
the Legislature to achieve equity in educational financing and intend
no intrusion upon its prerogatives to define a system consistent with
constitutional requirements. In this context, the Court’s duty today is
solely to define the impact of the State Constitution on educational
funding, not to fashion and impose a solution. The remedy at this
juncture properly lies with the Legislature. (*249)

The court’s ruling was far-flung. Claiming that “the facts were not
in dispute,” the court cited evidence supporting the plaintiffs’ claims of
inequities from the Governor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Educational
and Municipal Financing Reform: Final Report and Recommendations
of 1993 and similar earlier efforts to reform Vermont’s recognized dis-
parities (*253). The opinion stated,

The trial court noted the State had “conceded that the present fund-
ing scheme denies children residing in comparatively property-poor
school districts the same ‘educational opportunities’ that are avail-
able to students residing in wealthier districts.’ The State has not
only failed to challenge this finding, it affirmatively relies on it to
demonstrate that . . . no genuine issue of material fact remains to be
resolved at trial. (*254)

Noting a close connection between education and virtue reflected in the
joining of the education and virtue clauses in Vermont’s 1786 constitu-
tion (*262), the court established to its satisfaction that education was
considered important in Vermont’s unique legislative and political his-
tory. The opinion also stated that other state cases did not constitute
compelling precedents for Vermont, since each state differs in its consti-
tution, history, and legislation, although the judges did note that the cur-
rent trend was to hold education to be a fundamental right in the states
(*259). Repudiating the idea that rational basis scrutiny was required
and local control would trump other claims after the precedent in the
federal case, Board of Education of San Antonio v. Rodriguez, the court de-
nied that Rodriguez applied to Vermont. The judges even called local con-
trol in the property-poor districts of Vermont “a cruel illusion,” echoing
the language of Marshall’s dissent in Rodriguez (*266). Avoiding choosing
strict scrutiny outright, the court declared the current system of school
funding unconstitutional under any level of scrutiny.

Whether we apply the “strict scrutiny” test urged by plaintiffs, the
“rational standard” advocated by the State, or some intermediate
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level of review, the conclusion remains the same; in Vermont the
right to education is so integral to our constitutional form of gov-
ernment, and its guarantees of political and civil rights, that any
statutory framework that infringes upon the equal enjoyment of that
right bears a commensurate heavy burden of justification. (*256)

The weight of their argument fell on Vermont’s Common Benefits
Clause, whereby “distinctions will be found unconstitutional only if simi-
lar persons are treated differently on ‘wholly arbitrary and capricious
grounds’” (*268). The judges held this to be coextensive with the equiv-
alent guarantee in the United States Constitution [the Equal Protection
Clause] (*266). Furthermore, the court reasoned,

. . . we are simply unable to fathom a legitimate governmental purpose
to justify the gross inequities in educational opportunities evident
from the record. The distribution of a resource as precious as educa-
tional opportunity may not have as its determining force the mere for-
tuity of a child’s residence. It requires no particular constitutional
expertise to recognize the capriciousness of such a system. (*265)

The judges compiled a historical record of Vermont’s dedication to ed-
ucation, while also holding that Vermont schoolchildren in the twentieth
century should not be held back by “eighteenth-century standards”
(*268). The court did not order that absolute equality be established in
school funding, but ordered that the legislature devise a plan for funding
Vermont’s schools, which would ensure “a reasonably equal share” to its
poorer districts (*267).

In 1997, Peter Teachout, a Vermont Law School professor, at-
tacked this decision, on the basis that it constituted a threat to local con-
trol. The Vermont judges had specifically rejected the local-control
argument, holding that there is no prime facie reason why statewide fund-
ing has to obliterate local control. The judges, with eminent common
sense, declared that “regardless of how the state finances public educa-
tion, it may still leave the basic decision-making power with the dis-
tricts.”13 Teachout also attacked the Vermont Supreme Court for putting
“itself above the normal process of the law.”14 The court had anticipated
this attack, stating that there was no dispute about the facts of the case;
therefore, an evidentiary record like DeGrasse’s in New York was not
needed. Matters not briefed sufficiently before the trial court could,
legally, be decided on appeal by the Supreme Court. Teachout accused
the judges of patching Brigham together from other state court decisions,
rather than basing it on evidence, despite the fact that the decision pro-
vided references to evidence of inequality compiled during formal in-
quiries by Vermont government officials. The judges had stated that they
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relied solely on the history of Vermont’s education clause. The national
consensus was also clear on the enormity of the inequities in Vermont, as
demonstrated in National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) fig-
ures. Teachout also noted that Brigham was not opposed to unequal
spending per se, but unequal spending based solely on where children
happen to live (29). However, the funding system that created the enor-
mous inequity in Vermont was based on where children happened to
live. Not without some problems, Act 60 and the sharing pool came into
existence as an experiment in retaining local control while introducing
some equity into Vermont’s school funding.

The Rise and Fall of Act 60

A few months after Vermont’s Supreme Court declared the state’s system
of financing schools to be unconstitutional in Brigham v. State, the legis-
lature passed the Equal Educational Opportunity Act (EEOA), also
known as Act 60, reforming school finance, which was phased in over
four years (1998–2001). The legislation evoked immediate controversy
because of the recapture provision that wealthy towns would have to
share any extra tax money collected for their schools with poor towns.
Thus began a political battle of six years’ duration. There was also a legal
challenge to Act 60, which was squelched in short order by an adamant
Vermont Supreme Court.

