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PREFACE

This report is the second in a series on elementary and secondary
education in Virginia. The review of public education was scheduled by Senate
Joint Resolution 35 (1982), as required by the Legislative Program Review and
Evaluation Act. In the first study of the series, JLARC' staff reviewed the
methods for calculating the costs of the Standards of Quality (SOQ). In the
current study, the review has been broadened to include distribution issues, and
the methods for calculating SOQ costs have been revised.

Our analysis of the funding of the Standards of Quality has resulted in
two primary findings. First, the basic strocture of funding for elementary and
secondary education in Virginia is essentially sound. Virginia's approach to
funding for public education includes the recognition of need and ability to pay.
These strengths reflect a long-standing commitment by the State to ensure that
a program of high quality education is available to all children in Virginia.

The second finding, however t is that the State could be doing more to
reduce the disparities in funding that still exist. In the report, we have
identified a number of significant changes to both the method for calculating
costs and. the method for distributing funds which should help to reduce
disparities. The changes promote two goals for the funding of the Standards:
pupil equity and tax equity.

Pupil equity is better promoted by a more accurate calculation of the
costs of implementing the Standards in the school divisions. The revised
methods in this report are more sensitive to the unique circumstances of the
school divisions in terms of required staffing, salaries, and pupil transportation
costs. Based on our analysis of potential improvements for calculating SOQ
costs, the total State and local costs for the 1988-1990 biennium are estimated
to be $6.213 billion.

Tax equity is advanced by a more accurate measure of ability to payt

and by broader, more uniform use of the measure in distributing funds. Our
analysis included a review of the composite index and revenue capacity. We also
examined greater equalization of the SOQ accounts, to ensure that those
localities with the least ability to pay receive the greatest assistance from the
State. To illustrate the impact of the different distribution choices on funding,
we have included seven options at the end of this report. These options provide
a framework for discussions and informed policy decisions about how to reduce
disparity in funding the Standards of Quality.

~.
Philip ~. Leone
Director

On behalf of the Commission staff, I wish to express our appreciation
for. the cooperation and assistance extended to us by the staffs of the
Department of Education, the Department of Planning and Budget, the Senate
Finance Committee, and the House Appropriations Committee in the prepara­
tion of the report.

January 26, 1988





The largest program of State aid to lo­
calities in VIrginia is financial aid for elemen­
tary and secondary education. Most of this
aid is provided as assistance to localities to
help meet the costs of the Standards of Qual­
ity (SOQ). In FY 1988, State appropriations
for SOQ costs totalled more than $1.85
billion.

The Standards of Quality are the cor­
nerstone of.-State requirements and funding
for elementary and secondary education in
Virginia. The State Constitution requires the
Board of Education to prescribe standards of
educational quality for local school divisions.
The legislature may revise the standards and
enact them into law, and is responsible for the
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apportionment of the costs of the standards
between the State and localities. The Stan­
dards of Quality represent the minimum
requirements for a high quality program in all
school divisions across the Commonwealth.

This report is the second in a series on
the funding af elementary and secondary
education in VIrginia. The first report as­
sessed the statewide costs of the SOQ using
the existing distribution system. For the
current study, the scope of the review was
expanded to include distribution issues. SOQ
cost data have been updated, some refme- ­
ments to the cost methodology to promote
equity have been proposed, and distribution
options have been explored.

, This study represents acomprehensive
approach to SOQ funding for operating costs.
The study does not focus just on the State's
basic aid fonnula, but is a broad-based review
of funding for the Standards. Capital outlay
and debt service costs, which have not been
traditionally regarded as part of the SOQ
funding framework, were not reviewed.

Goals for Funding
the Standards of Quality

The funding of any State program is
designed to promote certain goals. JLARC
staff identified a number .of different broad
goals which could be used in varying degrees
in funding educational programs. Within the
constitutional and statutory framework in
VIrginia for the SOQ, two of these goals
appear to be primary: pupil equity and tax
equity.

Pupil Equity.- The goal of pupil equity
is ensuring that school divisions have the re­
sources necessary to provide a meaningful
foundation program of education. The
"meaningful foundation program" is defined
by the SOQ, and the key to achieving pupil
equity is to calculate accurately and fully the



costs in each school division that can be
attributed to the Standards.

Tax Equity. The second goal is tax
equity, or the goal of ensuring that the pro­
portion of resources required from local
governments to fund an education program
does not vary too greatly. Because local ta~
resources are not evenly distributed through­
out the Commonwealth, the SOQ funding
structure has included an "equalizing"
component which bases State funding on the
relative abilities of the localities to raise
revenues. Under equalization, the greater a
locality's ability to pay, the less State aid it
receives; the lower a locality's ability to pay,
the more State aid it receives. The key to
promoting greater tax equity is to ensure that
local ability to pay is accurately measured and
broadly applied.

Issues Related to Pupil and Tax Eq­
uity. JLARC staff conducted eight regional
workshops, toured schools, and reviewed
education literature to help define the issues
related to the goals of pupil and tax equity.
Two broad issues emerged:

• Can SOQ cost calculations and
State SOQ aid be more sensitive
to local conditions?

• Can Virginia do more through
State funding to compensate for
disparities in local abilities to pay
for education?

In addressing these issues, the JLARC
staff analysis resulted in two key fmdings.
First, the basic structure of funding for ele­
mentary and secondary education in VIrginia,
properly applied, is essentially sound. The
strengths 'of Virginia's approach include the
State and local partnership in funding the
SOQ, the recognition of a wide range ofcosts
necessary to provide for the SOQ program,
the distribution of significant State funds
based on local abilities to pay, and the use of
a measure of ability to pay that reflects a
broader range of local resources than just real
estate tax revenues.

The second fmding, however, is that
Vrrginiacan do more to promote the goals of
pupil and tax equity. Improvements can be
made in the methods used to calculate SOQ
costs, and the methods used to distribute funds
can be better designed to reduce the disparity
in funds available for the SOQ program.

More Can Be Done
To Promote Pupil Equity

A key aspect to promoting pupil equity
in SOQ cost calculations is to recognize
unique circumstances beyond local control
that increase local costs. Under the approach
currently used to calculate SOQ basic aid
costs, a single per-pupil cost is applied to the
student population for each school division.
While the use of a single per-pupil amount
is appropriate for most costs, there are costs
for which local variations are not related to
the number of students. For these costs, the
use of a single amount per pupil does not
promote pupil equity.

The current funding system places too
heavy a reliance on a single per-pupil cost for
all localities in funding the SOQ. Factors for
which local differences should be recognized
include instructional staffmg levels, competi­
tive salaries, and pupil transportation. In
addition, pupil ~uity can be achieved only
when both the State and the local governments
provide funding for the full cost of the
program.

SOQ Instructional Staffing Require-
ments. Instructional positions include those
personnel who work in the s.chools and are
involved in the process of instructing pupils.
The Standards of Quality include a number
of quantified standards defining minimum
staffing levels for instructional personnel. In
addition, the Appropriations Act requires
divisions to provide 51 positions per 1,000
pupils for basic instruction, and 57 positions
per 1,000 pupils for basic, special, and
vocational education.

In assessing division-level variations
in total SOQ instructional personnel required,
JLARC staff updated and refined the SOQ
Part I staffing analysis. The analysis showed
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that seven divisions require more that 51
positions per 1,000 pupils to meet basic
instructional program needs, and that 74
divisions will require more than 57 positions
per 1,000 pupils for basic, special, and
vocational education ifthe new Board ofEdu­
cation standards are adopted.

The Cost of Competing in Regio1Ul1
Labor Markets. There are significant differ­
ences in the salary levels offered by school
m~~~smilieComm~w~ili.Thecmrem

approach to funding the SOQ prognUnrec;..
ognizes the same salary levels throughout the
Commonw~th, however. This approach
raises equity concerns if some localities
compete in higher-cost regional wage mar­
kets, a factor beyond local school division
control. To examine the issue of differences
in local or regional labor markets, JLARC
staff reviewed average weekly· wage data
from the VIrginia Employment Commission.
The data indicated differences in regional job
markets, especially in Northern VIrginia.
Adjusting for salary differences in Northern
Vrrginia, as the State does for its own clas­
sified employees, would appear to improve
pupil equity by recognizing cost differences
that are beyond local control.

Pupil Transportation. For pupil
transportation, JLARC staff analysis indi­
cated that two key factors largely beyond local
control have an impact on costs: the number
ofpupils transported and land area. There are
some interactive effects between the two
variables. The highest costs were found in
sparse localities, with large land areas and
small numbers of pupils transported. Given
the major differences in the cost per pupil
transported, pupil equity is improved by
grouping localities based on land area and
pupils transported, and recognizing cost
differences.

Requiring Local Expenditures for
SOQ Programs. Finally, pupil equity is
promoted by ensuring that the full cost of the
SOQ program is funded in all localities.
Under the current approach, the State moni­
tors whether localities are spending sufficient
funds to cover the local share of basic oper-

ating costs. However, the State also distrib­
utes funds for other SOQ programs, such as
special education, vocational education, and
remedial education. The current State share
of these costs is 50 percent. To fully fund the
SOQ, localities must also provide their share
of these costs. Pupil equity would be ad­
vanced if required local expenditme calcula­
tions included the local share of all SOQ
program costs.

More Can Be Done
To Promote Tax- Equity

Tax equity is the second important goal
for the SOQ funding system. Because not all
localities have equal financial resources, the
goal of tax equity focuses on the idea that
without State support, local efforts that are
required to pay for the SOQ program can be
disproportionate. The application of the tax
equity concept involves providing State aid
to help compensate for disparities in local
ability to pay for the SOQ foundation pro­
gram.

Two key choices in addressing the tax
equity issue are selecting the measure that
should be used to represent local abilities to
pay for program costs, and detennining the
extent to which this measure will be used in
distributing State funds.

Selecting a Measure ofAbility to Pay
and Calculating Local Shares. A measure
of local ability to pay is necessary to deter­
mine the local share of funding for SOQ
equalized accounts. JLARC staff reviewed
two major measures of ability to pay. The·
first measure, the composite index, is the
measure currently used to calculate local
shares. The composite index compares the
size of each locality's tax base (relative to its
population and its average daily "student"
membership or ADM) with the collective
statewide size of local tax bases (relative to
statewide population and ADM). A signifi­
cant limitation of the composite index is its
application of statewide weights to detennine
the importance of different revenue sources
in the calculation. The weights are set at 50
percent for local true values for real estate,
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10 percent for local taxable retail·sales, and
40 percent for "other" revenues as proxied by
income. The composite index therefore does
notadjust for local variation in the importance
of the tax bases.

Revenue capacity is an alternative
measure ~ ~vided in Vrrginia by the Commis­
sion on Local Government. The measure is
based on the "average tax rate" approach of
the U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergov­
ernmental Relations. The measure' applies
average tax rates across the different local tax
bases to calculate potential revenue yields. A
benefit of this approach is that it adjusts for
local variation in the relative importance of
the various tax bases. The conclusion of the
JLARC staffreview was that revenuecapacity
is a more accura~emeasure of local ability to
generate revenue than is the composite index.

Revenue capacity can be used to
calculate the proportion of SOQ funding that
is to come from local governments in two
different ways. In the fJrst method, a "local
revenue index" is calculated in much the same
way as the composite index. The local
revenue index compares the revenue capacity
in each locality (relative to local population
and ADM) to statewide revenue capacity
(relative to statewide population and ADM).
In the second method - equalized effon ­
no index is calculated. Instead, the cost of
the SOQ program statewide is compared to
statewide total revenue capacity to establish
the proportion of revenue capacity required
for the SOQ program. This established
proportion ofrevenue capacity is then applied
to the local capacity for each county and city,
to calculate each local government's contri­
bution to the SOQ program.

The three measures above consider a
local government's ability to pay for the SOQ
program, and are based on the assumption that
local governments can tap equal revenues
from equal tax bases. An alternative approach
to measuring ability to pay focuses on the
income of local residents. Under this ap-

proach, it is assumed that ability to pay is
rooted in the income of local residents, even
if income cannot be taxed directly by local
governments. For this study, JLARC staff
developed an index based on median adjusted
gross income as a measure of relative local
income. As a policy choice, that index can
be used to adjust local shares.

The Extent ofEqualization. Largely
separate from the choice of the particular
measure of ability to pay is the question of
the extent to which State funds should be
distributed on the basis of local ability to pay.
Equalizing more State funding, ordistributing
more on the basis of local ability to pay, is
a key way for the State to help compensate
for local disparities. Revenue capacity and
State aid data, as well as a review of current
distribution rules, raise the concern that the
State participation may be too little in locali­
ties with low abilities to pay and too much
in localities with high abilities to pay. Increas­
ing the use of equalization (which has fallen
from 56.2percent ofState funding in FY 1975
to 53.8 percent during the 1986-88 biennium)
would be an important step to address this
problem.

Dlustrative SOQ Funding Options
During this study, JLARC staff devel­

oped a framework for assessing the impact of
· different choices in each of the issue areas

outlined above. Seven options are provided
to illustrate the framework and the impact of
making various distribution choices. Certain
factors were held constant across the illustra­
tive options to pennit comparison, and to
isolate the impact of distribution choices. All
of the options, for example, are based on the
use of the cost refmements to promote pupil
equity and a 5.8 percentannual salary increase
for instructional personnel. The total biennial
SOQ cost for the seven options is estimated
at $6.2 billion. The options are summarized
in the fold-out table on the next page.~
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I. INTRODUCTION

The largest program of State aid to localities in Virginia is financial
aid for elementary and secondary education. Most of this aid is provided as
assistance to localities to help meet the costs of the Virginia Standards of
Quality (SOQ). The SOQ are standards of educational quality for local school
divisions that are prescribed by the State. In FY 1988, State appropriations for
SOQ costs totalled more than $1.85 billion.

The SOQ concept originated with the revised State Constitution of
1971, which requires that State standards of quality be prescribed by the Board
of Education, and provides that the General Assembly may revise the standards
and enact them into law. The standards are used to determine the minimum
program of high quality education that must be offered by all school divisions.
Many of the standards, such as maximum class size standards, require the
provision of certain resources and therefore entail costs. State financial
assistance is provided to localities to meet Constitutional requirements that
the costs of the prescribed program be shared between the Commonwealth and
the localities.

This report is the second in a series on elementary and secondary
education in VugiDia. The first report assessed the statewide costs of the SOQ

. using the existing distribution system. The key finding of that report was that
under the existing distribution system, to fully fund its share of SOQ costs the
State needed to increase its funding by $273.4 million from all sources during
the 1986-88 biennium (when compared to the budget target, FY 1986 funding
times two). Of this amount, $161.4 million in additional State general funds
was required.

This was a significant biennial increase, but it was primarily due to
increases necessary to achieve salary goals and to inflation projections.
Calculated SOQ costs for FY 1986 (the base year) under the new cost
methodology were less than the costs based on the prior cost methodology.
While the JLARC staff methodology for calculating the costs was accepted in
the approved State budget, additional State "transitional" money was provided
to localities to help them adapt to the change in methodologies, and to provide
an incentive fund for localities willing to increase teacher salaries by ten
percent or more.

This JLARC report updates the cost analysis of the first report by
using more recent data. In addition, the scope of the review is expanded in this
report to include SOQ distribution issues. Accordingly, the report reexamines
SOQ cost issues in light of potential changes in cost distribution assumptions;
and it evaluates different distribution options by examining school division
costs and local revenue resources. This report does not include a review of
capital outlay or debt service costs, which have not traditionally been regarded
as a part-of the SOQ funding framework.

As part of the study process, the constitutiona1, statutory, and
historical goals for the SOQ were considered. Virginia education literature was
reviewed, regional workshops were conducted, and school visits were made to
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help identify study issues. A study approach was developed that would provide
a framework for evaluating different ways of distributing State funds to
localities to help them meet SOQ costs.

GOALS FOR DISTRIBUTING SOQ FUNDS

During the design of this study, 11 different broad goals were
identified that could be used in varying degrees to assess an educational
funding system:

• pupil equity
• tax equity
• efficiency
• local control
• incentives for achievement
• incentives for greater

local effort

• maximize simplicity
• challenge each pupil
• costs realistic in relation to

State and local resources
• consistency with tradition
• .no locality losses

Of these goals, the highest priorities for this SOQ funding study were
given to pupil. and tax equity. These two goals have clear links to the
constitutional, statutory, and historical context for the Standards of Quality,
and they are the two goals that are essential to constructing a meaningful
system for the State funding of education. Several of the other goals pose
desirable attributes for a funding system, but are not sufficient in and of
themselves to define the purpose of a funding structure.

Pupil Equity

A review of the educational literature indicates that pupil equity has
been defined in many different ways. The basic notion behind pupil equity
concepts, however, is that all pupils should have equal access to certain
educational opportunities.

The Virginia Constitution identifies the importance of educational
opportunity in its "Bill of Rights":

That free government rests, as does all progress, upon the
broadest possible diffusion of knowledge, and that the­
Commonwealth should avail itself of those talents which
nature has sown so liberally among its people by assuring
the opportunity for their fullest development by an effec­
tive system of education throughout the Commonwealth.

The vehicle provided by the Constitution to address pupil equity is
the Standards of Quality. The State can use the SOQ to ensure that the
educational opportunities or resources that are considered necessary to obtain
quality are available in all localities.

Through the SOQ, the Constitution sets up a foundation education
approach to pupil equity. The SOQ indicate a State and local responsibility to
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ensure that every pupil receives at least a minimum or foundation education.
While exceeding the SOQ could also be a desirable goal, the State'8 first
responsibility is to ensure that every pupil has the opportunity to receive at
least the foundation program, before taking on the additional task of exceeding
the standards.

Accordingly, JLARC staff developed the following-definition of pupil
equity for use in the study:

Pupil equity is the provision of the resources necessary
for a meaningful foundation education program for the
pupils in all school divisions.

The "meaningful foundation" education program is defined by the SOQ, and the
important research activity for achieving pupil equity is to calculate the costs
attributed to the SOQ for each school division.

Tax Equity

Under the Constitution, the General Assembly is given the
responsibility for apportioning SOQ costs "between the Commonwealth and the
local units of government comprising such school divisions." The Constitution
also specifies that "each unit of local government shall provide its portion of
such cost by local taxes or from other available funds."

In order to provide for pupil equity, the resources to meet SOQ costs
must be available to each school diVision. . However, local tax resources or
funds to provide for local shares of the cost are not evenly· distributed
throughout the Commonwealth. In recognition of this fact, the SOQ funding
system in Virginia has had a significant "equalizing" component, or a
component that distributes State funds based on relative local abilities to raise
revenue, in order to help equalize local SOQ cost burdens. This component,
basic aid, distributes more State money to localities with less ability to raise
revenue, and less State money to localities with greater ability to raise revenue.

A premise behind the basic aid funding system is: given that the
State requires (among many mandates) that a viable foundation school program
be maintained in each school division, DO locality should be forced to pay a
disproportionately high share of its taxable local resources to meet the
education mandate. JLARC staff have thus developed the following definition
of tax equity for the study:

Tax equity is the apportionment of State and local
responsibility for the SOQ program in a manner to ensure
that the proportion of local taxable resources required to
provide a meaningful. foundation program does not vary
greatly across localities.

The decision as to how much variance in the consumption of local
resources is appropriate in meeting the SOQ mandates is a policy choice. The
definition of tax equity is intended to indicate, however, that an important
approach to assessing tax equity in evaluating different SOQ distribution
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options is to look at the variance in the percentages of local tax resources that
are consumed.

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

To identify study issues, Virginia education literature was reviewed
and regional workshops were conducted. While a wide range of ideas has been
offered by governmental commissioDS, workshop participants, education
interest groupS, academicians, and others, two broad concerns appear to be
central:

(1) Can SOQ cost calculations and State SOQ aid be more sensitive
to local conditions?

(2) Can Virginia do more through State funding to compensate for
disparities in local. abilities to pay for education?

Cost Calculations Sensitive to Local Conditions. Many SOQ
workshop participants were concerned about the existing distribution system
because they felt the unique concerns or needs of their school divisions were
Dot adequately taken into account. Under the existing formula, cost
calculations for the substantial basic aid component have been limited by the
use of single per-pupil amounts. That is, for all needs covered by basic aid, the
costs are calculated for each school division by multiplying a fixed dollar
amount times the number of pupils in each school division. That practice limits
State flexibility in targeting cost calculations for the unique needs of some
school divisions.

Many unique needs that participants felt were inadequately taken
into account were raised at the workshops. Participants were concerned about
factors such as pupil sparsity causing higher per-pupil instructional staffing
needs or transportation costs; high-cost regional wage markets causing higher
costs of competing, leading to higher salaries and fringe benefits; and
particular pupil mixes (such as differing proportions of special education pupils,
vocational education pupils, or pupils from poverty households) leading to
different needs .and costs.

The following quotes are illustrative of the concem exp~ssed about
making the cost calculations more sensitive to local conditions:

The special operation problems of a small, geographically
isolated school division require treatment that is not
identical with every other school division. [Superin­
tendent, Western Virginia]

How can it be assumed that education of equal quality
can be "bought" with equal. expenditures throughout the
State? It simply is not reasonable to expect that such
can be done.... [Superintendent, Tidewater Area]

A uniform equalization grant does not take into
consideration the variation that might exist in the
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educational needs of Virginia'5 students. [Superintendent,
Northe:rn Virginia]

The Governor's Commission on Excellence in Education also
indicated in its October 1986 report that there is a need to give greater
recognition to local cost conditions in SOQ funding. The Commission had
received a charge from the Governor that it develop a plan that could be used
to help make Virginia t S program of public education one of the best in the
nation. The Commission f s report discussed two specific SOQ funding issues:

First, the number of instructional personnel mandated by
the Standards of Quality can now be calculated for each
division. Replacing the statewide average of 59.5
teachers per 1,000 students with the number actually
required for each division to meet the standards may
improve the equity of the distribution of funds.

Second, the cUITent system uses one per-pupil amount for
all students. In fact, some students cost more to educate
than others. The cost implications of having different
mixes of students should be examined and a method of
developing different costs explored.

Compensating for Local Disparities in Ability to Pay_ Another
concern about the current funding system that has been raised is whether the
State could do Jilore to compensate for disparities in local abilities to pay for
education. For example, a December 1984 report of the Governor's
Commission on Virginia's Future stated:

Equality is an illusion when the ability of Virginia's
wealthiest school divisions to support education out of
their own resources is ten times greater than that of its
poorest school system. State funding formulas should be
revised to narrow discrepancies among school divisions.
Even with State and federal assistance, in 1982-83, total
expenditures per pupil across school divisions ranged from
a high of $4,741 to a low of $1,658.

A 1985 article in the Journal of Education Finance stated that "since
the implementation of the current funding formula for Virginia in 1974-:-75, the
Commonwealth has actually moved further away from the goals of the fiscal
equity criteria.•••"

Also, in July of 1985, a leading member of the 1972-73 Task Force
on Financing the SOQ that helped define the current funding system wrote:

Frankly, I was surprised when figures were updated
recently showing comparisons between the last year
before the new formula and today••. I~ speaking of the
division of money, because the fact remains that the
disparity in opportunity between the wealthy and the poor
has closed practically not at all. [emphasis in original]
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STUDY APPROACH

Pupil equity as defined for this study requires an assessment of SOQ
costs for school divisions. Tax equity as defined requires a comparison of local
portions of SOQ costs with local abilities to raise revenue. Consistent with the
defined goals, a study approach was developed that would measure SOQ school
division costs, assess local abilities to raise revenue to pay for those costs, and
provide a framework for evaluating different State distribution options in the
context of school division costs and local resources.

The starting point for assessing SOQ costs was the methodology
developed by JLARC staff in SOQ Part I and adopted as the budget
methodology. Costs were developed- for the SOQ Part I report, however, under
the constraints of the existing distribution system, which lacked a mechanism
for targeting unique costs to localities with unique circumstances.
Consequently, the SOQ Part I report stated:

•••the study did not deal with issues of equity or
distribution. Unique circumstances such as higher cost of
living were mjnjmized in the calculation because the
'foundation' costs represent a base. These issues will be
systematically reviewed in the second phase of the
study. The current requirement that a major portion of
the funding for school divisions be based on a single
"per-pupil" amount was not modified.

With the concerns of workshop participants as well as the Governor's
Commission on Excellence in mind, the potential for achieving greater pupil
equity by relaxing certain distribution assumptions was explored where data
permitted. One key element considered by JLARC staff was whether the use
of a single per-pupil amount in funding should be reduced in order to give
greater recognition to the unique costs of localities. ~

The costs necessary for the divisions to provide meaningful
foundation programs under the Standards of Quality were calculated to satisfy
the pupil equity goal. The relative abilities of localities to pay for SOQ
programs were examined by reviewing the currently used composite index, as
well as several measures based on the concept of revenue capacity (revenue
capacity indicates the revenue that localities could raise if they imposed
statewide average tax rates on their tax bases). These relative measures could
be used as the basis for determining State and local shares for the portion of
costs where the shares are based on relative local ability to raise revenue.

The JLARC staff also developed a· concept of local educational
"effort," which was defined as the proportion of revenue capacity in dollars
that localities are required to devote to their share of the calculated SOQ
costs. Thus, educational effort for each locality represents the local share of
the SOQ cost estimate for the school division, divided by local revenue
capacity.

Finally, a uniform reporting format was developed that would
facilitate the evaluation of many different distribution options designed to
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meet SOQ costs. A key component of that format was a calculation of the
amount of local "effort" that would be required for each locality to meet its
share of SOQ cost under different distribution options.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The first chapter of this report has provided background information
on SOQ funding issues, and has discussed the goals and approach of this JLARC
study. Chapter n describes the current methodology for calculating statewide
SOQ costs, and indicates the results for the 1988-90 biennium of JLARC's
replication of that cost methodology using the most recently available data.
Chapter m discusses how SOQ costs can be calculated for the individual school
divisions, including the use of some division-level cost refinements that have a
potential impact on the statewide calculated cost.

Chapter IV describes the approaches used to measure the ability of
localities to raise local revenue that could be used to determine local shares of
SOQ costs.

Finally, Chapter V contains a discussion of other distribution issues
besides the choice of a measure of local ability to pay, and describes the
JLARC framework for analyzing different distribution options. The chapter
also discusses some conclusions about approaches the State can take to
promote greater pupil and tax equity.
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II. CALCULATING STATEWIDE SOQ COSTS:
THE CURRENT APPROACH

The baseline cost calculation for this study involved replicating the
current cost methodology, as developed in the first phase of the JLARC review
of SOQ funding. The methodology was replicated using updated data. In Part I
of the JLARe study, an instructional staffing analysis was conducted based on
1984-85 enrollment data and DOE projections of 1986-87 and 1987-88
enrollment, and salary and support cost analyses were based on- 1983-84 data.
For SOQ Part n, data items were available on 1986-81 enrollment, DOE
projections of 1988-89 and 1989-90 enrollment, and 1985-86 salary and support
costs.

Conclusions about SOQ costs for the 1988-90 biennium are very
sensitive to the instructional personnel salary increases that are assumed. Any
substantial rate of increase has substantial cost impact, because it is applied to
a large cost base. House Bill 1312, passed during the 1987 legislative sessioD,
requires that the Department of Personnel and Trainjng conduct a review to
determine- "competitive" teacher salary levels. The results from that study
may aid the State in determinjng its teacher salary funding goals. However,
that study is not yet completed. The salary increase projected as necessary to
maintain ~J.rginia's position with respect to other states in national salary
rankings (5.8 percent) is applied in FY 1989 and FY 1990 in this report.

Conclusions about the State portion of SOQ costs for the 1988-90
biennium are also dependent on the instructional salary increases used. In
addition, the costs are extremely sensitive to changes in the relative proportion
of the costs assigned to different funding accounts, or to changes in' the
definition of the aggregate State versus local share.

This chapter discusses the general framework that is used to
determine SOQ costs under the current approach. The individual components
that are part of total costs (instructional staffing levels and associated salary
costs, fringe benefits, and support costs) are each addressed. The methodology
used as well as the updated cost results for the 1988-90 biennium are discussed
for each component. In a concluding section of the chapter, the components
are aggregated to calculate total SOQ costs for the 1988-90 biennium.

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE CURRENT COST APPROACH

The basic method for calculating SOQ costs involves two major
parts. Where quantified standards exist (instructional staffing requirements),
the standards. are mathematically applied to calculate the instructional
positions necessary. Where quantified standards are not available (such as
salary levels and support costs), costs are estimated by calculating the costs
which generally prevail in the school divisions.
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The "prevailing" cost for a given educational cost category is defined
as the expenditure level around which most of the school divisions in the State
tend to cluster (see the JLARC Part I report for a full discussion of why the
prevailing cost concept was utilized). To implement the concept of prevailing
costs, JLARC staff analyzed a variety of statistics to determine which would
most consistently capture the prevailing, or most representative, unit cost for
the different cost distributions. As with Part I of the study, the analysis of
costs is based on costs for the school divisions. JLARC staff used the school
divisions to calculate SOQ costs because of the purpose and the existing
framework for the standards. The Constitution, statutes, and Board of
Education mandates are all clear on the point that while the Standards of
Quality apply statewide, they are to be implemented by each of the divisions
operating schools in Virginia.

Selecting a Statistic to Represent Prevailing Costs

When analyzing data, there is often a need to represent the central,
or most representative, value of a distribution. If the data are distributed
normally or symmetrically with respect to the mean, then the selection of a
statistic is relatively simple: an arithmetic mean is appropriate. In fact, the
arithmetic mean is expected to be equal to other statistics representing central
tendency, such as the median, in a normal distribution.

However, some data are skewed, with extreme values located on the
high or low ends. For these da~ other statistics using resistant techniques
that accommodate the extreme values (the outliers) are useful to estimate the
most representative values of the distributions.

The Department of Education presented a funding proposal in 1981
that was based on a recognition that the cost data in the Commonwealth were
skewed. While the methodology for estimating SOQ costs at the time involved
the use of statewide averages, the department recognized the limitations of
the use of an average in its proposal, remarking that "the statewide 'average'
does not represent well the variations within the state." The department noted
that for 1979-1980 data, "approximately 45 school divisions were represented
reasonably well by the statewide average, but nearly two-thirds of them were
not."

In working with FY 1984 educational cost data, JLARC staff found in
SOQ Part I that the attributes of the data had not changed since the time of
the DOE review. The underlying expenditure data were still skewed.

JLARC staff questioned the use of the statewide average to
represent SOQ costs, and examined the use of several different methods for
representing central tendency. A problem in this examination was that while
studies and other theoretical articles had developed useful methods for
representing central tendency, a framework and method had not been presented
for the practitioner to apply in making a selection. Unfortunately this gap
often resulted in the continued use of the mean or median where other
statistics might have had more desirable properties.

One way to conceptualize the choice of a statistic representing
central tendency is as a trade-off between sensitivity to the data, and the
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stability of the statistic. When the statistic is sensitive to the data, it is
influenced by extreme values and shifts as values become more extreme or as
extreme values are added. Stability of the statistic means that the statistic is
not responsive to the extreme values. A "good" statistic is one which is
influenced by all the data, but is not so influenced by the extremes that it no
longer represents most of the data.

The mean and the median can be used to illustrate the sensitivity and
stability trade-off. The mean is sensitive to extreme values, because the mean
sums all the values and divides by the number of observations, such that the
extreme values, by the very magnitude of their difference from most values,
have a greater impact on the calculatio~. For example, an individual with an
income of $10 million in a room With nine other individuals with incomes of
$10,000 would result in a mean calculation of approximately' $1 million in
income for those in the room. The mean income for the room is very sensitive
to the presence of that one individual.; it is also very unstable because it
depends on the presence of that individual.

On the other hand, a median is very insensitive to extreme values,
because the median is always the value associated with the middle
observation. Thus, in the example above, the median of $lO~OOO would be a
very insensitive and stable estimate, because the income of the individual at
the middle of the income distribution of those in the room would not be
strongly affected by the presence or absence of the one wealthy individual.

JLARC staff considered 15 different statistics of central tendency.
(A listing and an explanation of each of the statistics is available on request in
a technical paper supplementing the JLARC SOQ' Part I report). The purpose
was to select a statistic that would consistently reflect the prevailing costs of
the school divisions. The methodology to implement this concept involved the
trade-off between sensitivity and stability. The mean and the median were
among the statistics considered, and generally defined the extremes of this
trade-off. Six instructional salary distributions and eight support cost
distributions were used as a test database.

Sensitivity was examined by calculating the root mean square error
and absolute error between each statistic and each of the actual values of the
respective data. Low errors on both measures indicated that the statistic
achieved a certain balance· between the properties of sensitivity and stability.
In the JLARC analysis, the statistic that most consistently had a low error
across all the distributions was a linear weighted average with a weight· of five
on the center value.

For this statistic, the school division data are ordered from high to
low. The lowest and highest values receive a weight of one. The weights are
then incrementally in.creased from both extremes, until the center value (the
median) receives a weight of five. The weights are multiplied by the values,
and an 8:!erage is calculated by dividing this product by the total of the weights.

The linear weighted average has some sensitivity, because it includes
all values in the calculation. The sensitivity of the linear weighted average can
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be contrasted to that of the median, where the only value in the calculation
which is important is the centermost value. Similar to the median, however,
the linear weighted average is stable because the extreme values are weighted
less than the central values.

Based on this analysis, the linear weighted average was applied to
the cost distributions for which quantified standards were lacking.
Specifically, the statistic was used to calculate prevailing salary levels and
prevailing support costs. With this approach, the costs of all school divisions
were included, but the costs incurred by school divisions clustered in the middle
were weighted more heavily.

By using quantified standards where available, and prevailing costs
where quantified standards are not available, a number of different types of
educational cost components can be assessed. The components can then be
used to produce a total SOQ cost figure. Discussion of the component analysis
can be segmented into: (1) SOQ instructional staff positions, (2) instroctional
salary costs, (3) fringe benefit costs, and (4) support costs. The SOQ Part I
methodology was replicated using updated data for these components.

ANALYSIS OF INSTRUCTIONAL POSITION LEVELS

The Standards of Quality contain specific quantified standards
pertainjng to the instructional staffing levels that must be offered by school
divisioDS. In different instances, standards specify maximum pu­
pll-to-instructor ratios for individual classes, across a school, or across a
division. Standards also vary according to the type of pupil. For example, the
staffing ratios for special or vocational education are often different than the
ratios for regular classrooms.

In addition to these standards, the SOQ state:

Each division shall employ; with state and local basic,
special education, and vocational education funds; a
minimum number of certified instructional personnel
(full-time equivalent) for each 1,000 students in average
daily membership as set forth in the Appropriations Act;
certain of such full-time equivalent instructional.
positions shall be funded from basic school aid pursuant
to the Appropriations Act.

During the 1985 legislative session, the General Assembly increased
the Appropriations Act requirements to which the SOQ refer from 54 positions
per 1,000 pupils (48 positions per 1,000 for basic education, and six add-on
positions for special and vocational education) to 57 positions per 1,000 pupils
(51 for basic, and six for special and vocational add-ODS). These requirements
provitied the basis for State SOQ calculations. Some education advocates
maintained that these requirements used in funding were still too low to
completely cover the requirements of the Standards of Quality for basic,
special, and vocational education.
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During SOQ 'Part I, JLARC staff compared the newly adopted
Appropriations Act requirements with the number of basic, special, and
vocational education positions that are required under the cumulative impact
of all other quantified staffing standards. This analysis involved the
application of many different quantified instructional standards to pupil
membership data by grade for each of 1,695 schools in Virginia.

A result of this analysis was a finding that for most school divisions,
57 positions per 1,000 pupils was sufficient to provide for the b8Sic~ special,
and vocational education personnel standards exclusive of the Appropriations
Act. The prevailing ratio of required positions per 1,000 pupils was found to be
55.4. Thus, the General Assembly's action to increase the Appropriations Act
funding level from 54 was necessary to cover SOQ requirements for most
divisions, although 57 positions was somewhat more than what the SOQ
required of most divisions for basic, special, and vocational education.

While it was recognized as a result of this analysis that the personnel
standards have different implications for different school divisions, the results
were considered under the constraints of the existing distribution system.
Because school divisions must meet what in many cases is the higher staffing
requirement of the Appropriations Act, 57 positions per 1,000 pupils was used
as the basis for all cost calculations even though some divisions might require
less to meet all other SOQ.

As a result, costs were calculated across the State for basic, special,
and vocational education using 57 positions per 1,000. An updated analysis of
instructional positions based on 1986-87 ~all membership data and the current
SOQ indicates that 57 positions per 1,000 is still adequate to meet basic,
special, and vocational instructional requirements in many divisions, but it is
not sufficient to meet the SOQ in others.

