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1. Education funding

Belief: SCSBA supports legislation to reform the
state’s education funding structure. Any revi-
sion should be based upon specific analysis and
recommendations on (1) the current tax structure
and the state’s taxing policy, (2) the current educa-
tion funding formulas and their ability to equalize
educational opportunities statewide, and, (3) a
realistic means of computing the base student
cost which is aligned with state-imposed student
performance standards and expectations.
Recommendations for reforming the method of
funding public education in South Carolina must
do the following:

- expand local district revenue-raising authority;

+ generate revenue that is adequate, stable and
recurring;

+ ensure equitable and timely distribution, to
include direct distribution from the state to a
district;

« provide adequate funding for other operational
needs such as transportation and fringe; and

« include state-driven initiatives to ensure that
every public school student has the opportunity
to learn in permanent school facilities that are
safe, structurally sound and conducive to a good
learning environment.

Rationale: The EFA of 1977 established a system
of state financial aid that recognizes local financial
ability. The intent was to ensure appropriate edu-
cational opportunities for every child. The EIA of

1984 was intended to provide reform with funds
for innovation and improvement. A renewed
commitment to the original intent of both the EFA
and ElA is appropriate and will ensure successful
implementation of these programs.

Education funding has increasingly become a
target for those questioning tax expenditures. Ab-
sorbing added costs at the local level requires rais-
ing funds by the only avenue available to districts
-- property taxes. Yet reliance on property taxes
causes a major problem with both an appropriate
and equitable education for all children.

Despite studies commissioned by the legisla-
ture, no meaningful efforts have been made to
conduct a comprehensive restructuring of the
state’s system of taxation or the funding formula
for public schools.

“Reform”to some means an overhaul of our
taxing and funding method. SCSBA believes that
“reform” should also mean fully and adequately
funding the system we have in place.

An in-depth review of our state’s tax system and
how public education is funded is long overdue.
There are, however, certain components that must
be a part of any plan.

It must generate adequate revenue for schools.
Recent-year spending levels for our schools reflect
those from 1997 - pre-Education Accountability
Act and pre-No Child Left Behind (NCLB). Man-
dates and expectations on public schools are
increasing.

It must set a base student cost (BSC) reflecting

what it actually costs to educate a child as op-
posed to what happens to be in the state coffers at
that time.

It must expand local initiative and the ability
for districts to exceed the state minimum require-
ments. It must include equitable components to
lessen or erase the impact that a child’s residence
has on the quality of the education he or she
receives.

The funding adequacy lawsuit involving school
districts primarily along the I-95 corridor has
evidenced deplorable school facility conditions
for students and teachers. Just as South Caro-
lina should not be satisfied with a constitutional
requirement for a “minimally adequate” education
for children, the State must take steps to ensure
that all children attend schools that are safe and
comfortable.

SCSBA in general supports the recommenda-
tions of the Task Force on Funding for World Class
Learning.

History: Revised 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007

2. Funding/program flexibility

Belief: SCSBA supports prompt legislative action
in 2009 to provide school districts with maximum
funding and program flexibility in the current
budget year in order to manage and protect from
further erosion core instructional and operational
services to students.

Further, SCSBA supports:

- suspending regulations that prohibit local
school boards from shifting certain categorical
or line item funds and suspending mandated
programs.

- providing flexibility with the 180-day student at-
tendance requirement. SCSBA does not support
a state-mandated four-day school week.

« suspending temporarily, state testing and
school and district ratings requirements, except
those required by federal law.

Rationale: A sagging economy has resulted in
two significant statewide budget cuts since the
2008-09 appropriations bill was enacted on July 1.
South Carolina K-12 education funding received a

mid-year general fund budget cut totaling $73.3
million dollars in August, followed by and ad-
ditional $88.5 million cut in October. In addition,
Education Improvement Act funds generated from
state sales tax revenues are down more than $100
million from last year’s levels.

Public schools already have made cuts in non-
academic areas and utilized reserve funds to
lessen the impact in the classroom, and may be
forced to cut personnel and programs essential to
a quality education for all children. Implementing
mid-year cuts becomes particularly problematic
when much of a district’s funds are encumbered
by salaries or tied to state mandates making any
flexibility to make cuts very limited. Only the
General Assembly can suspend the mandates and
regulations that encumber education funding.