Vermont’s Act 60 equalized property taxes by implementing a uni-
form tax rate while at the same time allowing local decision-making if a
community wanted to spend more than the state-set tax rate would pro-
vide. However, money raised above the state rate had to be shared, so
that each community would have an “equalized tax yield.” Act 60 imple-
mented statewide property taxes at $1.10 per $100,000 of assessed prop-
erty valuation while decreasing commercial and industrial taxes,15

increasing the state share of school finance,16 and adding taxes on gaso-
line, hotel rooms, restaurant meals, and corporate income to pay for the
increase.17 Act 60 was also income-sensitive, limiting property taxes on
lower-income households by a “prebate” issued to those with two acres or
less. The qualifying income was raised in succeeding years to include
more people and the minimum acreage requirement dropped for
householders with one residence. To make it less painful for the “giving”
towns, the act was phased in over four years. As the court pointed out in
the case challenging Act 60, Stowe Citizens for Responsible Government v.State
of Vermont, during the first year of implementation, Stowe’s tax rate
would only increase to $1.00 and Stowe would keep up to 73 percent of
its extra taxes.18 Before Act 60, Stowe citizens were then paying a prop-
erty tax rate of $0.71 and spending more than $2,000 per pupil more
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than the state average. Poor communities were paying higher tax rates,
while raising less money for their schools.

According to Act 60 supporter William Mathis, in 1997 people op-
posing Act 60 “caravanned” from one municipality to another where
their behavior “bordered on uncivil.”19 However, according to Act 60 op-
ponents, the act is “leftist” or even “Marxist.”20 Some went further. One
prominent opponent, author John Irving, declared that he did not want
his children subjected to “trailer court envy,” implying that low-income
students would somehow mistreat them in public schools. Irving started
a private school, funded by his personal wealth, donations, and tuition.21

Many towns “levied” so-called voluntary taxes in the form of private con-
tributions. The Freeman Foundation of Stowe further undermined Act
60 by offering matching grants to towns raising funds privately. Such pri-
vately raised funds were not subject to the sharing pool.

Despite bitter opposition, Act 60 was effective in achieving three
goals: 1) tax burden equity or “equalized yield;” 2) a reduction of the
achievement gap between students who attend rich and poor schools;
and 3) “a reasonably equal share” of revenues. According to Lorna Jimer-
son, of the Rural School and Community Trust, in 1998, a year after im-
plementation of Act 60, a difference in per-pupil spending of 37 percent
was reduced to 13 percent.22 Despite the apparent fairness of equalizing
educational resources available to children, resistance continued, orga-
nized around the recapture provisions. Officially called the equalized
yield provisions, proponents dubbed this part of Act 60 “the sharing
pool,” while opponents called it “the shark pool.” Ironically, the sharing
pool, intended to mollify independent Vermonters by leaving some tax-
ing authority in the hands of towns, became one of the main bones of
contention. Since school taxes were set statewide, on the one hand, tax
rates in wealthy towns rose substantially, while state revenue for schools
shrank in these towns, since all towns received the same per-pupil allot-
ment from the state under Act 60. On the other hand, taxes in poor
towns went down, while revenues available for schools rose, even without
the supplemental state aid from the sharing pool. Before Act 60, accord-
ing to William Mathis, average town tax burdens varied from 0.1 percent
to 8.2 percent of assessed property evaluation. After Act 60, tax burdens
ranged from 2 percent to 4 percent.23 Needless to say, the voters in
wealthy towns were not pleased. However, the federal range ratio (which
does not include the top 5 percent and the bottom 5 percent, to account
for “abnormal” circumstances) went down from 271 percent to 107 per-
cent by 2000.24 The federal range ratio shows the disparity between
schools in the top ninety-fifth percentile and those in the bottom fifth
percentile, excluding “outliers.” This means that before Act 60, schools
in the top quintile in Vermont spent 271 percent more per pupil than
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schools in the bottom quintile. After Act 60 the disparity shrank to 107
percent, still a substantial difference among Vermont’s districts. Under
pressure from opponents of Act 60, the state share decreased in subse-
quent revisions of the law, from 84 percent in 1999 to 60 percent in
2001.25 This did not bode well for equity, which is better where the state
share is larger. Vermont towns were driven to depend on the sharing
pool rather than a larger state share, which introduced an element of un-
certainty into school finance for the receiving towns, although providing
needed funds. A larger state share ultimately proved to be the solution to
this problem, although the larger share gave the state more power over
funding in the towns, which backfired in 2005.

In 1998, citizens opposed to Act 60 filed suit. In Anderson v. State of
Vermont,26 the Supreme Court refused to overturn the appeals court’s de-
cision overruling the plaintiffs’ claim that Act 60 also violated the state’s
education clause for lack of a justiciable controversy.27 The court dis-
missed two similar cases. Following these failed cases, citizens of Stowe, a
wealthy town, brought a suit charging that Act 60 was unconstitutional
because it violated the state’s “delegation of powers” clause. The court re-
iterated its Anderson ruling in Stowe Citizens for Responsible Government v.
State of Vermont in 1999. The plaintiffs, a nonprofit corporation consisting
of Stowe taxpayers and parents, argued that Act 60 illegally delegated the
state’s obligation to provide sufficiency of school funding to local citizens
of wealthy communities. The Stowe plaintiffs argued that the Constitution
of Vermont forbids the legislature from delegating its authority, and that
Act 60 violated this clause. However, the court relied on precedent in Vil-
lage of Waterbury v.Melendy (1937) and State v.Auclair (1938), stating, “This
doctrine is not violated when the Legislature vests municipalities ‘with
certain powers of legislation as to matters of purely local concern.’” The
court added, “Nor is the doctrine violated when the Legislature gives the
municipal corporations the authority or discretion merely to execute,
rather than to make the laws” (Stowe, *560). On the other hand, the
court declared that the doctrine is violated whenever the charge is “so
vague and uncertain that, in exercising its discretion, the municipality
must, in effect, make the laws” (*560). The Supreme Court, it appears,
was aware of the irony of the charge. Judges prefaced their decision by
saying, “Plaintiffs’ attempt to cloak its argument under the legal mantle
of the delegation doctrine does not withstand scrutiny” (*560). Before
Act 60, Stowe citizens would hardly have sued the state for providing 
insufficient and grossly unequal school funding because of the policy of
local control. The court declared that