INSTRUCTIONAL SALARY COSTS

Salary and fringe benefit costs are associated with the required SOQ
instructional personnel. The costs for salaries can be calculated by multiplying
the number of required positions by the salary levels for those positions. The
salary levels used in the current methodology are prevailing salaries, as
calculated using the linear weighted average. Prior to Part I of the JLARC
SOQ study, the statewide average salary was used to estimate instructional
salary costs, but was never recognized in funded levels. During the Part I
review, JLARC staff found that the statewide average salary was
unrepresentative of the salary levels offered by most divisioDS. Division-level
measures, such as the linear weighted average, the median, and the
division-level mean are more representative of the average salaries offered by
most divisions. The linear weighted average used in the current methodology is
the preferred statistic.

Figure 1 shows the three division-level measures as well as the
statewide average in relation to data for FY 1986 elementary and secondary
teacher salary distributions. The linear weighted averages for elementary and
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secondary teacher salaries exceed the average salaries offered by 58 and 55
percent of the divisioDS, respectively.

Developing Salaries for Program FUnding. The current State funding
framework does Dot allocate funds by instroctional positions, but by programs.
Gi~en this funding framework, it is necessary to calculate·a salary cost for the
programs involving SOQ instructional personnel, such as basic aid, special
education, vocational education, remedial education, and gifted and talented
education. To this end, the salary cost is computed for a program based on the
mix of required positions for that program and the corresponding salary for
each type of instructional position. Teacher salaries for a FY 1988 base were
derived by increasing FY 1986 prevailing salary levels (the last year of actual
data available) by 10 percent for FY 1987, and increasing the 1981 salary by 10
percent for FY 1988, to match the State salary incentive program. Salaries for
DOD-teaching instructional positions were increased by factors between 7.3 and
8.3 percent, depending on the percent increase localities provided statewide for
those positions from FY 1984 to FY 1986. The seven instructional personnel
types and their corresponding salaries for FY 1988 are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

FY 1988 INSTRUCTIONAL SALARIES

IDstntctional Position

Secondary Principal
Secondary Assistant Principal
Secondary Teacher
Elementary Principal
Elementary Assistant Principal
Elementary Teacher
Aide

Source: JLARC staff analysis of instructional salaries.

Salary

$41,224
34,668
25,498
38,033
32,042
23,821

8,230

The basic aid instructional personnel cost includes the cost of
elementary principals, elementary assistant principals, secondary and combined
school principals, secondary and combined school assistant principals, and
elementary and secondary teachers. For special education, instructional
personnel costs include elementary and secondary special education teachers,
as well as principals of accredited special education schools. Vocational
education instruction is required only in secondary schools. Therefore, the
prevailing FY 1988 secondary teacher salary was used to calculate instructional
personnel costs.
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And finally, remedial and gifted and talented instruction are required
at both the elementary and secondary levels. Therefore the instructional costs
for each are based on the proportion of teachers that are calculated for the
program at the elementary and secondary levels.

Projecting Salary Costs for the 1988-90 Biennium. Under the
current methodology, future SOQ instructional salary costs depend on the
changes in average daily membership (ADM) and on the salary increase
assumptions that are applied. DOE projections indicate a moderate, upward
trend in the State's ADM through 1990. It is salary increase assumptions,
however, that will have the major impact on costs.

In the absence of specific guidance on legislative expectations for
instructional salary increases during the 1988-90 biennium, the salary increase
projected as necessary to maintain Virginia's position with respect to other
states in national salary rankings was applied. This approach means that SOQ
costs for the 1988-90 biennium in this report are based on instructional salary
increases of 5.8 percent, and would change if a new goal is applied. Under this
assumption, and given moderate increases in ADM, SOQ instructional salary
costs are estimated to be $1.541 billion in FY 1989 and $1.642 billion in FY
1990. These salary costs are based on the current approach for calculating
SOQ costs.

FRIN"GE BENEFIT COSTS

In addition to salary costs, significant fringe benefit costs are
associated with both instructional and non-instructional (support> personnel.
The State requires local school boards to provide retirement, life insurance,
and federal social security fop their professional employees. The school
divisions are required to pay social security taxes for all salaried employees
who are employed on a full-time basis. While it is not required, most school
divisions also offer some form of health insurance for employees.

Costs for required benefit programs are included under the current
methodology, and are calculated based on required instructors, prevailing
numbers of support personnel, and prevailing salary levels. The analysis also
includes health benefits as SOQ costs because they are a prevailing fringe
benefit in the Commonwealth.

VSRS, Group Life, and Social Security for Instructional Personnel.
To co~pute the fringe benefit cost for instructional personnel, an estimated
salary base was calculated by multiplying eligible positions by the prevailing
salary levels for those positions. The benefit rate covering 100 percent of the
employer share of each benefit was applied to the salary base. The benefit
rates used in the cost calculations were provided by VSRS, and are shown in
Table_2.

The social security, VSRS, and group life costs for SOQ instructional
personnel are estimated to be $282 million in FY 1989 and $304 million in FY
1990. As Table 2 indicates, cost increases from previous years are not due to
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Table 2

FRINGE BENEFIT RATES FOR 1986-1990
USED IN SOQ COST CALCULATION FOR INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Social Secmity .0715 .0715 .0751 .0751 .0765
VSRS .1115 .1120 .1120 .1059 .1059
Group Life .00288 .00288 .00288 .00288 .00288

Combined .18588 .18638 .18998 .18388 .18528

Source: VSRS.

projections of increased benefit rates. Rather, they are primarily due to
projected increases in. instructional salary levels to which these rates are
applied.

VSRS, Group Life, and Social Security for Non-Instructional
Personnel. The" methodology developed for estimating non-instructional
benefit costs parallels that of iDstructi~nal personnel. Fringe benefits were
calculated for positions and salary levels resulting from the JLARC linear
weighted average as applied to support distributioDS. Benefit rates were then
applied to this salary base. While benefits for some support positions are an
option of the school board, in practice school divisions afford all full-time
employees the same benefits. The JLARC staff estimate of SOQ costs includes

, coverage for all support personnel employed on a full-time basis.

The rates for support .personnel are those established by actuaries of
VSRS. "Professional" support personnel such as transportation supervisors and
physicians have the same benefit rate as instructional personnel.
"Non-professional" support personnel such as operation and maintenance
employees, garage mechanics, and bus drivers, have a lower rate that varies by
school division. The benefit rate used is the prevailing division rate (6.566
percent based on 1986-87 data). Social secmity coverage has been extended to
bus drivers and bus aides who are part-time personnel.

The social secmity, VSRS, and group life costs for SOQ
non-instructional personnel are estimated to be $63.2 million in FY 1989 and
$68.2 million in FY 1990. Again, the cost increases are primarily due to the
increased salaries projected for support personnel to which the benefit rates
are applied. These fringe benefit costs do not increase as rapidly as for
instructional personnel, because the salary increases projected for support
personnel are not as high.

Other Fringe Benefits. Analysis of the different "other" fringe
benefits offered by school divisions in SOQ Part I indicated that health
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prevailing insurance was the only additional benefit that could be categorized
as. In FY 1984, 125 school divisions (93 percent) paid at least a partial
premium for their instructional personnel. In FY 1986, this number increased
to 126 school divisions.

In the absence of a prevailing health care cost or a uniform plan of
coverage in the school divisioDS, a minimum cost for a basic health plan is
included in the SOQ costs for required SOQ personnel. To define a reasonable
contribution to a health plan, information was requested in SOQ Part I from the
largest provider of health coverage for school board personnel in Virginia. Blue
CrosslBlue Shield of Virginia provided data on the costs of coverage for the
employees of local school boards enrolled in the "educator program." The
benefit rate was based on gross expenditures divided by the number enrolled in
the educator program. The break-even rate for 1985-86. was $88 a month.
This rate was multiplied by 12 to produce an annual premium of $1,056.

More recently, the Virginia School Boards Association worked with
Blue CrosslBlue Shield to develop a basic health package called the Premier
Plan. Blue CrosslBlue Shield has defined three medical cost areas in the State,
and the insurance rates school divisions pay depend on the medical cost
experience of the locality in which they are located. In FY 1988, the rates for
the different medical cost areas were $98, $89, and $18 per employee per
month. Beyond FY 1988, the cost was projected using the December 1987
Wharton Econometrics medical cost index (5.5 percent for FY 1989 and 5.4
percent for FY 1990). Resulting costs for FY 1989 and FY 1990 were $88.5
million and $92.8 million.

SUPPORT COSTS

School divisions incur substantial operating costs in addition to
instructional personnel costs. For example, the di\1SioDS offer the following
support services: administration; instructional support, such as supplies;
attendance and health; operation and maintenance of school plants; pupil
transportation; and provision for certain fixed charges such as insurance and
the rental of equipment. JLARC staff estimate that prevailing support costs
(exclusive of fringe benefits for support personnel discussed in the preceding
section) total $1.918 billion for the biennium, or about 31.5 percent of the
$6.057 billion estimate of total SOQ costs.

This section discusses the replication of the methodology for
estimating the costs of support for basic operations (regular day school) and for
special education pupils who are not served in regular day school. Application
of the prevailing cost concept to support data distributions are discussed. The
approach used to project costs from FY 1986 actual data to the costs for the
1988-90 biennium is also reviewed.

Prevailing Costs for Basic Operating Support

The need for most support expenditures cannot be directly linked to
the Standards of Quality. The requirement for these expenditures may be
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• administration
• instructional support
• attendance and health

inferred from the fact that the educational programs are to be offered;
however, standards that define the minimum necessary for a high quality
program in the support area have not been developed. Therefore, a prevailing
cost approach, used to determine the most representative school division unit
costs for support activities, was considered the best approach for assessing
these costs.

DOE collects data on support positions and expenditures for its
Annual School Report. All school divisions provide data for this report. The
most recent year for which data are available is FY 1986. In FY 1986, DOE
collected separate Annual School Report data from the joint regional
vocational education centers.

JLARC staff reviewed the Annual School Report data for
out-of-range values, or data items that were inconsistent with data from prior
years~ As a result of this review, 106 school divisions were contacted to
validate particular items in question, and some of these items required
cOlTection. The net impact of this validation exercise, in terms of the total
expenditures reported statewide across all expenditure items, was small.
However, a review of the data base is important to help accurately assess the
variation in costs between school divisions for each of the specific support
items.

After this review was completed, the costs reported by the joint
regional vocational education centers were prorated to division expenditure
categories, based on the designated division shares of center costs.

Basic operating support costs are divided into six major categories:

• operation and maintenance
• pupil transportation
• fixed charges

~

Expenditure data are reported by school divisions at a greater level of detail,
however. Thus, each of the major categories can be disaggregated into several
separate frequency distributions. In the JLARC analysis, 51 different support
cost distributions were identified. These distributions were either: (1)
expenditures per pupil (or other control variable), (2) support positions per pupil
(or other control variable), or (3) average salary levels of support personnel.

Adjustment to School Board and Superintendent Costs. Under the
current cost approach, compensation costs for school board members and
school superintendents are part of total statewide support costs. These
statewide costs are then divided by ADM to determine per-pupil costs. Each
school division receives credit for costs equal to the per-pupil cost times its
number of pupils.

An adjustment has been made to the cost calculations to reflect the
fact that· school board and superintendent costs are largely fixed' divisional
costs, in that the costs do not vary substantially with the number of pupils
served. Each school division received credit for the prevailing compensation
associated with one superintendent and a prevailing average of 5.8 school board
members.
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Adjustment to School Nurse Costs. One of the specific costs under
the broad category of attendance and health are school nurse costs. Localities
provide for nursing needs in the schools in different ways. Some school
divisions do not have nurses on their payroll, but receive nursing services from
local health departments. Some divisions have nurses on their payroll, and
receive no nursing services from local health departments. Other divisions
have a mixture of nurse services provided by their own staff and local health
departments. A cost estimation approach was needed that would enable the
education and health funding formulas to take school nursing needs into
account, but without duplication.

Data were available for each locality from the Annual Report OD
Health Department Services showing the hours of nurse service rendered to the
schools by locality during FY 1986. On the other haild, data from the
Department of Education Annual School Report on school division nurses are
expressed in FTEs, using school division definitions of what the positions
require. Therefore, JLARC staff contacted the school divisions with nurses on
their payrolls and requested data on the number of days and hours per day
worked by school nurses in FY 1986, so that the FTE data could be converted
into hours.

Once all the data were expressed in hours, a linear weighted average
of the combined hours of nurse service per pupil (from both sources) was
calculated. This was done to calculate the prevailing need for nurse services.
The prevailing number of hours per pupil was multiplied by the number of pupils
to calculate the hours required for each division. In cases in which school
divisions provided fewer hours per pupil than the prevailing level from
employees on the school division payroll, but received local health department
services, the number of local health department nurse hours provided were
subtracted for each locality from the total hours required. The resulting
number of hours was compared with the number of hours actually provided by
school division nurses, and the greater of the two numbers was recognized. If
the school division received more hours of nursing service than the prevailing
level from the local health department alone, and bad no nurse services from
school employees, then $0 of cost was assigned rather than a negative number.

Support Cost Results. For each of the 51 distributions, a linear
weighted average was calculated to represent the prevailing cost, or the most
representative unit cost. For comparison purposes, median, mean, and
statewide average support costs were also calculated.

Table 3 shows estimates of FY 1986 support costs using several
different methods: (1) the median cost, (2) the linear weighted average cost,
(3) the mean cost at the division level, and (4) the statewide average cost. The
.costs are grouped into the six major support categories, and the items that
compose the categories are the basic operating support items as defined by
JLARC staff.

The table shows that the costs based on the linear weighted average
generally exceed those based on the median, but are less than those based on
the statewide average. Across the six categories, prevailing costs are 105.3
percent of the median costs, but only 86.9 percent of the statewide average
costs.
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Table 3

COMPARISON OF TOTAL SUPPORT COSTS USING DIFFERENT STATISTICS
(FY 1986 Costs in Millions)

Using
Linear Using Using

Using Weighted Division- Statewide
Category Median Average level Mean Average

Administration $ 90.01 $ 97.92 $104.38 $117.88
Instructional Support -183.77 186.44 192.93 212.59
Attendance and Health* 21.80 26.15 30.36 36.71
Transportation 129.33 138.27 149.19 149.04
Operation and Maintenance 305.15 317.71 328.80 365.13
Fixed Charges 24.05 27.22 29.35 32.48

TOTALS $754.11 $793.71 $835.01 $913.83

*School nurse adjustment not made to data in this table to isolate the impact
of the different statistics.

Source: JLARe analysis of Annual School Report data.

Differences between the linear weighted average and statewide
average costs reflect the variations between school divisions in the number of
support personnel, the support salaries, and the levels of expenditure in
non-personnel support categories. For example, the school divisions actually
employed about 31,321 support personnel in FY 1986. The estimate based on
the linear weighted average recognizes about 29,799 of these positions, or 95.1
percent; this means that one position in 20.6 is not considered part of a
prevailing personnel level, and is not attributed as part of SOQ costs.

An important point to Dote is that support costs increased at a rapid
pace between FY 1984 and FY 1986. Table 3 is an update of a table presented
in the JLARC SOQ Part I report. A comparison between the reports' of the
statewide average cost columns indicates that locality costs increased- in those
two years by 20.2 percent overall. The increases were 22.8 percent in
administratioD; 26.3 percent in instructional support; 25.5 percent in
attendance and health; 20.7 percent in transportation; 13.7 percent in operation
and maintenance; and 45.3 percent in fixed charges. Much of the overall rate
of increase was captured by the linear weighted average, which increased by
19.6 percent over the two years.

Special Education Support Costs

Instruction for handicapped pupils who are not served in regular day
school is required by the Standards of Quality. Special education and related
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services for handicapped children ages two to 21 are required by the
regulations implementing the fourth standard, the education of the
handicapped. The same regulations also require school divisions to make
necessary arrangements with a State facility if the division is unable to provide
appropriate educational services. School divisions are also required to enter
into contractual arrangements with private or regional schools for special
education programs when no suitable placements are available in the local
school or State facility.

SOQ costs for preschool support, private and regional placements,
and hospitals, clinics, and detention homes were calculated using either actual.
FY 1986 expenditures, or State approved costs where applicable, as a base.
The total cost of these services in FY 1986 was $22,758,938.

Projecting Support Costs to 1988-90

Two primary sets of inflation rates from Wharton Econometrics were
used to project most of the support cost items from 1986 to 1990. The first
was "State and Local Government Compensation." The rates used were:

FY 1987: 5.5°k
FY 1988: 5.8°,'cJ

FY 1989: 5.8°k
FY 1990: 5.8%

The second set of rates was "State and Local Government Purchase of Goods
and Services." These rates were:

FY 1987: 4.1ck
FY 1988: 6.0010

FY 1989: 6.30k
FY 1990: 6.30k

These support inflation rates were applied individually to applicable support
items.

SOQ COSTS USING CURRENT APPROACH

The costs used in this chapter have been based on the following key
baseline assumptions:

• instructional staffing levels specified in the 1986 Appropriations Act,

• projected ADM provided by the Department of Education,

• FY 1986 linear weighted instructional salaries as cost base,

• ten percent teacher salary increases in FY 1987 and FY 1988 to meet
the State's salary incentive program,

• instructional salary increases necessary to maintain Virginiat s
position among the states in national salary rankings (5.8 percent) in
FY 1989 and FY 1990,
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• support inflation based on Wharton Econometric rates applied to
support cost distributions,

• no new standards implemented.

Table 4 shows the cost of fully funding the existing Standards of
Quality during the 1988-90 biennium, given these assumptions. The cost for
the biennium is $6,057,229,077•

The cost calculation is very sensitive to instructional salary
assumptions. FY 1988 prevailing salary levels were used as the base throughout
the calculations that produced the .. data in Table 4. This approach recognizes
the prevailing salary levels offered by the school divisions in meeting the SOQ,
and can be directly derived from the updated JLARC analysis.

Table 4

COSTS OF THE CURRENT STANDARDS OF QUALITY

Instructional Biennium
Personnel FY 1989 FY 1990 Total

Basic Instruction $1,317,281,250.78 $1,407,345,179.88 $2,724,626,430.67
Basic Aides 2,926,322.62 3,127,257.05 6,053,579.67
Special Education 86,080,113.50 91,984,156.59 178,064,270.09
Special Ed. Aides 7,684,723.44 8,211,680.59 15,896,404.03
Vocational Education 68,788,859.58 73,505,851.91 142,294,711.49
GiftedlTalented 25,541,641.81 27,293,243.77 52,834,885.58
Remedial Education 29,265,642.51 30,834,076.01 60,099,718.52

Instructional Fringe 348,858,840.33 373.645.562.53 7222504,402.86
Benefits

Total 1,886,427,394.56 2,015,947,008.34 3,902,374,402.90
--~~~~~--~-~------~-~--~~~-~~~-~~-~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~-~-~--~~--~~----~---~~~-

SOQ Support

Basic Operating Support
Support Fringe Benefits
Special Ed. Support

Total

929,659,739.76
85,556,451.68
28,780,543.87

1,043,996,735.31

988,237,016.17
91,577,986.07
31,042,936.99

1,110,857,939.23

1,917,896,755.93
177,134,437.75
59,823,480.87

2,154,854,674.54

Total SOQ Costs $2,930,424,129.87 $3,126,804,947.57 $6,057,229,077.44

Source: JLARC analysis of Department of Education and local school division data.
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i~2i4 R£Fl~~~I.~·~~G SOQ COST CALCULATIONS
1'0 :MPRO\'E PL~PIL EQUITY

........__ ... _.__.....__........_.._-------------------------
Pupil equity, as defined for this study, means the provision of the

~eso~:-~eS necessary for a meaningful foundation education program for the
p·l1pili. in all school divisions.

Elements of the current State approach to education funding can
sel"'re to promote pupil equity. For example, the SOQ approach itself has
enormous potential: when properly applied. It requires that the Board of
Education determine what education programs and resources are fundamental
to achieving quality education, such that they should be available in all
ioceliti~s. The General Assembly may revise the standards and is responsible
fo~ appor·tioilir~the costs between the State and the· localities.

Also" the use of a single per-pupil amount that drives much of SOQ
funding helps promote equity in many instances. For example, this approach is
a vast improvement over a system reimbursing localities simply based OD

certain percentages of their actual costs. A reimbursement approach would
send money to localities based on what they decide to spend, and not based on a
datermi.."etio!l of the €h-penditure levels necessary for foundation programs.
Some localities may spend more because of inefficiency, or their aspiration to
pl'ovi61~ )nt)r-£~ than a foundation program~ perhaps because they can "afford" to
spend mo~~ Other localities may spend less not because they have less
ooje~ti\-c ~e~d: 'b~it ~·~aus€ of significant ~onstraints on their ability to raise
r.-ev€uue~

A single per-pupil approach, on the other hand, can use the most
representative or prevailing cost across school divisions to consistently
rec'~gDize costs in all school divi..sions at that prevailing level. The approach
does a fairly good job of promoting pupil equity, so long as the legitimate
variation in costs across localities is attributable to the number of pupils
serve~..

!.Tnder the s~ ..~le per-pupil approach, however, pupil equity problems
arise \'lnen the costs lc~alities incur to provide for the SOQ do not vary based
on the nu...~be~ of pup!ls served~ Pupil equity problems also surface when the
costs lor:au7:ies m{;ur to provid.e for the SOQ vary" but vary in certain
legitirn.ate respe..:::ts ~h:..~: are r~ct measured very well solely by the number of
PllP~ ser-:-··ec..

A very SinlP.t~; and obvious exa..1'Jlple of the first pupil equity problem
i-; schc~l superintenae::t costs~ which are currently included in the single
per-pupil calculation. ·Virtua!l:y" all schoo! divisions have one superintendent.
"lAlhen a siligle per-pup~ cost approach is used to allocate fWlds to cover these
~{)sts, localities with ~ge numbers of pupils receive funding that is far beyond
the s31~J cost of the s~p2~inte!ldent. This occurs because the prevailing unit
cost i:: mult:'~iiec! ti-nes the Qlh&lber of pupils. Similarly, looalities with small
l1;;.m.oors C! ?ur;~ls re·~ei'ie fundL~g that is g~r-,er'ally much less than the salary
cost of the superinten.d~nt~
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FRAl\1EWORK FOR EXAMINING REFINEMENTS TO
SINGLE PER-PUPIL APPROACH

The key concept with respect to deciding conceptually whether a
cost factor merits adjustment is "local choice or control." When a locality's
high costs are due to factors reflecting its choice, or under its control, then
adjustment to recognize those costs does not tend to promote equity.

For example, some local choices can lead to unusually high costs. A
locality may choose to provide substantially higher educational service levels
than are required by the SOQ. A locality may also decide to preserve a
favorite neighborhood school at high costs, even though its consolidation with a
nearby school would achieve significant savings. In these cases, the localities
are deciding to incur higher costs by their own choice. The resulting costs are
Dot the necessary costs for providing the SOQ, and the selective recognition of
them based on local decisions does not promote pupil equity.

On the other hand, there are factors that, at least conceptually, may
lead to unusually high costs and may be beyond local. control. For example, the
bus fleet in a large, rural. locality may have to travel an unusually large number
of miles to pick up a few pupils. This situation can result in high per-pupil
costs. To the extent that higher costs are due to the sparsity of students in the
locality, over which the school division has no control, the higher costs are not
a matter of local choice and may merit adjustment.

However, the extent to which some cost factors are "beyond local
control" is debatable. Also, data are not always available to test all hypotheses
as to which factors are beyond local control. Within the limits of these two
constraints, as well as within the constraints of the study time frame, JLARC
staff assessed the need for cost refinements based on factors largely beyond
local control.

As a result of this analysis, three areas were identified where cost
refinements should be given serious consideration:

• differences in the impact of SOQ staffing requirements on
instructor-to-pupil ratios,

• differences in salary levels necessary to compete in different
regional labor markets,

• differences in pupil transportation costs due to differences in
geographic area and the number of pupils transported.

INSTRUCTIONAL STAFFING ANALYSIS

Instructional positions include those personnel who work in the
schools and are involved in the process of instructing pupils. The Standards of
Quality include a number of quantified standards defining minimum staffing
levels for instructional personnel.
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In JLARC staff's analysis for SOQ Part I and Part 'II, instructional
positions are considered to include principals, assistant principals, teachers,
librarians, guidance counselors, and instructional aides. Traditionally, the
Department of Education has defined instructional personnel slightly
differently, excluding instructional aides and including instructional supervisors
and visiting teachers. However, instructional supervisors and visiting
teachers are neither school-based nor routinely involved in the instruction of
pupils, while instructional aides are both and meet the definition.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, JLARC staff performed a
comprehensive analysis of SOQ instructional staffing requirements by division
in the first phase of the study. One key finding of this analysis was that there
were substantial differences between divisions in the overall impact of the
same set of standards. Data on the variation were provided for informational
purposes in the JLARC SOQ Part I report, but were not used in the cost
calculations. This was because the Appropriation Act required all localities to
have 51 basic positions per 1,000 pupils, and 57 positions per 1,000 pupils for
basic, special, and vocational education.

However, localities must meet all SOQ instructional personnel
requirements. As mandates, the SOQ are beyond individual locality control.
Therefore, the fact that the standards have differing impacts on the instructors
required in localities needs to be considered as a pupil equity issue.

This issue was identified by some superintendents, especially from
small school· divisions, at the SOQ funding workshops. For example, the
superintendent of Highland County said:

Numbers required to operate efficiently are largely
uncontrollable in a small school division. Class sizes are
often dictated by the number of students available in a
single grade; not by provision for optimum sizes••••

The Governor's Commission on Excellence in Education also
recognized this issue, writing in its report:

Replacing the statewide average of 59.5 teachers per
1,000 students with the number actually required for each
division to meet the standards may improve the equity of
the distribution of funds.

To examine the pupil. equity issue of variations between school
divisions in total SOQ instructional personnel required, JLARC staff updated
and relmed its SOQ Part I analysis of the number of instructional. personnel
required by the SOQ in the various divisions. The standards summarized in
Exhibit 1 were applied to fall enrollment and other pupil count data for the
1986-87 school year for each of the schools in Virginia. Depending on the
appropriate level for each particular standard, a division-level, school-level, or
grade~tevel analysis was performed. The standards were applied in a
cumulative fashion, so that where there was overlap in the standards, the
standard with the higher staffing requirement was recognized. Using this
approach, the minimum number of positions effectively required by all the
standards could be identified.
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EXHmIT 1

SUMMARY OF EXISTING STANDARDS
APPLIED TO CALCULATE REQUIRED STAFFING

Schools are to offer a minimum of 3 hours of kindergarten [from the
Standards of Accreditationl.

K-3 classes are not to exceed 30 pupils, and if kindergarten classes
exceed 25, an instructional aide must be assigned [from the codified
SOQ].

Classes for grades 4-7 in elementary schools are not to exceed 35
[Standards of Accreditationl.

The ratio of pupils to teaching positions in grades K-6 is not to
exceed 25 to 1 division-wide [codified SOQ].

Middle and secondary schools are not to exceed an overall ratio of 25
pupils per teacher [Standards of Accreditation].

Minimum staffing for principals, assistant principals, librarians, and
guidance counselors are specified according to school size [Standards
of Accreditationl.

Handicapped students shall be provided a program of appropriate
instruction acceptable to the Board of Education [codified SOQ].
Class size standards for providing the appropriate instruction range
from 6 to 18, depending on the handicap, or 8 to 14 for classes taught
with the help of an instructional aide.

Vocational education programs are to be offered [codified SOQl.
Maximum class size standards are set by the Vocational Education
Management System (VEMS).

Additional instructional positions must be provided to meet the
remedial needs of low-achieving pupils [codified SOQl.

Each school division shall offer differentiated instructional
opportunities for identified gifted and talented students [codified
SOQ]. The Appropriation Act funds 1 instructional position for each
l~OOO pupils in ADM.
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Staffing and Costs of the Proposed Standards. Cost data in the
previous chapter are based on the existing SOQ. However, the Standards of
Quality and Standards· of Accreditation will be revised for the next biennium,
and there are some new proposals with potential cost impact. The proposed
standards of the Board of Education would be effective July 1, 1988, subject to
the action of the General Assembly.

The three new proposals with SOQ cost impacts are:

• Elementary gUidance: For the first time, elementary guidance
counseling would be required in FY 1990, at 1 position per 500 pupils•

• Maximum division-wide ratio of 24 students per teacher in grade 1:
Current standards permit up to a maximum of 30, but a school divi­
sion's overall pupil to teacher ratio for grades K-6 is not to exceed
25 to 1•

• Maximum division-wide ratio of 24 students per English class, grades
6-12: Current standards simply require that midcne and secondary
schools have overall pupil to teacher ratios that do not exceed 25 to
1.

Based on an analysis of DOE fall membership data, it is estimated
that the new standards would require 1,016 elementary guidance counselors in
FY 1990; 33 additional first grade teachers in FY 1989 and 34 in FY 1990; and
154 additional secondary English teachers in FY 1989 and 155 in FY 1990. The
first grade pupil-teacher ratio standard does not have a major impact because
the current 25-to-l division-wide standard for grades K-6 requires most
divisions to have sufficient elementary teachers to provide for this first grade
requirement. The State and local cost for salaries and fringe benefits
associated with additional positions required to meet the new standards in the
next biennium is estimated to be between $13.5 million and $14.3 million,
assuming a 5.8 percent salary increase. The range in this cost estimate is
based on whether or not the cost of competing is recognized. In divisions which
require fewer than 57 positions per 1,000 to meet other SOQ standards, it is
assumed in this cost analysis that the positions and costs of these standards can
be subsumed into the 57 positions per 1,000 currently recognized.

JLARC analysis indicates that seven divisions require more than 51
positions per 1,000 ADM to meet basic instructional program needs, and that a
majority of divisions would require more than 57 positions per 1,000 ADM for
basic, special, and vocational education if the new Board of Education
standards are adopted.

Three points should be made about the results of this analysis. First,
as can be seen in Table 5, the divisions that require more than 57 positions tend
to be small school divisions, although there are also some larger urban divisions
with concentrations of pupils having special instructional needs.

Second, these results on SOQ required positions are for basic,
special, and vocational education only. JLARC staff analysis indicates that to
also meet gifted and talented and remedial requirements, 120 of the 140
localities need to provide more than 60 positions per 1,000 (see Appendix A).
The costs of gifted and talented and remedial positions are also included in the
JLARC staff calculations of SOQ costs.
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Table 5

LOCALITIES REQUIRED TO PROVIDE
MORE THAN 57 POSITIONS PER 1,000 FOR

BASIC, SPECIAL, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION*

Locality

Campbell
Greensville
Emporia
Botetourt
Alleghany Highlands
Clifton Forge
Patrick
Salem
Roanoke County
Buckingham
Richmond County
Buena Vista
Sussex
Appomattox
Surry
Richmond City
Wise
Norfolk
Fredericksburg
Montgomery
Hopewell
Shenandoah
Amherst
Northumberland
Colonial Heights
Westmoreland
Culpeper
Dinwiddie
Giles
Colonial Beach
Roanoke City
Mecklenburg
Nelson
Rockbridge
Lexington
Augusta
New Kent

Positions
Per 1zooo

57.1
57.1
57.1
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.3
57.4
57.5
57.6
57.6
57.6
57.7
57.7
57.8
57.9
57.9
57.9
58.0
58.1
58.1
58.2
58.2
58.2
58.2
58.3
58.3
58.3
58.5
58.5
58.6
58.8
58.8
59.0
59.0
59.1
59.1

Locality

Bnmswick
Craig
Middlesex
Albemarle
Southampton
Clarke
Charlottesville
Accomac
West Point
Alexandria
Bristol
Arlington
Amelia
Louisa
Lee
Falls Church
Wythe
Radford
King & Queen
Mathews
Covington
Scott
Floyd
Charles City
Goochland
Essex
Fries
Grayson
Galax
Greene
Rappabannock
Manassas Park
Carroll
Bath
Bland
Highland
Cape Charles

Positions
Per 1,000

59.2
59.4
59.5
59.5
59.5
59.5
59.5
59.6
59.6
59.7
59.9
59.9
60.1
60.1
60.3
60.4
60.6
61.6
61.9
62.0
62.4
62.5
62.5
63.1
63.2
63.6
64.9
64.9
64.9

-65.0
65.2
65.8
66.0
70.7
79.1
92.9
127.4

*Includes Board of Education standards with new requirements for first grade,
secondary English, and elementary guidance. The analysis is based on 1986-87
enrollment data. ADM data used to standardize positions is weighted 51/57
adjusted, 6/57 unadjusted.
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Finally, the analysis is based on the actual configurations of school
divisions and schools. It was not within the study scope to examine the
appropriateness of local choices about how schools should be organized or
operated. However, recognition of costs above 57 positions per 1,000 promotes
equity best if the need for the staffing is due to factors beyond local. control
and not factors within local control. The two localities with the highest
staffing ratios illustrate the point. The locality with the highest ratio is a town
with a small enrollment where high staffing levels are required because of a
local choice to exist as a separate school division (this division is currently
consolidating). The locality with the second highest ratio, Highland County, is
a geographically isolated, mountainous school division with only one elementary
and one secondary school. This locality's high staffing needs in order to meet
the SOQ are beyond local control.

For this report, cost options are developed using 57 positions per
1,000 as a floor for basic, special, and vocational education, because that
figure has been used in Appropriation Act requirements referenced by the
SOQ. In addition, however, pupil equity is promoted by recognizing needs for
positions above 57 per 1,000 that are beyond local control. Therefore, the cost
options also recognize SOQ positions above 57 per 1,000. The total State and
local cost of recognizing the SOQ positions above 57 per 1,000 would be $47.2
million for the 1988-90 biennium.

ANALYSIS OF THE COSTS OF COMPETING FOR PERSONNEL

There is significant variation in the salary levels offered by school
divisions in the Commonwealth. The cUITent State approach to SOQ funding
recognizes the same salary levels throughout the State. The State's funding
practice does not penalize school divisions that offer lower salaries than
statewide prevailing levels, a circumstance that in some cases may be due to
limited local abilities to raise revenue. In this resitect, the current funding
practice promotes equity.

However, a potential concern is that some divisions may have to pay
salaries significantly above the statewide prevailing level because of a factor
that is largely out of local control -- the local or regional wage market.

The price that school diVisions must offer to compete fQr personnel
in the regional labor market can have an impact on division salary costs. To
some extent, the salaries which are offered to instructional personnel may Dot
be subject to "local choice." In some labor markets, for example, workers have
a large number of alternative occupations which pay relatively high wages. In
other labor markets, there may be few employment opportunities offering high
wages. School divisions in the former situation may be forced to pay higher
wages to compete successfully against other potential employers in the region.

The SOQ were revised in 1986 to include this statement: "The
General Assembly finds that the quality of education is dependent on the
quality of classroom teachers, and that the availability of high quality
classroom teachers is related to the salaries offered such personnel." A
number of workshop participants, especially from Northern Virginia but also
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from some other areas of the State, raised the issue of higher costs of
competing for personnel as a factor that affects their salaries. The Governor's
Commission on Excellence in Education said in its report, "The most important
consideration for teachers' pay is that it be competitive in the marketplace."

To examine the issue of differences in local or regional markets,
JLARC staff examined average weekly wage data' from the Virginia
Employment Commission (VEe). These data show the average weekly wages
per worker in the localities, based on employment and payroll information
reported by employers on the VEe's Employerts Quarterly Contribution
Report. The report covers 98 percent of all employees because it is mandatory
for "covered employers" (employers of those workers who are covered by
unemployment insurance). Also, it is audited by the federal government. This
report contains information on the number employed, total· wages, taxable
wages, and employer contributions for each locality. For each locality, an
average weekly wage per worker can be computed.

Average weekly data was aggregated to the Planning District
Commission (PDC) level (there are 22 PDes) as one way of identifying regional
labor markets. Analysis of the data across several quarters consistently
indicates that there is a significant discontinuity in the data between the
Northern Virginia planning district and the plannjng district with the next
highest wage level. This is by far the largest discontinuity in the data
distribution. Figure 2 shows a plot of mean PDe average weekly wages for the
period from the second quarter of 1985 through the first quarter of 1986. The
Northern Virginia planning district (which includes Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun,.
Prince William, Alexandria, Fairfax City, Falls Church, Manassas, and
Manassas Park) has an average weekly wage which is 17.56 percent greater
than the next highest planning district (Richmond City and surrounding areas).
The Richmond district was only 3.68 percent higher than the next district.