School districts must have maximum funding
flexibility in the current budget year in order to
manage and protect the instructional needs of
their students as well as meet essential opera-
tional purposes.

History: Adopted 2008

3. Impact Fees

Belief: SCSBA supports legislation to allow public
schools to collect impact fees on new home and
commercial development.

Rationale: State government must remain sensi-
tive to the fact that existing taxpayers often face
increased school debt-service property taxes to
pay for the high growth that they did not cause.
This may negatively impact the economy and
potential taxpayer support for future school
district referendums. Many citizens believe that
the Residential Improvement District Act of 2008
will not generate sufficient funding for new school
construction and, because it is permissive in its
application to property owners, will prove ineffec-
tive in dealing with high growth in some school
districts. Funding tools such as impact fees can
help districts cope with community growth and
unique educational demands.

History: adopted 2007

4. Property tax relief legislation

Belief: SCSBA supports an immediate review of
the property tax relief plan enacted in 2006 to
determine necessary changes that support high
quality public schools, and that include adequate
state funding and preserves local districts’ ability
to meet their operational and school facility needs
including, but not limited to:

« ensuring that local district funds are held harm-
less or replaced with a stable, predictable, fund-
ing source that will fully and equitably fund the
public schools.

» amending the state constitution to increase the
general obligation debt limit from eight to at
least 12 percent.

« authority to boards of education to raise local
revenue, to include levying a one percent sales
and use tax for certain non-recurring education-
al purposes.

Rationale: With the passage of the property tax
relief act (Act 388) in 2006, the General Assembly
significantly impaired the ability of local school
boards to raise operational millage. Act 388 re-
moved owner occupied homes from being taxed
for school operations purposes and puts in place a
hard cap on a local board’s ability to raise millage
on the remaining classes of property.

Locally funded programs and community-driven
school initiatives will suffer. It now becomes the
Legislature’s responsibility to provide every district
the funding necessary to meet the operational
and programmatic requirements in state law and
at the local level.

Districts will need more funding tools to address
operational and capital needs at the local level.
The funding of technology, school construction or
other special non-recurring needs for school dis-
tricts is a continuing concern. Current funding op-
tions, i.e. referenda or budgeted operations costs,
do not lend themselves to addressing this con-
cern. Special legislation is needed to assist willing
school communities in funding special needs.

Article X of the South Carolina Constitution
limits school districts’bonded debt to 8 percent
of the assessed valuation of property subject to
taxation in the school district. In order to exceed

the 8 percent limit, a school district must hold a
referendum. The 8 percent limit became effective
in 1982 and significantly affected a district’s ability
to sell bonds. SCSBA believes that at least 12 per-
cent would give districts increased flexibility and
reduce the need for many to go to referendum,
which can be costly and time consuming.

History: Adopted 2006; revised 2007, 2008

5. Tuition tax credits and vouchers

Belief: SCSBA opposes state or federally-man-
dated efforts to directly or indirectly subsidize el-
ementary or secondary private, religious or home
schools with public funds.

Rationale: SCSBA believes that a strong public
school system is the very bedrock of democracy
and must not become viewed as a mere public
service. Tuition tax credits or vouchers for private
schools undermine the principles of public educa-
tion by encouraging the enrollment of children

in private schools and raise constitutional prob-
lems. The tuition tax credit proposal Put Parents
in Charge Act — later renamed the S.C. Educa-
tional Opportunity Scholarship Act - represents a
complete abandonment of South Carolina’s public
schools. Studies by SCSBA and the State Budget
and Control Board prove schools are negatively
impacted financially by the loss of state funds due
to declining enrollment of students transferring
to private schools. Tuition tax credits or vouchers
divert public funds to private entities with abso-
lutely no accountability.

Over the past decade, several studies have
recommended a state increase in funds for public
schools. South Carolina cannot afford further ero-
sion of the funds available for public schools.

History: Adopted 1996; revised 1998, 1999, 2002,
2005, 2006
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