[s]tripped of its delegation-doctrine vestment, plaintiffs’ argument is
that because Act 60’s equalized yield provision depends on voters in
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property-wealthy districts to provide additional funds for education
beyond the basic state grant, it fails to satisfy the State’s constitu-
tional obligation as established in Brigham. (*562)

This amounts to the same argument the court declined to hear in the ap-
peal of Anderson; furthermore, it does not take into account the provi-
sions of Act 60 established to mitigate differences due to economies of
scale, differences in costs, and other factors. Act 60 is not “vague” at all,
but quite specific in its provisions. These two cases ended the legal chal-
lenge to Act 60, but the political battle continued.

Following implementation of Act 60 in 1998, taxpayers in the gold
towns sought ways to circumvent the law by raising money outside of the
regular taxing authority through voluntary levies that would be donated
to the town’s schools by foundations created specifically to avoid partici-
pating in the sharing pool. Money donated privately did not have to be
shared. This strategy created dissension in many Vermont towns, where
citizens were being coerced into “voluntarily” paying an extra school tax
levied by a committee for the foundation.28 Unless every citizen con-
tributes, some will pay more while others benefit without contributing. In
addition, some towns initially withheld their sharing pool funds from the
state.29 In the long run, however, these towns were forced into compli-
ance. Raising additional money for the schools by “enforced contribu-
tions” caused the so-called receiving towns to lose sharing pool funds to
which they might otherwise have had access. This strategy was successful
at first. From 1998 to 2001, the Freeman Foundation of Stowe, Vermont,
a philanthropy with varied interests, offered to match funds raised pri-
vately by towns under its program, the Vermont Education Initiative.30 If
sufficient money were raised by their foundation, schools in gold towns
could achieve their previous level of spending at less cost, even though
they would still have to pay the new statewide tax rate, which was higher
for them because their tax rate had been lower before Act 60. In 1999,
the Freeman Foundation contributed $5.5 million in first-round grants
alone. A few wealthy owners of vacation homes responded by contribut-
ing the amount they were expected to pay to private foundations to the
sharing pool instead.31 Other towns decided against withholding funds
on the grounds that it was illegal, but stated their continued opposition
to the pool.32

Controversy over the Freeman Foundation grants erupted in early
1999, when it became apparent to legislators that the grants could cause
significant amounts of money to be lost to the sharing pool. Lieutenant
Governor Douglas Racine criticized the Freeman Foundation for “its role
in helping wealthy communities subvert the effects of Act 60.” Governor
Howard Dean responded to his lieutenant governor by defending the
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Freeman Foundation. His position: “If the money weakens Act 60, it’s Act
60’s fault, not the Freeman Foundation’s fault.” Dean accused Racine of
being a “whiner” who was “misguided.”33 Bill Talbot, chief financial offi-
cer for the Vermont Department of Education, also criticized the pro-
gram as an effort to undermine Act 60 by reducing the money available
to the state to fund education.34 In a move that highlighted the problem
of bias in private giving, the Freeman Foundation tied grants for forest
preservation, a cause that the foundation also supports, to participation
in the Vermont Coalition of Municipalities, a group of about fifty towns
that opposed Act 60.35 This made Freeman Foundation lawyer Thomas
Amidon’s claim that the foundation “takes no position on any piece of
legislation” less than credible.36 Even though the state must fund schools
under the constitution, the infusion of large amounts of private money
make equity difficult to attain. In addition, a private foundation ought
not to decide who gets money for public schools and who does not. Al-
though the Freeman Foundation announced a decision not to continue
funding matching grants after 2001,37 it was apparently reconsidering in
late 2000, perhaps in an effort to influence the state legislature to revise
or replace Act 60.38 However, the Burlington Free Press announced that the
Freeman Foundation decided to stop providing the matching grants pro-
gram in December 2000.39 In all, the Foundation spent $20 million. De-
spite considerable pressures, both legal and extralegal, the Vermont
legislature adjourned without changing the basic mechanism of the shar-
ing pool of Act 60 from 1999 to 2002.

Opponents of Act 60 proposed an alternative funding scheme enti-
tled Education Revenue Sharing (ERS) in 1999, the year after Act 60 went
into effect. ERS, according to Jeffery Pascoe, an outspoken opponent of
Act 60, would eliminate the statewide property tax, returning taxing au-
thority to the towns. Towns would have to pay their own transportation,
special education, and construction costs. Pascoe claimed, “this would
free up millions in state funds that currently flow to towns regardless of
their need.”40 How this would benefit property-poor towns is unclear; the
plan did not include targeting the newfound money to their needs, nor
did it solve the previous problem of tax-burden inequity. Pascoe merely
claimed that the money saved by the state could then be added to money
derived from “. . . federal aid, income and other taxes, and the lottery.”41