The data base used in this approach has some limitations. An
analysis that would specifically compare professions that are directly
competitive with the types of positions available in school divisions would be
better. That analysis could even be further refined by trying to control for
different variables, such as years of experience, education background, and
other factors. However, such an analysis would be extremely complex and
cannot be handled as part of a broad distribution study.

Nonetheless, the average weekly wage data base strongly suggests a
major difference in the Northern Virginia. regional wage market. This finding is
consistent with the findings from the Department of Personnel and Training
(DPT) salary surveys, which have been used by the State to establish a wage
differential for State employees in Northern Virginia. DPT salary survey data
are used to calculate step differences between the salary ranges for Northern
Virginia employees and the salary ranges for the rest of the State. To develop
an adjustment approximating State salary practices, the step differences
defined by DPT for different job classes were converted into percent
increases. A prevailing percent difference was calculated' across all the job
classes. This percentage was 12.53.

Thus, one possible adjustment would be to recognize salary levels in
the Northern Virginia PDe that are 12.53 percent above the statewide linear
weighted average. DPT may be able to refine the analysis by providing
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Figure 2

Average Weekly Wage Data
by Planning Districts
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PO 7 = Lord Fairfax
P012 = West Piedmont
PO 6 =central Shenandoah
PO 4 =New River Valley
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separate salary adjustments for types of positions, based on their salary survey
data. The total cost of a 12.53 percent adjustment across all positions,
however, would be $129.7 million during the 1988-90 biennium, of which
approximately $52.1 million would be State cost.

In general, the use of a cost-of-competing index does not bring
salary recognition to actual salary levels offered by the school divisions in the
Northern Virginia planning district. The difference may be attributed to local
choice or aspiration. For example, Table 6 shows a comparison of FY 1986
Arlington and Fairfax County average teacher salaries and the linear weighted
average for FY 1986 multiplied times 1.1253. Arlington and Fairfax actual
salaries are still significantly higher than those recognized with a 12.53 percent
adjustment.

Table 6

ARLINGTON AND FAIRFAX COUNTY TEACHER SALARIES
COMPARED TO PREVAILING SALARIES WITH ADJUSTMENTS

FOR COST OF COMPETING

Actual Linear Weighted Average
Salary Times 1.1253 Adjustment

Arlington (elementary) $27,512 $19,687 x 1.1253 =$22,154
Fairfax County (elementary) $28,791 $19,687 x 1.1253 =$22,154

Arlington (secondary) $35,893 $21,073 x 1.1253 =$23,713
Fairfax County (secondary) $30,547 $21,073 x 1.1253 = $23,713

Source: JLARC analysis of FY 1986 Annual School Report data.

PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

A substantial portion of pupil transportation costs are funded under
basic aid. In FY 1986, for example, the linear weighted average applied across
all localities calculates costs of $138,266,224. Pupil transportation
categoricals provided funding of only $32,962,556 in that year. Under the
current system, the categorical funding is subtracted off the top from
calcula.ted costs, and the remainder is divided into State and local 'shares under
the basic aid formula.

._. Costs covered by the basic aid formula are translated into a single
statewide per-pupil amount. But transportation cost data indicate that a single
value per ADM cannot be used to represent satisfactorily the pupil
transportation costs of localities. Transportation costs vary considerably, and
there are factors that are largely beyond local control or choice that would
appear to affect at least some of that variation.
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JLARC staff examined factors largely beyond local control to see
whether they were associated with variation in per-pupil costs. The
transportation costs of "regular" pupils (those riding regular DOE-approved
school buses), exclusive schedule pupils (handicapped pupils requiring a separate
form of transportation service on exclusive schedule buses), and special
arrangement pupils (those handicapped pupils requiring transportation services
other than those provided by exclusive schedule buses) were kept separate in
the analysis because the costs for the different types of pupils are very
different.

Analysis indicated that for the regular and exclusive schedule cost
data, the two most important distinguishing factors were area of the locality
-(in square miles) and the scale of operation (represented by the average daily
attendance of transported pupils). Examination of the land -areas of all school
divisions with pupil transportation programs indicated that the localities fall
into two main groups: those with less than 80 square miles, and those with 80
or more square miles. But examination of the number of transported pupils for
all school divisions indicated no clearly distinguishable groups based on that
factor. Therefore, localities were grouped according to where they stood in
relation to each other: lower, middle, and upper thirds. (See Appendix B for
the locality clusters used in the analysis of regular pupils).

For each of these two data sets, the localities were grouped
according to area size and scale of operation, and prevailing per-pupil costs
using a linear weighted average of the costs within each group were
calculated. These prevailing per-pupil costs are presented in Table 7.

On the other hand, no factors beyond local control appeared to be
associated with per-pupil. costs in the special arrangement data. The prevailing
special arrangement per-pupil cost was $1,399.

The total State-recognized operating cost of pupil transportation for
each division was calculated as follows. For regular pupils, the ADA of regular
pupils transported was multiplied by the appropriate prevailing per-pupil cost
for that locality. Similar multiplications were made for exclusive schedule and
special arrangement pupils. Then the products were summed.

Also, two additional types of cost to each locality were recognized.
The State Board of Education recommends that approved school buses be
replaced after 12 years of service. Therefore, for each division the number of
State-recognized school buses was divided by 12, and then multiplied by the
State contract cost of a new bus.

The number of State-recognized school buses was determined in
three steps. The first was to determine the division-wide prevailing number of
buses per hundred pupils transported for regular and for exclusive schedule
pupils separately, for each locality cluster. Second, for each division, the
appropriate prevailing number of buses per pupil was multiplied by the
locality's corresponding number of pupils. Third, the nwnber of
State-recognized buses was then defined as either this calculated number of
buses, or the actual number of approved school buses in the division if it was
lower. The State contract cost used was for a 64-passenger bus with hydraulic
brakes, and was $23,311 in FY 1988.
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Table 7

PREVAILING PER-PUPIL COSTS FOR TRANSPORTATION

Regular Pupils:
Relative Number of Pupils Transported

Low Third Medium Third High Third
Area of Division

Small
~e

Exclusive Schedule Pupils:

$ 74
$194

$117
$157

$117
$129

Area of Division

Relative Number of Pupils Transported
Low Third Medium Third High Third

Small
Large

$ 908
$1,978

$ 908
$1,553

Source: JLARC analysis of 1985-86 data from DOE pupil transportation
services.

The other additional type of cost has to do with those divisions in
which pupils ride public transit buses. For each division, the number of pupils
riding public transportation was multiplied by the comparable prevailing
regular per-pupil cost, to determine a cost estimate for transporting these
pupils.

For each locality, then, the total State-recognized pupil
transportation program cost is the sum of: the regular pupil operating cost; the
exclusive schedule pupil operating cost; the special arrangement pupil
operating cost; bus replacement costs; and costs of pupils riding public-transit.
The JLARC staff conclusion is that adopting the proposed transportation cost
approach would recognize real differences in costs that are brought about by
two factors largely beyond local control: area, and number of transported
pupils. Therefore, pupil equity would be improved.

SOQ COSTS WITH REFINEMENTS

Table 8 shows total SOQ costs with recognition of basic, special, and
vocational positions" required above 57 per 1,000; use of a cost of competing
adjustment for Northern Virginia; use of the new pupil transportation
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methodologies; and inclusion of the proposed new standards for 1988-90. The
total cost for ~e biennium is estimated to be $6,213,388,897.

Instructional personnel costs, including fringe benefits, are
approximately 65 percent of the total cost of the standards for the biennium.
SOQ support costs make up the remaining 35 percent. In comparison to the
estimated SOQ costs under the existing approach as shown in Table 4, this
estimate represents a $156 million increase. The increase in instructional
salaries and fringe benefits is the result of the cost of competing in Northern
Virginia and the increase in the number of instructional positions recognized.

Table 8

COST OF THE STANDARDS OF QUALITY
USING JLARC STAFF REVISED COST ANALYSIS

Instructional Biennium Total
Personnel FY 1989 FY 1990 Total

Basic Instruction $1,355,217,481.44 $1,447,244,480.12 $2,802,461,961.57
Basic Aides 3,010,427.73 3,148,138.65 6,158,566.37
Special Education 116,085,921.15 128,753,161.84 244,839,082.99
Special Education

Aides 10,696,007.06 11,433,066.66 22,129,073.72
Vocational Education 51,511,718.71 56,961,346.95 108,473,065.66
GiftedlTalented 26,235,974.93 28,039,514.09 54~75,489.02

Remedial Education 30,571,941.83 32,683,491.86 63,255,433.69

Instructional Fringe
Benefits 359,691,386.62 386,777,294.71 746z468,681.33

TOTAL I $1,953,020,859.47 $2,095,040,494.89 $4,048,061,354.36
~--~~~--~~----~~--~~-~--~-~~~~-~~-~-~---~--~~~-~~~--~~~--~~~---~----~-~-~~-~

SOQ Support

Basic Operating
Support 933,897,319.17 990,877,543.94 1,924,774,863.11

Support Fringe
Benefits 87,281,225.97 93,447,972.87 180,729,198.83

Special Education
59,823,480.87Support 28,780,543.87 31,042,936.99

TOTAL $1,049,959,089.01 $1,115,368,453.79 $2,165,327,542.81

-~-~~~~~~---------~-~----~-~-~---~-~--~--~~--~-~--~~~---~-~--~-~--~~~~-~--~-

TOTAL SOQ COSTS $3,002,979,948.49 $3,210,408,948.68 $6,213,388,897.17

Source: JLARC analysis of Department of Education and local school division data.
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IV. MEASURING LOCAL ABILITY TO RAISE REVENUE
AND CALCULATING LOCAL SHARES

Tax equity is another high-priority goal for distributing SOQ funds to
localities in Virginia. Because not all localities have equal financial resources,
the goal of tax equity focuses on the idea that without State support, local
efforts required to pay for foundation education costs can be disproportionate.

The application of the tax equity concept involves providing State
aid to help compensate for disparities in ability to pay for the foundation
program. Therefore, the less a locality's ability to pay, the more State funding
it should receive. Promotion of tax equity in State funding should help ensure
that localities will not face disproportionate tax burdens to meet their local
share of SOQ costs, and should also improve the ability of poorer localities to
allocate additional local revenues to fund local education goals.

The first key step in addressing tax equity is to assess each locality's
ability to generate local revenue to pay for its education program. In most
states, local school districts form special taxing districts and receive a
substantial portion of their revenue from the taxes they levy on property values
within the districts. Consequently, education funding formulas to distribute
State aid tend to rely on real estate values as a measure of the local resources
available.

Virginia's situation regarding the local financing of schools differs
substantially from most other states. Local school districts themselves have no
taxing authority. Instead, they receive revenues from local governments,
whose resources are not limited to property values.

Local governments in Virginia collect three general types of
revenue. General property tax sources include real property, merchants
capital, machinery and tools, and tangible personal property. Nonproperty tax
sources include sales and consumer utility taxes, franchise licenses,
business/professionalJoccupationallicenses, fees for recordation and wills, fees
from admissions and amusements, restaurant taxes, cigarette taxes, and other
sources. Nontax sources include fines and forfeitures, permits/privilege
fees/regulatory licenses, charges for services, and revenue from use of. money
and property. The single predominant source of local government-revenue in
Virginia is real property, which is composed of real estate and real property
from public service corporations. While reliance on real property revenues
varies substantially across localities, in aggregate real property revenues
account for less than half of all local revenues Statewide.

A variety of other revenue sources comprise the remaining
proportion of Statewide local revenues. Figure 3 shows the proportion of total
stateWide revenue accounted for by each source. In addition, Exhibit 2
provides some background information on the different revenue sources.

Because there are many different revenue sources available to local
governments, a broad measure of local resources is needed. Measuring local
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Figure 3

Local Revenue Sources in Virginia

Real Estate Property Tax
420/0

Tax on the
Real Property &Tangible Personal

Property of Public Service Corporations
3%

Tangible
Personal Property Tax

13010

Machinery &
Tools Tax

1.6%

Other Taxes
5.04%

Local Optional Sales Tax
9010

Business, Professional
& OcaJpationai Ucense Fees

4.8%

Non-Tax Revenue
Sources
14.340/0

Note: Percentages represent proportion of local revenue statewide.

Source: JLARC staff analysis of Auditor of Public Accounts data for FY 1986.

resources in Virginia has been an evolving process, which began with the use of
real estate measures only, and included the development of the composite
index and revenue capacity (which are both multi-component measures) in
more recent years. From 1946 until the early 1970s, the formula used to
measure local. wealth <and to distribute state education funds) relied solely on
the true value of real estate for each locality. When this component was solely
used in a formula, the real estate tax represented a larger proportion of locally
raised revenue•

._- Major changes in the interim included the adoption of local option
.sales taxes and the urbanization of many localities, which subsequently led to
the expansion of many nonproperty-tax sources of revenue. By FY 1970, only
50 percent of locally raised revenue came from the real property tax, 10
percent from sales tax, and 40 percent from all other property and nonproperty
taxes as well as miscellaneous revenue sources.
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Exhibit 2

LOCAL REVENUE SOURCES

Real estate property taxes. are levied on land from urban and suburban family
residences, multi-family residences, commercial and industrial properties, and
agricultural properties, as well as OD buildings and improvements to these
properties.

Public service corporation (PSC) real. property taxes are levied on land,
buildings, machinery, water lines, stock in inventory, and other physical assets
of utility companies (e.g., r8.iltOadS, telephone and telegraph, water, heat,
light, power, and pipeline companies). .

TaDgible personal property taxes are levied on commercial and residential
property which may be seen, weighed, measured, or touched, such as motor
vehicles and office equipment.

PSC tangible personal property taxes are levied OD automobiles and trucks.
The tax is equal to the rate levied OD residential and commercial tangible
personal property.

A machinery and tools tax is levied on the value of all machinery and tools
owned by a manufacturer as of January 1 of each year. The rate is set by each
locality and limited to the rate established for other tangible personal property.

A business, professional. and occupationalliceose <BPOL) fee may be imposed
on retailers, professionals, and repair services, in lieu of a merchants' capital
tax. .

A merchants' capital tax is imposed by all counties (DO cities may levy this
tax). Localities may use this tax or BPOL, but not both, for any single
classification of merchant.

A local option sales tax of one percent is levied by all loc~ties in Virginia. It
is added to the State 3.5 percent sales tax.

A CODSUDler utility tax is a percentage of utility charges (e.g., telephone or
electricity).

A motor vehicle license fee is levied by most localities, and ranges between
$1.00 aDd $25.00. In most cases, a separate fee is levied for vehicles under and
over two tODS. .

Other taxes include taxes on utility licenses, bank franchises (stock), deeds and
wills, traDsient occupancyt meals, admissiODS, cigarettes, coal road im­
provements, and coal severances.

Non-tax revenue sources include permits, privilege fees, regulatory licenses,
f'mes and forfeitures, charges for services (e.g., sanitation), revenue from use
of money and property, aDd others.

Source: JLARC staff analysis of Auditor of Public Accounts and Department
of Taxation Virginia tax information.
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It was evident to commlSslons studying State education funding
around that time (the 1968-69 McMath Commission, and the 1972-1973 Task
Force on Financing the SOQ) that real property could not accurately represent
all locally raised revenues. Because most local tax bases are a mixture of
several different sources, a multi-component formula to measure ability to
raise revenue was needed.

THE COMPOSITE INDEX

The composite index, developed for the Governor's 1972-1973 Task
Force on Financing the SOQ, recognizes that property is not the only source of
local revenue. The index is currently used in the basic school aid formula to
determine for each locality the proportion of SOQ basic operating costs to be
funded locally and by the State. The formula distributes State education funds
by requiring the State to pay a greater percentage of the education bill in
relatively poor localities. A higher index indicates greater local capacity and a
higher local share; a lower index indicates less local capacity and a lower local
share.

The composite index is illustrated in Figure 4. It compares the "size"
of each locality's tax base (relative to its population and its ADM) with the
collective statewide "size" of local tax bases (relative to statewide population
and ADM).

In the calculation of the composite index, as shown in Figure 4, the
true value of real property is weighted 50 percent, the level of personal income
is weighted 40 percent, and taxable retail sales are weighted 10 percent. The
weights were originally based on the proportion of revenue derived from each
major tax source in 1970. In addition, the composite index is standardized by
both ADM and population weighted 2/3 and 1/3, respectively. Population 'was
included in the standardization to provide some assistance to the State's major
w-ban centers.

Wbile the composite index represents an important advance in
measuring local revenue bases, the application of statewide weights (50/40/10)
to determine the importance of different revenue sources for each locality is a
major limitation. That is, the index does not adjust for local variation in the
importance of the tax bases. Although the factors used in the measure are
reasonable components of local ability to pay, the importance of each revenue
source can vary widely by locality. For instance, in FY 1986, real property
accounted for 14 percent of Wise County's revenue and 82 percent of Surry
County's revenue. Also, counties are far more reliant on real property taxes
than are cities; real property revenue accounts for 49 percent and 39 percent
for counties and cities, respectively. This difference reflects a more
diversified tax base and greater taxing powers for cities.

.-. In addition, the 50/40110 weights have not been .updated to reflect
changing local revenue bases. This weighting scheme reflected aggregate local

\ dependence on the three sources of revenue in FY 1970, but over time, local
dependence has shifted. The JLARC report State Mandates on Local
Governments and Local Financial Resources found that in 1982 real property
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Figure 4

Composite Index and Basic School Aid Formula

COMPOSITE INDEX

• ADM Component =

Local True Values . Local Personal Income Local Taxable Retail Sales

local ADM LocaIAOM Local ADM
.5 + .4 + .1

State True Values State Personal Income State Taxable Retail Sales

State ADM State ADM State ADM

• Population Component =

Local True Values Local Personal Income Local Taxable Retail Sales

local Population
.4

Local Population
.1

Local Population
.5 + +

State True Values State Personal Income State Taxable Retail Sales

State Population State Population State Population

• Local Composite Index =

.6667 x ADM Component + .3333 x Population ·Component

2

BASIC AID FORMULA

• Local Share (Required Local Expenditure) =

fBasic Operating X Locall State sale:l X Locall.kCost Per Pupil AO~ - Tax J Composite Index

• State Share =

I"Basic Operating X LocallLCost Per Pupil AO~

Source: JLARC Staff analysis.
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taxes had declined to 47 percent of local revenues. By FY 1986, real property
represented only 45 percent of total local revenue, the local-option sales tax
represented nine percent, and revenue from other local sources increased to 46
percent. Thus, the largest component is now revenue from other sources -- 46
percent of total. revenue. If these shifts continue to occur, the accuracy of the
composite index will further diminiSh, creating the potential for significant
"·-:tortion in localities where the composition of the tax base differs
~~icantlyfrom the statewide weights.

REVENUE CAPACITY

Revenue capacity is a more refined measure of l~al fiscal capacity
than the composite index. The revenue capacity measure is based on the
"average tax rate" approach of the U.S. Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations. The Tayloe Murphy Institute and the Institute of
Government at the University of Virginia adapted this measure for use in
Virginia. Since its inception, it has been further revised and updated in the
19805 by JLARC and the Commission on Local Government.

The measure computes the potential revenues that the localities can
raise or produce if they impose or levy statewide average tax rates for each of
the major tax instruments. That is, the major tax bases in a locality are
multiplied times the average Statewide tax rate for those tax bases:

Local Tax Base X Statewide Average Rate = Potential Revenue Yielded

The sum of revenues yielded across the different tax bases is the
revenue capacity of the locality, given the use of average tax rates. Figure 5
illustrates the revenue capacity calculation. The use of statewide average tax
rates is beneficial because it provides a uniform expectation of local. ability to
tap revenue from revenue sources, and provides a direct method of summing
the different tax bases of a locality on a comparable basis.

Comparison of -Composite Index and Revenue Capacity Measures

The composite index and the revenue capacity measures are simjlar
in certain respects. Both measures recognize that real property is not the only
source of locally raised revenue, even though it is the single most important
source. Both are used to measure the capacity of several local revenue sources
or measure local abilities to raise revenue to support public services. Both
address the true value of real property, the local option sales tax, and the need
to proxy "other" local revenue sources. And both focus solely on local
revenues, rather than including any federal funds made available to localities,
such as impact aid. (Federal regulations ·prohibit the use of impact aid in
Virginia!s education formula.) Revenue capacity as traditionally calculated,
however, offers several improvements over the current composite index.

Capturing the Local Importance of Tax Bases. In the revenue
capacity measure, the weights vary across localities and depend on the relative
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Figure 5

Computing Revenue Capacity

Revenue Capacity =
[Estimated True Value of Real Estate Property] x [Statewide Average Tax Rate]

[Estimated True Value ofPSC Propeny] x [Statewide Avemge Tax Rate]

[Nwnber of Motor Vehicles] x [Statewide Average Personal Property Tax Rate]

[Number of Motor Vehiclesl x [Statewide Average of Local-Motor
Vehicle License Fees]

+
+

Sales Tax Revenue

fAG!] x [Average "Other" Tax Rate]

Source: JLARC graphic of Commission on Local Government data.

size of the tax bases in each. locality (asslJrning average tax rates). But under
the composite index, the weights do not vary across localities, since the three
tax base components used in this calculation are each weighted ·by the
statewide average reliance of localities on these sources. Under the composite
index, a locality with a high level of revenue-producing capability from a tax
source given a low weight by the statewide average would not have this
capability fully captured.

Utilizing More Precise Proxies than Income to Represent Certain
Revenue Sources. In the composite index, total local income is used as a proxy
for an revenue sources other than real property and taxable sales. This proxy
constitutes 40 percent of the measure. In the revenue capacity measure, on
the other hand, the importance of the income proxy has been reduced to about
31 percent. Both tangible personal property revenue and motor vehicle license
revenue are measured as separate components, with the use of better proxies.
The proxy used for both of these components is the number of registered motor
vehicles.
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Estimating Absolute as Well as Relative Ability to Raise Revenue.
While the composite index measures tax bases, revenue capacity measures the
revenues that may be derived from tax bases. Thus, revenue capacity can be
used to not only indicate relative ability to raise revenue, but also to indicate
revenues in dollars that localities can raise if average tax rates are applied.
Although the composite index indicates relative ability to raise revenue in ratio
form, it does not provide a dollar estimate of local tax revenues available for
any locality.

Overall Assessment of Revenue Capacity and Composite Index

Overall, the composite index is a "prototype" attempt to reduce
reliance on real estate as a sole measure of local wealth, and. to account for
the diversity in local revenue resources. However, the weights used in the
composite index are not representative of the wide variations in local
dependence on each major revenue source. Although 50 percent is the
statewide weight for real property, between 14 and 82 percent of local revenue
is actually derived from this source. On the other hand, revenue capacity is
sensitive to variations by locality in the importance of different tax bases. The
"weights" for different revenue sources vary by locality, and depend on the
relative size of the tax bases as measured at average tax rates.

Calculating Local Shares Using Revenue Capacity

The revenue capacity measure can be used to calculate a local share
for equalized SOQ funds, in a manner similar to that used for computing the
composite index. The first step is to calculate the local revenue ratio, which is
defined as:

Local Revenue Capacity

Standardizing Unit

Statewide Revenue Capacity

Standardizing Unit

The "standardizing unit" could be either population or ADM. A locality with a
ratio greater than 1.0 can raise more revenues per unit than the State average.
A ratio less than 1.0 means less revenues can be raised per unit.

Like the composite index, the local revenue capacity ratio can
reflect both population and ADM simultaneously:

Local
Reven~e ._;., 1 /3
Capacity -
Ratio

Local Revenue Capacity

Local PopUlation

Statewide Revenue Capacity

Satewide PopUlation
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The weights of 1/3 for the population component and 2/3 for the ADM
component that are used in the composite index are retained in this
illustration, although they could vary from 100 percent use of the population
component to 100 percent use of the ADM component. The JLARC staff
analysis indicated that ADM should be given greater weight than population to
achieve tax equity.

The second step is to recognize the statewide split of program
funding between the State and localities. For example, basic aid is currently
funded based OD a 50-50 split between the State and localities collectively.
Some individual localities have local shares above 50 percent, while others have
shares below, but statewide the aggregate local share comes to approximately
a 50-50 split.

The final step is to calculate the local share for each locality, which
is called the "local revenue index" when this method is used. The local share of
a given locality is calculated by multiplying the aggregate local share of
program funding times the local revenue capacity ratio:

Local Revenue
Capacity Ratio x

Total Local Share -or Program Funding - Local Share

A locality with a higher per-unit revenue capacity than the statewide average
has a higher SOQ local revenue capacity ratio, and therefore a higher local
share. A locality with a lower per-unit revenue capacity than the statewide
average has a lower SOQ local revenue capacity ratio, and therefore a lower
~&share. .

'EQUALIZED EFFORT

Another approach to determining State and local shares that builds
on the revenue capacity concept is called equalized effort. This section first
discusses how local SOQ "effort" is defined, and then discusses how the
equalized effort concept works.

Measuring Local Effort to Pay Local Share of SOQ

Different distribution options can be evaluated for tax equity by
examining the effort localities must put forward to meet local cost
responsibilities. That is, in order to assess various distribution options in terms
of tax equity, it is necessary to have a measure of the effort each locality is
required to devote to its share of the SOQ. Operationally, local. effort is the
locality's required local expenditures for the SOQ in a given year, divided by its
reven~~ capacity measure:

Local Share of SOQ Costs in Dollars
SOQ Effort =

Local Revenue Capacity in Dollars
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This measure of local effort may be·regarded as a local "tax rate for
the SOQ." For instance, if the ratio of required local expenditures to revenue
capacity for a sample locality is 0.3, this ratio means that the locality must
levy 30 percent of the statewide average tax rate, on all tax bases, in order to
pay for its required local share of the SOQ program. If, through a distribution
formula, the effort ratios for all localities are equal, then all localities are
effectively required to levy the same tax rate to pay for their share of the
State mandated SOQ. That "same" tax rate is some percentage of the
statewide average tax rates used in computing revenue capacity.

"Perfect" tax equity, if the definition of tax equity is taken to its
fullest extent, is achieved when a funding system distributes funds so that
effort is the same for all localities. In such a case, the standard deviation of
observations from the mean is zero. The standard deviation is a statistical
measure of the spread, or dispersion, of data points around the mean. Data
concentrated tightly around the mean will have a small standard deviation.
Distributions which have observations spread out in long "tails" will have a
large standard deviation. Therefore, the more equitable the distribution
system, the tighter the distribution of local effort around the mean, and the
smaller the standard deviation. If there is a large variation in effort, then the
funding mechanism is doing a poor job of offsetting differences in ability to pay
for education services.

The calculation of SOQ effort enables us to see the relative
proportion of a locality's revenue capacity that will be consumed to meet local
SOQ costs under different distribution options. For each distribution option,
SOQ effort percentages can be compared across localities, and therefore, the
amount of SOQ costs for a foundation program to be funded by the State and
localities (in aggregate) can be determined as well. Changes to the current
distribution system can be assessed for their impact by comparing the resulting
variance in effort with that of the current system.

Assessing Equalized Effort

Under an "equalized effort" approach, each locality is expected to
contribute the same proportion of revenues from its tax base to pay for a given
program. Prior to the work of the 1972-73 SOQ Task Force, Virginia usedl a
variation of equalized effort for its major equalized account, the "Minimum
Education Program" fund (MEP). Each locality was expected to contribute the
yield from a 60 cent per hundred true tax rate applied to full values of real
property in a base year. State MEP funding was then distributed to meet the
difference between what the locality raised by applying this tax rate (plus 'what
it received from other funding sources) and the calculated total cost of the
minimum program.

In its first report, the 1972-73 Task Force on Financing the SOQ also
recommended an equal minimum effort approach, suggesting a req~ed 80 to
85 cenf--true tax rate. A concern of the Task Force, as well as of earlier
commissions studying Virginia's funding formula, was the exclusive use of real
property as the measure of local ability. As a result, for the second task force
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report, equal minimum effort from the real. property tax base was replaced as a
concept by the cpmposite index currently in use.

However, Virginia would no longer be limited to the use of a real
property measure if the equalized effort concept were applied. Required
effort could be defined as a proportion of revenue capacity.

Under this approacht the State would decide the level of effort that
would be expected from localities in support of SOQ costs. To implement this
approach, the State could determine the aggregate portion of statewide SOQ
costs that localities should pay. Required effort for localities would be
calculated by taking the required .. aggregate local expenditure (total SOQ costs
for the program times the required aggregate local share) and dividing it by the
total statewide revenue capacity of all localities:

Required
Effort

Total SOQ Required
Costs x Local Share-- Total Statewide

Revenue Capacity

For example, the calculation of required local effort could produce a result of
0.25. This required local effort would be applied as a constant figure to each
locality in the State, meaning that each locality would be required to pay 25
percent of its revenue capacity to meet its SOQ program costs. The State
would fund the difference between what the locality could raise at the
specified level of effort and its SOQ program cost.

There are various factors to consider about the equalized effort
approach for determining local SOQ contributions. First, under this approacht

more State aid would go to poorer localities because at a given effort, poorer
localities can raise less money than. can wealthier localities. VariatioDS on the
equalized effort approach are common in states with foundation education cost
systems. A situation other states have encountered is that some of the
wealthiest localities at the required effort level can pay for the entire costs of
their foundation programs. Consequently, equalized effort can have a strong
impact in compensating for local disparities in ability to pay; but (ew states
have found it acceptable to provide no state aid to localities able to raise the
foundation cost from the required effort. Therefore, they tend to implement
state aid funding floors or local share ceilings.

REMAINING ISSUES FOR MEASURING LOCAL ABILITY TO RAISE REVENUE

._. There are additional issues that apply to the use of the composite
index or revenue capacity: (1) the choice of an income measure for use in the
calculations, (2) the use of an income adjustment when calculating local shares,
and (3) the recognition of land-use taxation practices in the calculation.
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Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) versus Personal Income (PI)

A respect in which the composite index and revenue capacity differ
is the income data used in the income proxy. The composite index has
traditionally used personal income (PI); revenue capacity has traditionally used
adjusted gross income (AGD. Each income measure has some limitations.

Limitations of Personal Income. Problems have been identified in
the past with Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) personal income estimates.
Problems arise because of reporting difficulties involving zip codes, place of
residence, and census data. Also, BEA will not provide personal income
estimates for 1985 until April 1988. In addition, the Office of the U.5.
Secretary of Commerce has sent an official statement to the Governor of
Virginia confirming that BEA will. no longer provide separate income estimates
for cities with populations less than 100,000. Therefore, estimates would be
available from BEA for only 9 of the 41 cities in Virginia. BEA has indicated
that the data necessary to determine the personal income measure could be
available for Virginia to do the analysis. The Office of the State Secretary of
Education is pursuing this possibility, but the ldata will not be available for the
1988-90 budget.

Limitations of AGI. AGI and PI do not measure the same exact types
of income. On the one hand, AGI includes short-term capital gains, some
long-term capital gains, and personal contributions for social insurance (for
example, social security). On the other hand, AGI excludes transfer payments,
social security payments, unemployment compensation, certain fringe benefits,
wages in-kind, tax-exempt dividends and interest, and income of persons not
required to file a tax return (such as students, individuals with income far
below the poverty level, and military personnel who do not claim Virginia
residency).

AGI can also be overestimated in localities near the bordering states
of North Carolina and Tennessee. Residents of these states who are employed
in Virginia have Virginia income taxes withheld from their paychecks. Then
they are required to file a Virginia income tax return to obtain a refund of
these taxes. The income of these non-residents thus shows up in AGI, but
Virginia localities may not be able to tap much revenue from them.

Conclusion. The availability of personal income data for all
localities has been a source of major concern. AGI is a viable alternative,
although its disadvantage is that it excludes more types of income than
personal income. Either personal income or AGI could theoretically be used as
proxies in either the composite index or revenue capacity. However, in July
1986, the Attorney General expressed the view that a legislative directive
would be necessary to use AGI to represent the Appropriations Act concept of
"individual income" in the basic aid formula.

IncomeuAdjustment to Local Share Calculation

The composite index and the revenue capacity measure both attempt
to measure local government ability to pay for public programs. Both are
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based on the assumption that local governments derive equal abilities to pay
from equal tax bases. One critique of this type of approach that has been
raised in finance literature is that the ability to raise revenue is rooted in the
income of residents, even when an income tax is not available. For example, it
can be argued that localities with high-income residents can afford to levy
higher tax rates on property than localities with low-income residents.

An option to recognize this argument would be to use a relative
income measure to adjust local shares. One method for calculating such a
relative income measure would be to compare the median tax return for a
locality (median AGD with the median AGI statewide to construct an income
adjustment ratio:

Income Adjustment _
Ratio -

Local Median AGI

State Median AGI

SOQ Local ~hare with = Income Adjustment Ratio x SOQ Local Share
Income AdJustment

Resolution of the issue of whether or not an income adjustment
should be applied mostly depends on how ability to pay is viewed. Ability to
pay could be viewed in terms of tax equity for local government units, where
equal revenues -are to be derived from equal, separately identifiable tax bases
(this is the view implicit in the current composite index or the local revenue
index). If ability to pay is viewed instead as taxpayer equity for residents,
where equal revenues are to be derived from equal incomes, then income alone
could be used as a basis for calculating local shares. If ability to pay is viewed
as a combination of local government (tax) equity and taxpayer equity, then the
composite index or the local revenue index with an income adjustment could be
used.

Land Use Adjustment to Property Tax Calculations

One of the issues raised at the JLARC SOQ distribution workshops
was the question of whether the calculation of local ability to pay should
reflect local decisions to implement use-value taxation practices. The State
has a land use policy that gives localities the option of assessing certain.parcels
of land (such as agricultural property) at a lower use value rather than the fair
market value. Localities which implement a land use program argue that
because they cannot reap the full tax benefits of specially assessed lands, State
funding formulas should "discount" their value.

The recognition of land use in the funding formula is a policy choice.
JLARC staff sent a land use survey to localities implementing a land use
program, to assess the extent of these programs. Data were requested for a
particular year, so that the data obtained would be consistent with study data
for other local tax bases and revenues. Approximately 85 percent of the
surveys returned did Dot provide data for the correct year or contained other
data problems. In addition, follow-up calls indicate that data for the year
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needed will not be obtainable in about 25 percent of the localities
implementing land use without local reviews of the land books by parcel. These
data problems have made it impossible to calculate the impact of land use
within the time frame for this report.
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v. CHANGES TO SOQ DISTRmUTION
TO PROMOTE EQUITY

The preceding chapter has discussed several. different approaches to
measuring local ability to pay. The choice of a particular measure of local
ability to pay is only one of several choices that are impOrtant in determining
how the State distribution system should work, and how the State can
compensate for disparities in local abilities to pay.

This chapter contains a discussion of changes that could be made to
the SOQ distribution -system to promote equity. First, four distribution issues
which have not been covered are discussed: (1) the extent to which measures
of local ability to pay are used to distribute State fUnds and achieve
equalization goals, (2) the identification of required local expenditures for the
SOQ, (3) the allocation of special and vocational education funds, and (4) a
proposed change in the SOQ for remedial education with a distributional
impact. Second, illustrative SOQ funding options to promote equity are
described. Finally, key approaches to promoting equity and reducing disparity
are identified as a conclusion to the report.

EXTENT OF EQUALIZATION

In FY 1987 and FY 1988, 53.8 percent of State direct aid was
equalized, or distributed based on local ability to pay. Equalized fund accounts
included basic aid (the largest), the gifted and talented categorical, and
transition payments. This percentage was less than the 56.2 percent of funding
that was equalized in FY 1975, shortly after the SOQ Task Force's work, but
more than the post-Task Force low of 47.3 percent in FY 1981.

Advocates of keeping the split between equalized and unequalized
funding roughly at 50-50 percent have maintained that this achieves a balance
in State funding. The countering point of view is that a 50-50 split maintains a
balance only in the sense that the State distributes half of its funds equitably
(to compensate for local disparities and promote equity), and the other half
inequitably. Localities with lower abilities to pay are no more able to support
the costs of unequalized programs than they are able to support the programs
which have been equalized.

Review of the Equalization Issue

In its 1969 report, the Commission on the Constitutional Revision
indicated that some minimum level of State participation in education funding
is desirable in all localities, even those with the greatest ability to pay. The
reaso~was that matters of State concern should be accompanied by some State
financial participation.