Most education finance analysts leave federal aid out of the equity equa-
tion, because it is intended to supplement resources for needy children,
not replace other funds. Lotteries, which prey on the hopes of the poor,
are a poor choice for education fundraising, with high overhead and low
yields. Lotteries are a curious way of redistributing wealth, which affirms
that unearned money is nevertheless a mark of status in the United States.
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Economist J. Peter Gratiot, also an opponent of Act 60, formulated
ERS, claiming that it would be more effective in equalizing revenues. In
“Factors Controlling Foundation Spending in Vermont,” Gratiot exam-
ined eight factors to explain the variations in spending in Vermont
through a series of regression analyses. He claimed the Vermont Supreme
Court exaggerated per-pupil spending differences in the Brigham deci-
sion.42 According to Gratiot’s analysis, property wealth is of less impor-
tance than local tax burden.43 Gratiot’s conclusion that the tax rate is the
only variable directly under local control remained the case under Act 60;
in addition, Act 60 achieved tax-burden equity, unless the voters were will-
ing to pay a higher rate and share their proceeds, which placed a natural
limit on resulting inequities. However, Gratiot used the order of variables
in his analysis to argue that school finance reform in general has focused
on the wrong variable—district property wealth per pupil. He claims that
the other factors are “managed within a district . . . [to] control resident
tax burden at an acceptable level,” which “ensure[s] logical spending de-
cisions.”44 “Logical” seems to mean “affordable” in Gratiot’s lexicon. This
argument ignores the need for both spending equity and tax-burden eq-
uity. Towns without a large tax base cannot “control resident tax burden
within acceptable limits,” as Gratiot suggested, and still raise sufficient
money for the schools. However, Gratiot proposed adjusting the tax bur-
den to have the same yield for the same tax effort, very much as Coons,
Clune, and Sugarman suggested in Private Wealth and Public Education in
1970.45 In that case, under the old system of setting tax rates, poor towns
would receive a much higher yield than their richer counterparts whose
tax rates were much lower. This seems as controversial as Act 60, maybe
more so, although it could be argued that property-rich towns always had
the option to raise their tax rates to receive a higher yield. If they did so,
the inequities would resume, since property-poor towns do not have that
option. In addition, state-equalizing aid rarely, if ever, results in equity. In
practice, state-aid grants are not often distributed either according to tax
effort or need. Instead, in Texas, New Jersey, Massachusetts, New York,
Kansas, and elsewhere, the greater political clout of some districts
(wealthy districts, or suburban districts, or even rural districts, as was the
case in Kansas) negates the possibility of using state-aid grants to create
equity, without additional reforms that target funds specifically to needy
populations, disallow local tax cuts in response to increased state aid, and
cap extra expenditures for wealthy districts. Although Gratiot’s plan
might have been feasible, it aimed at equity correlated to tax effort.
Towns could still choose to make a low-tax effort, if they were satisfied
with poorly funded schools. However, the reality was that poor towns had
to make a greater tax effort to maintain a lower level of spending under
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Vermont’s old plan. The same is true in many states with inequitable
funding. The property-rich towns in the Vermont Coalition of Municipal-
ities supported Gratiot’s plan. Both Gratiot and his wife, Daphne Gratiot,
contributed articles opposing Act 60 to the Web site, Act 60, What You
Should Know.46

In May 2003, the Vermont legislature succumbed to pressure to
eliminate the sharing pool. The Democratic governor, Howard Dean was
replaced by Republican Jim Douglas, who openly opposed Act 60. Dean,
initially a supporter of Act 60, became disillusioned by 1999, concluding
that the sharing pool did not work well. The sharing pool, an uncertain
source of funds for poor towns at best, was also undermined by Freeman
Foundation grants. Despite this, poor towns benefited from Act 60,
which equalized tax burden and increased their share of school funding
dramatically. Dean would naturally resist blaming the Vermont philan-
thropy, which funded many beneficial projects in Vermont such as local
libraries, forestry, and schools. Douglas beat his opponent, Racine, who
continued to support Act 60, in the election for governor of Vermont by
a small margin, Douglas getting 45 percent of the vote to Racine’s 42 per-
cent. Douglas took office in 2002.47 In his January 2003 budget address,
he highlighted the state’s financial distress.

If we continue to spend at the current rate, a deficit of $30 mil-
lion will fall upon us in the coming fiscal year. A deficit this large
would delay economic recovery and threaten future prosperity. So
my budget limits General Fund spending growth to only 1 percent,
for a total of $893.8 million. When special funds, the transportation
fund, and the education fund are combined, spending increases are
limited to 1.7 percent, or a total of $2.3 billion. (Office of the Gov-
ernor Web site, np)

Douglas added that he based his budget on five principles, including main-
taining “. . . [Vermont’s] commitment to the neediest Vermonters,” while
not dipping “even further into the pockets of struggling taxpayers” and
“sharing sacrifice . . . broadly so that no one is asked to carry an undue bur-
den.” Douglas claimed “the most direct route back to prosperity is to invest
in Vermonters’ education, skills and aspirations” and promised to “[hold]
harmless the state’s commitment to the education fund.” How these con-
flicting aims could be accomplished simultaneously is not clear. Douglas
proposed transferring money from the general fund, generating new
money through participation in a multistate lottery, and “capping the Act
60 property tax assistance at $2,500. . . .” [which came out of the pocket of
the less-wealthy householders qualifying for “prebates” under Act 60].
Douglas also promised tax relief by returning “overcharges” of $16.5 mil-
lion, meanwhile praising the legislature for “searching for a fair way to 
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reform our system of funding education” for the past five years. This, of
course, represents his opposition to Act 60, which the legislature had wa-
tered down considerably. Douglas declared, “There are no easy answers
and we must work together to find a more permanent solution to this
dilemma [of how to equalize school funding].”48 However, tax relief dom-
inated his plans. He claimed to have offered what he reported as 20 per-
cent to 30 percent in property tax relief to Vermonters.