Data about the current SOQ distribution system, however) raise a
concern that State participation may be too little in localities with low ability
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to pay and too much in localities with high ability to pay. Table 9 illustrates
the point with data from two Virginia localities, one with low and one with high
ability to pay. The locality with high ability to pay has seven times the
revenue capacity per pupil. While State basic aid per pupil is distributed on a
basis to help compensate for this disparity, more "other" State aid is actually
distributed per pupil to the high ability to pa~~ locality than to the low.

An analysis of the ten localities at the high end of ability to pay and
ten localities at the low end indicates a pattern consistent with that shown in
Table 9. The localities with the highest ability to pay received more State aid
per pupil from non-basic ai~ accounts than was received by those with the
lowest ability to pay, and received approximately 2/3 the State aid per pupil
overall.

Table 9

DIFFERENCE IN STATE AID TO LOCALITIES
WITH HIGH AND LOW ABILITY TO PAY

Revenue Capacity Per Pupil

State Basic Aid Per Pupil
"Other" State Aid Per Pupil
Total. State Aid Per Pupil

Locality With
Low Ability to Pay

$1,646

$1,116
796

$1,912

Locality With
High Ability to Pay

$11,510

$ 294
934

$1,228

Source: JLARC analysis of 1985-86 revenue capacity data from the
Commission on Local Government, and 1985-86 State aid data from
DOE.

The magnitude of the funding to the localities with high abilities to
pay results from several current distribution decisions that benefit those
localities. With respect to basic aid, all composite indices are capped at 0.80,
meaning that regardless of ability to pay, all localities have at least 20 percent
of their "after State sales tax" basic operating cost paid for.

In terms of "other" State aid, State sales tax dollars dedicated to
education are distributed based on school-age population, regardless of local
ability to pay. Also regardless of local ability to pay, 100 percent of major
fringe benefits for SOQ personnel are paid for in all localities by the State, up
to a salary cap or the locality's actual. salary, whichever is less. T'nis approach
is to tlie disadvantage of localities with less ability to pay, which tend to be
reimbursed at their lower actual. salaries. (Localities with greater ability to
pay tend to have higher a.ctual salaries and therefore more often receive full
funding to the State salary cap). 'Finally, major categorical grants, such as the
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special and vocational education add-ons, remedial funding, and pupil
transportation are distributed based on need, regardless of local ability to pay.

An important way in which the State can do more to compensate for
disparity in local ability to pay is by equalizing more funding. Additional
accounts that could be funded in part or completely on an equalized basis
include vocational education, special education, remedial education, pupil
transportation, and fringe benefits.

One concern that is frequently expressed about equalizing more
funding is that the programs to be equalized will be rolled into basic aid and
program identity will be lost. However, eqlJsJizing more funding does not mean
that accounts must be folded into basic aid. For example, under the current
system, gifted and talented 'funding is equalized, but it is - kept separately
identifiable. If special, vocational, or remedial accounts are equalized, these
programs could also remain separately identifiable.

This was a pupil equity issue as raised by JLARC SOQ workshop
participants, especially special education interest groups, who were concerned
that dollars not identified as special education funds may not be spent on
special education. This issue can easily be addressed by keeping the accounts
separately identified when they are equalized.

Addressing Potential Unintended Consequences of Greater Eql)sJization

Two of the accounts that are potential candidates for equalization -­
fringe benefits and pupil transportation -~ are currently funded by the State at
100 percent of recognized costs. A potentially unintended consequence of
pursuing equalization in these accounts is that the aggregate State percentage
contribution to SOQ and education funding could drop.

Fringe benefits are such a major cost catego" that the equalization
of these costs is important to promote tax equity. An approach to minimizing
the unintended consequences of equalizing these costs is to make incremental
increases in the State share for all. equalized accounts to offset the decline in
the State's contribution for fringe benefits.

REQUIRED LOCAL EXPENDITURES FOR SOQ

Currently the State monitors whether localities are spending
sufficient funds to meet their shares of SOQ costs. Under this- approach,
required local expenditures are equal to the local share of basic operating costs
(the local match for basic aid). However, the State distributes funds based on
SOQ needs for other programs, such as special and vocational education. The
current State share of these costs is 50 percent, leaving 50 percent in local
cost that is necessary to fully fund the SOQ.

JLARC analysis of FY 1986 funding indicates that if localities were
required just to match their share of basic aid, gifted and talented, and special
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and vocational education funding, 17 localities would not have fully funded
their share of the SOQ. Required local expenditure calculations should include
the special and vocational education accounts, as well as other SOQ accounts
for which there is a local share. This will. improve pupil equity by ensuring that
expenditures necessary to fully fund SOQ costs are actually made.

ALLOCATION OF SOQ SPECIAL AND VOCATIONAL ADD-ON FUNDS

JLARC staff cost calculations for the SOQ special and vocational
add-on accounts are specifically based on the State share of required
instructional salary costs for special and vocational education not already
included in basic aid. The calculations for the add-on accounts do Dot cover
support costs (such as supplies) for these programs~ because those costs are also
part of basic aid. The calculations also do not cover fringe benefit costs, which
are treated as part of the fringe benefit cost accounts.

The costs and funding from these two accounts, then, are calculated
as ·"add-ons" to the instructional salary costs already recognized in basic
positions. For example, the SOQ require one teacher per 25 pupils at the
secondary school level. Pupil-teacher ratios for some vocational education
classes, and for all self-contained special education classes, are less than 25. to
one. While a 25-to-one ratio is calculated for all pupils as "basic" personnel,
additional personnel are required to meet the lower ratios required for special
and vocational education.

Under current practice, the split of the six add-on positions for
special and vocational education has Dot been directly tied to the quantified
instructional personnel standards. Under the proposed JLARC staff approach,
position calculatioDS, State funding levels, and division allocations from these
accounts would be based on the "add-on" positions directly required by the
SOQ. Also, the funding would be equalized.

In some cases, localities request waivers from particular special
education class requirements. The position calculations do not attempt to
anticipate these requests, and the cost estimates are Dot therefore reflective
of waivers. DOE could adjust State funding and required local expenditures
where approved waivers reduce required SO.Q costs.

CHANGES TO THE SOQ FOR REMEDIAL EDUCATION

As discussed in Chapter m, the Board of Education has several new
proposals which will. affect SOQ costs. In addition, the Board has proposed a
new remedial education standard which entails a minimal difference in total
statewide costs, but which has an impact on the distribution of funds.

The proposed new standard recognizes nine instructional positions
per 1,000 pupils who have been identified as requiring remedial assistance
based on test scores. These remedial positions are recognized in all divisions.
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This is substantially different from the previous remedial standard for
elementary pupils, which only recognized remedial needs in localities whose
proportion of pupils identified as remedial. exceeded a threshold of 25 percent.
(The 1985-86 Appropriations Act reduced the funding threshold from 25 to 20
percent).

Advocates of the threshold approach maintain that it is appropriate
because it concentrates remedial funding in the divisions with the greatest
concentrations of remedial need. As with other SOQ, JLARC staff did not
evaluate the adequacy of the proposed remedial. standard, including the specific
issue of whether it provides sufficient resources to meet remedial needs where
they are concentrated. Howevert one aspect of the proposed standard clearly
promotes pupil equity: the recognition of remedial. needs in all divisions.
Under the threshold approach to remedial funding, divisions with substantial
numbers of pupils with remedial needs could still receive no recognition of
these costs because they did not meet the threshold requirement. The proposed
standard will ensure that all divisions have their needs for elementary
remediation taken into account.

ILLUSTRATIVE SOQ FUNDING OPTIONS

As part of this study, JLARC staff developed a framework for
assessing the impact of different choices. In this report, seven options are
provided to illustrate the framework and the impact of making distribution
choices (see Appendix C for option tables).

Certain factors (such as SOQ costs) were held constant across the
illustrative options to maintain comparability between options. All options
were thus based on the use of the cost refinements to promote pupil equity and
a 5.8 percent per year instructional salary goal, leading to a biennial SOQ cost
of $6.2 billion. The measure used to equalize, and the extent of equalization,
are two types of choices highlighted by the illustrative options.

A key point about each of the options is that they are "illustrative."
Many different combinations of choices can be involved in putting together a
funding package. Seven options are provided to illustrate some of these
choices and the JLARC study framework; it was felt that adding more options
would only add to the complexity of the presentation.

The purpose of the JLARC review was to identify funding issues,
develop ideas, perform analysis, and develop a framework for illustrating the
impact of different options. The purpose was not to develop the SOQ budget -­
the proposed budget may be different from any of the seven illustrative
options, based on the policy decisions of the executive branch and the General
Assembly.

Another key point about the data for the illustrative options is that
the data are "prelimiDary." As has long been the case with education cost
estimates, the data are sensitive to changes in many factors, such as ADM
projectioDS, sales tax revenue projections, and the identification of errors for
particular localities in State agency data bases.
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Overview of the illustrative Options

All of the illustrative options use the same cost factors, to maintain
consistency across options and to recognize choices that prorrote pupil equity.
These cost factors are: (1) recognize 57 instructional positions per 1,000 as a
floor, and more positions if required by SOQ, (2) use a 5.8 percent instructional
salary increase in both FY 1989 and FY 1990, (3) recognize a cost of competing
adjustment, (4) use the new pupil transportation cost method, and (5) include
the costs of the proposed Board of Education standards.

The first option, then, utilizes these cost asswnptions, and represents
a "least change" in its distribution approach. For example, the composite index
is used; it is standardized according to population and ADM based on the
current one-third, two-thirds weights. However, adjusted gross income is
substituted for personal income, because more recent AGI data are available,
and because provision of personal income data for independent cities of less
than 100,000 is being discontinued. More accounts than just basic aid and
gifted and talented are equalized (special education, vocational education,
remedial education, and pupil transportation), but instructional fringe benefits
are not. Local shares are capped at 80 percent, as under the current system
where DO locality must pay more than 80 percent of equalized costs. No
income adjustment is used, and the sales tax is·distributed based on school-age
population as it is under the current approach.

Option 2 is another option using the composite index, and it is the
same as Option 1 with two changes: (1) fringe benefits are equalized at a State
share of 90 percent in the second year of the biennium (FY 1990), and (2) all
other equalized accounts are equalized around a nominal 52 percent State share
instead of 50 percent, as an illustration of one approach to offsetting the
decrease in the State contribution due to the equalization of fringe benefits.

Options 3 and 4 are identical matches of Options 1 and 2, except that
the local revenue index is used instead of the composite index. Therefore,
comparisons of Option 1 with Option 3 and Option 2 with Option 4 illustrate
differences between the composite index and the local revenue index.

Option 5 illustrates the use of an income adjustment to local shares.
In this option, the income adjustment is applied to the local revenue index;
also, instructional fringe benefits are not equalized, and equalized accounts are
equalized around 50 percent. Thus, this option is the same as Option 3, except
an income adjustment is applied.

Option 6 also parallels Options 1 and 3 (same cost assumptions, no
equalization of instructional fringe benefits, equalization around 50 percent),
except that the equalized effort index is used instead of the composite index or
the local revenue index to calculate local shares. Thus, this option can be used
to compare the difference that equalized effort requires, compared to the use
of the composite or local revenue indices.

Option 7 is the same as Option 6, except that an income adjustment
is applied to the equalized effort index.
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For each of the seven options, a summary sheet of statewide results
and tables on locality results are provided in Appendix C.

Summary of Statewide Results

The statewide· results summaries, labeled "Analysis of the Standards
of Quality Costs and Apportionment to State and Local Governments," each
contain four tables on one sheet.

Table 1 indicates total State SOQ funding that is necessary under the
option, and the change that this funding level represents over both the "base
budget" and the previous biennium. For example, the column labeled "Total
Biennium Funding" indicates the total State funding level for the 1988-90
biennium necessary to pay the State share of the cost of this option. The
increase in funding that this constitutes compared to the "Base Budget" is equal
to the "Total Biennium Funding" for 1988-90 minus the FY 1988 funding level
multiplied by two. The increase in funding that "Total Biennium Funding"
constitutes compared to "Prev. Biennium" is equal to the funding required for
1988-90 under the option minus the State SOQ funding actually provided during
the 1986-88 biennium.

Table 2 summarizes some of the key choices or assumptions that are
used in the option, including the number of instructional positions recognized,
the salary bases, the salary increases, the cost of competing, the use of current
or new standards, the measure of ability to pay, the measure of income used as
a proxy, the accounts equalized, and the aggregate State shares applied by
account.

Table 3 shows the total costs of the SOQ that are required, without
respect to State and local shares. The data are displayed according to several
different cost categories.

Table 4 uses the total cost data from Table 3, but apportions the
costs into State and local portions. The data are displayed by State SOQ
funding categories.

Locality Results

There are two pages for each option showing locality results. These
sheets are titled "Division Cost - Allocation Summary." For each option,
several figures are provided by locality:

Foundation Cost. The data in this column represent the total SOQ
costs, both State and local, that are calculated for the 1988-90 biennium under
the particular option.

Local Share. This column shows the indices that are used to define
local shares for basic operating costs under the options. For example, an index
of 40.00 means that the locality pays 40 percent of basic operating costs, after
the State dedicated sales tax is subtracted.
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Local Cost. This column shows the total local portion of the SOQ
cost for the 1988-90 biennium under the particular option. The local portion of
the cost under all options is more than just the "required local expenditure" to
match basic aid. It includes the local share of categorical costs, such as
special education.

State Equalized Cost. This column shows total State SOQ aid for the
1988-90 biennium to be provided to the locality from equalized accounts. In
other words, this is State funding which is distributed based on ability to pay.

State Non-Equalized Cost. This column shows total State SOQ for
the 1988-90 biennium to be provided to the locality from non-equalized
accounts.

State Cost Difference. The State cost difference is equal to total.
State SOQ aid for the 1988-90 biennium ("State Equalized Cost" plus "State
Non-Equalized Cost") minus the base budget for level funding (FY 1988 funding
levels multiplied times two).

Local Effort. To calculate this statistic, the "Local Cost" column is
divided by two to calculate the average annual SOQ cost of the localities
during the 1988-90 biennium. This annual local SOQ cost in dollars is then
divided by 1985-86 revenue capacity in dollars, to provide an indication of the
relative "local effort" that localities must put forth to meet their SOQ costs.
For example, a local effort figure of 25.00 means that 25 percent of the
locality's 1985-86 revenue capacity would be consumed to meet their average
annual SOQ cost for the next biennium.

The seven illustrative options can be broadly summarized as follows:

• Option 1 -- Revised cost method, composite index, no change in
State share

• Option 2 -- Revised cost method, composite index, 52 percent
State share in FY 1990, phased equalization of fringe
benefits in FY 1990

• Option 3 -- Revised cost method, local revenue index, no change in
State share

.
• Option 4 -- Revised cost method, local revenue index, 52 percent

State share in FY 1990, phased equalization of fringe
benefits in FY 1990

• Option 5 -- Revised cost method, local revenue index with income
adjustment, no change in State share

...• Option 6 -- Revised cost method, equalized effort index, no change
in State share

• Option 7 -- Revised cost method, equalized effort index with
income adjustment, no change in State share
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CONCLUSIONS: FUTURE DIRECTIONS TO PROMOTE EQUITY

This report has focused on two goals that have the highest priority
within Virginia's framework for the Standards of Quality: pupil and tax equity.
To promote these goals, different approaches are available..

Promoting Pupil Equity through sog Funding

Pupil equity has been defined as the "provision of the resources
necessary for a meaningful foundation education program for all pupils." The
major analysis conducted to assess the costs of "pupil equity" has been to assess
the costs of Virginia's SOQ. The cost calculations have followed the standards.

Several broad concepts have been discussed within this report that
could promote pupil equity through the SOQ funding system. These concepts
include:

• Recognize instroctional positions beyond 57 positions per 1,000 pupils
for basic, special, and vocational education, where required by the

·SOQ.

• Recognize an adjustment for the cost of competing in regional wage
markets beyond local control.

• Recognize variations in pupil transportation based on locality land
area and number of pupils transported.

• Require local expenditures to meet the local portion of costs for all
SOQ programs, not just basic aid.

There are also budget implementation decisions that could impact
pupil equity. For example, JLARC staff cost calculations provide for fringe
benefits for SOQ personnel at prevailing salary levels.· Many school divisions do
not actually offer prevailing salaries. The current distribution system caps
fringe benefit payments to these localities at their actual salary levels.
Separately identifying fringe benefit payments and capping them at actual
salary levels may achieve greater State control over the ~ of funds.
However, the practice differs from SOQ salary funding (and many other parts
of SOQ funding), in which localities are given credit for prevailing salaries
whether or not they pay those salaries.

The justification for State funding of the prevailing salary level
regardless of whether particular localities provide for it is that some localities
may have their salaries constrained by a factor largely beyond local control: a
lack of local ability to pay. The same argument could be applied to fringe
benefits, for which it could be argued that capping payments to these localities
does not assist them in getting to the prevailing salary. Such a practice takes
funds away that were calculated on a prevailing basis, and therefore does not
promote pupil equity or help reduce disparity.
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Promoting Tax Equity by Compensating for Local Wealth Differences

In this study, the "disparity" issue was addressed as a tax equity and
not as a pupil equity issue. One measure of disparity in educati0n that is often
used is to compare the total per pupil expenditures of the highest and lowest
spending divisions, and use this to define a pupil equity issue. This type of
approach has some limitations.

First, there should be some expenditure variation, because different
pupils have different needs, and because some localities face some factors
beyond their control that increase costs. Second, Virginia's s~"Stem seeks to
ensure that a high-quality foundation program (the SOQ) shall be provided in
every division, not equal expenditures. Since all divisions are required to meet
the SOQ, if low-spending divisions are not providing programs of sufficient
quality, then a part of the process is not working -- either the standards do not
require enough, or local compliance with the SOQ are not adequately
monitored. DOE administrative review reports indicate that some of the
divisions among the lowest-spending in the State still meet SOQ and Standards
of Accreditation. Finally, the use of this measure as a measure of disparity
may tend to imply too close a link between quality and expenditures.

Instead, disparity was addressed in this study as a tax equity issue.
The issue identified was whether the State does enough to compensate for local
disparities in ability to pay for the SOQ. Key choices for tax equity include the
choice of a measure of local ability to pay, and the extent to which that
measure of ability to pay is used in the distribution of funds.

JLARC staff analysis indicates that revenue capacity measures local
ability to generate revenue more accurately than the composite index. An
important limitation of the composite index is that the weights attached to
different tax bases do not vary between localities. In all localities, the weight
attached to real property is 50 percent, sales tax 10 percent, and income as a
proxy for "other revenue" 40 percent. Locality r-eliance~on these soW'ces vary
over a wide range. Under revenue capacity, the implied "weight" varies
between localities, and depends on the relative size of the tax bases in each
locality, when the local tax bases are measured using average tax rates.

Despite the limitations of the composite index, it has become a
familiar measure and may be difficult to replace. There is another distribution
issue, however, that may be more important to addressing ta.", equity concerns:
the equalization of more funds. .

Additional funds that could be equalized include special, vocational,
and remedial education. There is no reason to assume that poor localities have
any more ability to pay for these programs than other programs. Other funds
that could also be equalized are pupil transportation and fringe benefits. These
two accounts are currently funded 100 percent up to certain caps; therefore,
equaliza!~onof these accounts would require some offsetting incre~e in State
funds to SOQ, if the level of State commitment is to stay the same.
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Promoting Pupil Equity by Increasing the Standards

Concerns about disparities in school division resource levels could
persist even if the funding improvements suggested in this report are
implemented. Such concerns about disparity as a pupil equity issue can best be
addressed by advancing what the Standards of Ql1ality require.

The 1969 report of the Commission on the Constitutional Revision
said that with respect to the SOQ, "the language of high quality' is intended to
convey the idea of a progressively higher statewide standard, achievable under
present conditions, but to be advanced as resources and circumstances
permit." The 1986 report of the Governor's' Commission on Excellence in
Education indicated that the current SOQ "have laid important groundwork,"
but also said that the gap between Virginia's best schools and its worst "is
simply too great."

Also, during the JLARC SOQ distribution workshop process, a
number of personnel from school divisions and education interest groups
maintained that the SOQ do not contain sufficient resource requirements.
Some participants indicated that on that basis, JLARC cost calculations should
be higher. For example, different groups argued that the personnel standards
do not provide sufficient positioDS, or that the extra costs of educating
economically disadvantaged pupils or providing English as a second language
are not adequately taken into account.

However, the issue of whether the SOQ are sufficient has not been a
part of this study's is scope. As an Atto~ey General opinion has stated, "•••

, what items shall comprise the Standards is a matter for the exercise of sound
judgement by the Board of Education, subject only to revision by the General
Assembly." In terms of the extra costs of educating certain types of pupilst

JLARC staff calculations followed the SOQ in each case where the standards
identify the extra resources required by those pupils. However, there are no
quantified personnel standards in the SOQ specifically pertaining to pupils such
as the economically disadvantaged or those speaking English as a second
language. If standards are defined that would help identify these needs, then
the JLARC staff cost approach can recognize the costs of these standards.
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APPENDIX A

TOTAL REQUIRED SOQ INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS PER 1,000 ADM*
WITH 51 AND 57 FLOORS

Locality

Positions Per 1,000
Adjusted ADM (Basic,
Gifted and Talented)

Positions Per 1,000
Unadjusted ADM (Special
and Vocational Education
Add-ons, Special Education
Aides, Remedial Education) Total**

Poquoson
Norton
Chesterfield
York
Virginia Beach
Hanover
Lancaster
Prince George
Wavnesboro
SpOtsylvania
Franklin County
Roanoke County
Rockingham
Madison
Tazewell
Charlotte
Campbell
Richmond County
Frederick
Lunenburg
Fluvanna
Staunton
Henrico
Dickenson
Prince William
Fauquier
Prince Edward
Nottoway
Clifton Forge
Alleghany Highlands
Orange
Manassas City
Washington
Loudoun
Fairfax .-<~ity

Fairfax County
Russell
Isle of Wight
Danville

52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0 ~

52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0

7.0
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.6
7.7
7.7
7.7
7.7
7.8
7.8
7.8
7.8
7.9
7.9
7.9
7.9
8.0
8.0
8.0
8.0
8.1
8.1
8.1
8.1
8.1
8.1
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.2
8.3
8.3
8.3
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59.0
59.4
59.5
59.6
59.6
59.7
59.7
59.7
59.7
59.8
59.8
59.8
59.8
59.9
59.9
59.9
59.9
60.0
60.0
60.0
60.0
60.1
60.1
60.1
60.1
60.1
60.1
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.2
60.3
60.3
60.3



APPENDIX A (Continued)

TOTAL REQUIRED SOQ INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS PER 1,000 ADM*
WITH 51 AND 57 FLOORS

Locality

Henry
Gloucester
Colonial Heights
Page
Colonial Beach
Chesapeake City
Salem
Bedford County
Bedford City
Cumberland
King George
Patrick
Franklin City
Hopewell
Stafford
Smyth
Hampton
Pulaski
Newport News
Halifax
South Boston
Buchanan
Wise
Hanisonburg
Martinsville
Portsmouth
Surry
Warren
Powhatan
Botetourt
Winchester
Northampton
Suffolk
Caroline
Petersburg
Appomattox
Westmoreland
James City
Williamsburg
Pittsylvania

Positions Per 1,000
Adjusted'ADM (Basic,
Gifted and Talented)

52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
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Positions Per 1,000
Unadjusted ADM (Special
and Vocational Education
Add-ons, Special Education
Aides, Remedial Education)

8.3
8.3
8.4
8.4
8.4
8.4
8.4
8.4
8.4
8.4
8.5
8.5
8.5
8.5
8.6
8.6
8.6
8.6
8.6
8.6
8.6
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.9
8.9
9.0
9.1
9.1
9.1
9.2
9.2
9.2
9.2

Total**

60.3
60.3
60.4
60.4
60.4
60.4
60.4
60.4
60.4
60.4
60.5
60.5
60.5
60.5
60.6
60.6
60.6
60.6
60.6
60.6
60.6
60.7
60.7
60.7
60.7
60.8
60.8
60.8
60.8
60.8
60.9
60.9
61.0
61.1
61.1
61.1
61.2
61.2
61.2
61.2



APPENDIX A (Continued)

TOTAL REQUIRED SOQ INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS PER 1,000 ADM*
WITH 51 AND 57 FLOORS

Locality
Montgomery
Buena Vista
Northumberland
Lynchburg
Shenandoah
Clarke
Amherst
Buckingham
Richmond City
Nelson
Rockbridge
Lexington
Mecklenburg
Giles
Culpeper
Augusta
Sussex
King William
Norfolk
Middlesex
Greensville
Emporia
New Kent
Albemarle
Charlottesville
Fredericksburg
Radford
Bristol
Arlington
Bnmswick
Amelia
Louisa
Falls Church
Dinwiddie
Alexandria
Accomac
Roanoke City
Wythe
Mathews
Craig
West Point

Positions Per 1,000
Adjusted ADM (Basic,
Gifted and Talented)

52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0

Positions Per 1,000
Unadjusted ADM (Special
and Vocational Education
Add-ODS, Special Education
Aides, Remedial Education)

9.2
9.3
9.4
9.6
9.6
9.7
9.8
9.8
9.9

10.0
10.0
10.0
10.2
10.4
10.4
10.7
10.7
10.7
10.8
10.9
10.9
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.2
11.2
11.3
11.4
11.5
11.5
11.7
11.8
11.8
12.0
12.1
12.1
12.2
12.4
12.5
12.7
12.7
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Total**
61.2
61.3
61.4
61.6
61.6
61.7
61.8
61.8
61.9
62.0
62.0
62.0
62.2
62.4
62.4
62.7
62.7
62.7
62.8
62.9
62.9
63.0
63.0
63.0
63.2
63.2
63.3
63.4
63.5
63.5
63.7
63.8
63.8
64.0
64.1
64.1
64.2
64.4
64.5
64.7
64.7



APPENDIX A (Continued)

TOTAL REQUIRED SOQ INSTRUCTIONAL POSmONS PER 1,000 ADM*
WiTH 51 AND 57 FLOORS

Locality
Lee
Covington
Southampton
Scott
King and Queen
Floyd
Goochland
Charles City
Fries
Galax
Grayson
Essex
Greene
Rappahannock
Carroll
Manassas Park
Bath
Bland
Highland
Cape Charles

Positions Per 1,000
Adjusted ADM <Basic,
Gifted and Talented)

52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
52.0
55.7
55.7
55.7
52.0
52.0
52.0
56.0
52.0
52.0
62.9
57.2

106.9

Positions Per 1,000
Unadjusted ADM (Special
and Vocational Education
Add-ons, Special Education
Aides, Remedial Education)

12.7
12.8
13.4
13.4
14.6
14.9
15.2
15.6
12.1
12.1
12.1
15.8
16.0
17.6
13.7
17.9
21.2
19.5
40.5
23.4

Total**
64.7
64.8
65.4
65.4
66.6
66.9
67.2
67.6
67.7
67.7
67.7
67.8
68.0
69.6
69.7
69.9
73.2
82.4
97.8

130.3

*Instructional positions does not include instructional supervisors and
visiting teachers, which are treated in the support component. Results
based on application of SOQ, including proposed standards, to 1986-87
fall membership report data.

**Because adjusted and unadjusted ADM differ, and because the data shown
here are rounded to the nearest tenth, these totals are approximate and
are provided only for illustrative purposes.
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APPENDIX B

CLUSTERS USED IN ANALYSIS OF
"REGULAR" PUPIL TRANSPORTATION DATA

LARGE LAND AREAS

Low Number of Pupils

Clarke
Amelia
Richmond County
Lancaster
Middlesex
Surry
King & Queen
Northumberland
Essex
New Kent

Medium Number of Pupils

Warren
Giles
Botetourt
Northampton
Culpeper
Amherst
Dickenson
Grayson
Isle of Wight
King George
Accomack
Brunswick

High Number of Pupils

Campbell
Smyth

. Montgomery
Roanoke County
Augusta
Henry
Russell
Rockingham
Hanover
Buchanan
Prince William

"Greene
Mathews
Madison
Westmoreland
Charles City
Goochland
Rappahannock
King William
Sussex
Bath

Wythe
Nottoway
Appomattox
Louisa
Lee
Carroll
Prince Edward
Lunenburg
Patrick
Orange
Dinwiddie
Southampton

Virginia Beach
Chesapeake
Spotsylvania
Washington
Stafford
York
Suffolk
Fairfax County
Bedford County
Mecklenburg
Halifax
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Fluvanna
Buckingham
Craig
Bland
Powhatan
Cumberland
Floyd
Nelson
Highland

Page
Gloucester
Alleghany Highlands
Shenandoah
Scott
Greensville
Williamsburg
Rockbridge
Charlotte
Prince George
Caroline

Henrico
Chesterfield
Tazewell
Wise
Pulaski
Franklin County
Frederick
Pittsylvania
Loudoun
Fauquier
Albemarle



APPENDIXB

CLUSTERS USED IN ANALYSIS OF
"REGULAR" PUPIL TRANSPORTATION DATA

SMALL LAND AREAS

Low Number of Pupils

Buena Vista
Manassas Park
Frankljn City
West Point

Covington
Norton
Fredericksburg
Winchester

Galax
Harrisonburg
Colonial Beach
Danville
Falls Church

Medium and High Number of Pupils

Poquoson
Martinsville
Hampton
Petersburg
Charlottesville
Richmond City

Manassas
Lynchburg
Newport News
Hopewell .
Norfolk
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Salem
Portsmouth
Roanoke City
Arlington
Alexandria



APPENDIX C

ILLUSTRATIVE OPTIONS
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Summary of JLARC
• 1""tJ.. ...

_ ---- - .-----. -- - - - - _. - --- ---- ----- J ~~~ I

Recognize Positions Above 57 I " ~m V
Applying New Standards t YES 1j~ YES i~ YES i~M -- YES -- ~m YES @ YES*' YES I\~ii

~::~:a----""""""'-~-----';-';;";"";"'-------~------f~~.::i*;~JI----~--I;:::::: ::";>.: • =:;:' ::~~ "uS""

Salary Increase Each Year I 5.8% ~1:: 5.80/0 i~~ 5.80/0 i{ 5.SOk j~' 5.80/0 1t~ 5.SOk :m 5.80/0

Cost of Competing II YES ~i YES II- YES t~· YES t; YES ! YES 1m. YES

New Pupil Transportation Methodology I YES lil YES ~ YES t~ YES Ij YES :~ YES l~ YES
:::~ 1~i' l# ~" .~. %>:

I

v

NO
50%

50°,'0

63.170/0
,

V,
v,
v,
VI
v

I

v

v

NO
50°,'0

52°,'0*

63.27010
,

V,
VI
v,
VI
V,
VI
v

Jv

NO
50%

50%

62.94%,

_J

v
v,
v,
VI

"J

v

Jv

NO

50%

520k*

63.05%
,

V,
v,
"IVIv,
v,
v

J

"
YES

500/0

500k
62.15%

Iv,
v,
V,
v,
v

I
-\I

I

"NO

50%

500/0

63.720k

J

v/
~-"IVI
v,
v

I

"YES

500k

500ft,

62.75%

J

V,
v,,,-,
VI
v

J

"

State Cost n $3,924,880,432 $3,931,224,094 $3,910,692,658 $3,917,310,339 $3,861,750,245 $3,959,283,261 ~~ij~ $3,898,881,410 l~~1

Local Cost I $2,288,508,465 $2,282,164,803 $2,302,696,239 $2,296,078,558 $2,351,638,652 $2,254,105,636 ij~~ $2,314,507,487 'r[~:
Total State Increase Over Previous Biennium I $ 379-715 f67· $- 386059429 $ 365 27·993 $ 372145674 $ 316 85580 $ 414118 596 1i!1~ $ 353 716 745 '~jj1~~
State General Fund Increase Over Previous Biennium $ 299,522,104 $ 305,865,766 $ 285,334,330 $ 291,952,011 $ 236,391,917 $ 333,924,933 i~~ $ 273,523,082 :!~;\ll

'j~~~j~j~1~~~~lf~1~Mij~n!!ij~jmi!)i)1i~ij!J)ji\!~~j)))l~j~jjJ~j~ :j~~j~~;jjjijt~~~Mt~j~j[jij~~j~j~~~i\;~~\~~f~1~;~;\lj1g;~;lf1\~

* Fringe benefits equalized at 90% in the secondyear.



Summary of Option 1

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS AS
A FLOOR, RECOGNIZE REQUIRED posmONS ABOVE
57 PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAfi.,ING SALARY INCREASED BY 5.8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN posmON ABOVE MEDIAN
STATE

• COST OF CO:MPETING ADJUSTMENT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DIFFERENTIALS FOR
STATE E:MPLOYEES

• NEW PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COST METHOD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCA­
TION STANDARDS

• COMPOSITE INDEX: POPULATION WEIGHTED 1/3,
ADM 2/3

• BASIC AID, GIFTED AND TALENTED, SPECIAL EDU­
CATION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, REMEDIAL EDU-
CATION, AND PUPfi., TRANSPORTATION EQUALIZED
WITH STATE SHARE OF 50 PERCENT

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• NO INCOME ADJUSTMENT IN LOCAL SHARE
CALCULATION

• DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON THE BASIS OF
SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION
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n.,. .. w".." vvvw """ UfVV, __ "VI'" u",..n. '''' ",,,,,u.. '" ~'"'L ~'"""

ANALYSIS OF THE STAM>AROS Of QUALITY OOSTS MD APPORTIMtENT TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERtIINTS

TABLE 1: SlItfMRY OF STATE FUtfHNG TABLE 3: COSTS Of THE SfANOAROS Of ~ll TV

Intrease In Fundin. Ov.r:
Base BudStt Prevo 8i .nnhmfunding Source

Tot aI St at e Funds

Slate General fund
State Sales Tax
SI at e li t er Iry Fund
State Highway fund

Tot al Biennillll
funding

3, 924, 8BO, 432 22

3,027, 897, 436 22
893, 899, 996 00

0.00
3, 083, 000. 00

227,086,618 22

186, 19~, 682. 22
98,699,996 00

·56, 600, 000 00
.1. 209, 000 00

319, 11S, 167 22

299, 522, 104. 22
124, 578,663.00
-43, 300,000. 00
·1. 085, 000. 00

INSTRUCTIClML P£RSOffIEl SALARIES

Basic Instructional Posit ions
Bash Aid,s
Specla' Educ.tlon Posl lions
Spec J., [duca" on Aides
Vocational (ducillon Posilions
Gi fled & Tal.nled Instruttlonal Posit Ions
Rnedial Education Posl"ons

Inslructlonal Fringe Benellts (VSRS, SSt Ot, Health)

Total for Instructional Personnel

FV 1989

I, 355, 217, 481 44
3,010,427 73

116, 08S, 921. J5
10,696,007.06
~t 511. 718. 71
26, 235, 974 93
30, 571. 941. 83

359.691, 386 62

1. 9~3, 020, 8S9 47

FY 1990

1,447,244,480 12
3 148 138 65

128: 7S3: 161 84
11.433,066 66
56,961. 346 95
28,039, 514 09
32,683,491 86

386, 777,294 71

2, 095. 040, 494 89

8iennum Total

2,802. 461. 961 57
6, 158, 566 37

244, 839, 082 99
22, 129,073 72

108, 413. 06~ 66
54.275,489 02
63,255,433.69

746. 468, 681 33

4,048, 061, 3~4 36

TABLE 2 SlMMRV OF OPT ION

INSTRUCT IONAL PERSONN£l OOSTS

Posi t ions Per 1000 ADA
Instructional Salary Base
Salary Increase (1988 to 1989)
Salary Increase (1989 to 1990)
Salary Cost 01 COO'()eting
Appll caU on of Proposed SI andards

Va ry by Di vlsi on wi f 100rs & Ce II i0ls
Statewide Preyailing
5 800 "
5 800 "12.530" (Northern Viralnia Only)

YES

SOQ SUPPORT

Basic Operating Support
Suppor' Fr inle Bene Iit s
Special Education Support

Tot al for Suppor I

Total Costs of Standards of Quality

933.897, 319 17 990,871. S41 94 I, 924. 774. 863 II
87,281,225 97 93,441, 972 87 180. 129, 198 83
28, 780, 543 87 31.042,936 99 59,823, 480 81

1,049, 959, 089 01 I, 115, 368, 4~3 19 2. i6~, 327, 5~2 81----3.002,979,948 49 3,210, 40B, 948 68 6,213.388,891.17

SUPPORT OOSTS

Pupi I Transportation
Schoo I Nur s inA

fRINGE BENEF IT OOSIS

Pick·up of En1ltoyee Share
VSRS
Group Life Insurante

Non· Instruct tonal Posi t Ions
Non· Instruct tonal Salar ies
Non·lnst ructional Increase (1988 to 1989)
Non· Instructional Increase (l989 to 1990)

Vary by Transpollation Group
Vary by Division Less SOH NUIsioa

2,288, 508,.6-C 94

I, 928. 523, 199 S2
49,837, 742 49

133. 9S7, ISS II
18,389,928 67
26, 531, 374 76
27, 763,018 78

000
o00
o00

72.264. 807 00
31. 240,638 61

000
000

8i.nniun 10t,1

2,031, 930, 167 83
893, 899. 996 00
58.635, 323 17

133,011, 001 61
41.433.552 19
27,744,114 26
47, 169. 580 90

342,939, 913 6~
o00

24S, S44, 93S 81
43,016, 148 00
9, 326, 411 25

34,684,473 39
3.083,000 00

12,401.214 11

3,924. 880,432. 22

I, 181,819, 941 13

FV 1990

994. 509, 23S 08
26,236,347 IS
10. 359, 053. 39
9 S4. 988 44

J3: 711: 093 07
J4. 388, 493 29o00

o00
o00

37,447.41800
15,620, JI9 30

o00
000

1,046, 199, 535 81
464, 200, 001 00

30. 124. 999 80
69,827, 115 II
21, 500. 948 5S
14. 322, 421 02
24. 350. 595 89

177,443,891 II
000

128, J81. 84~ 29
21, 538.014 00
4, 825, 669 56

11, 342. 216 70
I. 331, 000 00
6, 200, 607 06

2,028,589,000 95

9Jt 0140 S64 44
23,601. 395 34
63, 598, 101. 72
8,847,940 23

12.814,281 69
13, 314, 525 48

o00
o00
o00

3( 81" 389 00
15.620, 319. 30

0.00
000

1.106.688,517.21

985, 131,231 96
429, 699, 995. 00
21, 910, 323 37
63, 183, 826 ~O
19, 932, 603 64
13, ~21, 693 24
22.818. 985 01

165,496,022 54
o00

117. 363, 090 58
21, 538, 074 00
4. 500 741 69

17, 342: 236 70
1.152,000 00
6. 200, 607 06

1.896,291,431 27

994, 80I. S95 00
397,600.000 00

33, S72. 125 00
36, 533,926 00
11, 334, 788 00
12, 533, 924. 00
20, 230, 881 00

131, 373,601 00
28,300.000.00

lOt 29B, 453 00
21, 559. 359 00

4. 105 431 00
33.030: 415 00
2, 146,000 00

11,416.37900

I, 848, 896, 817 00

lOCAL PORT tell

Basic Aid
Votatlonal Education
Spetlal (ducat Ion
Spetial (ducallon Supporl
Glfttd and TII.nted
Rtnedlal Eduea' ton
(",'o"e Ret Irement
Soc i. Sttu, It,
Group li It Insuranc,
Dir.ct R.venues
Pupil 'ranspo,tal Ion
Support frlna' Cat'lori,al
Other Cat'ao,itll Pro.rns

local SOJ Tot.,

Basic Aid (General Fund)
Basic Aid (Dedicated Sales Tax)
Vocational Education
Special Educat Ion
Special Educallon Support
Gt It.d and Talented
Rllledi., Education
~Ioyee Rei If ement (Gener al fund)
f.n1llol.e ReUrawnenl (lilerary fun(t)
Soc ia Setur It y ,
Support fr ina' Categor Ital
Group Lif. Insurante
Pupil TI anspor I ali on
Driver's Education fund (MMCf)
Other Categorical Prolrans

State SOl Total

TABLE 4' APPORT IOtIttENT OF S(XJ COSTS TO STATE NIJ LOCAL GOV£RfMENTS

STATE PORTICW FV 1988 Actual FY 1989

so 00 "
SO 00 "
SO. 00 "
50 00 "
SO 00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60.00 "
50 00 "

100.00 "
100 00 "
100 00 "

so 00 "
50.00 "
50.00 "
50 00 "so 00 "
60 00 "

lOG 00 "
60.00 "
50.00 "

JOO 00 "
100 00 "
100 00 "

C~osite Index
AGI
Population = 33 3 " AfH = 66 7 ~
80 0 " "

Neminal State Share:
Vea, One Year Two

00"
00"

Statewide Prevai fine
Statewide Prevai Iina
5 800 "
5 800 "

Equat lied?

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
00
NO
YES
M>
00
NO

SOQ Account

Basic Aid
Vocational Education
Gi fled and Talented
Remed Ial Education
Special Education
Special Ed Tultion
Special Ed Institution
Spetial Ed. Pre·Schooi
Pupi I Transportat ion
Other Calesorical
Instructional fringe
Non- Inst ructional fr inge

SPECIAL OOTES

OlSTRI8UT ION

Method of Equal i ,ation
Proxy. lor Other Revenues
St aniSa,dlzatfon of Index
Cap on loca I Shar es

Total Co;ts Allocated to State and Local Gov,"men's 3,002, 979. 948 49 3,210.408.948 68 6,213,388,897 17

Source: funding the Standards of Qualitl: Analysis of Costs and Distribution
Joint [elislalive Audit and Rev ew Ccmnission



OPTiC. 1 • REVISED COST IETtlD. CXJFOS1TE It()EX, M) 0iANGE IN STATE SHARE

DIVISION COST·ALLOCAT I ON SUMMARY

fClNlATIC* LOCAL STATE STATE Q. STATE COST lOCAL
OIV1SIC* CDST SHARE lOCAL rosT E~L IZED tXlST E~L I ZED COST DJFFERENCE EFFORT

Count les:

AaDIACK 33, "7. ~2. 36 36.79 9. 950. 02~. 66 16. 378. 395. 87 7. 518. 921. 83 3. 995. "63. 70 32.56
AlBEMARLE 59. 710. 184. 39 63.22 28. 656. ~27. 12 IS. 961. 301.93 15. 092. 4~9. 34 534.657.27 33.08
MIliA 9. 933. ~O. 86 .co. 22 3. 023. 865. 66 ~. 2~3. 858. 7.. 2. 666. 216. "6 517. 127.20 31. 46
MHRST 28.297. 511. 56 34.14 7. 5ZS. 566. 67 13. 103. 328. 10 7,065.616. 19 9S8. 078. 89 28.71
APPCJIATTOX 14. 50S. 636. 09 33.54 3. 769. ~7.•0 7. 13•. 787. 70 3.601. 300. 99 ~97. 822. 68 30. 78
ARllNGTc. 95. 490. 471. 38 80.00 S4. 824. 974. 24 13.418. 686. ~ 27. 2.6. 810. 19 2.285.577. 14 16.55
AlGJSTA 59. 289. 091. 89 37.22 17.~~1. 213. 98 27.891. 367. 10 13.950. 510.81 1. 099. 637. 91 28.23
BATH 6. 206. 973. 78 80.00 :.3,776.2~a.20 '930. 367. 2~ 1. 500. 378.34 98.481.58 27.23
SlAM) 8. 267. 8'6. SO 25.78 1. 718.~. 41 '. 705. 517. 36 1. 844. 264. 74 1. 489. ~4. 10 34.96
BOTETOORT 26.021. 255.96 39.41 7.891. 788. 09 11, ~l. 005. 68 6. 488. ~62. 18 606.185.86 29.4S
BR1I4SMICK 16. 920, 417.~ 31. 71 4. lZl. 717. 36 8. 322. 848. 87 ~, ~75. 791. 11 857.656.58 29. "5
8UQfANAN "Z. 9otZ. 837. 26 29.76 9. 722. ~6. 6.t Z1. 7.0. 308. 19 11. .80. 182. 42 1. 100,650.61 28.06
BUCKINGtMI 12. 982. 32'.~ ~.79 3. 465. 139. 47 6. 175.810.02 3, ~l. 375.'6 709,415.•7 29.24
CMFBELL SO. 748, 401. 48 ~.12 13. 190, eM4. 62 24. 218. 983. 97 13. 339. 372. 89 91.576.86 28.47
CAROLINE 21.070, "7. 68 36.47 S. 8..9. 2..6. 38 9.67t~.20 S. ~7. 107. 10 319. 051. 30 29.39
CARROll 29,356, .t15. 62 28.37 6. 509. 595. 97 15, .u( 880. 25 7, 361. 939. 40 Z. 944, 591. 65 29.92
QiARL£S CITY 7, 365, 660. 02 39.48 2. 299. &CW. 80 3. 3.t1. 770. 85 1. 724. 28•. 37 94,307.21 31.49
DfARlOTTE 13. 419. 377. 03 29.10 2. 993. 928. 3.c 6.847.•76. 5S 3. 577. 972. 1" 399.312.69 27.98
OtESTERf IELO 261, 955. 790. 78 "6.38 9of. 941. 401. 45 105,809.242.•1 61.205.1.6.92 11.842.629.33 .1.01
CtARKE 10. 715. OC9. 65 57.64 •. 639. 820. SO 3,240.915. 82 2. SJ.t. 313. 33 '27.057.14 32.20
CRAIG 4. 455, 582. 35 35.18 1. 208. 292. 76 2. 135.645.39 1. 111, 66•. 19 275.615.5S 27.88
aJLPEPER 29, 425. 992. 29 "S.52 11. 229. 026. 82 11, 542.427.04 6. 654, 538. 43 1. 570.575.47 36.31
QJl3£RLAMl 8. 289, 467. 13 33.61 2. 097.213. 35 3, 947. 248. 09 2. 245, 005. 69 553.455.18 28.21
DICKE~ 22. U1. 278. 9' 30.45 5.316.018.68 11. 527.017. 17 5. 998. 243. 09 219.216.26 28.46
OI_IOOIE 23. 212. 679. 66 lot. OS 5.924.238. '7 10. 967. 345. 76 6.321.095.•4 427.691.19 29."5
ESSEX 10. 375, 929. 99 51.17 '. 067. 263. 82 3. n2. 911. 61 2,535,754.56 661.066.17 34.88
FAlQJIER 50, 4~. "62. 95 68.09 26, 250, 432. 59 12. 008. 900. 70 12. 205, 129. 67 -672, 889. ~ 36.60
FLOYD 12. 550. 902. S3 35.96 3,471. 486.92 5.927. SCM. 17 3. lSI. 911. 44 636.521.61 29.51
FLUVAtaA 12. 714,955.66 "5.39 4. 51•. 025. 83 5. 22... 786. 72 2. 976. 1'3. 11 273. 723.83 33.53
FRANKliN 31. 776.537.61 38.96 11. 184. 299. 57 17.693,159.96 9. 299. 078. 07 837.658.03 30.34
FREDERICK 47. 733. 46t. 68 43.83 16.241. 624. ~ 19. 425. 233. 68 12. 066. 606. 35 2. 831. 220. 04 35.26
GILES 17. 720. 131. 85 34.86 4. 699. 373. 43 8, 397. 950. 2Z .c. 622. 808. 20 536,690.42 21.88
GUIJCESTER 35. gu. 9SO. 09 47.35 13. 352. lSI. 29 14. 2~. 373. " 8. 328. 42~. 96 2. 180. 8SS. 80 39.96
GOOCHlAM) 11. 908. 133. 06 65.47 5. 967, 941. 33 3.059.961. 27 2. 880. 230. .c6 -79. 1~. 27 32.29
GRAVsa. 17.423. 957.43 28.60 3, 902. 986. 60 9. 191. 567. 77 .c 329.403 06 2. 598. 866. 83 29 69
GREENE 11. 868, 864. 19 37.68 3. 412.~. 06 5,369.429.74 3. 086. .c 70. 39 1. 1St 9S8. 14 36 44
HALIFAX 33. 086. 111. 50 27.06 6.853.127.93 11.392. 935.2' '8440. ~8. 33 362.683 56 26.88
HANOVER 64. 063. 405. 64 51.65 25. 166. 918. 10 22.731. 017. ~9 16. 165.470. OA 2. 254. 007. 54 33.07
HENRleD 193, 852. 277. 01 57.22 83. 352. 644. 03 60. 231. 057. 71 50.268.575.28 5. 135. 272. 98 3083
HENRY 55, 728. 327. 26 35.26 14. 888. 232. 32 2S. 868. 972. 06 14. 971. 122. 88 141. 854. 93 26.33
KIGHlAN) 3, 426, 547. 59 62.26 1. 679. 795. 27 1. 012. 8~9. ~9 733.902.83 698. &48.12 &0. 75
ISlE OF WI GIl 25. 310. 399. 84 48.16 9.227.092. 67 9. 529. 018. 71 6. 5S4. 288. '6 752.349.17 32 37
KING GEORGE 15.239.664.29 39.22 4. 665. 861. 72 6. 945. 5Z7. 70 3. 628. 274. 86 935.~. 56 34 43
KING & QJEEN 6. 148. 195. 98 44.66 2. 054. 264. 61 2.464.510.83 1. 629. ~20. 54 483,359.37 28.93
KING WILLI. 9. 316. 441. 27 43.87 3. 230. 278. 94 3. 996. 682. 62 2. 089.479. 71 747.270.33 26. Z2
LANCASTER 10. 118.887.51 64.87 5. 124. 318. 49 2. 711. 467. 82 2. 283. 101. 26 169.893.08 31. 07
LEE 30. 864, 960. 2S 21. 00 4. 989. 585. 86 17,441. 393. 69 8,433.980.70 1. 601. IS4. 39 28.43
LClJXl.W 93, 867, 926. 25 70. S3 51. 105. 331. 06 20, 790. 455. 19 21.972.140.00 1.312..995.19 41. 17
laJlSA 22.667.238.18 80.00 13. 564. 380. 69 3. 314. 302. 83 S. 788. 554. 66 246,655.49 31. 18
lUNEt8JRG 14. 141. 506.60 28.83 3, 264. 781. 88 7. 592. 511. 00 3.284. 213. 72 1. 727.216.72 32.17
IW)I~ 11,373. 70S.•9 46.50 4. 020.416. 31 4. 473. 396. 75 2. 819. 892. 43 636.385.18 31.32
IMTHEWS 8. 238. 222. 76 56.64 3. 565.433. 51 2.620. 138. 79 2.052.650.47 243.185.26 30.93
MECKLENBURG 32, .t6O, 663. 26 37.01 9. 323, 673. 54 15.204.088.72 7. 932, 900. 99 1. 174. 749. 72 31. 58'
MIDDLESEX 7, 555. 742. 38 63. 79 3.687. 140. IS 2. 033. 268. 23 1. 835. 334. 00 205.632.23 29.97
IIWT~RY 53. 561. 286. 43 40.77 16, 580. 598. 23 23.134,116. 38 13.846.571.82 1.682. 1.8.20 29.29
NElSC* 13.408, 309. 81 50.93 5. 253, ~90. 2S 4. 861. 628. 97 3. 293, 190. 59 282.431.56 31.58
NEW KENT 12. 231. 052. 09 45.95 4. 236. 558. 88 4. 764. 706.23 3. 229. 786. 99 1. 017. 037.21 34.82
MJRTHMFTCIt 17.122.929.23 29.n 3. 892. 797. 69 8,'739. 3..4. 36 4. 490. 781. 18 2.742,413. S4 31.97
tGllUEERlAM) .__ 8. 770, 408. 56 61.~ 4. 130. 333. 90 2. 509. 652. 01 2. 130. ~Z2. 65 530.470.66 Z8.95
MlTTQYAY 14, 934. 770. 60 32.24 3. 687. 114. 23 7. 3~0. 4..Z. 50 3.907. 153.87 663.774.37 28.62
ORANGE 23. 125. 011. 14 47.19 8, 426. 879. 67 9, 119, "51. 85 5. 578.679. 62 530.097.47 33.93
PAGE 21. 090, 567.23 35.43 5. 824. 935. 28 9, 904. 659. 75 5. 360. 972. 19 1.360.899.94 29.77
PATRICK 17.359.664. 72 33.08 4. 414, 945. 74 8.517. 159. 16 4. 427. 559. 82 201. 132.98 26.91
PITTSYLVANJA 62. 80S, 996. 16 29.53 13. 883, 712. 21 31. 303.472.03 17. 618.811. 9Z -2. SIS. 956. 04 24.72
PCMHATAN 13, 941, 502. 40 41.76 4.525.914.98 6. 072,845. 56 3, 342, 741. 86 1. 044, 491. 42 31. 71
PR INeE: EI:MARD 15, 082. 344. 32 35.21 4, 009, 003. 79 6. 965. 656. 29 4. 107.684.24 1. 503, 286. S3 28.97
PRINCE GEORGE 29. 875. 058. 37 26.17 6, 049, '80. 60 16, 068. oil•. 09 7. 757, 163. 68 1. 21S. 857. 77 30.32
PR JNCE WI lLJ MI 268.309.067. Z2 "•. 28 91. 465. 835. 68 Ill. l.e3. 762.48 65. 699. 469. as 26. 798. 831. 53 40.83
PULASKI 36. 139. 856. 80 33.14 9. 101, 364. 78 17. 483. 809. SO 9.554,682.22 -465, 327. 97 27.56
RAPPAHAtNX:K 6. 690. 324. OS 64.43 3, 365, 295. 25 1. 800.194.61 1. 524.834.20 469.210.80 34.89
RIQlDl) 8. OCM. 450. 23 46.36 2. 917, 935. 04 3.268. 141. 30 1. 818. 373. 89 186.975.19 31. 99



OPT I(W 1 - REV ISED CDST IETtm. aJFOSI TE INDEX. t() QiANGE IN STATE SHARE

OIVISION COST-ALLOCATION SU .... ARy

F(lN)ATICW LOCAL STATE STATE Q- STATE COST LOCAL
OIVIStC* OOST SHARE lOCAl. COST £~Ll ZED COST E~IZED OOST DiffERENCE EFFORT

ROAM)K£ 80. 763. 627. 55 ".63 27.132, 186.21 32. 338. 530. 31 21. 292, 911. 03 -387.218.66 29. 73
ROCKBRIDGE 17. 085. 050. 80 41.99 5, 514, 038. 52 7,346. 500. 91 4.224.511.37 699.942.28 28. .e8
ROCK'NGHMI 56, 957. 963. 17 40.30 17.525. UO. 58 24, 616. 626. 39 I.e. 815, 996. 20 2. 221. 422. S9 29.74
RUSSEll 33.980.923.57 28.38 7. 563. 330. 26 18, 069. 075. 35 8. 348. 517. 95 231.493.31 28.22
SooTT 28. 284. 224. 83 24.13 5. ClOt 420. 44 16, 005. 714. 53 6. 868, 089. 86 2. 110. 364. 39 29.98
SHENAMXlAH 29, 518, 396. 46 47.08 10, 6ZS. 125. 36 11. 459. 555. 32 7.433.715.78 690.361.10 30.47
~ 36,324.707.78 26.88 7. 490, 394. 27 18. 858. 779. 92 9. 975, 533. 60 1. 006. 913. 51 28."9
SClJTHlWTC* 15. 662. 344. 52 ..... 12 5, 033, 125. 55 6. 135. 616. 18 C. C93. 542.79 71C. 670. 97 26.32
SPOTTSYlVN41 A 67. 759. 568. 44 43.32 23. 024. 658. 78 28. 972. 859. 27 15. 762. 050. 39 C. 743. 509. 66 42.89
STAFFORD 71. 58". 266. 10 36.83 20. 68'" 845. 60 33. 865. 997. 60 17. 033. 422. 90 6. 035. Z40. SO 38.60
SURRY 7, 755. 485. 86 80.00 4. 877. 219. 78 1. 198. l~. 18 1. 680. 071. 90 54:632.08 23 63
SUSSEX lU. 255.....2. 55 41.78 3. 064. 032. 09 4. 110.914. ZZ 3. 080. 496. 25 57.056.47 2640
TAZEYEll 56. 100. 323. Z8 29.42 12. 851. 182. 21 29.213. 027. 76 1... 036. 113. 32 931. 381. 08 28.77
WREN 25. 418. 167.23 45.36 8. 672. 359. 93 10, 034. 040. 09 6. 711. 767.20 1. 24.-. 523. 30 32. 37
WASHINGTC* 47. 587. 929. 49 33.68 12, 221. 907. 80 22. 755. 197.... 12. 610. 824. 25 598.241.69 28.34
YESlII>RE lAM) 11. 562, 036. 36 '4.62 3. 956, 996. 57 .e. 747. 531.02 2. 857. 508. 77 331. 605.19 23. 31
WISE 53.882.757.63 28.19 11. 727,626.81 28.219. 104. 7~ 13. 936, 026. 02 917.470.76 29.38
WfTHE 29. 328. 401. 08 32.4S 7. 330. 731. 00 14.281. 510. 33 7. 710.099. 75 1. 653, 310.08 31. 06
YORK 56. AZ7. 014. 87 41. 92 18. 607, 806. 81 24. 497. 700. 83 13,321.507.22 3, 47·3. 508. OS 38.03

Cit ies:

ALEXANDRIA 63. 182. 882. 86 80.00 34. 734. 751. 72 8. 242. 554. 79 20.205. 576. 3S 4.211. 14 15.48
BRISTOL 17,812.543.21 55.62 7.211. 366. 33 5.576.623.13 5. 024, 553. 75 -I, 430. 569. 12 31.23
BUENA VISTA 7, 305. 066. 32 26.73 1. 517,978. 73 3. 918, 292. 34 1. 868. 195. 24 149,625.58 28. 70
OfARLOTTESVIlLE 27,938,828.14 62.2' 12, 637. 954. 20 7, 326. 683. 29 7, 974, 190.65 -862, 510. 06 26.61
Q£SAPEAKE 172. 236. 596. 87 CO. 01 53, 7~. 751. 69 77.282.810.83 41. 189.034. 35 9. 031. 645.18 36.07
Q)l(J4IAl HE IGifTS 16. 530,475.91 43.68 5. 484, 991. 17 6, 728, 172. 70 4. 317, 312. 04 511. 5~. 74 28.58
OOVINGTCJ4 6, 461, 299. S5 39.86 1, 92', 692. 64 Z, 791, 557. 08 1. 7~8. 049. 83 195,000.91 23.96
DANVILLE 50. 101. 096.21 37.96 1~. 701. 737. 08 22.776.512.32 12, 622. U6. 80 6. 621. 279. 13 33.32
FAlLS CHJROt 8.150. 7l~. 29 80.00 4.147,922.86 1. 170. 276. 01 2. 132. 515.•3 289.963.43 15.80
FRANKLIN 11.174.615.94 32.26 2,954,"'.27 5. 743. 187.92 Z, .76. 583. 76 289. nl. 67 39. Z'
FREDER ICKSBURG 13.819, 720. 57 6l.67 6. 531. 910. 49 3.4n, 838. 90 3. 809. 971. 18 616.752.08 27.36
GAlAX 7. 022. 033. 14 47.06 2, 580. 824. 16 2. 790, 1.ta. 53 1. 6SO. 460. 4S 709:9".98 31. 06
HMlPTCli 125. 104, 771. 43 40.55 38, 449. 564. 19 53.620. 311. 91 33. 034. 895. 32 5. 254. '27. 24 29.99
HARR ISONBURG 17. 832. 835. 28 62.91 8, 547,874. 19 4. 873. 144. 35 4. "11. 816. 74 631. "85. 09 28.25
t«)PEYELl 23. 314, 835. 77 3".96 6. 217, 093. 33 11. 035. 498: 77 6. 062. 243. 67 24... 882."~ 27. 70
lEXINGTCW .t, 448,210. 72 45.88 1,586,245.63 1. 806, 086. 02 1. 05S. 879.01 442.087. C9 27.68
lYNOBJRG 57. 3'-7.616.49 47.39 20, 214, 461. 89 21. 304. 165.01 15.828.989.58 1. 505. 49-'. 59 27.29
MANASSAS 30. 85~. 381. 57 65.46 16,076.072.72 8.289.89•. 43 6. 4S8. 414.42 1. 919. 736.85 47.43
MANASSAS PARK 9. 973. 326. 97 26.38 2, 055.143. 96 5. 455. 853. OS 2. 451. 629. 96 1.829. 561. 01 36. 37
IMRT INSV I LLE 17. 655.637. 94 47.98 6.477.806.31 6. 790, 488. 51 ", 387.343. 11 -421. 498.37 29.15
NEVePORT NEWS 171. 419.719.82 39.75 51. '97,982.01 74, 211. 618. 40 45. 710, 119. 35 11. 558. 317. 76 32.4'
MlRFOlK 216, 109. 996. 71. 39.6.c 63. 149, 820. 69 91. 225. 181. 16 61. 734. 994. 89 10,827.•16. OS 26.57
raTON 5. 521. 512. 97 35.28 1,440.835. 16 2, 518. 906. 50 1. 561,831. 31 224,093. 81 29.83
PETERSBURG 36, 425.675. 66 36.37 9. 945. 906.•0 16. 505. 042. 92 9. 974. 726. 34 1.1.83.949.26 27.50

~scw 15,590,475.69 38.84 .t. 816. 846. 71 7, 092. 056. 63 3.681.572. 35 701. 546. 99· 39.67
PORTSIOJTH 115. 262. 595. 46 32.11 29. 301, 9-t9. 03 58. 120. 666. 37 27,239, 980. 06 7. 014. 066. 43 31. 38
RADFORD 9, 175. SU. 64 39.51 2. 740. 626. 31 4,027.343.65 2. .c07, 714. 69 176.084.34 2".57
RIOtIN) 167. 588. 325. 31 59.16 69.610. 876. 25 44,660,008. 10 53. 317. 440. 96 -1. 121. 530. 9.c 26.25
ROAtO<E 78. 361. 596. 95 47.25 Z.t, 987. 872.39 26. 608. 884. 75 26. 764. 839. 81 -483, 195.44 21. 91
SALEM 20. 329, 058. 34 50.95 7, 782. 528.53 7, 254. 868. 24 5.291. 661. 57 494.365.81 26.29
SOOTH BOSTC* 8..363.208.38 32.96 2, 174,405. 94 4.218.635. 31 1. 970, 167. 13 983.728.43 33. 14
STAUNTCW 20.296.697.05 47.84 6. 609. 456. 05 6, 854. 898. 49 6, 832. 342. 52 2. 7tw. 085. 01 29.03
SUFFOLK 55. 999. 913. 34 38.38 16, 148. 407. IS 24. 549. 814. 30 15, 301. 691. 89 2.722.....6.19 31. 37
VIRGINIA 8EAOi 406. 915, 744. 87 46.12 l.e3, 402. 670. 80 160. 944. 543. ~5 102.568.530.62 26.063,874.06 36.11
.YNESBORO 16,349.576.94 . 58. 37 1. 118,876. 65 C. 933. 203. 58 ... 297. 496. 72 -792.957.70 36.06
WlNOiESTER 19. 966. 471. 02 58. '8 8. 828. 083. 96 5.815. 736. 7. 5. 322. 650. 32 623,381.06 31. 71

Towns:

COlCWIAl BEAOi 3. 423. 500. 36 40.61 1. 117.262.43 1. 573. 574. 69 732.663.24 382.961. 93 32.48
Yt£ST POINT 4. 306. 580. 12 37.90 1. 332.061.88 2. 090. 837. 68 883,680.56 101. 916. 24 37.27

Comined:

ALLEGHANY HIGHLANDS 19. 433. 590. 63 31. 15 4. 788. 220. 67 9, 688. 326. 21 4. 957. 0..3. 76 -358.75'.03 27.43
BEDfORD CCUHY-CI TV 48.402. 229. 70 42.84 15. 735, 328. 8. 20.342,418.09 12. 32•. 482. 76 2. 394. 184. 85 30.91
FAIRFAX COUNTY-CITY 866. 721. 359. 61 73. 48 478, 632. 614. 85 166. 456. 186. 22 221,632.558. 55 14.434. '78. 76 36.74
GREENSV I LE/EMPOR IA 18. 156. 203. 14 29.3S 4,817, 101. 18 8.810,646. 84 4. 528.455. 12 971. 631. 96 28. S2
j PMES CITY/WIll IAMSBlJ~r, 40 Oq? qOq c;q ~A ~Q lQ An~ ,~" 7R Q 1:" -,ni or:. " ~? '24:4: '2J: -rn... c:.1? ?n '20 co



• DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON THE BASIS OF
SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION

Summary of Option 2

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS AS A
FLOOR, RECOGNIZE REQUIRED POSITIONS ABOVE 57
PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAILING SALARY INCREASED BY 5.8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN POSITION ABOVE ?v1EDIAN STATE

• COST OF COJ\1PETING ADJUSTMENT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DIFFERENTIALS FOR STATE
E:MPLOYEES

• NEW pupa TRANSPORTATION COST ?v1ETHOD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCATION
STANDARDS

• CO:MPOSlTE INDEX: POPULATION WEIGHTED 1/3,
ADM 2/3

• BASIC AID, GIFTED AND TALENTED, SPECIAL EDUCA­
TION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, RE~DIAL EDUCA­
TION, AND PUPIL TRANSPORTATION EQUALIZED WITH
STA1E SHARE OF 52 PERCENT IN FY 1990

-
• INSTRUCTIONAL FRINGE BENEFITS EQUALIZED WITH

STA1E SHARE OF 90 PERCENT IN FY 1990

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• NO INCOME ADJUSTMENT IN LOCAL SHARE
,_w CALCULATION

I

I
I'-------------------------'"
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OPTION 2 • REV'SEO roSl tl.Ttm. aM'OSI1( ,fI)(X. S2 P£RC£NT STAT£ SMR£ IN FY 1990. PHAS£O EQUAlilAT ION Of FRINGE B£NEr ITS IN FV 1990

MAlYS'S Of THE STAM>AROS Of ~lITY OOSTS AND APPORTUiMNT TO STATE ANO LOCAL OOV£RtIe'ENTS

Source: Fundinr the Standards of ~allty: Analysis of Costs and Olsh Ibullon
Joint eglslative Audit and Revlew Cmmhsion

SUPPORT COSTS

JABLE 2 S\JMARY OF OPT ION

TABl£ I StlMARY OF STATE FlH>ING TABLE 3: OOSlS or THE STANDARDS Of tt'All TY

INSTRUCT lool PERS<*NEl SALARIES fV 1989 FY 1990 81ennhm Total

Basle Ins'ructlonal Posl tlons I, 355.217,481. 44 1.441. 244. 480 12 2,802. 461. 961 57
Basle AldiS 3.010.427. 73 3. 148, 138 6S 6, 158. 566 31
Special Education Posl lions 116. 08~. 921 1~ 128. 153. 161. 84 244, 839, 082 99
~I.I Educat Ion Aides 10,696,007 06 11.433,066 66 22, 129.073. 12
Voc.tlonal Educat Ion Posit Ions 51.511.718 71 56. 961. 346 95 108.413.065 66
Gmtd &tllented Instruellonal Positions 26.235. 914. 93 28,039, 514.09 54. 215. 489 02
Remed'al EdueaII on Pos It Ions 30,571.941. 83 32, 683, 491. 86 63,255. 43l 69

Instructtonal Fr Inge Bene. It s (YSRS. SSt Gl. Health) 359. 691, 386. 62 386, 777,294 71 146. 468.681. 33

Total for Instructional Personnel l. 953.020,859 47 2.095,040, 494 89 4.048.061. 3S4. 36

SOQ SUPPORT

Bas i c Qper atlng Suppor t 933,891, 319 11 990,877, 543 94 I. 924. 714, 863 11
Support Fringe Benefits 87.281. 225. 97 93,447.972 87 180. 729. 198 83
Speciel Education Support 28. 780. ~43 81 31,042.936.99 S9. 823, 480 81-----

Total for Support 1. 049. 959. 089 01 1. 115.368. 45] 19 2. 16S. 327. 542.81

Tol.1 Costs of Standards of Quality 3, 002, 919. 948 49 3.210.408,948 68 6,213, 388.897. 17

TABLE 4: APPORT I(H.4ENT OF SOQ ooSTS TO STATE AND lOCAL GOVERt8£NTS

STATE PORTIOO FY 1988 Actual FY 1989 FV 1990 81ennltm Total

Basle Aid foeneral fundl 994.801,595 00 98S. 131.231 96 1,084, 400, 081. 81 2.069, 531. 313. 18
Basic Aid Oedlcated Sa es Tax) 391.600.000 00 429. 699. 995 00 464. 200. 001. 00 893. 899. 996. 00
Voca.lonal Educa' Ion 33, 512. 125 00 21. 910, 323. 31 31.110,895 51 59,621 218 88
Special Education 36, 533, 926 00 63. 183, 826. 50 12, 401, 617 21 J35, 591: 443 71
Special (dueatlon Support 17, 334. 788 00 19. 932. 60l 64 21. 500, 948 SS 41. 433. 552. 19
Gifted and Talented 12. 533, 924 00 13,421,693 24 14.838,821. 19 28, 260, 52l 02
Remedial Educat Ion 20. 230, 881 00 22,818.98S 01 22,369.601.33 45, 188, 592 34
ER1Jloyee Ret Irement ~General Fund) 131,373.601 00 165. 496.022 54 159. 4S5, 601. 26 324.951.623 80
ER1JIOJee Retirement literary Funif) 28. 300. 000. 00 o00 o00 o00
Socia Security 104, 298.453 00 117.363.090 58 115.181.411 85 232. 550. 562 43
Support Fringe Categorical 21. 559. 3S9 00 21, 538. 014 00 19,060,078 23 40, 598, 1S2 23
GroUf life Insurante 4, lOS, 431 00 t 500, 741 69 4. 336. 469 61 8.831. 211. 30
Pupi TransportaUon 33,030.415 00 11, 342,236 10 11,933, 455 29 35.275. 691 99
Dr Iver' s Education Fund (ffMCF) 2, 146,000 00 1. 752.000 00 1,331.000 00 3. 083. 000 00
Other Categorical Prolrems 11. 416, 379.00 6. 200. 601 06 6.200.607 06 12. 401. 214 IJ

State SOQ Total I. 848. 896. 811 00 I. 896, 291. 431 21 2.034, 932. 662 49 3. 931. 224.093 71

LOCAL PORT I~

Basic Aid 934. OJ4, 564 44 956. 908. 689 13 I, 890, 923, 253. 58
Vocatlona' Educat Ion 23.601. 395 34 2S. 250. 451 ~4 48.851. 846 78
Specla' Education 63,598, 101 72 61, 718,611.29 131, 316. 113.01
Special Education Support 8,841, 940.23 9. 541, 988 44 18.389. 928.67
Gi fled and Talented 12.814.281 69 13. 200. 686 30 26,014,968.00
Remedl., Education 13, 374. 525. 48 16. 369. 481 85 29, 744,007 34
~Iofe. Ret IrfJ1\ent o00 11,988,289 85 11,988,289. as
Socia Secur Ity o00 12, 994, 313 44 12, 994, 313. 44
Group lIle Insurance o00 489.199 9S 489. 199.95
Direct Revenues 34.817. 389 00 31.441,418.00 12,264,807.00
Pup II Transpor tatI on 15,620. 319 30 15,029. 100. 11 30, 649, 420. 01
Su~port Frlnle Categorical o00 2,471, 995 71 2, 411, 995. 77
Ot ef Categorical ProgfllM o00 0.00 0.00

Local S~ lotal I. J06, 688. 511.21 I. )7~, 416, 286 19 2,282, 164,803 40

Total Costs Allocated to State Ind local Goverrments 3, 002, 919, 948 49 3,210.408. 948.68 6,213, 388.897. 17

52 00 "
52.00 "
52 00 "
52 00 "
52.00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60 00 "
S2.00"

100 00 "
90.00 "
90 00 "

50 00 "
SO 00 "
SO 00 "
50 00 "
~O 00 "
60r 00 "

100 00 "
60 00 "
SO 00 "

100 00 "
100 00 "
100 00 "

Increase In Fundln. Over
Base Budaet Prey 8iennhm

233. ~30. 339 17 386.059. 428 77

192. 539. 343 17 30S. 865, 765. 77
98.699.996 00 124, 578.663 00

·56. 600. 000 00 ·43, 300, 000 00
.1. 209. 000 00 -I, 085. 000 00

Vary by Transportation Group
v~,v hv niv;,inn less SOH Hurstna

va'r by Division wI floors & Ceilings
St a ewlde Prevai ling
5 800 "
S 800 "

12.530" (Northern Virginia Only)
YES

00"
00"

Statewide Prevailin.
Statewide Prevalllni
5 800 "
5 800 "

COO1loS It e Index
AGI
Population = 33 3 " AlIA = 66 1 "
800"

Hewnlnal State Shale:
Year One Year TwoEqualized?