Although many Democrats in the legislature continued their sup-
port for Act 60, it was changed substantially.49 The new legislation, an Act
Relating to Education Funding,50 passed both Houses in late May 2003,
and was signed into law by the governor as Act 68. The legislation still
based education funding on the statewide property tax, which was raised,
initially, then lowered by the new governor. Act 68 also maintained some
of the income sensitivity of Act 60 and some “guaranteed yield”–type pro-
visions that would help guarantee some funding stability. The category of
homestead was expanded to include the entire parcel on which the resi-
dence stands, unlike Act 60’s 2-acre limit. The bill provided for inflation
adjustments to the base rate of $6,800 each year. A “prebate” was built in
for families with incomes below $47,000. By raising the tax rates for
homeowners and businesses, the state raised the foundation grant from
$5,800 in 2000 to $6,800, to go into effect by 2005. To raise the extra
money needed for the increase in the flat-rate per pupil, Act 68 split the
Grand List so that homeowners pay $1.10 while businesses and vacation
homeowners pay $1.59 per assessed evaluation in property taxes. The in-
crease was also be supported by a 1 percent increase in the sales tax, al-
ready at 6 percent, a tax on beer and soda, and other miscellaneous
taxes. Act 68 abandoned the sharing pool, and will allow property-rich
towns to raise taxes and keep the proceeds, up to 125 percent of the state
allotment. Districts may choose to spend more than the $6,800 state flat
grant at $1.10, but voters will have to approve tax hikes. An element of
the sharing pool remains in that towns spending more than 125 percent
of the state rate will be penalized for every dollar spent over the limit to
minimize high spending. The new law went into effect July 1, 2004, for
fiscal year 2005.

As of summer 2005, the new bill, Act 68, has yet to prove that it can
maintain or produce more equity in spending than Act 60. There seem to
be few mechanisms to avoid previous pitfalls, which resulted in the great
disparities Vermont displayed before Act 60. The state share is dependent
on the legislature’s yearly vote; the property tax may indeed increase; sales
taxes are regressive, taxing the poor a much larger percentage of their in-
come than the rich; and provisions to prevent towns from raising their
taxes are fairly weak. In addition, flat grants paid regardless of need do
not lead to equity. One saving grace of the new legislation is a greater 
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degree of certainty in school budgeting in comparison to the old method
of the sharing pool, although the greater degree of control by the gover-
nor and the legislature raised the hackles of several towns in March 2005.
Proposals to use the school funding appropriations to pay for a new com-
puter system for the State Department of Education and for special edu-
cation for prisoners in Vermont have elicited a resolution from the town
of Grafton opposing the measures as contrary to the intent of the original
law. Thirty-six members of the Vermont Coalition of Municipalities, a
group once opposed to Act 60, signed the resolution.51 Another is that
the statewide uniform property tax rate remained in place, although it
was lowered by Governor Douglas, fulfilling his campaign promise to
lower property taxes. In February 2004, an amendment to Act 68 took five
cents off the base for both residential and nonresidential taxes. The
amendment set tax rates at $1.05 for residential or homestead property
and $1.54 for nonresidential property, to go into effect in 2005.52 The ad-
ditional loss will have to be made up somehow. As in other states strug-
gling with equity problems, targeted state aid will have to make up the
difference between what property-poor and property-rich towns can raise.
If Vermont school children are to receive “a reasonably equal share” as
commanded by the State Supreme Court in Brigham, the state must keep
the state share high and increase it to account for inflation and increases
in enrollment.

An inflation adjustment alone may not suffice to keep spending 
at the present level. Official inflation rates are often underestimated. In
addition, if enrollment declines, public schools suffer. Vermont is pro-
moting the charter school movement, which could affect enrollment, 
already declining slightly. Dependency on yearly legislative votes for
school funding creates uncertainty, limits stability, and hampers the abil-
ity of schools to plan their budgets before dire needs arise. In Kentucky,
one of the more successful states in reforming school finance litigation,
the same coalition of districts that brought Rose brought a new suit against
the state over inadequacy of funding in September 2003. According to
Greg Kocher of the Lexington Herald-Leader, Representative Sanders, of
Franklin, Kentucky, said that “elementary and secondary education have
been receiving a smaller percentage of the state’s General Fund because
of unavoidable spending increases for prisons and Medicaid.”53 Unfortu-
nately, state priorities shift, sometimes unpredictably, often to the detri-
ment of school funding. In good economic times, legislatures can keep
pace; in bad times, schools suffer. Unfortunately, it seems to be difficult
for legislators and voters to realize that spending on education is much
more humane and beneficial to the community in the long run than
spending on prisons for people who were not well-educated in the first
place, for whom there is little work, and who require state support 
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because they cannot support themselves. Overall, however, Act 68 repre-
sents an advance over the situation in Vermont prior to Brigham.

Did Act 60 Work?

According to a study conducted by Lorna Jimerson of the Rural School
and Community Trust, Vermont’s Act 60 was successful in achieving its
goals in the first three years after implementation (1998–2001). Accord-
ing to Jimerson, the three goals of Act 60 were to achieve in equity in re-
sources for students; second, to create tax-burden equity; and third, to
narrow the gaps in academic achievement among children.54 Jimerson
argued that equity in all three areas showed significant gains. Equalized
property value per pupil (in districts grouped in quintiles) narrowed a
difference of $2,110 (from a range of from $5,654 to $7,764) in 1998 to
a difference of $1,223 (from a range of $6,502–$7,725) in 2001, a reduc-
tion of $887 per-pupil expenditure. This is represents a substantial im-
provement (Jimerson, 6). Tax burden became more equal, although it
still varied according to local choices (9), and the gap between academic
achievement of students in low-spending districts and high-spending dis-
tricts narrowed (11–12).55

The Vermont Department of Education (DOE) confirmed Jimer-
son’s assessment in The Equal Educational Opportunity Act: Measuring Eq-
uity, April 17, 2001, although the Vermont DOE was more cautious in its
claims. “In terms of financial equity, the EEOA [Equal Educational Op-
portunity Act, or, Act 60] has achieved the intended effect. Education
tax rates are now uniformly tied to local per pupil spending levels across
the state. This is a significant achievement.”56 The report states that “it
is too early to draw definitive conclusions about the relationship be-
tween spending, school quality standards, and student performance,”
since the appropriate assessments are not yet fully in place; nor was
there data on the full implementation of Act 60, since it had only com-
pleted the phase-in during the 2000–2001 school year. Nevertheless, the
DOE noted that there was some evidence that Act 60 was achieving its
goals in 2001. First, per-pupil spending gaps were narrowing. Second,
districts that had historically spent less were increasing spending at a
greater rate than districts that had historically spent more. Finally, per-
formance gaps among different student groups (e.g., gender, socioeco-
nomic background) appear not to exist in a small number of schools
(Wolk, 1–2). In the 2001 report, the Vermont DOE cautioned that data
would have to be collected by schools rather than districts to establish
the connection between spending and student performance. Re-
searchers reported that all districts had increased spending under Act
60. In addition, “giving towns,” which did not benefit financially under
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Act 60, have not suffered declines in student performance, while “re-
ceiving towns,” which did, have seen improvement. Although “at all
grade levels and areas of assessment, on average, high-poverty students
score lower than those who are not in poverty” (2), the report shows
that “overall performance tends to be on the rise” (15). Although “gaps
in reading and writing remained the same or became smaller, while
gaps in mathematics generally increased” (16), the report points out
that it is difficult to attribute either of these changes to Act 60. Educa-
tional performance is better assessed over a longer period of time.

In March 2002, Jimerson reported again on Act 60 in “Still ‘A 
Reasonably Equal Share’: Update on Educational Equity on Vermont: Year
2001–2002.57 The report found that “before Act 60 (FY 98), property-rich
towns spent an average of 37 percent more, or $2,100, per pupil, com-
pared to the poorest towns. In FY 2002, this spending gap was less than 
13 percent, with the per-pupil disparity diminished to $900.” Jimerson
also noted that tax-burden equity had increased (indeed, it had switched)
because “the poorest households paid less than two percent for school
taxes (1.8 percent), while the wealthiest households paid 2.3 percent”
(Jimerson, summary). Although academic achievement inequities still ex-
isted, the gap was reduced further, while all children continued to make
progress in achievement. In her conclusion, Jimerson assessed the results.

Given these positive findings, it seems wise to continue to finan-
cially and politically support the critical aspects of Act 60 that have
been effective in improving equity. Though the tax impact for some
Vermonters has been burdensome, the impact for students—all
students—has been positive. The path to equal educational oppor-
tunity is rough and full of potholes and landmines. However, given
the results of this analysis, we believe that Vermont is maintaining its
bearing and pursuing the right direction in the way it funds its
schools. (Jimerson, conclusion, np)

Vermont policy analysts were pleased to see Vermont’s success,
which confirmed that school finance could move toward both adequacy
and equity. In Rural Policy Matters, Rachel Thompkins reported that “Act
60 is fulfilling the mandates of the Supreme Court decision and the goals
of the legislation. . . . And local control has not been diminished.”58

Jimerson also concluded in 2002 that Act 60 had achieved its goals.

“(1) Significant progress has been made in reducing the spending
gap between wealthy and poor towns. (2) The tax burden for school
taxes is far more equitable. (3) The achievement gap between chil-
dren residing in wealthy towns and those in poorer towns has con-
tinued to decrease for the second consecutive year.59
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As the Vermont DOE pointed out in 2001, conclusions about im-
provement in achievement in Vermont were premature. The appropriate
data had not been collected; figures for actual expenditures per pupil by
school (expended in areas related to achievement, which would exclude,
for instance, debt service) and achievement data for those same pupils are
not available.60 Vermont was in the process of reforming data collection
and analysis to ascertain the effect of Act 60 more precisely, avoiding po-
tential confounders in the analysis. However, in 2001, the DOE corrobo-
rated the initial Jimerson report with evidence that the achievement 
of children at Vermont’s poor schools had improved.61 The DOE report
recognized that school spending matters, although the quality of the pro-
grams is also a factor, citing recent research to this effect, which contra-
dicts Eric Hanushek and others who deny a link between spending and
academic achievement.62 Nor did Act 60 fully equalize school spending in
Vermont. In 2002, the Vermont Department of Education publication,
“FY 2002 Spending per pupil per school type,” still showed wide dispari-
ties remaining in all twelve categories of school types. Towns that oper-
ated public K–12 schools ranged from $12,668.79 spent per equalized
pupil in Craftsbury to $7,483.42 in Burlington. Towns that operated an el-
ementary school and belonged to a union high school ranged from
$12,805.72 spent in Windham to $7,010.21 in Lowell. In 2003, figures in
the same categories ranged from $14,260.51 in Whitingham to $7,884.00
in Burlington, for towns that operated a K–12 system. In towns that be-
longed to a union high school, spending ranged from $13,270.48 in
Windham to $7,324.33 in Woolford. These schools are mostly in the
range of large (up to 1,000 pupils) to medium (up to 500 pupils).63 Small
schools generally spent less, although not without exceptions.