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
t«)
00
NO
Y(S
P«>
YES
YES

Tot., Bitnnitl11
funding

3. 931. 224.093 77

3.034. 241. 091 17
893,899.996 00

o 00
3. 083. 000 00

funding Sourt'

Tot,l St.t. Funds

St.te Genera. fund
Stat, Sales 'ax
State Liter.ry fund
Slate Highway fund

SOQ Account

8asl c Aid
Vocat lonal Education
Gil. ed and Tal ent ed
Remedial Educat ion
Spec i aI Education
Special Ed tuil ion
Special Ed Institution
Special Ed Pre-School
Pupi I Transportation
Ot her Cat egor Ica I
Ins t ructiona I f r inle
Non·lnst ruct ional rr ing!

Pupil Transportat ion
Schoo I Nur sino

INSTRUCT 1000l PERSOONEl OOSIS

PO! I t lon$ Per 1000 MJA
Instructional Salary Base
Salary Incre.se (1988 to 1989)
Salary Increase (I989 '0 1990)
Salary Cost of C(J1l)et ing
Application 0' Proposed Standards

SPECIAL NOTES:

FRINGE OENEr IT COSTS

Pick-Up of En'tl'oyee Share
VSRS
Group life Insurance

Non·lnstructlonal Positions
Non·lnstruct ional Salar its
Non· Instruct ional Increase (1988 to 1989)
Non· Instructional Increase (I989 to 1990)

01 STRIDur 100

Method of EQuali zat Ion
Prox~ for at her Revenues
Standardi lit ion 01 Index
Cap on loca I Shar eoS



OPTICW 2 • REVISED OOST METIQ). CXIFOSITE IfI)EX. 52 PERCENT STATE SHARE IN FY 1990. PHASED £~IZATI(w Of fRINGE BENEFITS IN FY 1990

DIVISION COST -AllOCAT ION SUMMARY

FClINDAT100 LOCAL STATE STATE ..- STATE <DST lcrAl
DIVJSI(W COST SHARE LOCAL CX)ST EQUALI ZED COST E~L rZED CDST DIffERENCE EfFORT

Count I es:

Acr:tJIACK 33.847.342.36 35.32 9. 906, 827. 28 18, 194.210.89 5. 7.6. 304. 19 4. 038. 661. 08 32.•2
ALBEMARLE 59. 710, 18~. 39 60.69 28.514.278 95 19, 261. 965. 80 11. 933. 939. 6( 676, 80S. 44 32.91
MELIA 9. 933. 940. 86 38.61 3. 010, 736. A7 t 760. 897. 5S 2. 162. 306. U 530.256.39 31.32
RHRST 28.291.511. 56 32.77 1. 494. 576. 75 15. 201. 90'0.•8 5, 600. 994. 33 992.068.81 28.58
APPQMTTOX 14. 505. 636. 09 32.19 3. 751. 48'. 50 7, 912. 816. 09 2. 841. 335. SO 515.885. S9 30.~

ARLINGTa. 95, 490. 471. 38 80.00 56. 463. 906. 70 17. 629. '«59. 41 21. 397. 105.21 6-16.644.68 17. CM
AUGUSTA 59. 289. 091. 89 35.73 17. 355. 352. 18 31. 027, 652. 83 10. 906. 086. 88 1. 191. 499. 71 28.08
BATH 6. 206. 973. 78 80.00 3.853. 381. 14 1. 202.390.30 1. 151.202.34 21. 328.~ 27.19
Sl.AM> 8.267.8.S 50 24.75 1. 709.628: 15 5. 163.011. 30 1. 395. 207. 05 1. 498. 380. 35 3".79
BOTETOORT 26. 021. 255.96 3783 7. 852. 279. 18 13. 026. SA". 53 S. 1A2. 331. 65 645. 69-&. 18 29.33
8RLWSNICK 16. 920. 417. 94 30.44 4. 104. 144 58 9. 207. 983. 80 3. 608. 289. 57 875.289.37 29.33
BUOtANAN 42. 942. 837. 26 28.57 9. 684. 401. 60 23.938.541.28 9. 319. 894. 37 1. 138. 595. 65 27.95
BUCKI~ 12. 982. 324.94 33.•0 3. 448.•46. 16 6.818.857.29 2. 715. 021. 49 726.108.78 29.10
CAFBElL SO. 748. 401.48 32.76 13. 131. 149 67 26. 924. 249. 8' 10. 693. 001. 97 156.471.81 28.34
CAROLINE 21.070.447.68 35.01 5.823. IS4. 71 10.742.915.17 4. 5GC. 377. 80 405.142.. 97 29.26
CARROLL 29. 356. 415. 62 27.24 6. 482. 915. 63 17.067.881. 02 S. 805. 618. 97 2. 971. 271. 99 29.80
OiARLES Cl TV 7. 365. 660. 02 37.90 2. 289. 331. 78 3. 726. 543. 76 1.349.784.47 104.580.24 31.3S
OiARlOTTE 13. 419. 377.03 2793 2. 980. 967. 65 7. 527. 718. 14 2. 910. 691. 24 .12.273.38 27.86
CHESTERF IElO 261. 955. 190. 78 44.52 94. 372. 973. 20 120. 366. 665. 22 47.216. 152.36 12•.tIl. 057.58 40.77
ClARKE 10.715.049.65 55.33 4.617. 030 ~ 3.813.094.02 2. 28". 925. 09 "49.147.11 32.04
CRAIG 4. 455. 582. 35 33.78 1. 202. 125. 27 2.367. &l0. 11 885.816.97 281.783.08 27.74
CULPEPER 29.425. 992. 29 46.58 11. 167.685. 39 13. 173.895.22 5. OUt 411. 68 1. 631. 916. 90 36.11
cu.s£RlAM> 8.289.467. 13 32.27 2. 088. 915. 46 4. 365. 313. 13 1. 835. 238. 5~ 561, 753. 67 28.10
OtCKENSC* 22. 841. 278. 94 29.2' 5.291. 931.42 12, 704. 629. 54 4. 8.t'. 717. 98 243.303. S2 28.33
OIMYIOOIE 23. ZlZ. 679. 66 32.72 5. 896. "64. 79 12. 136. 075. 87 5. 180. 139.00 455.464.87 29.31
ESSEX 10. 375. 929. 99 .9.13 4. 048. ~89. 97 .t. 3A8. 109. 14 1. 979. 330. 88 679. UO.02 34.72
FALQJIER 50. 464. "62. 9S 65.37 26, 117.837.98 14.846.034.43 9. SOO, 590. 55 -5~O. 295. 03 36.42
FLOYD 12. 550. 902. 53 34.52 3.•56. 943. 58 6. 596. 552. 55 .2.491.406.40 651. 064.95 29.38
FLUVAt6\ 12. 114. 955. 66 43.58 4. .c89. 722. 32 5.894.611. 37 2. 330. 621. 96 298.027.33 33.35
FRANKLIN 38. 776. 537. 61 37.40 11. 122. n9. 57 19.792.423.21 7.261. 334. 83 899.178.04 30.18
FREDERICK 47. 733. '64.68 42.07 16, 160, 739. 05 22.003.903.24 9. 568. 822. 39 2. 912. 105. 63 35.09
GILES 17. 720. 131.85 33.47 4.682.226.46 9. 348. 619. 65 3.689.285. 74 553.837.38 27.78
GlOOCESTER 35. 94'. 950. 09 45. .t6 13. 281. 199. 91 16.237.216.•7 6.•26. 533. 71 2.251,810. 18 39.7S
GOOCHLAND 11.908, 133. 06 62.85 5. 938. 814. 66 3.710.469.19 2.258.849.21 -50,667 60 32.1'
GRAY~ 17 423. S57. 43 27 46 3. 885. 9S1. 29 10. 142,685. 48 3. 395. 320. 66 2. 615. 902. 14 29.56
GREENE 1:.868.864.19 36.18 3. 396. 989. 44 6.017.200.43 2, .~, 674.33 1. 167.932. 7S 36.27
HALIFAX 33. 086. 111. SO 2S.98 6.826. 091. 4S 19. 142. 791. 17 7, 117.228.88 389.720.05 26.77
HAM)VER 64.063. 40S. ~ 49.59 25. 037. 173. 61 26. 232.651. 34 12. 793. S80. 69 2. 383. 752. 03 32.90
HENRICO 193. 852. zn. 01 54.93 82. 960. 947. 73 70. 987. 706. 65 39. 903. 622. 63 5. 576. 969. Z8 30.69
HENRY 55. 728. 327. 26 33.85 14,825. 616. 63 28.741. 968. 67 12. 160. 7'1. 96 2eM.•70. 63 26.22
HIGHLAND 3. 426. S47. 59 59.77 1. 670.658 Z4 1. 221. 788. 26 53C, 101. 09 707.585.15 .to. 53
ISLE OF W~ GHT 25. 310. 399.84 46.23 9.187.959.90 10.878. 741. 4. S. 2~3. 698. 49 791. 481. 93 32.2'
KiNG GEORGE IS. 2j9. 664 29 37.65 4. 639. 849. 06 7.752. 903.33 2.846.911.89 961. 077. 22 34.24
KlNG & QUE£N 6. 148. 195. 98 42.87 2. 044. ~57. 71 2. 789. 395. 20 1. 31". 3"3.07 493.166. Z8 28.79
KING WI LLI;M 9. 316.441.27 42.12 3.213. 724.05 4. 499. 105. 69 1.603.611.54 763.825.22 26.09
LANCASTER 10. 118.887. 57 62.28 5. 091. 148. 27 3. 262. 204. 94 1. 759. 534. 36 197,063.30 30.91
LEE 30. 864. 960.25 20.16 4.969.680.35 19. 018. 938. 27 6.876.341.63 1. 621. 059. 90 28.32
lOlJOOUN 93. 867. 926. 2S 67.71 50.833. 974. ~8 26. 270. 085. 18 IS. 763.866.59 1. 584. 3sr 77 ~O. 95
LClJlSA 22. 667. 238. 18 80.00 13. 824, 270. 71 4.297.439.61 4. s.tS. 527.86 -13.234.53 31. 78
LUNENBURG 14, 141. 506. 60 21.68 3.246. 477. 25 8. 308. 619. 29 2. 586. '10. 06 1. 145. 521. 35 31.99
MADISON 11. 373. 705.49 44.64 4. 002. 691.20 5.081. 9<W. 14 2.283. 110. 15 654. 110.30 31. 18
MATHEWS 8.238.222.76 54.37 3. 542. 800. 55 3.064.408. 15 1. 631. 014. 06 265.818.22 30.73
MECKLENBURG 32.460.663. 26 35.53 9, 283, 624. 29 16.941.506.52 6. 235. 532. 45 1. 214, 798. 97 31.44
MtDDLESEX 7 555. 742. 38 61. 24 3. 668. 256 95 2.447. 341. 39 1.440. 144. 03 224. 515.43 29.82
OTG3e£RY 53. 551. 286. 43 39.14 16.502.947.07 26. 050. 797. 43 11.007. 541. 93 1. 759. 799. 36 29.15
NEL5CW 13.408. 309.81 48.89 5. 226. 390. 63 5. 569. 128. 97 2. 612. 790. 21 309.531.18 31. 42
NEW KENT 12.231 052.09 44.11 4, 217. 810. 46 5.427. 743. 56 2, 585. 498. 07 1. 035. 785. 63 34.67
NOP.THIiM?T~ 17. 122. 929.23 28.58 3. 880. 859. 82 9. 660. 988. 31 3. 581. 081. 10 2.154. 351. 41 31. 87
NOR THtNBERLA,__O 8 ;70.408.56 59.17 4.111.113.03 2. 981. 953. 74 1. 677. 3.1. 79 549.691. 53 28.82
NOTTONAY 14.934. 770.60 30.95 3.668.913. 90 8. 102.890. 89 3. 162. 965. 81 682.034.70 28.48
ORANGE 23.125.011. 14 45.30 8. 385. 293. 99 10.372.618. 3S 4. 367. 098. 80 571. 683.15 33.76
PAGE 21. 090. 567.23 34.01 S. 799. 141. 12 11. 006. 837. 60 4,284.588.51 1. 386. 694. 10 29.63
PATRICK 17. 359. 564 i2 31. 76 4. 394. 750. 4.. 9.416.364.47 3. 5.8, 549. 81 227.328.29 26.79
PI TTSYL 'JA."4 i A 62.805. 996. 15 28.35 13.842.014. 75 34, 659. 096. 22 14. 304.885. 19 -z. 414. 258. 59 24.64
POMiATAN 13.941. 502 40 40.09 4. 503. 423. 60 6. 806. 490. 42 2.631. 588. 38 1. 066. 982. 80 31.55
PRINCE EDNARD ~ 5. 082. 344. 32 33. 80 3. 992. 165. 21 7, 755. 882. 72 3. 334. 296. 39 1. 520. 125. 11 28.85
PR rNeE GEORGE 29.875.058. 37 25.12 6,018.555. 11 17,603, 192. 68 6.253. 310. 58 I, 249. 783. 26 30.17
PRI~E WILLI,w 268. 309. 067 22 42.50 91.011. 903. 29 126.441.614.01 50. 855. 549. 92 27. 252. 163. 93 40.63
PULASKI 36. 139. 856. 80 31. 81 9. 061. 972. 09 19. 370. 643. 37 7. 707.241. 34 -425. 935. 28 27.44
RAPPAHANr«K 6.690.324.05 61.85 3. 343. 564. 37 2. 169.286. 17 1. 177.473.52 490. ~l. 68 34.66
RrQMlNO 8. 004. 450. 23 44.51 2. 901. 304. 90 3. 693. 580. 20 1. ~09. 465.12 203.605.32 31.81



OPTICW 2 .. REVISED COST IETIGl. <XIFOSITE 1Ml£X. 52 PERCENT STATE SHARE IN FY 1990. PHASED E~LlZATI(W OF FRINGE BENEFITS IN FY 1990

DIVISION COST-ALLOCATION SUMMARY

FfJJI)ATI(W LOCAL STATE STATE a· STATE COST LOCAL
OIVISICW CXJST SHARf lOCAL emT E~IZ£D emT E~L I ZED CDST DIFFERENCE EFFORT

ROAtO<£ 80. 763. 627. SS 42.84 27. 008. 560. Zl 36. U6. 277. 40 16. 908. 789. 9" -263. 592. 66 29.60
ROCKBRIDGE 17. 085. 050. 80 40.31 S. 486.311. S9 8. 2S1. 197. 29 3. 334. 541. 93 727.669.21 28.34
ROCKINGHMI 56.957.963.17 38.69 17, ~4". 125.31 27.671. 087. CM 11, 8-C2. 750. 8Z 2. 302. 637. 86 29.61
RUSSELL 33.980.923.57 27.24 7. 529. 050. 10 19. 828, 780. 03 6.623,093..... 265.773. "6 28. 10
soon 28, 284, 224. 83 23.16 5, 384. 645. 12 17.490,238.62 5. 409. 341. 08 2,. 136. 139. 11 29.83
SH£HAM)QAH 29. 518. 396. "6 45.19 10.572.337.02 13. 050. 778. 62 5. 895, 280. 83 743.1"9.45 30.32
SIIfTH 36. 32... 707. 78 25.81 7. 459. 132. 81 20.~.896."7 8. 200. 678. 51 1.038. 174.98 28.37
SQJTHMFTCW 15. 662. 3". 52 42.36 . 5. 016. 4..5. 16 6. 976, 861. 88 3, 669. 036. 88 731.350.76 26.2"
SPOTTSYLVANIA 67, 759. 568..... 41. 59 22. 893. 753. 53 32. 720. &71. 31 12. 1..5. 143. 59 oC. 814, .c14. 91 42.~

STAfFORD 71. 584. 266. 10 35.35 20.576.466. as 37,. 8"1. 019. 30 13. 166. 779. 9S 6. 1~3. 619. 25 38.40
SURRY 7. 755, ~8S. 86 80.00 ~. 991. 418. .tO 1. 490. 953.34 1. 273. 114. 12 -59.566. S3 2~.19

SUSSEX 10. 255. 442. 55 40.11 3.057,307.97 4. 620. 030. 17 2. 578. 104. "1 63,780. sa 26.3"
TAZEYEll 56. 100. 323. 28 28.2" 12, 793.805. 74 32. 164. 323. 39 11. 142. 194. 16 988.751.54 28.64
WARREN 25, "18. 167. 23 .t3. S4 8.640. 848. M 11.•25. 063. 49 5. 352. Z5~. 80 1. 276, 034. 29 32.2S
WASH INGTCJ4 47,587,929.49 32.33 12.166. 163.41 25. 258. 961. 73 10, 162, 804. 3S 653.986.08 28.21
tlES1IIJR£1.AMl II, 562. 036. 36 42.14 3. 936, 916. 29 5. 3C5. 465. 20 2. 279. 654. 88 351. 686. 07 23.19
WISE 53.882. 757.63 27.06 11. 672, 387. 39 31. 039. S60. 07 11. 170.810. 17 972.710.2" 29. 2~
Wf'THE 29.328.401. 08 31.16 7.301. 257. 45 15, 803, 197. 98 6. 223, 9C S. 65 1. 682. 783. 63 30.94
YORK 56, e27. 014. 87 "0.25 18. 505. 348. 85 27. 591. 791. 14 10. 329.874. 88 3. 57S. 966. 02 37.82

Cittes:

AlEXAM)RIA 63. 182. 882. 86 80.00 35. 637. 238. .u 10. 809. 296. 29 16. 736, 348. 13 -898. 275. 58 15.88
BRISTOl 17. 812. ~3. 21 53."0 7.188.331.90 6,571. 908.09 ... 052. 297. 23 -I. C07. 540. 69 31.13
BUENA VISTA 7, 305. 066. 32 25.66 1.511,285.09 .., 316. 048. 33 1. 417. 732. 90 156.319.23 28.58
OIARlOTTESYllLE 27.938,828.14 59.7S 12. so.t. 091. .to 8. 965, 382. 78 6•. 369. 353. 96 -828.647. 26 26.53
OtESAPEAKE 172. 236. 596. 87 38. Cl 53. 515. 676. 06 86. n7.295. 70 31. ~3. 625. 11 9. 286. 720. 81 35.90
OOLCJ41Al HE IGfrS 16. 530. 475. 91 41. 94 S. 462.687. 79 1,618.652.97 3, 389. 135. 15 533.898.12 28.47
COVJNGTa. 6...". 299. S5 38.26 1. 918. 451. ~ 3,152.942.39 1. 392. 90S. 63 201. 242.01 23.88
DANVILLE SO, 101. 096. 21 36."4 14. 643. 992. 66 25. 542. 83.t. 83 9.91•. 268.72 6. 679.023. S5 33.18
FALLS QlJRQt 8.150. 714.29 80.00 5. 020. 382. 23 1. 484. 498. 31 1.645.833. 75 117. SCM. 06 16.36
FRANKLIN 11. 174. 615. 94 30.97 2. 942, 508. 85 6.3"7,699.30 1. 884, 407. 80 302.101.10 39.08
FREDER ICKSBURG 13. 819, 720. 57 62.09 6, 506. 724. 85 ~, 276.827. 10 3. 036. 168. 61 6'1.937.72 27.26
GAlAX 7. 022. 033. 1. 45.18 2. 569, 520. 20 3. 192, 073. 24 1. 260. 439. 69 721. Z48. 9~ 30.93
HPMPT~ 125,104. 771. 43 38.93 38. 309.210. 50 60. 638. 408. 55 26. 157, 152. 39 5. 394. 780. 9l 29.88
HARRISCWBURG 17.832.835.28 60.40 8. 509. 058. 19 5. 908. 016. 17 3.415. 760. 92 670.301.09 28.12
~EYELl 23, 314. 835. n 33.56 6. 19-t. 810.69 12. 381.~•. 02 t 738. 381. 06 267.165.08 27.60
LEXINGTC* 4. 448,. 210. 72 44. OC 1. 579,287.67 2,060. 736.57 808,186.48 449.045. OS 27.56
lYNQQJRG 57. 347.616.49 4S. SO 20. 131. 593. 16 24. 519. 7..... 83 12. 690, 218. 49 1. 582.363.32 27.19
MANASSAS 30.854.381. 57 62.S4 15, 979, 793. 54 10. Ill. 921. 14 ... 762. 666. 89 2. 016. 016. 03 "7.15
MANASSAS PARK 9. 973, 326. 97 25.33 2, 048. 798. 70 6.024. "05.17 1. 900, 123. 10 1. 836. 6Q6. 27 36.2"
MART INSV ILLE 17,655,637.94 "6.06 6, US. 99.c. ~ 7. 762, 136. 74 3. 4". 506. 56 -392. 686. 70 29.02
NEYAlRT NEWS 171. '19, 719. 82 38.16 51. 306.261. 51 83. 833. 187. 68 36. 280. 270. 63 11. 750. 038. 31 32.32
NORFOLK 216.109,996.7. 38.06 62, 929, 838. 51 103. 316. 477. 13 49.863.681. 10 11. 047. 398. 23 26.48
DTCJ4 5.521,512.97 33.87 1. "35, 237. 57 Z. 81... 607. 97 1, 271. 727. 42 229.691.40 29.71
PETERSBURG 36. "25. 675. 66 34.92 9. 909, 321. 85 18.437, 114. 37 8. 019.239. 44 1. 520.533. 81 27.40
PCQJ)S(W 15, 590.475.69 37.28 ~. 789,261. 53 7. 942. 177. 51 2,859.036.66 729.132.17 39.44
PORTSIeDJTH liS, 262. 595.46 30.83 29. 171, 749.40 64.951.105.66 21. 139. 740. 40 7.1..... 266.06 31.2"
RADFORD 9, 175. 68~. 64 37.93 2. 728. 838. 93 4. 545. 338. 29 1. 901. S07. 42 187. 87k 71 24.~7

RIOMJI) 167, 588. 325. 31 57.37 69, 452. 214. 44 53. 995. 609. 63 4... 140, 501. 2S -962, 869. 12 26.19
ROANOKE 78. 361. 596. 95 ..5 36 24. 942, 183. 41 30. 826. 404. 96 22. 593. 008. S9 -437,506.46 21. 87
SALEM 20. 329. OS8. ~ 48.91 7. 747, 159.82 8. 394. 234. 38 4.187. ~.14 529,73".52 26.17
SOOTH BOSTCW 8. 363. 208. 38 31. 64 2. 163. 095. 90 4. 656. 300. 9" 1. 5"3.811. S4 995.038.48 32.97
STAl,WTc. 20.296.697.05 45.92 6. 581. 828. 79 7.882. 554. 88 5. 832. 313. 38 2, 731. 712.26 28.91
SUFFOLK 55. 999. 913. 34 36.85 16. 085. 559. 51 27.529. 170.67 12. 385. 183. 16 2. 785.293.83 31.2S
VIRGINIA BEAOi (06. 915. 7«. 87 "4.27 142, 640. 463. 40 183. 529. 766. 02 80. 745, 515. 45 26. 826. 081. 46 35.92
WAYNESBORO 16.349.576.94 56.03 1. 088. 043. 68 S. 862. 608. 42 3. 398. 924. 84 ·762. 124. 74 35.90
WINOiESTER 19. 966. 471. 02 56.14 8.791.374.36 6; 924. 906.77 4.250, 189.89 660.090.65 31. 57

Towns:

CDlON IAL BEAOi 3, 423. 500. 36 38.99 1. 110. 349.22 1. 759. 577. 37 553.573. 78 389.875.15 32.28
Vt£ST POINT .., 306. 580. 12 36.38 1.324.478.91 2, 328. 741. 21 653,360.00 109.499.21 37.06

Cam. ned:

ALLEGHANY HIG1LAM>S 19, 433, 590. 63 29.91 4. 765. 979.09 10.696. 474. 13 3. 971. 137.40 -336,512.46 27.31
BEDFORD COUNTY-CITY 48.402.229.70 41.12 15. 662, 360. 18 22, 937, 333. 23 9.802.536.28 2. 467. 153. 51 30.77
FAIRFAX COUNTY·CITY 866. 721. 359.61 70.54 476. 720, 155. 50 I 217,526. 810. 00 172.474.394.11 16.346,938.11 36.58
GREENSV ILE/EMPOR IA 18. 156. 203. 14 28.18 4. 796. 336. 34 9.758.549.97 3. 601, 316. 84 992.396.81 28.44
JAMES CITYttVlLLltMSBURG 40, 092. 909. 59 61. 81 19,444,674.49 11.694. 635. 92 8. 953. 599. 17 668.073.09 39.36



Summary of Option 3

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL POSmONS AS
A FLOOR, RECOGNIZE REQUIRED POSmONS ABOVE
57 PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAILING SALARY INCREASED BY 5..8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN POSmON ABOVE :MEDIAN
STATE

• COST OF COMPETING ADJUSTMENT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DIFFERENTIALS FOR
STATE EMPLOYEES

• NEW PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COST :METHOD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCA­
TION STANDARDS

• LOCAL REVENUE INDEX: POPULATION WEIGHTED
1/3, ADM 2/3

• BASIC AID, GIFTED AND TALENTED, SPECIAL EDU­
CATION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, REMEDIAL EDU­
CATION, AND PUPIL TRANSPORTATION EQUALIZED
WITH STATE SHARE OF 50 PERCENT

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• NO INCOME ADJUSTMENT IN LOCAL SHARE
CALCULATION

• ·DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON TIIE BASIS OF
SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION

81



OPTtOO 3 • REVISED roST ME 100>, LOCAL REVEMJE INDEX. 00 CHANGE IN STATE SHARE

ANALYSIS OF THE STAM>AROS or ~AlITY OOSTS AM) APPORT I~[NT TO STATE N«) lOCAL GOVERfI.1ENTS

TABLE I SlMMRV or STAtE rtJl)ING TABLE 3: OOSTS OF THE STANDARDS Of ~A1I1Y

Fundlnl Source

Total State funds

State General fundSt,'. Salts la.
Statf literary fund
SI at f Hi ghway fund

Tot II Bi ennlun
Fundin.

3: 910, 692, 6~7 89

Jf. OJ 3, 709,661 89
893. 899, 996 00

o00
3,083. 000. 00

Incr ease In Fundln. Over:
Base BUdget Prey. Blennlun

212,898, 903 89 365, 527, 992. 89

112.007. 907 89 285. 33.. 329.89
98.699. 996 00 124. 518.663 00

·56.600.000 00 -43. 300.000 00
.1. 209.000 00 -1.085,000 00

INSTRUCTlOOAL PERSONNEL SALARIES

Basic Instruct lanai Posl t fons
Basic Aides
Spec1., EducaII on Pos It ions
Special Educat Ion Aides
Vocational Education Posit Ions
Gifted & ta'ented Instructional Positions
Remedial Education Positions

Instructional fringe Benefits (YSRS. SSt Gl, Health)

Tot,' for Instructional Personnel

FY 1989

I, 3~S. 217. 481. 44
3.010.427. 73

116.085.921. 15
10.696.007 06
51, 511, 718 71
26. 235. 974 93
30.571. 941 83

3S9. 691. 386 62

J, 953, 020, 859 41

FY 1990

1. .47.244, 480 12
3. 148. 138 65

128. 753. 161.84
11.433.066.66
56. 961. 346 9S
28.039.514 09
32, 683. 491 86

386. 717,294 71

2. 095, 040. 494 89

Biennltm Total

2. 802, 461. 961 51
6.158,566 31

244.839.082 99
22. 129,073 72

108,473,065 66
54. 275. 489 02
63. 255, 433 69

746,468.681 33

4.04.8.061. 354. 36

TABLE 2 SlIMARY Of OPTIOO

INSTRUCTIOOl PERS~£l OOSTS

Pos IClons Per 1000 NJA
Instruttional Salary Base
Salary Increase (1988 to 1989)
Sallr, Increase (1989 to 1990)
Salary Cost 01 CmT1let inl
Appl ica' ion of Proposed Standards

varr by Division wI floor, & Celllnis
Sia ewlde Prevalllni

& 800 "
5 800 "12. S30" (Northern Vlralnfa Only)

YES

SOQ SUPPORT

Basic Op,r,t Inl Support
Support fringe Benefits
Special Education Support

Total 'or Support

Total Costs of Standards of Quality

933,897.319 17 990.877.543 94 1.92•. 114.863.11
81.281.225 91 93.447. 912 81 180. 729, 198.83
28, 780. S43. 87 31.042,936 99 59.823.480 87

1.049, 959, 089 01 I. 115.368.453 79 2, 165. 321, 542.81

3.002,919.948.49 3.210,408,948 68 6,213,388,897 17

SUPPORT OOSTS

Pupil Tr anspor Ialion
School NUl s i ncr

FRINGE OENEr IT COSTS

Pick·up of (",Ioyee Shar e
YSRS
Group II fe Insur ante

Non·lnstrucllonal Positions
Non· Instruct ;onal Salar les
Non· Instructional Increase (1988 to 1989)
Non·lnst ruct ional Increase (1989 to 1990)

Var y by TI anspor taII on Or oup
Vary by Division Les, SOH Nursing

local Revenue Index WID IncClne AdJ.
AGI
Population = 33 3 " AlN c: 66 7 "
800"

Ntminal State Share:
Vear One Year Two

Biennhm Tot al

2.020, 166. 197. 99
89], 899. 996 00

51. 787. 322 92
132, 577. 726. 18
41,433.552.19
27. 598.015 89
46. 591.670 42

342. 939. 913 65
o00

245, 544. 935. 87
43.076, 148.00
9. 326,411. 25

34.266. 553.44
3. 083. 000 00

12,401,214. 11

3, 910. 692. 657. 89

2, 302,696,239.28

1.940.288.369.31
50. 68S, 142. 15

134, 390. 430. 54
18. 389. 928. 61
26.671.473. 14
28. 340. 929. 26

0.00
0.00
0.00

72, 264, 807. 00
31.658.558 56

o00
o00

I, 188.979,041. 80

FV 1990

I. 040. 893. 496 82
.6•. 200. 001 00

30. 282. 503 68
69. 588.879.01
21. 500.948 SS
14,249, 125 19
24. 059, 988. 89

J11,443,891 II
o00

128. 181,845 29
21.538.074.00

4, 825, 669. 56
17. 133.276 72
1,331.000 00
6.200,607 06

2.021,429, 906 88

1.000.415,214 12
26,678,843.21
70. 591, 349. 49
9,541.988.44

13. 189, 188 90
14.679, 100 29

o00
0.00
o00

37, .47. 418 00
IS, 829, 219 28

o00
000

I. 113, 717, 197.41

939. 813, 095 2~
24, 006, 899 48
63. 793,081. OS
8.847,9.0.23

12.887.684 24
13.661.828 96

000
0.00
o00

34.811. 389.00
15.829.279.28

000
0.00

979, 212. 101 J7
429, 699. 995 00
21. 504.819 23
62.988.847 J1
19.932,603.64
13, 348.290 69
22, 531,681. S3

165,496.022 54
0.00

117.363.090.58
21, 538.074. 00

4, SOO, 741.69
17. 133.276 72

1. 752. 000 00
6.200.601.06

l; 889. 262. 151 01

994. 801. 595.00
397.600,000.00
33. 572, 12S. 00
36. 533. 926. 00
17. 334. 788.00
12. S33. 924 00
20,230.881.00

J31. 373. 601. 00
28. 300. 000 00

104, 298. 453. 00
21, 559, 359 00

4, lOS, 431 00
33,030.4.5 00
2. 146.000 00

11.476. 379.00

1.848,896.877.00

TABLE 4: APPORT I<R4ENT Of SOQ COSTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOY[R~ENTS

LOCAL PORTI~

Basic Aid
Vocat lonal Educat Ion
Special Educallon
Specl., Education Support
GlUed and Talented
Remedial Educat Ion
(",'oyel Ret hernenl
Socia' Situr Ity
Group lite Insurance
01 rect Rlvenues
Pupil Transportallon
Support Frlnl' Catelorlcal
Ot her Cat 'lor Ical Pr 08rans

local SOQ Total

STATE PORTUW FY 1988 Actual FY 1989

Basic Aid (General fund)
Basic Aid (Dedicated Sales Tax)
Vocational Edutatlon
Special Education
Specla' Educat Ion Suppor t
Gl It ed and Tal enl ed
Remedial Education
~Ioyee Retirement (Genera' fund)
~JoJee Retirement (literary funil)
Soc I. Sltur Ity
Support frtnle Categorical
Group Life Insurance
Pupil Tr anspor t.1I on
Orly,r's Education Fund (ttM.CF)
Oth.r Categorical Prolrn!

Stale ~ Total

50.00 "
50.00 "
50.00 "
50.00 "
50 00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60.00 "
50.00"

100.00 "
100.00 "
100.00 "

so 00 "
50 00 "
so 00 "
SO 00 "
so 00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60 00 "
SO 00 "

100.00"
100 00 "
100 00 "

00"
00"

Statewide Prevailing
Statewide Prevail ing
5 800 "
5 800 "

[qua Ii led?

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
f«)
NO
00
YES
t«)
00
NO

SOJ Account

Basic Aid
Vocationa' Education
GI Ited and Talented
Remedial Educat Ion
Spet tal Edutati on
Special Ed Jult Ion
Spec lal Ed Inst Hulton
Special Ed. Pre·School
Pupil Transportal ion
Olher C.ltaor Ical
Instrucllonal f, Inl'
Non-Instruct lonal Fr inle

SPECIAL r«>JES:

01 STRIBUTla'l

Method of Equalization
Prox! for Other Revenues
Stanaardi lat ion of Index
Cap on local Shares

Source: funding "tandards or Quailly: Analysis of Costs and Dlstr IbuUon

Total Costs Allocated to Slate and Local Governnents 3,002.919.948.49 3, 210. ~08, 948. 68 6.213. 388.891. J1



OPT 1(14 3 - REVISED CXlST IlEnm, lOCAl REVEMJE INn. M) QtANG£ IN STATE SHARE

DIVISION COST-ALLOCATION SUMMARY

F(Ul)ATIal LOCAl STATE STATE 0- STATE CXlST lOCAL
DIVISI~ alST SHARE LOCAL (DST E~IZED emT E~ll ZED COST DlfFEREta EFFORT

Count ies:

ACttJIN:Jt. 33. a.7, 3"2. 36 39. "1 10. 629. 257...7 IS, 699. 163. 06 7. 518. 921. 83 3. 316. 230. 89 ~.79

AlBElNLE 59, 710, 18... 39 62.46 28. 326. 798. 69 16. 290. 936. 36 15.092. "9. 3.t 864.285.70 32. 70
IWELIA 9, 933, 9CO. 86 42.52 3, 186. 992. 25 4. 080, 732. 15 Z. 666, 216. 46 3s.t, 000. 61 33.15
IM£RST 28, 297, 511. 56 36.39 7, 997,853. 33 13. 234, 042. eM 7. 065, 616. 19 488.792.23 30.50
APPCJMTTOX 14. 505, 636. 09 36.27 4, 062, 818. 03 6,841.517.07 3, 601, 300. 99 204,552.06 33.18
ARlINGTC* 95.490.471.38 80.00 ~. 824,914. 24 13, C18. 686. 94 27,246, 810. 19 2, 285, 5n. 14 16. S5
AUQJSTA 59. 289. 091. 89 46.11 21. 397. 880. 99 23. 940. 700. 09 13, 950. 510. 81 ·2,851. 029. 10 34.62
BATH 6. 206, 973. 78 80.00 3. 776. 228. 20 930,367.24 1. SOOt 378. 34 98. "81.58 27.23
SlAM) 8, 267, U6. SO 28.88 1. 91.c, SSt. 11 4. 509, 030. 66 1....... 264. 7. 1. 293. "57. 39 38.96
BOTETClJRT 26, 021. 255. 96 41. .7 8. 288. 729. 70 11. 244. 064. 07 6.488.•62.18 209.2"".26 30.96
8RlJ&VICK 16,920, "17. 94 33.82 ",379...91. 78 8. 065. 134...5 4. "75.191. 71 599.942.16 31.29
BUOiANAN "2. ~2. 837. 26 31.67 10. 312. 803. 54 21. 1.9. 851. 30 11. 480. 182. 42 510.193.72 29.76
BUCKINQiMI 12, 982, 324. 9.c 36.91 3. 666. 018. 11 5. 97... 931. 37 3.341. 375."6 508.536.83 30.9.t
CMFBELL 50. 148. 401. ..a 36.54 1", 078, "34. 66 23. 330. 593. 93 13. 339. 372. 89 -190.813. 18 30.38
CAROLINE 21. 070.441.68 38.19 6. 111, 342. 65 9.•11. 397. 93 5. 547. 107. It) 116.955.03 30.11
CUROLL 29. 356. 415. 52 31.71 1. 230, .61. 79 1'.7",014.'2 7. 361. 939. 40 2. 223, 125. 83 33.24
OIARL£S CI TV 7. 365,660. 02 .tl.69 Z. '21, 113. 35 3. 219,662. 30 1. 724. 28(. 37 -27.801.33 33.16
CiARLOm 13, .19, 3n. 03 32.08 3. 282. 321. 7.c 6.559. 077.15 3.577.972. 1" 110.913.29 30.67
OfESTERf IELO 261. 955. 790. 78 "5.99 ~.176. 088. 68 106. 57•• 555. 18 61. 205. 1.6. 92 12. 607. ~2. 10 .0.68
ClARK£ 10. 715. (M9. 65 58.09 (674.M7.83 3. 206, 688...9 2. 83•• 313. 33 392.829.81 32...3
CRAIG 4, 455. 582. 35 38.79 1. 327. 2..2. 88 2. 016. 695. Z8 1. 111. St... 19 156.665.•7 30.63
QJlPEPER 29. 425,992. 29 .c8.69 11. 267••3". 73 11, 504, 019. 13 6.654.538.•1 1. 532. 167. 56 36.••
aJeERLAM) 8, 289.467. 13 35.89 2. 232. 622. 65 3,811. 838. 80 2. 2"S. 005. 69 418. (M6. 49 30.03
DICKEND 22.841. 278. 9.t 31. 96 S. 565. 882. " 11,277, 153.41 5. 998. 2.3. 09 -30.~7. so 29.80
DI.,OOI£ 23, 212, 679. 66 36.15 6, 267, 978. 15 10, 623. 606. 07 6.321,095.•4 83,951. 51 31.16
ESSEX 10.375,929.99 52.02 oC. 132. 711. 75 3, 707, '63. 69 2. 535, 754. 56 595.618.2" 35."
FAlQJI£R SO, '64,~. 95 66.24 25, 553, '03. 96 12. 70S. 929. 32 12. 205, 129. 67 2".138.99 35.63
FLOYD 12. 550, 902. 53 39.58 3.806. 91S. 10 5. 592. 075. 99 3. 1St 911. 44 301. 093. ~3 32.36
FUNArfCA 12. 714, 955. 66 45.95 4. 567, 90S. 2. S, 170. 907. 30 2, 976. 1..3. 11 219,844...1 33.93
FRANKliN 18. 776, 537. 61 41.29 12. 459, 644. 18 ·17,017,815.35 9. 299, 078. 07 162.313.43 32.08
FREDElla< 47.733.... 68 "6.05 17,009.245.61 18,657.612. 71 12.066,606.35 2,063.599.06 36.93
GILES 17. 720. 131. 85 36.01 .., "'7, 7.7. 17 8. 2..9. 576. 49 ... 622. 808. 20 388,316.68 28.76
GlaaSTER 35.9C-t,950.09 48.00 13.526.823.83 1.,089. 701. 30 8.328.42".96 2.006.186.26 40."9
(DXHlAM) 11, 908.133.06 65.50 5. 979, 928. 65 3. 047. 973. 95 2. 880. 230. 46 ·91. 781. 58 32.36
GRAYS(Jf 17.423, 957...3 32.27 ... 375. 669. 56 8, 718, 88.c. 81 4. 329. 403. 06 2. 126. 183. 87 33.29
GREENE 11.868.... 19 39...7 3. 566. 140. 66 5,215.653. 1" 3.086, .70.39 998.181. S4 38.08
HAliFAX 33.086.111. 50 30.28 7.620. 526.67 16, 625, 536. SO 8, 840. eM8. 33 -404. 715. 17 29.89
HAM)VER ~. 063. 405. 64 53.02 25. 808. 799. 20 22, 089. 136. 40 16. 165. 470. 04 1. 612, 126.•4 33.91
HENRICX> 193. 852. 2n. 01 57.24 83. 372, 726. 49 60. 210, 975. 25 50.268. 575. 28 S. 165. 190. 52 30.8"
HENRY 55, 728, 327. 26 38.29 16.096,610.93 24. 660. 593. 45 14. 971. 122. 88 -I. 066. 523. 68 28.46
HIGH1JM) 3. 426. 541. 59 64.67 1. 7'3, 831. 3.c 9.t8. 185. 22 734.531. 03 634.412.05 42.31
ISlE OF WHiff 25, 310. 399. U 48.89 9. 361.214. 29 9. 394,897. 10 6. SSt 288. 46 618.227. SS 32.8'
KING GEORGE 1S. 239. 664. 29 40.67 ... 830. 904. 58 6. 780. 484. 85 3. 628. 27•. 86 770.021. 71 35.65
KING & OJEEN 6. 148. 195.98 47.36 2. 17... 791. 17 2.343. 984. 27 1. 629. 420. S-4 362.832.81 30.62
KING WilLI. 9, 316, ....1. 27 61.72 4. 501. 118."7 2. 725.843.09 2. 089...79. 71 ·523. 569. 20 36. s.c
LANCASTER 10. 118,887.57 64.61 S. 10.C, 139.02 2. 731. 6.t7. 29 2. 283. 101. 26 190.072.55 30.95
LEE 30. 86.t, 960. 25 23.13 5. 459. 566. 93 16. 971. 412. 63 8.433. 980. 70 1. 131. 173. 32 31.11
lCllXll4 93. 867. 926. 25 68.05 "9. 355, 5..5. 55 22. 540. 240. 69 21. 972. 140.00 3.062. 780. 69 39.76
LOOISA 22, 667, 238. 18 80.00 13. 564. 380. 69 3. 314, 302. 83 S. 788. 554. 66 246,655'.49 31.18
lLf4EtaJRG 14. 1..1. 506.60 31.23 3. 520, 740. 98 7. 336. 551. 90 3.284.213. n 1,471. 257. 62 34.69
1Wl1sa. 11. 373. 70S. 49 47.98 4. 14t 138. 39 4.349.614.67 2. 879. 892. 43 512.663.11 32.28
IMTHEWS 8. 238, 222. 76 58. 'S 3. 674, 090. 91 2. 510. 698. 15 2. 053. 433. 70 134.527.86 31.87
IECKlENBURG 32. '60, 663. 26 38.1" 9. 596, 066. 81 14. 931. 695...5 7. 932. 900. 99 902. 356.4S 32.50
MIDDLESEX 7.555. 742. 38 65...7 3. 781. 099. 25 1. 939. 309. 12 1. 835. ~34. 00 111. 613. 12 30..74
IDlTtDERY 53. 561. 286. 43 40.83 16. 601, 987. 7. 23, 112. 726. 87 13.846. 571. 82 1,660, 758.69 29.33
NELsa4 13. 408. 309. 81 52.36 5. 395. 159. " 4, .119. 959. 78 3.293. 190. 59 140.762.37 32.43
NEW KENT 12. 231, 052. 09 47.11 ... 338. 678. 41 4, 662. 586. 69 3. 229. 786. 99 914.917.68 35.66
t«JRTtWlPTCJ4 11. 122. 929. 23 31. 62 4. 122. 730. 28 8.. 509.411. 77 4.490, 787. 18 2. 512. '80. 95 33.86
MlRTtUI3ERlNil 8, no, 408. 56 64.34 .c. 306,961. 76 2. 333. 024. 15 2. 130. 422. 65 353.842.80 30.19
IDTTQNAY 14. 934. no. 60 33.9S 3.871. "46.07 7. 156. 170.66 3. 907. 153. 87 479.502.53 30. as
ORANGE 23, 125. 011. 14 47.64 8. 506. 103. S2 9.040,228.00 5. 578. 679. 62 450.873.63 34.25
PAGE 21. 090. 567. 23 38.02 6. 222. 105. 50 9, 507. 489. S4 5.360.972. 19 963.729.73 31.80
PATRICK 17, 359. 664. 72 36.57 4. 859. 472. 49 8. 012. 632. 40 4.427. 559. gZ -237. j93. 77 29.62
PITTSYlVANIA 62. a05, 996.16 32.39 15. 15.t, 526. 47 30,032. 657. 77 17. 618.811. 92 -3. 186. 770. 30 26.98
POtIATAN 13.941. 502. ~o 43.80 4. 738.071. 57 ~. 860. 688. 97 3.342. 7.c1. 86 832.334.83 33.19
PR JNCE EDtlMD 15.082,344.32 36.61 ... 158. 920. 85 6.815.739.23 4.107.684.24 1.353.369.46 30.06
PR INCE GEORGE 29, 875. 058. 37 27.26 6. 287. 772. 50 15. 830. 122. 19 7. 757. 163.68 980.565.87 31. 52
PRINCE WILLI. 268, 309, 067. 22 44.29 91. '86, 998. 37 111.122,599.80 65, 699. 469. 05 26. n7. 668. 85 40.84
PUlASKI 36. 139. 856. 80 34.36 9. 419, 913. 03 17. 165, 261. S5 9,554.682.22 -783, 876. 2, 28.52
RAPPAIWI«X:K 6, 690, 324. 05 65.27 3. '07.438. ~ 1, 757. 562.27 1. 525. 323. 15 427.067.42 35.32
RIOIDD 8, 00.t. 450. 23 48.75 3. 063, 594. 67 3. 122. '81. 67 1. 818. 373. 89 41.315.56 33.59



OPTIC. 3 .. REVISED CX)ST METtal. LOCAL REVENUE INDEX. t() 0iANG£ IN STATE SHARE

DIVISION COST .. ALLOCATION SUMMARY

FClNlATICW LOCAL STATE STATE to.. STATE COST LOCAL
OIVfSlc. COST SHARE LOCAL CDST E(lJALI ZED CX)ST E\lJAl1 ZED CDST DIFFERENCE EFFORT

RQAM)K£ 80. 763. 627. 5S 45.67 27. 742. 118. 13 31. 728. 598. 39 21. 292,911.03 ·997. 1iO. 58 30.40
ROCKBRJDGE 17. 085, 050. 80 45.10 5.907.....8. 46 6. 953. 090. 98 ".224.511. 37 306.532.35 30.51
ROCKINGHIM 56. 957. 963. 17 43.05 18. 659. 168. 76 23. 482. 798. 21 14. 815. 996. 20 1.087.594.41 31.67
RUSSEll 33. 980. 923. 57 30.17 8.015.823.98 17.616. 581. 63 8. 348. 517. 95 ·221.000.41 29.91
SCX)TT ZI, ~. 224. 83 26.31 5. 870. 283. 70 IS. 545. 851. 27 6. 868. 089. 86 1. 650. 501. 13 32.53
SHENAMlOAH 29. 51!. 396. '6 '9.2' 11.093. 8S0. 79 10. 990. 829. 90 7. "33. 715. 78 221.635.67 31.81
SMYTH 36, 32'. 707. 78 29.12 8. 067. j06. 70 18.281. 867. 49 9. 975. 533. 60 '30.001.09 30.68
saJT....TC* 15.662. 344.52 47.66 5, 4Z1. 896.51 i. 7.6. 90S. 22 4. 493. 542. 79 325.900.01 28. 36
SPOTTSYlVANIA 67. 759. 568.44 44.9' 23. 852. 089. 38 28. 1.5. 428. 67 15. 762. 050. 39 3. 916. 019 06 ......3
STAFFORD 71. 584. 266. 10 37 52 21. 055. .c2'. 31 33. 495. 418. 88 17.033. "22. 90 5.664.661 79 39 Z9
SURRY 7. 755.485.86 80.00 4. 877. 219. 78 1. 198. 1'34. 18 1. 680. 011. 90 S~. 632.08 23 63
SUSSEX 10.255.4"2. 55 43.08 3. 156. 189. 11 '.018. 757. 19 3.080. '96. 25 ·35.100.56 27 19
TAZaEll 56.100.323.28 31 20 13. 588. 907. 86 28. ~75. 302 10 14.036. 113. 32 193.655 "2 30 42
MRREN 2S, 418. 167.23 46. S9 8, 897. ~4. 63 9.808. 455. '0 6.711.767.20 1. 018, 938. 60 33 21
WASH'NGTC* '7,587. 929. '9 35...0 12.810. '18. 82 Z2. 166. 686 42 12. 610. 82~. 25 9.730.67 Z9 70
'ES1lI)R£lAM) 11. 562. 036. 36 57.59 5.068, 518. (U 3. 636. 009. SS 2. 857, 508. 77 ·179. 915. 68 29 86
WISE 53. 882. 757. 63 29.92 12. 407, 873. 85 27. 538. 857. 76 13. 936. 026. 02 237.223.78 31. 08
WfTHE 29. 328. 401. 08 34.12 7,683. 33... 91 13. 934. 966. 41 7. 710.099. 75 1. 300. 706. 16 32 56
YORK 56. "27. 014.87 40.98 18.210. 937. 31 24. 8~. 570. 33 13. 321. 507. 22 3.870.377.56 37.22

Cit ces:

AlEXANDRIA 63. 182. 882. 86 80.00 ~. 734, 751. 72 8. 242, 554. 79 20. 205, 576. 35 4.211. 14 15.48
BRISTOL 17. 812, 543. ZI 50.51 6.568,471.40 6.219. 518. 06 5. 024. 553. 75 ·787.674.19 28.45
BUENA VISTA 7. 305. 066. 32 28.25 1. 599,471. 31 3. 836. 799. 76 1. 868. 795. 24 68.133. 00 30.25
OIARLOTTESVILL£ 27.938.828.1" 61. 13 12. "23. 459. 23 7. 5.c1. 178. 26 7. 974, 190.65 -SC8. 015. 09 26.15
OiESAPEAK£ . 172. 236. 596. 87 40.92 54, 928. 686. 19 76. 118.876.34 41. 189, O~. 35 7. 873. 710. 68 36.85
OOlCJ4IAl HE IQiTS 16. 530, .75. 91 "5.31 5.679.657.89 6. 533. 505. 98 4. 317, 312. 04 316,928.02 29.60
mVINGTC* 6. 464. 299. S5 41. 32 1. 992. 595. 34 2. 723. 6S~. 38 1. 7.8. (Mg. 83 127,098.22 24.80
DANVILLE SO, 101. 096. 21 39.81 IS, 379. 665. ~2 22.098.583.98 12. 622, 146. 80 5. 943. 350. 79 34.85
fAlLS QIJRQi 8.150. 714.29 80.00 •. U7, 922. 86 1. 170. 276. 01 2. 132. 515...3 289.963.43 15.80
fRANKLIN 11. 174. 615. 94 30.23 2. 782. 876. 19 5, 915. 156. 00 2. ~76. 583. 76 461. 739. 7S 36.96
FREDER ICKS8URG 13.819. 720. 57 63.77 6, 4~2. 532. 02 3,567.217.36 3.809,971. 18 706. 130. S4 26.99
GALAX 7. 022. 033. 14 48.24 Z. 642. 941.56 2. 728.631. 13 1. 650. 460. 45 647.821. S8 31. 81
HMlPTCW 125. 104. 771. 43 41.71 39.494. 363. 36 52. 575. 512. 75 33. 034. 895. 32 4. 209.628.07 30.81
HARRI SCN8URG 17. 832. 835. 28 62.90 8. 546. 218. 67 4. 874. 799. 87 4. 411. 816. 74 633.140 61 28.2"
tCPEWEll 23. 314.835. 77 36.64 6. 502. 191. 27 10. 750. 400. 83 6. 062. 243. 67 -40.215 50 28.97
LEX INGTCJ4 4.448.210. 72 45.64 1.578. 366. 34 1. 813. 965. 31 1. 05S. 879 07 4.e9.966 38 27.5.e
lYNQBJRG 51. 347.616.49 48.42 20. 628. 680. 63 20. 889. 946 28 15. 828, 989. 58 1. 091. 275. 86 27.8S
MANASSAS 30.854. 381. 57 62.66 15. 406. 017. 17 8. 959. ~9. 97 6...as. "14.42 2. 589. 792 40 45 ~6

MANASSAS PARK 9.973.326.97 28.19 2. 189. 400. 9.t 5. 322. Z96 08 2. 461.629. 96 1. 696. 00'. 03 38.73
ANT INSV IllE 17.655.637. 94 47 65 6. 434. 726. 78 6.833.568.04 4. 387. 343. 11 -378.418.84 28.95
N£WPORT NEWS 171.419. 719.82 40.31 52.252.086.92 13. '57. 513 55 45. 110. 119.35 10. 804. 212.91 32.92
P«>RFOlK 216. 109. 996. 74 '1.00 65.204. 977. 22 89. 170. 024 63 61. 734. 99.t. 89 8. 772. 259 52 27.44
M>RTCW '5. 521. 572. 97 35.07 1. 432. 609. 00 2. 527. 132 66 1. 561. 831. 31 232.319 97 29 66
PETERSBURG 36. 425. 675. 66 37.01 10. 111. 276 43 16. 339. 672. 89 9.974. 726. 34 1. 318. 579. 23 27.96

~ 15. 590. .e75. 69 39.52 4.896.293. 27 7 012.610. 07 3. 681. 572. 3S 622.100 42 ..0 32
PORT9OJTH 115. 262. 595. 46 33. 35 30. 370. 958 59 57.651. 656. 82 27. 239. 980 06 5. 945. 056. 87 32. 53
RADfORD 9. 175. 684. 64 40.71 2.820.472.44 3. 947. "91. 51 2. .e07. 71'. 69 96.238.20 25.29
RIQIOI) 167. 588. 325. 31 58.37 68. 068. 935. 00 46. 201. 9'9. 35 53. 317. "0. 96 420.410.31 25.67
ROAr«>KE 78. 361. 596. 95 49.78 26.263. 004 62 25. 333. 752. 52 26. 764. 839. 81 ·1. 758. 321.66 23. 03
SALEM 20. 329. 058. 34 53. 20 8. 115. 444 79 6. 921. 951. 99 5. 291. 661. 57 161.449.56 27.41
SWTH BOSTCW 8. 363. 208. 38 32.82 2. 165. 554 81 4.227. .t86. 44 1. 970. 167. 13 992.579.57 33.01
STAUNTC* 20. 296. 697. as 43. 78 6. 076. 124. 69 7.388.229.84 6. 832. 342. 52 3,237.416.36 26.69
SUfFOLK 55, 999. 913. 34 39.58 16.626.964. 30 24.071. 257. 16 15. 301. 691. 89 2.243.889.05 32.30
VIRGINIA BEAQi 406. 915. 744. 87 45.64 141. 972. 591. 52 162. 374.622. 73 102. 568. 530. 62 27. 493. 953. 35 35.75
WAYNESBORO 16. 3.e9. 576. 94 46.85 5.75'.321. 05 6.297. 759. 17 4.297.496.72 571. 597.89 29. 15
WJNOiESTER 19.966.471. 02 57.83 8. 736. 589. 99 5. 907. 230. 71 5. 322. 650. 32 714.875.03 31. 38

Towns:

COLON IAL BEAQi 3.423. 500. 36 57.59 1. 566. 036. 48 1. 123. 854. 77 733.609. It ·65.812. 12 45.53
VEST POINT 4. 306. 580. 12 61. 72 Z. 134. 093. 25 1.288.806. 31 883.680.56 ·700. 115. 13 59.71

Ccrrt31 ned:

ALLEGHANY HIGHLANDS 19. 433. 590. 63 33.70 S. 121.260. 36 9, 355. 286. 51 4, 957. 043. 76 -691. 793. 73 29.54
BEDFORD COUNTY·CITY '8. 402. ZZS. 70 44.98 16, 500, 517. 55 19.577. Z29. 39 12. 324, 482. 76 1.628.996. 15 32.39
FAIRFAX COUNTY·CITY 866. 7Z1. 359. 61 70.24 458.628.745. 14 186. 460. 055. 93 221.632. 558. 55 34.438. 348. 47 35. 17
GREENSV ILE/EMPOR IA 18. 156. 203. 14 30.85 4. 942. 834. 65 8.684. 913. 37 4, 528,455. 12 845.898.50 29.88
J~S Cl TYIWI LlllWSBURG 40. 092. 909. S9 62.23 18. 865. 912. 22 10, 164. 631. 01 II, 062, 366. 36 1.246.835.36 38.30



Summary of Option 4

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INSlRUCITONAL POsmONS AS A
FLOO~ RECOGNIZE REQUIRED PosmONS ABOVE 57
PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAll.JNG SALARY INCREASED BY 5.8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN posmON ABOVE MEDIAN STAlE

• COST OF COMPETl1'lG ADJUS1MENT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DlFFERENTIALS FOR STAlE
EMPLOYEES

• 'NEW PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COST METHOD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCATION
STANDARDS

• LOCAL REVENUE INDEX: POPULATION WEIGHTED 1/3,
ADM 2/3

• BASIC AID, GIFI'ED AND TALENTED, SPECI}-L EDUCA­
TION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, REMEDIAL EDUCA­
TION, AND PUPIL TRANSPORTATION EQUALIZED WITH
STATE SHARE OF 52 PERCENT IN FY 1990

• INSlRUCl10NAL FRINGE BENEFITS EQUALIZED WITH
STATE SHARE OF 90 PERCENT IN FY 1990

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• NO INCOME ADJUSThffiNT IN LOCAL SHARE
CALCULATION

• DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON THE BASIS OF
--SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION
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OPTIOO 4 . REVISEO 00$1 M{Ttm. lOCAl REVEMJE INDEX. 52 PERCENT STATE SHARE IN FY 1990, PHASED EQUALIZATIOO Of FRINGE BENEFITS IN FY 1990

ANALYSIS Of THE STANDARDS or QUALITY OOSTS AND APPORTl0tft4ENT TO STATE AND LOCAl GOVERtMNIS

Source: Fundlnl the Standards of ~lllly Analysis of Costs and Distribution
Joint leli,.Aljve Audit Ind ReVieW Cmmlsslon

TABLE 1: StMMRV Of STATf flNJlHG

TABLE 2 StMMRY or OPT ION

SUPPORT COSTS

Pup II 1ransport aU on
School Nursin.

TABL£ 3: OOSTS or THE STANDARDS Of f1IAL ITV

INSTRUCTI<WAl PER~[l SALARIES FY 1989 FV 1990 Blennhm lotal

elslc Insl ructlona' Posit Ions I. 355. 217. 481 44 I, 447, 244. 480. 12 2.802,461,961 51
Basic AldiS J. 010. 427. 73 3, 148, 138. 6~ 6, 158, 566 37
Spec1., (duc.1Ion Pos ttlons 116,085.921 15 128, 753, 161.84 244, 839, 082. 99
Spec la' Education Aides 10,696,007 06 11. 433, 066. 66 22, 129,013 72
Vocational [ducat Ion Posl tlons 51. 511, 118 71 56,961,346 95 108,473,065 66
GI Hed & ,.I,nl.d Insl ructlonal Pos Ilions 26,235, 974 93 28.039,514 09 54, 275, 489 02
Remedial Educat Ion Posit Ions 30. 511. 941 83 32, 683, 491 86 63,255,433.69

Instructional Fringe Benefits (VSRS, SSt GL. Heafth) 359. 691. 386 '62 386, 777,294 71 746. 468,681. 33

Total for Instruct lonat Personnel I. 953. 020. 8S9 41 2. 095, 040, 494 89 4.048,061,354 36

S<X2 SUPPORT

Bas i tOper atlna Suppor t 933. 897, 319 17 990.871. 543 94 I, 924. 174. 863 II
Suppor t fr Inle 8eneft ts 81.281.225 91 93,441.972.87 180,129, 198 83
Spec lal Education Suppor t 28. 780, 543 81 31. 042, 936 99 59. 823. 480 87

Total for Support 1,049. 959. 089 01 I, 115, 368.453 79 2, 165, 321, 542.81

Total Costs of Standards of Quat it, 3,002, 979. 948. 49 3, 210, 408, 948.68 6,213,388,897. 17

TABLE 4: APPOR11(H(NT OF S€X2 COSTS TO STATE NID LOCAL GOVER"..ENTS

STATE PORTIOO FV 1988 Actual FY 1989 FV 1990 81 ennltm Total

Basic Aid fGlnerl1 fund} 994, 801, 595 00 979. 272, 101 17 J. 078, 130. 28. 33 2,058.002. 985. 50
Basic Aid Dedicated Sa es Tax) 397, 600, 000. 00 429, 699. 995. 00 464,200. 001. 00 893. 899, 996 00
Vocallon.' Educat Ion 33, 572, 125 00 27,504. 819 23 31.286,099. 2. 58. 790.918 41
Special Education 36, 533. 926. 00 62,988,847. 11 12, 178. 852 9~ 135,167,700 12
Sfetlal Education Support 17, 334, 188 00 19. 932. 603 64 21, 500, 948 ~~ 41,433,552.19
G It ed and Talent ed 12, 533, 924 00 13, 348. 290. 69 14. 769. 039 79 28. 117. 330 48
Rtmedlal Education 20.230.881 00 22, S31, 681 53 22, 039, 182 ~3 44, 571, 464. 06
~Ioyee Ret hemen' ~Generat Fund) 131. 373, 601. 00 165.496,022 54 159, 460, 112. 36 324,956, 194. 89
tn1»IOlee Retirement llterar, Fun(l) 28. 300, 000 00 0.00 o00 o00
Soc Ia Secur It , 104. 298, 453 00 117, 363, 090 58 115, 190, 773.91 232, 553, 864 49
Support Fr tn., Catelor Ical 21. 559, 359 00 21. 538, 074 00 19,090. 579 00 40,628, 653 00
Orouf II fe Insurance 4, lOS, 431. 00 4, 500, 741. 69 4,336,593.92 8,837, 335.61
Pupl TraAsportation 33,030,415 00 17, 133.276 72 17, 732,853. 11 34.866, 130 43
Dr Iver' s Edueilion fund (tfMCF) 2. 146,000 00 1. 752, 000 00 1,331,000.00 3, 083, 000. 00
Other Cat'aorlta' Pro.flnS 1I, 416,379.00 6, 200,607. 06 6, 200, 607 06 12,401,214. II

Stat, ~ Total 1.848. 896. 811 00 1,889. 262, 151 01 2,028.041, 588 35 3, 917, 310. 339 36

LOCAL PORTlCW

Basic Aid 939,873,095 24 962.578.486 62 1.902,451,581. 86
Vocat lonal Edueat Ion 24. 006. 899 48 25, 675, 247 72 49,682, 147 19
Special Education 63,793,081 OS 68,001. 375 55 131. 800, 456 60
svetla, Education Suppor t 8,847,940.23 9. 541. 988 44 18, 389.928 67
G Ited and Talented 12.887,684 24 13,270.474 30 26, 158, 158 54
Remedial £dueatlon 13,661. 828 96 J6, 699, 306 65 30. 361, 13~. 61
~IOJe. Rellument 0.00 17, 983, 718 75 17. 983, 718 75
Soc Ia S.tur It, o00 12. 991. 071. 38 12,991,071. 38
Group lUe Insurance o00 489,075.64 489.075.64
01 rect Revenues 34,817. 389. 00 37.447,418.00 72, 264. 807. 00
Pup It Transpor tall on IS, 829. 279 28 IS, 229, 702 29 31,058, 981. 57
su~port Frlnl' Catelorlca' o00 2,447,495 00 2,447.495 00
at er Cltt.orlc.1 ProarllU 0.00 0.00 0.00

local SOJ Total 1,113,717,197.47 1, 182. 361, 360. 33 2. 296.018, 557.81

Total Costs Allocated to State and local Governnents 3,002. 979, 948. 49 3, 210, 408, 948 68 6,213.388.897. 17

52.00 "
52.00 "
52.00 "
52 00 "
52 00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60.00 "
52.00 "

100: 00 "
90.00 "
90.00 "

372. 145,674. 36

291.952,011.36
124. 578.663.00
·43, 300, 000. 00
-I, 085, 000. 00

so 00 "
SO 00."
SO 00 "
SO 00 "
SO 00 "
60 00 "

JOO 00 "
60 00 "
SO 00 "

100 00 "
100 00 "
100 00 "

ZI9, 516, 585.36

118. 625. 589. 36
'98.699.996 00
-56. 600. 000 00
·1.209.000 00

Var y by Transpor tall on Or oup
Vary by DivisIon les~ SOH Nursing

Increase In fundln. O,er:
Base 8udlet Prevo 8iennhm

lOCl1 Revenue Index wlo Income Ad'.
AGI
pogUI8t ion = 33 3 " NJA a 66 1 "
8 0"

Hemln.' State Share:
Ve.r One Vear Two

00"
00"

Statewide Prevail In,
Statewide Prevailing
5 800 "
~ 800 "

Vary by Division wI Floors &Celllnls
SI a\ewlde Prevai Iinl
5 800 "
5 800 "

12.530" (Northern V1ra1nla Only)
YES

(qual i led r
~Sns
US
~S
~S
00
00
00ns
00
~Sns

Tot., Blennhm
Fundinl

3.911.310, 339 36
i

3.020. 327. 343. 36
893. 899. 996 00

000
3.083. 000 00

Funding Source

Total State funds

Stat, Gen"ll rund
Siale Sales Ta.
Stal' lil,ra,y fund
SI ai' Highway fund

S(XJ Account

Basic Aid
Vocational Education
Gi fled and Talented
Remedial Education
Special Education
Spec Ial Ed lull Ion
Special Ed. Insl Hutlon
Special Ed Pre·School
Pup II Tr anspor tali on
Ot her Cat e.or Ical
Instructional Fr In"
Non· Instruct ional r Inge

INSTRUCT IOOAl PERSOON£l COSTS

Posit ions Per 1000 All'
Instruct lonal Salary Oase
Sallr, Increase (1988 to 1989)
Salary Increase (1989 to 1990)
Salafy Cost 01 CtJt1Ieling
Application 01 Proposed Standards

FRINGE OENEF IT reSTS

Pitk·u~ of En1J'oyee Share
VSRS
Group II Ie Insurance

Non· Instruct lonal Posit lon5
Non·lnstruct lonal Salar les
Non· Instrucl ional Increase (1988 to 1989)
Non-Instructional Increase (1989 to 1990)

OISTRIBUTlCW

Method of Equalization
Prox,- for Other Revenues
Stanitardlzatton of Index
Cap on loca' Shares

SPECIAL MlTES:



tlPT 1'* • - REV JSED CDST MEllO). Looo. REYEfIJE INlEX. 52 PERCENT STATE SHARE IN fY 1990. PHASED E~LJZATlc. OF fRINGE BENEFITS IN FY 1990

DIVIS!ON COST·AlLOCATION SUMMARY

FClNlATI<a lOCAl STATE STATE O· STATE CDST LOCAL
DIV1$1C* CDS! SHARE LOCAL OOST E~L IZED (X)ST E~L IZED OOST DIFFERENCE EFFORT

Count les:

ACalMCK 33, 847, 342. 36 37.83 10. 582. 981. 92 17. 519, 990. 50 5. 744, 369. 90t 3, 362. 506. 44 3'.64
AlBBMRLE 59, 710. 1.... 39 59.96 28. 186. 353. 43 19,589,474.91 11,934.351. 05 1. 004. 125. 96 32.5"
MELIA 9, 933. ~O. 86 40.82 3. 173. 113.02 4. 598, 833. 08 Z. 161. 994. 76 367.879.83 33.01
MltERST 28, 297. 511. 56 ~.~ 7. 961. 617. 7' 14. 735, 115.62 5. 600. 178. 20 525.027.82 30.36
APPaMTTOX 1", 505. 636. 09 34.82 4, CM3, 283. 69 7, 621, ~76. 80 2. UO. 815. 60 22".086...0 33.02
ARllNGTCW 95.490,471.38 80.00 56. 369, 621. 64 17, 723, 7..... 53 21. 397. 105. Z1 740.929.74 17.01
AUGUSTA 59. 289, 091. 89 '''.27 Z1. Zs.. 073. 8" 27, 104. 475. 3S 10. 900. 542. 70 -2. 737.221. 95 3".43
BATH 6. 206. 973. 78 80.00 3. U6. "2. 82 1. 209. 328. 63 1. 151. 202. 3.. 28.266.96 27.74
SlAM) 8. 267. 8..6. 50 27.72 1. 90S. 100. 73 •. 967. 739. 88 1. 395. 005. 90 1. 302. 907. 78 38.77
BOT£TaJRT 26. 021. 255. 96 39.81 8.247. 1.9.88 12.632.301.61 5. 141. 8O.t 47 250.82'.08 30.81
BRl&WICK 16. 920. '17. 94 32.47 4. 360. 683. 09 8. 951. 898. 01 3. 607, 836. 84 618. 750. 85 31.16
8UOW4AN 42. ~2, 831. 26 30.40 10. 272, 426. l' 23. 351. 778. n 9.318.632. eo 550.571. 12 29.65
BUCKINGHMI 12. 982, 324. ~ 35.44 3. 648. 307. 08 6. 619, 4..6. 02 2. 714. 571. 8e 526.247.86 30.79
CfMPSElt 50, 748. "01. " 35.08 14. 015. 369. 15 26. <Ml, 289. 31 10.691. 7'3.02 ·727. 747. 67 30.25
CAROLINE 21.070.....,. 68 36.66 6, 084, 019. 66 10. 02. 571. 36 '. 503. 856. 66 1.... 278.02 30.57
CARROLL 29, 356. 415. 62 30.•4 7. 200, 645. 63 16.351. "6. 88 S. SCM. 323. 11 2.253.541. 98 33.10
OfARLES CI TY 7, 365. 660. 02 '0.02 2.410,864.81 3. 605, 271. 61 1. 349. 523. 60 .. 16.952.79 33.01
OiARlOTTE 13,419. 3n. 03 30.80 3. 268. 036. 18 7. 241. 19-t. 86 2. 910. 145. 39 125.204.25 30. SoC
OtESTERf IELD 261. 955. 790. 78 4".15 93.612••13. 8-t 121. 126. 700. 61 47.216.676.33 13. 171. 616. 94 40.•4
CLARK£ 10. 715, (M9. 65 55.76 .c. 651. 080. 98 3. 779, 085. 98 2, za.t. 882. 69 415.796.67 32.27
CRAIG C. 455, 582. 35 37.24 1. 320. 4.c2. 58 2. 249. .c85. 15 885.654.62 163.•65.77 30.47
QJLPEPER 29, 425. 992. 29 "6.7S 11. 205, 876. 76 13. 135. 758. 12 S. 084. 357. 41 1. 593. 725. 53 36.24
OJI3ERLAM> 8.289.467. 13 3.t. ~6 2. 223. 762. 59 '. 230. 798. 08 1. 834. 906. 46 426,906.54 29.91
DICKENSC* 22. 841. 278. 94 30.68 5. 5CO, 602. 82 12••56. 334. 51 ".8«. 341.61 -5.367.88 29.66
n.,.IOOIE 23.212,679.66. 3.t.70 6. 238, 520. 68 11. 794. 669. 01 5.179.489.98 113.408.99 31.01

1EX 10, 375. 929. 99 .9.9-t ., 113.627.16 4, 283. 088. 93 I, 979. 213. 90 61",702.83 35.28
.QJIER SO. 464. 462. 95 63.59 25••2.,415.83 15, 538, 359. 67 9. SOl. 687."5 153.127. 13 35.•S

tLOYD 12. 550, 902. 53 38.00 3. 790, 90S. 83 6. 263, 309. 23 2••96, 687.•8 317, 10Z. 70 32.22
FlUYAtIM 12, 714,955.66 ••. 12 ., ~3. 300.22 S. Ul. 115. 17 2. 330. 540. 27 2..... "9.43 33.75
FRANKLIN 38, 776, 531.61 39.6t 12. 394. 445. 33 19, 121. 602. 22 1,260. 490. 05 227.512.27 31. 91
FREDERICK .7. 733, 4~. 68 ••. 20 16. 924. 263. 23 21,241. 297... 9.567,903.96 2.148.581.4' 36.7.
GILES 17. 720, 131.85 34.57 4. 830. 034. 19 9, 201. 12... 54 3. 688. 973. 12 406.029.66 28.65
GlOOCESTER 35. 944. 950. 09 46.08 13.454.906 55 16. 063. 835. 67 6. 426. 207. 87 2. 078. 103. 54 40.27
CDXIilAND 11. 908. 133. 06 62.98 5. 950. 741. 79 3. 698. 562. 88 2, 258. 828. 39 -62.594.73 32.20
GRAYS<J4 17.423,957.43 30.98 4. 356.447.50 9. 672. 844. 61 3. 394. 665. 32 2. 1.5. 40S. 93 33.14
GREENE 11. 868, 864. 19 37.89 3. 550. 009.•5 5. 8~. 390.09 2...5•. '~. 65 1. 01•• 912. 7' 37.90
HALIFAX 33. 086. 111. 50 29.07 7.590,275.37 18, 319, 945. 88 7. 115.890.24 -37", '63.88 29.17
HAMlVER 64, 063, 405. 64 50.90 25. 675, 625. 39 25. 59.t. 929. 78 12. 792.850.•7 1. 7.5. 300. 25 33.74
HENRlm 193,152, 2n. 01 54.95 82. 980. 932. 55 70.967.74".24 39. 903. 600. 22 5. 556. 984. 46 30.69
HENRY 55. 728. 321.26 36.76 16. 028, 625. 75 27, 541. 174.89 12. 158. 526. 61 ..998.538.49 28.~