The final data collected on the success of Act 60 will cover only six
years of implementation. It will be interesting to see if the achievement
gap continues to decline, or widens once again under the new legisla-
tion, Act 68. As some commentators believe, Act 60 was undermined and
diluted by private funding, so perhaps the new legislation will establish at
least an equivalent amount of equity. This equity will depend partly on a
continued legislative commitment to sufficient school funding. Five years
after implementation of Act 68 in 2004–2005, the state can begin to as-
sess the effects of the new legislation. In addition, the instability factor
will be likely to distort measurements of the effects of Act 68. For in-
stance, the legislature already reduced the new tax rates even before the
law went into effect. If the legislature does not vote sufficient raises in the
flat grant to keep up with inflation and increased enrollment, as hap-
pened in Ontario, the school children in Vermont will again suffer in-
sufficient funding. Unfortunately, Vermont’s grand experiment in
combining equity and adequacy with local control ended precipitously
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before its worth could be firmly established. I hope commentators who
laud the new plan are right, but I have my doubts.

What Next in Vermont?

At the inception of Act 60 in 1998, Bill Mathis suggested that the future of
Act 60 depended on whether the legislature and the public would follow
through with support, whether the Department of Education would be
able to deliver on the promises of Act 60, and whether assessments would
show that Act 60 achieved its goal of a better education for all of Ver-
mont’s children.64 The crucial point turned on the first question: whether
the public, the legislature, and the executive would continue to support
the contentious sharing pool. The answer to this, unfortunately, was neg-
ative. The new Republican governor, Jim Douglas, put pressure on the
legislators to abandon the sharing pool, which they did.65 Opponents of
Act 60 blamed past support on a “gang of ten,” which they claimed some-
how overcame the majority, forcing renewal of the sharing pool for four
years.66 The new legislation will face its own tests; it remains to be seen if
the spending gap continues to decline. The gap was substantial in 2003,
despite considerable improvement. Whether this was due to changes in
Act 60, the matching funds of the Freeman Foundation, or other causes is
not likely to be determined. Although the Freeman Foundation discon-
tinued matching grants in school year 2001–2002 and the “voluntary”
contributions slowed without them, much damage was done to the imple-
mentation of Act 60.

In 2005, compensations for losses to poor districts from the sharing
pool came from the higher flat grant per pupil of $6,800.67 As Act 60 was
amended, the state share shrank slightly.68 The new legislation will need
to prevent this. The state must maintain its share. As the population in-
creases and costs increase, the formula will need to be updated. Eco-
nomic hard times will be dangerous for the children of Vermont. State
appropriations for education are notoriously susceptible to fluctuations
in the economy, the government’s ideology, and other factors. Even if
the state share remains constant, the new legislation substituted money
derived from an increase in an already high sales tax,69 a new telephone
tax, and other taxes on non-necessary consumables.70 These taxes are
subject to economic downturns. The rise in the sales tax will probably re-
duce spending in Vermont (a small state), especially along the borders
with New Hampshire, which already has lower sales taxes. In addition,
sales taxes are regressive. One critic estimated that wealthy citizens would
be spending 1 percent more of their income, whereas poor would be
spending more than 7 percent more of their income on the 1 percent 
increase in sales tax.71
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Schools in democracies have traditionally been funded according
to the ability of citizens to pay. Property tax at least reflects the relative
wealth of the property owners, however disliked or onerous it may be.
Sales tax, unless it is limited to luxury items, does not. It is a hallmark of
a democratically organized society that all children have access to a pub-
licly supported education. If their wealth indicates a benefit, the wealthy
benefit the most from the organization of such a society. Therefore, they
benefit from educating poor children. As wealth becomes more concen-
trated and the income gap grows wider, the poor will spend an ever
higher share of their income and the wealthy an ever smaller share on
education. When productivity goes up while jobs disappear, fewer people
are doing more work. With unemployment increasing in a climate of
supposed economic recovery in late 2003, one must wonder, who will be
able to buy the goods being manufactured? It is more likely that “a mini-
mally adequate education” will be maintained (or slowly degraded) than
that an excellent one will be built over time. The proposed increase in
the flat rate for the school year 2004–2005 appears generous, but the new
law also has to compensate for losses from the sharing pool. Both the
public and the government that the public elects will have to have confi-
dence that school expenditures are worth the high cost of an excellent
education. This was also true under Act 60, but there was evidence that
the achievement gap was decreasing. It is hard to assess whether public
confidence will be maintained sufficiently to continue supplying ade-
quate funding. If the new plan continues to close the gaps, perhaps it will
prove to be an improvement over Act 60. But Act 60 contained an “equal-
ized yield” provision in the mechanism of the sharing pool that seemed
more likely actually to equalize yields than will penalties for spending
above the limit of 125 percent.

Proceeds from taxes above the statewide rate are distributed on the
basis of local tax effort. If tax effort is a function of the wealth of the com-
munity (which it was not under the old system of support for schools),
presumably wealthy communities can afford to bear more of the tax bur-
den. However, before Act 60, Stowe, Vermont, was paying seventy-one
cents per $100 in property taxes, compared to a statewide average of
$1.33.72 If poor districts cannot afford the tax rates set by wealthy dis-
tricts, or the state share does not keep up with inflation, children in poor
districts will have fewer resources once again.

School bond issues are not overwhelming popular. They may pass
in enlightened communities with young families, but they are notorious
for failing elsewhere. Citizens of the United States seem to be very docile
about paying their income taxes, but not their property taxes. In addi-
tion, many corporations pay much less than they should in property
taxes, due to tax breaks and incentives offered by communities who want
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industries to locate in their area. If income taxes supported schools and
property taxes were used for military equipment, there might be more
protests against extravagance in military expenditures and fewer objec-
tions to educational expenditures. The phrase “tax revolt” most often
means a revolt against property taxes. Upon signing the new bill, the gov-
ernor of Vermont, Jim Douglas, expressed his satisfaction that property
taxes will be reduced by 20 percent in 2005.73 In addition, many corpo-
rations also find loopholes large enough to avoid paying any taxes at
all.74 But it would seem that they, too, benefit from an educated work-
force and the orderly society that results; consequently, they should con-
tribute their fair share to education.

Although there are some mitigating factors in Vermont’s new plan,
nothing protects the children against town voters who refuse to approve
additional taxes. Nothing prevents wealthy towns from raising their
school expenditures, at least to 125 percent, while poor towns face the
same constraint they always had—their poverty. The equalized yield pro-
vision may well allow wealthy towns to benefit from raising their taxes,
while leaving poor towns out. However, New York’s Campaign for Fiscal
Equity Web site hailed the plan as a success, calling it a “ ‘win-win’ mea-
sure.” According to CFE’s “Access” Web site, “Vermont’s success in pro-
ducing a bipartisan funding bill that avoids geographic divisiveness and
remains uncompromising in its commitment to adequate resources and
educational standards provides a valuable example for New York.”75 The
Rural School and Community Trust also praised the new legislation,
claiming, “Grass roots efforts and sustained support for equity helped
make it impossible to roll back the benefits of equal educational oppor-
tunity for most Vermonters.”76

However, problems have surfaced already. In his 2006 budget, Gov-
ernor Douglas proposed spending $776,000 on special education of pris-
oners up to age twenty-four and $280,000 on a new computer system for the
Department of Education. The justifications are fairly straightforward—
towns would have had to pay those special education costs if the prisoners
had not been imprisoned and the computer system will benefit all school
districts, eventually. But the fact remains that the governor and the legisla-
ture have control of the budgets, not the towns. These costs had not previ-
ously been deducted from the general budget for schools. Twenty-five
members of the Vermont Coalition of Municipalities, led by the town of
Grafton, have signed a resolution condemning the proposal.77 In addition,
new taxes have been onerous on the ski towns. Killington and several other
towns near New Hampshire have been threatening to secede. The legisla-
ture is studying ways to control what are characterized as “out of control”
and “spiraling” real estate values. The Senate Ways and Means Committee
proposed repealing the statewide property tax in 2007, while setting up

86 A Level Playing Field



panel to explore ways other than property taxes to fund education. The
House voted against repealing the statewide property tax.78 The House now
has introduced a new bill to come under consideration in fall 2005 to re-
form property evaluation and review appraisals in hopes of achieving a uni-
tary system of appraisal. This bill passed a second reading in the House on
February 8, 2006 but had not advanced in the Senate as of this writing (Ver-
mont Bill Tracking # H.0001).79

Some questions, originally raised by Bill Mathis in response to Act
60, remain. Will the Vermont Department of Education be able to pro-
vide adequate resources to continue the progress that Vermont children
have made over the past five years? Will the DOE design and implement
assessments, with results disaggregated by socioeconomic status and
school, rather than just by district, which will be capable of showing
whether children of poverty are not being left behind? Will they measure
the impact of resources on children’s success accurately and persua-
sively? Will teachers lose autonomy in the classroom as a result of man-
dated testing, as happened in New York and Ontario as the result of a
move to lower property taxes, an avowed aim of Governor Racine? This
kind of control has long been the case in New York, even without tax eq-
uity. Teachers in New York City are reported to be leaving “by the
droves,” including 29 percent of the new teachers.80 Ontario’s teachers,
who have the right to strike, have expressed their displeasure at new reg-
ulations through this method. New York’s teachers, forbidden to strike
by the Taylor Law, may resort to leaving the profession or the state. Nei-
ther of these methods are good solutions. Teacher autonomy is impor-
tant to attract and keep the best people in the profession.

Educational researchers still need to establish the link between
spending and achievement beyond question, in Vermont as well as else-
where. The legacy of the Coleman Report, belief that additional funding
doesn’t make any difference, is still with us. In order to establish the link,
any increased money that comes to education must be spent on educa-
tional strategies and resources that work. Teachers must use a method-
ology and subject matter that succeeds with disadvantaged children.
Schools of teacher education must teach critical pedagogy, update ma-
terials from a multicultural and postcolonial standpoint, and rebel
against standardized tests that dictate a test-prep curriculum. These are
difficult tasks. It appears to me that Vermont’s reforms toward equity and
adequacy while maintaining local control, may be in jeopardy, despite
the more optimistic views of others. I hope the others are right.

In the meantime, in another scenario playing out in Ontario, a con-
servative government promising to cut taxes created an enormous educa-
tion bureaucracy. The Harris government, elected in 1996, equalized
expenditures, but failed to provide adequate funding, as I fear will happen
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in Vermont under Act 68. In Ontario, it took five years for the funding to
prove insufficient. There were no provisions for updating the benchmarks
based on 1996 costs. Once this happened, the conservative government
lost power over the issue. As in New York, the government commissioned
a study of the adequacy of its school funding. As with New York’s Zarb
Commission, the government found itself upstaged. The Rozanski Report
recommended more increases in education spending than Premier Eves
was willing to make. His refusal to follow his own commission’s advice cost
him the election. I turn to this sequence of events next.
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