HIGHlAM) 3,426,547. S9 62.08 1. nt. UO.65 1.157.490.41 534. 716. 54 643.902.74 42.08
ISLE OF WIQiT 25, 310, 399. 84 '6.93 9. 321, 481. 55 10. 745, SQ-t. 71 5.243.406.57 657.953. Z9 32.70
KING GEORGE 15, 239. 66C. 29 39.04 4. 803. 9~. 08 7. 589. 038. 99 2. 8.6. 691. 21 796.992.20 35...5
KING & QUEEN 6. 148. 195.98 45.•7 2. 164. 389. 90 2. 669 63t. 18 1. 314. 171. 90 373. 23~. 09 30.48
KING WilLi. 9, 316. 4..1. 27 59.25 4.477.828.96 3.237. 391. 66 1. 601. 220. 65 •SOOt 279. 69 36.35
LANCASTER 10. 118.887.57 62.02 5. on. 078. 31 3. 28Z~ Z~O. 28 1. 759. 568. 98 217.133.26 30.79
LEE 30. 864, 960. 25 22.20 5.•37. 643. 14 18. 55!. 904. ~2 6.875.412.69 1. 153.097. 11 3.9.98
L()J[)(lJN 93. 867. 926. 25 65.33 49. 093. 732. 29 Z8. 009. 162. 56 16. 765.031. 39 3. 324. 593. 9S 39.55
LOOISA 22. 667. 238. 18 80.00 13. 800. 757. 67 4. 320. 952. 65 4. 5.5. 527.86 10.278.51 31. 73
LLWENBURG 14,141.506.60 29.98 3. 500. 913. 03 8. O~. 571. 05 2. 586. 022. 51 1. ~91. 085. 57 34.49
.w>lsai 11. 373. 70S. 49 46.06 4. 125. 849. 30 4. 96.t, 988. 49 2.282.867. 70 530.952.19 32.14
""THEWS 8, 238. 222. 76 56.11 3.650.73'. 19 2. 955. 707. 28 1. 631. 781. 29 157. BU. 57 31. 66
IECKLENBURG 32, "60. 663. 26 36.62 9. 554. 79fi. 57 16. 670. 953. 10 6.234. 913. 59 943.626.69 32.36
MIDDLESEX 7, 555. 742. 38 62.85 3.761.720.82 2. 354. 022. 68 1. 439. 998. 88 131. 051.56 30.58
DTGCJERY 53. 561. 286...3 39.19 16. 524. 232. 29 26.029.544.20 11. 007. 509.94 1. 738. 51~. 15 29.19
NEL~ 13. 4OS. 309. 81 50.26 S. 367.298.91 5. 428. 457. 71 2.612.553. 19 168.622.90 32.26
NEW KENT 12. 231, 052. 09 45.22 4. 319.457.30 5, 326. 28.c. 96 2. 585. 309. 83 93.,138.79 35.50
t«)RTHlWTON 11.. 122, 929. 23 30.36 4. 110.051. 56 9: 432. "74.07 3.580.403.61 2. 525, 159. 67 33.76
taTHl.JeERL.AM> 8. 770. 408. 56 61.76 4. 286. 898. 90 Z. 806. 549. 92 1. 676. 959. 73 373.905.6S 30.05
ti>TTCMAY I.e, 934, 770. 60 32.59 3. 852. 222. 51 7. 919. 837. 28 3. 162, 710. 81 498.726.09 29.90
"AANGE 23. 125.011. 14 45.74 8.464.113.46 10,293.935. 79 4. 366. 961. 89 ~9Z.863. 68 34.08

.E 21. 090. 567. 23 36.50 6.194.426.02 10.612.280.96 4, 283. 860. 25 991.409.21 31. 65
:RICK 17.359.664.72. 35.11 4. 837. 144. 98 8. 97... 802. 95 3. 547. 716.78 -215. 066. 26 29.49

rJlTTSYLVAHIA 62. 80S. 9%. 16 31.09 15. 108. 789. ZZ 33. 395. 609. :>9 14. 301. 597. 85 .. 3, 741. 033. 06 26.90
PCMHATAN 13. 941. 502.•0 42.05 4. 714. 484. 54 6. 595. 848. 35 Z. 631. 169. 51 855.921.86 33.03
PRINeE Et7MRO IS, 082. 344. 32 35.14 ~. 141. 415. 44 7. 606. 914. 31 3. 334. 014. 56 1, 370.874. 87 29.93
PR INCE GEORGE 29. 875, 058. 37 26.17 6. 255. 552.. 86 17.366.470.08 6. 253. 035. 43 1. 012. 785. 51 31. 36
PRINCE WllLIPM 268, 309. 067. 22 42.51 91, 032. 957. 19 126. 420. 578. ~o SO. 855. 531. 52 27. 231. 710. 02 '0.64
PULASKI 36, 139, 856. 80 32.98 9. 379. 072. 17 19. 054. 036. 66 7.706.747.98 -743. 035. 36 28.40
RAPPAHANr«lCK 6, 690. 324. 05 62.66 3. 385. 423. 63 2. 126. 948. 13 1.177,952.29 449.082.42 35.10
RIOKN) 8. 004. 450. 23 46.80 3. o.c6, 167.07 3. 5..9. 073. 62 1. 409. 269. 54 58.803.16 33.40



OPT ICW 4 - REVISED COST ME'nm, LOCAL REVENUE INDEX. 52 PERCENT STATE SHARE IN FY 1990. ~HASED E~IZATION OF FRINGE BENEFITS IN FY 1990

DIVISION COST-ALLOCATION SUMMARY

fCUtOATION LOCAL STATE STATE tOI- STATE (X)ST LOCAL
DIVISI~ (X)ST SHARE LOCAL COST £~L IZED OOST E~L (Z£D COST DIFFERENCE EFFORT

RCWtOKE 80. 763.627. S5 43.85 27.615. 599. 29 36.239.715.27 16,908.312.99 -870,631. 74 30.26
ROCKBRIDGE 17,085. 050. 80 .3.29 5, 877,670. 35 7.873.~. 83 3, 333. 995. 63 336.310.46 30.36
ROCKINGHMt 56.957.963.17 41.33 18,572. .e12. 65 26, 544.413.23 11. 841. 137.28 1, 174. 350. 51 31. 52
RUSSEll 33, 980. 923. 57 28.96 7,979. 376. 90 19. ·379.286.88 6. 622. 259. 79 -184. 553. 33 29. 78
SCX>TT 28.284.224. 83 25.26 5. 842. 179. 75 17.033.457. 54 5, 408, 587. 54 1. 678. 605. 08 32.37
SHENANDOAH 29. 518, 396. 46 47.27 11. 038. 635. 22 12, 585. 139. 20 5,894. 622. 04 276.851.25 31. 66
3IfTH 36.324.707.78 27.9S 8. 033. 443. 86 20.091. 809.72 8. 199.454.20 463.863.92 30.56
SOOTHMI'T~ 15.662.344.52 ~5. 76 5. .e03. 878. 37 6. 590. 265. 62 3, 668, 200. 53 343.918.15 28.26
SPOTTSYlVAM IA 67. 759. 568.•4 43. 14 23. 716. 293. 18 31.899.177.71 12. 144.097. 55 4.051,875.26 44.17
STAFFORD 71. 584. 266. 10 36.02 20. 945. OIl. 23 37.472.894.08 13. 166, 360. 79 S. 775, Oi4. 88 39.09
SURRY 7. 755. 485 86 80.00 4. 975. 942. 67 1.506. 42S. 07 1.273. 114. 12 -44.090.80 24.11
SUSSEX 10.255.•42.55 41.36 3. 149.254. 93 4. 528.431. 68 2, 577, 755. 95 -28.166.37 27.13
TAZ~lL 56. 100. 323. 28 29.95 13.528.054 S8 31.431. 912. 86 11.140,955. 44 2s.«. 508.30 30.29
WARREN 25.418. 167.23 44.72 8. 865. S80 18 11.200.875. S3 5.351. 711. 51 1.051. 303. 05 33.09
WASH INGTeJi .7. 587. 929. 49 33.98 12. 751. 835. 68 24.674. 105. 23 10.161.988. 58 68.313.81 29.57
WESlIIlRElMD 11. 56Z. 036 36 55.28 5.042. 602. 77 4.241. 769.76 Z. 277. 663. 82 -754.000.41 29.70
WIst 53.882. 757.63 28.72 12.349. 241. 91 30. 363. 675. 37 11. 169. 840. 35 295,855.72 30.93
WiTHE 29. 328. 401. 08 32.76 7.652. 347. 46 15.452. 928. 79 6.223. 124.82 1. 331.693. 61 32.43
YORK 56.427.014.87 39.34 18. 110, 778. 78 27.986. OIl. 47 10. 330. 224. 61 3.970.536.08 37.01

Cit les:

ALEXANDRIA 63. 122..882. 86 80.00 35.590.461. 23 10.856.073. SO 16. 736. ~8. 13 -851.498.36 15.86
BRISTOL 17.812. Sot3. 21 48.49 6. Sot7, 561.01 7.211. 435. 06 4.053. Sot7. 13 ·766. 763. 81 28.36
BUENA VISTA 7, 305. 066. 32 27.12 1. 592, 396. 08 4.235. 026. 77 1. .e77. ~3. 47 75,208.24 30.11
QiARLOTTESVIlLE 27,938,828. 14 58.69 12,390. 191. 94 9. 178, 979. 46 6, 369. 650. 73 -614, 753. 80 26.08
OiESAPEAKE 172.236,596.87 39.28 54. 673. 986. 73 8S. 621. 122. 33 31.941,487. 81 8.128.410.14 36.68
OOLCI4I At HE I&ITS 16.530,475.91 43.50 5, 656, 522. 58 7.48", gu. 82 3, 388. 968. 51 340.063.33 29.48
aJVINGTCIi 6. 4&4. 299. 55 39.67 1. 986. 125. 15 3. 085. 359. 03 1. 392. 815. 37 133. 568. ~o 24.72
DMVlllE SO. 101.096. 21 38.22 15. 319. 112. 12 24,868. 828. 18 9,913.155.91 6. 003. 904. 09 34.71
FAllS 0IJRQt 8. 150. 714. 29 80.00 5, 010, 563. 61 1. .~. 316. 93 1. 6l5, 833. 75 127,322.68 16.33
FRANKliN 11. 17".615.94 29.02 2, "1. 316. 43 6, 518. 5S9. 16 1,~t "0.34 473,299.51 36.80
FR£DER ICICSBURG 13.819.720.57 61.22 6.417.699.92 4.365. 747. 41 3. 036. 273. 23 730,962.65 26.89
GAlAX 7. 022, 033. 14 46.31 2.631. 354. S9 3. 130, 317.68 1. 260. 360. 87 659,414. S5 31. 67
IWFTC14 125. lOC. 771.43 '0.04 39. 350, 000. ~ 59. 599. «2. 21 26. 155. 328. 88 .c. 353, 991. 09 30.70
HARRIDBJRG 17,832,835.28 60.39 8. 507. "10. ~~ 5. 909. 662. 01 3.415,762. 77 671. 948. 84 28.11
tllPt.VElL 23. 314. 835. n 35.18 6.478.837. 7. 12.097.973. 90 4. 738. 024. 13 -16.861.97 28.86
LEXINGTC* 4. «8. 210. 72 43.82 1. 571.444. 19 2. 068. 569. 03 808.197.51 456.888.53 27.42
LYNaBJRG 57. ~7. 616. 49 46.48 20. 550. 152. 90 2", 107. 629.~ 12,689. 83.t. 46 I, 169,803. S9 27.75
INASSAS 30,854.381.57 60.16 15.313. U4. 79 10. m. 285. 25 4. 763. 251. S4 2,681.~. 79 4S 19
IMNASSAS PARK 9. 973. 326. 97 27.06 2. 181.874.48 5. 891. 569. 61 1,899.882. 89 I, 703. 530. 50 38.60
MART INSVlll£ 17,655.637.94 45.74 6,'06,113.29 7,804. 953. 41 3, "~. 571. 24 -349.805.35 28.82
NElAlRT NElS 171. '19.719.82 38.75 52.051.414.03 83. 083. 328. 81 36. 278. 976. 97 10. 998, 885. 79 32.80
M>RFOlK 216. 109, 996. 74 39.36 64. 977. C49. 08 101. 271. 659. 79 49. 860. 887. 87 8. 999. 787. 66 27.34
fC)RT~ 5. 521, 572.97 33.67 1. 427. 044. 95 2.822, 788. 81 1. 271, 739. 21 237.884.02 29.55
PETERSBURG 36. 425. 675. 66 35.53 10. 074. 050. 72 18. 272.696. 92 8, 078. 928. 02 1, 355. 804. 94 27.85
~ 15. 590.475.69 37.94 4.868.221.47· 7.863.266. 25 2, 858. 987. 97 650.172.22 40.09
PORTMlJTH lIS. 262. 595. 46 32.02 30. 235. 7C8. 22 63.889.157.11 21. 137. 690. 14 6.080.267.24 32.38
RADfORD 9.175.684.64 39.08 2. 808. 327. 27 4. .65. 909. 7S 1. 901. 447. 62 108.383.37 25.18
RIQIO[) 167. 588. 325. 31 56.04 67,913.961. 33 55.531.412. 33 44.1'2.951.65 - 575.383.98 25.61
RONO\E 78.361.596.95 47.79 26.214.871.52 29. 556. 105. 06 22. 590. 620. 38 -1. 710. 194. 57 22.99
SAlOl 20.329. 058 ~ 51. 07 8.078. 513. 58 8.063. 157.06 4. 187. 387. 70 198.380.76 27.29
SOJTH BOSTCJ4 8.363.208.38 31. 51 2.154.293.03 4.665.089.82 1. 543. 825. S3 1. 003.841. 35 32. s.c
STAlMrCW 20. 296. 697. OS . 42.03 6.050.841.47 8. "12.881.70 5, 832. 973. 88 3. 262. 699. 58 26.58
SUFFOLK 55.999.913. 3.c 38.00 16.562. 149. 78 27. OS3. 534. 51 12. 384. 229. 05 2. 308. 703. 57 32.17
VIRGINIA BEAOf 406. 91S. 744. 87 "3.82 141. 218. 296 44 184. 950. 713. 85 80. 7.6, 73~. 57 28, 2.e8. 248. 42 35.56
Wi\YNESBORO 16. 3.e9. 576. 94 ~4. 98 5. 729. 571. 14 7.219.343.94 3. 400. 661. 86 596.3"7.80 29.02
WINQtESTER 19.966.471. 02 55.51 8.700.290.45 7. 015.893.80 ~. 250. 286. 76 751. 17~. 57 31.2S

TCMnS:

aJl~ 1AL BEADI 3.423.500.36 55.28 1. 555. 386. 43 1. 313. 168. 05 554.945.88 -55,162.07 45.22
Yl£ST POINT A. 306. 580. 12 59.2S 2. 121. 743 51 1. 532. 383. 73 652. ~52. 88 -687. 765. 39 59.37

CcJn)aned.

ALLEGHANY HIGHLANDS 19.433.590 63 32.36 5.097. "18.96 10. 365. 542.81 3.970,628.86 -667, 952. 33 29.41
BEDFORD COUNTY-CITY ~8. 402. 229. 70 43. 18 16, ~23. 830. 24 22. 177. 113. 81 9. 801, 285. 65 1. 705. 683. 46 32. 2~
FAIRFAX COUNTY·CITY 866. 721. 359. 61 67.43 456. 801. 825. 23 237.435.170.73 172. A8-C. 363. 65 36. 265. 268. 39 35.01
GREENSV IlE/EWOR IA 18. 156.203. 14 2962 A. 921.665.42 9.633.531. 80 3. 601, 005. 92 867,067.72 29. 78
JIMtS CITYIWI Lll/MS8URG 40.092.909. S9 59.74 18. 902. 319. 82 12.230,007. 90 8. 95-C, 581. 87 1.210.427. 77 38.08



Summary of Option 5

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INSlRUCTIONAL POSmONS AS A
FLOOR, RECOGNIZE REQUIRED POSmONS ABOVE 57
PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAILING SALARY INCREASED BY 5.8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN POSmON ABOVE MEDIAN STATE

• COST OF COMPETING ADJUSTMENT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DIFFERENTIALS FOR STATE
EMPLOYEES

• NEW PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COST METHOD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCATION
STANDARDS

• LOCAL REVENUE INDEX: POPULATION WEIGHTED 1/3,
ADM 2/3

• BASIC AID, GIFrED AND TALENTED, SPECIAL EDUCA­
TION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, REMEDIAL EDUCA­
TION, AND PUPIL TRANSPORTATION EQUALIZED wrm
STATE SHARE OF 50 PERCENT

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• INCOME ADJUSlMENT USED IN LOCAL SHARE
CALCULATION

• DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON TIlE BASIS OF
SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION

89



OPT ION 5 - REVISED COST MEum, LOCAL REVENUE ItIl(X WITH INCXNE ADJUSTMENT. t«) aw«IE IN STATE SHARE

ANALYS IS or THE STAM>AROS Of ~All TV OOSTS AND APPORT ICHINT TO STATE AND LOCAL OOVER""ENTS

TABLE 1: SlMMRY Of STATE fUNDING TABLE 3. OOSTS Of THE STNI)ARDS or ~AlI TY

Increase In funding Over.
Base Dudget Pr ev 8; enntunfund i na Sour ce

Total State Funds

Slate General Fund
State Sales Tax
State Literary fund
State Hiahway fund

Tol al Biennitm
funding

3, 861, 7~O, 244 88

2, 964, 767, 248 88
893, 899. 996 00

0.00
3, 083. 000 00

163, 956, 490 88

123,065, 494 88
98, 699, 996 00

-56, 600, 000 00
'1,209,000 00

316, 585, 579.88

236. 391. 916 88
124. 578.663. 00
·43. 300. 000. 00
·1.085.000.00

INSTRUCTI<WAl PERSOONEl SAlARIES

Basic Instructional Posit Ions
Basic Aides
Special Education Positions
Specla' (clue,Uon Aid,.
Vocallon.' Educ.tlon Posit Ions
Gi fled &tal.nt.d Instructional Posit Ions
Remedl., Education Posit Ions

Instruct lanai Fr In.1 elnet tts (VSRS, SSt QL, Health)

Total for Instruct lonal Personnel

FY 1989

1. 355.217.481 44
3,010,427. 73

116, 08S. 921. 15
10.696,001.06
51. 511. 718 71
26, 235. 914. 93
30, 571.941. 83

359,691. 386. 62

I. 9~3, 020. 859.47

FY 1990

l. 447, 244. 480 12
3,148, 138 65

128. 753. 161. 84
11,433.066.66
56 961 346 95
28: 039: 514 09
32. 683. 491 86

386. 777,294 71

2.095.040.494. 89

Biennhm Total

2.802,461. 961 51
6. 158.566 37

244, 839, 082 99
22, 129.073. 72

108.473.065.66
S4, 275. 489 02
63, 255. 433 69

746,468.681 33

4,048,061. 354. 36

TABLE 2: SlIMARV Of OPT ION

INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL roSTS

Positions Per 1000 AlIt
Instructional Salary Base
Salary Increase (l988 to 1989)
Salary Increase (1989 to 1990)
Salary Cost of Ctf11)e1ing
Application of Proposed Standards

Vary by Division wi floors & Ceillnls
Statewide Prevai Iina
~ 800 "
~ 800 "

12.530" (Nor thern Vi rainia Only)
YES

S~ SUPPORT

8aslc Operat Inl Sup,ort
Suppor' f rIn., B.nefils
Special Educa' Ion Support

Total for Support

Total Costs of Standards of Quality

933,897, 319. 17 990.877, 543 9. 1, 924. 774,863 11
87,281. 225 97 93.447. 972. 87 180, 729. 198 81
28, 780,543.81 31.042.936 99 59,823,480 87-----

I, 049, 9~9, 089.01 I, 115, 368,453 79 2. 16~, 327. 542.81

3,002,979,948.49 3,210. 408, 9~8 68 6.213,388.897 17

SUPPORT OOSTS

Pupi I Transpor tation
School Nur slnR

FRINGE OENEf IT COSTS

Pick-Up of EJrclloyee Share
VSRS
Group Life Insurante

Non· Ins I rue tiona I Pos i t ions
Non-Inst ruetional Satar i es
Hon·lnsl ruel fonal Increase (1988 10 1989)
Non-Inst ructlonal Incr ease (l989 to 1990)

Vary by Transportation Group
Vary bY Division less SOH Nursing

local Revenue Index wI Incane Ad;.
AGI
Population = 33 3 " W == 66 7"
80.0"

Nemlnal State Share:
Vear One Vear Two

Biennhm Tolal

2. 351,638,652 29

1, 986,971.448 74
SOt 066,274. 10

137,677.481 18
18. 389, 928 67
27.295. 369 1~
27. 181. 993 23

0.00
0.00
o00

72. 264. 807. 00
31, 179. 344 22

o00
o00

1,973,471, 118 61
89l, 899. 996 00
58,406. 791. 57

129.290,669.53
41,433, 552. 19
26.980, 119 87
47, 744, 606 4~

342. 939. 913. 65
000

245, 544, 935 87
43,076, 148 00
9,326, 411. 2~

34. 145, 767 78
3, 083, 000 00

12.401, 214 II

3,861. 750, 2~4 88

FY 1990

1.025. 790. 126 95
26.338.010.44
72.256, 301 19
9.541,988 44

14, 127, 286. 7~
14. 138,270.56o00

o00
0.00

37.441,418 00
15.889.612 IIo00

0.00

1,215. 529.074.46

1.015.518,643.99
464 200 001 00

30: 623: 336 ~1
67,929.927 31
21 500,948 55
13: 912. 227 J4
24.600,818 62

177.443.891 II
000

128. 181. 84S 29
21. 538.074 00
4.825,669 56

17,072.883.89
J. 331. 000 00
6. 200. 607 06

I, 994, 879. 874 23

961. 187. 321. 79
23. 728.263.66
65. 421, 185.99
8,841.940. 23

13, 168.082.40
13. 049. 722 66

0.00
0.00
0.00

34,817,389.00
IS. 889,672 11

000o00

l. 136, 109. 577.84

9~7. 958, 474. 62
429, 699. 995. 00
27, 783. 455. 05
61,360, 742.22
19, 932, 603. 64
13. 067, 892 53
23. 143, 787.83

165, 496.022. 54o00
117, 363. 090 ~8
21. 538.074 00

4, SOOt 741 69
17.072,883.89

1. 752,000 00
6, 200.607 06

1, 866. 810, 310 65

994,801. S9S 00
391 600 000 00
33: 572: 125 00
36.533.926.00
17. 334, 788 00
12.533, 924. 00
20. 230, 881 00

131,373,601 00
28 300. 000 00to': 298, 4S3 00
21, S~9, 359 00
4 105 431 00

33: 030: 415 00
2.146,000.00

11, 476. 319 00

I. 848. 896. 877. 00

LOCAL PORT UW

Basic Aid
voc" lon.' [duel' Ion
Specl., £ducatlon
Spec lal Education Suppor t
GUled Ind 'alented
Remedial [ducatlon
(J11) I0'1' RI t If ernen t
Socia Slcur",
Group II f. Insurance
01, ecI Rlvenuls
Pupil Transportallon .
Support fr in.e Caillor leal
Other Cat'aorlcal Pr08rns

Local SOQ Tot.'

TABLE 4: APPORTI<JHNT OF SOQ COSTS TO STAlE AND LOCAL GOVERrI'ENlS

8astc Aid (Gene,al fund)
Basic Aid (Oedlt,Ied Siles Tax)
Vocallonal [ducI' Ion
Special Educat ion
Spec la' [duca' Ion Support
01 fled and Talented
Remedial Educallon
(",'oyee Retirement (G.neral fund)
EfJ1)IOf" Retirement (llteraty fund)
Soc la Secur Ity
Support Frlna' Catelorlcal
Group life Insuranc.
Pupil lranJportation
Dr i ver' s Edueillon fund (tN&CF)
Oth.r Cat,sorlea' ProgrlN ·

Stat e saJ Total

STATE PORTI<W FY 1988 Actual FY 1989

so 00 "
50 00 "
50.00 "
50.00 "
50.00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60 00 "
50 00 "

100 00 "
100 00 "
100.00 "

~O. 00 "
SO 00 "
50.00 "
50 00 "
50.00 "
60.00 "

100.00 "
60.00 "
50 00 "

100 00 "
100 00 "
100.00 "

00"
0.0"

Statewide Prevail ina
Sial ewide Prevai ling
S 800 "
5 800 "

Equalized 1

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
00
NO
f«>
YES
00
f«)
NO

SOQ Account

8aslc Aid
Vocat lonal Educat Ion
Gi It ed and Tal ent ed
Remedial Educat Ion
Special Education
Special Ed Tui I ion
Spec tal Ed. Insillution
Special Ed. Pre·School
Pupil Tr anspor talion
Otber Categorical
Instrucl ional fr In,e
Non· Instructional r inge

SPECIAL f«>TES:

DISTRIBUTION

Method of Equali zat ion
Proxy for Other Revenues
Stanitardizatlon of Index
Cap on Local Shares

Source: Funding the Standards of Qual itl' Analysis of Costs and Distribution
Joint [egi s latt ve Audi' and Rev ew Curmiss ion

Tolal Costs Allocated 10 State and local Goverrmenl! 3,002,979,948.49 3,210.408.948 68 6,213,388,891 17



OPTIC. 5 • REVISED OO5T 11110). lOCAl RfVEPIJ£ IfIlEX WITH INCDI ADJUSnENT. PI) QtANG£ IN STATE SHARE

DIVISION COST·ALLOCATION SUMMARY

F(lN)ATI(If lOCAl STATE STATE .... STATE CDST LOCAL
DIV1SIa. COST SHARE LOCAL COST E\lJAl1 ZED COST E~ll2ED cmT DIFFERENCE EFFORT

Count les:

ACa:JIACK 33.847. 342. 36 25,77 7. 093. 978. 95 19. 234.•~1. 57 7. 518. 921. 83 6.851. 509. 41 23.22
ALBEJMRlE 59. 710. 184.39 67.59 30. S5t. 861. 88 1... 065. 873. 17 15.092.4.9.34 -I. 360. 777. 48 35.27
MELIA 9. 933. 9.tO. 86 32.91 2. 504. 990. n •. 762. 733. 63 2. 666. 216. 46 1. 036. 002. 09 26.06
MHRST 28. 297. 511. 56 33.98 7. 496. 456. 62 13. 735. 438. 76 7. 065. 616. 19 990.188.95 28.59
APPClMTTOX 14.505.636.09 30.56 3. 450. 217. 06 7. 454. 118. (W 3. 601. 300. 99 817. 153. 03 28.18
ARlINGTC* 95,490.471. 38 80.00 54.824.974.24 13.418. 686. 94 27.246.810. 19 2.285. 577. 14 16.55
AUGUSTA 59. 289. 091. 89 "3.80 20. 370.013."3 24. 968. 567. 65 13. 950. 510.81 -1.823. 161. S4 32.96
BATH 6. 206. 973. 78 77,98 3. 683. 659. 24 1. 02". 301. 54 1. 499.012.99 191.050.53 26.56
BLAMl 8. 267. 846. 50 23.77 1. 590. 762. 98 ", 832. 818. 78 1. au. 264. 7.. 1. 617. 245. S2 32.37
£llTETaJRT 26. 021. 255. 96 .2.03 8. 395. 413. 20 11. 137.380.58 6. 488. 462. 18 102.560.76 31.36
BRlIfSIIJ CK 16. 920. ~17. 94 22.9.t 3.053. 181. 33 9.391. ..... 91 ", 475. 791. 71 1. 926. 252. 62 21.82
BUQfANAN "2. ~2. 837. 26 27.61 9. 055. 755. 21 22. (06. 899. 63 11. ~80. 182. 4Z 1, 767. Z~Z. 05 26. I.e
BUCKINQiMI 12. 982. 32.(. 94 Z5. ~9 Z. 583. 899. 67 7. 057. 049. 82 3. 341. 375. 46 1. 590. 655. 27 21.81
rMPBEll 50. 748. 401. 48 :U.96 13, ~97. 058. 39 23. 911. 970. 20 13. 339.372.89 -209.436.91 29.13
CAROLINE Z1. 070. 447.68 30.36 4. 918. 258. 1. 10, 60S. 082.... 5.547. 107. 10 1. 310.039. 5.. Z.c.71
CARROll 29.356.415.62 24.62 5. 698. 147. 76 16. 296. 328. 46 7. 361, 939. 40 3. 756. 039. 86 26.19
OtARlES CITV 7.365,660.02 32...1 1. 909.608.22 3. 731. 767. "3 1. 72•. 284. 37 4S.c. 303.79 26. IS
OiARLOTTE 13,419.377. 03 22.39 2. 346. 726. 79 7. 494. 678. 10 3. 5n. 972. 14 1. (M6. 51•. 2S 21.93
OfESTERf IELD 261. 955, 790. 78 66.87 135. 379. 152. 91 65. 371. .go. 95 61. 205. 146. 92 ·28.595. 122. 13 sa...8
ClARK£ 10, 715. Q.C9. 65 53. 46 4. 319, 790. 57 3.560.945.75 2.834, 313. 33 747.087.08 29.98
CRAIG .c•.eSS. 582. 35 35.68 1. 22.c. 546. 63 2. 119. 391. 53 1. 111.64". 19 259.361.72 28.26
QJLPEPER 29. 42S. 992. 29 42.77 9. 939. 938. 79 12. 831. SIS. 07 6. 65., 538. 43 2. 859. 663. SO 32.1"
WEERLAM> 8. 289.467. 13 2".65 1. S~. 284.73 .c. 480. 176. 72 2. 245. 005. 69 1. 086. 38~ .•0 21. O•
DICKENSC* 22,841,278.94 27.12 4.763.484.63 12. 079. 551. 22 5. 998. 2'3. 09 nl. 750. 31 25.50
DI.IOOIE 23.212.679.66 29.66 5. 188. 2.c8. .co 11. 703. 335. 83 6. 321. 095. 44 1. 163.681.26 25.79
ESsEx 10. 315, 929. 99 39.35 3. 153. 464. 91 .c. 686. 710. 53 2.535. 75'. 56 1.574.865.08 27.05
f~IER SO. 4~. 462. 95 76.37 29, 364.697. 63 8. 89.t. 635. 66 12. 205. 129. 67 -3. 787.154.68 .co. 95
FLOYD 12. 550. 902. 53 33.21 3.217.289.14 6. 181, 701. 95 3. 1St 911. 4.c 890.719.39 27.35
flUVNA\ 12, 71.c. 955. 66 39.56 3. 956. 089. 93 5. 782. 7Z2. 6Z 2. 976. 1..3. 11 831. 659. 73 29.38
FRANKliN 38. ns, 537. 61 35.61 10.813, 751. OS '18. 663, 708. .c9 9. 299. 078. 07 1.808.206.56 27.84
FREDERICK 47. 733,464.68 "3.51 16. 132. 116..... 19.534. 741. 88 12. 066. 606. 3S 2. 9'0. 728. 2" 35.02
GILES 17, 720, 131. 85 32.62 4, 409. 913. 01 8,687.410.~ ". 622. 808. 20 826.150.83 26.16
GLClJCESTER 35. 94.c. 950. 09 49.78 14. 008. 833. " 13. 607. 691. 30 8.328,424.96 1. 52", 176.26 41.93
GOOQtlAM) 11. 908, 133.06 62. '8 5. 703, 397. (M 3. 324. 50S. 56 2. 880. 230. 46 184.750.02 30.86
GRAYSt* 17. 423. 957. 43 22.73 3. 146,774.41 9. 90'7. 779. 97 -t. 329. 403. 06 3. 355. 079. 03 23.94
GREENE 11. 868. 864. 19 36.99 3. 353. 098...0 5. .c29. 295. 41 3. 086. 470. 39 1.211. 8Z3. 80 35.80
HALIFAX 33.086. 111. SO 23.34 5, 965. 360. 08 18. 280. 703. 09 8. 8..0. 048. 33 1,250...51. C2 23.40
HArIlVER 6.c. 063. 405. 64 61.81 29. 943. 550. 19 17. 954. 385. .co 16. 165. "70. 04 ·2. 52Z. 624. 55 39.35
HENRI 00 193. 852. 2n. 01 66.15 95. 924.835. SoC .7.658.866.19 SO. 268, 575. 28 ·7. 386. 918. 53 35.48
HENRY 55, 728. 327. 26 31.89 13. 540, 602. 59 27. 216, 601. 79 14. 971. 122. 88 1.489.484.66 23.94
HIGHlAM) 3. "26. ~7. 59 52.06 1. 408. 784. 53 1. Zl6. 518.88 731. 2"•. 19 969,458.87 34.18
ISlE Of WI Gil 25. 310. 399. 84 49.60 9. 491. 679. 95 9. 264. 431.•• 6. 554. 288. 's 48].761.89 33.30
KING GEORGE 15.239. 664. 29 40.05 ".760.01".55 6.851. 37".88 3. 628. 274. 86 840.911.74 35.13
KING &~EEN 6, 148. 195. 98 35.53 1.647. 7'0. 55 2.871. 034.89 1. S29. 420. 5" 889.883.43 23.20
KING WILLIMI 9. 316. 441. 27 58.84 4. 295. 779. 91 2. 931. 181. 65 2. 089, 479. 71 ·318. 230. ~ 34.87
LANCASTER 10. 118. 887. 57 52.93 4. 202. 863. 98 3. 632. 922. 33 2. 283. 101. 26 1. 091. 3.7. 59 25.49
lEE 30. 864. 960. 25 16.10 3. 908. 378. 59 18. 522. 600. 96 8. 433. 980. 70 2. 682. 361. 66 22.27
L~ 93. 867. 926. 25 80.00 57.786.950.26 14. 108. 835. 98 21. 972. 1"0. 00 ·5, 368. 624. 01 46.55
lOOISA 22, 667. 238. 18 69.51 11. 825. 392. 59 5,053.290.92 5. 788. 55". 66 1. 985. ~3. S9 27.19
LUNENBURG 1C. 141. 506.60 21.04 2.43".100.87 8. 423. 192. 01 3. Z8t 213. 72 2. 557. 897. 74 23.98
awlJSC* 11. 373. 70S. 49 38.96 3. 389. 976. 24 5. 103. 836. 82 2. 879. 892. 43 1. 266. 825. 25 26.41
"'THEWS 8. 238. 222. 76 55.44 3. 493. 612. 29 2.692.477. 72 2.052. 132. 75 315.006.47 30.30
MECKlEteURG 32. 460, 663. 26 27.17 6.947.342.84 17. 580.419...3 7,932.900.99 3. 551. 080. '2 23. S3
MIDDLESEX 7.555. 742. 38 52.58 3.057.211. 08 2.663. 197.29 1. 835. 334.00 835.561.29 2•. 85
DTGClERY 53. 561.286.43 33.24 13. 636, 902. 5S 26.071.812.07 13.846. 571. 82 4.625.843.88 24.09
NElSCW 13.408. 309.81 42.2" 4. 392, 602. 56 5. 722. 516. 66 3.293. 190. 59 1. 143. 319. 2S 26,40
NEW KENT 12.231.052.09 52. SO 4.814.220.03 ... 187.045.07 3. 229. 78S. 99 439.376.06 39.57
M)RT~T(J4 17. 122. 929. 23 18.68 2. 512.283.45 10,119.858.61 C. 490. 787. 18 4. 122. 927. 79 20.63
NORTHlJEERLANJ 8, 770. 408. 56 "9.71 3. 349. 904. 40 3. 290. OIl. 50 2. 130,422.65 1. 310, 900. 16 23. 48
M>TT()¥AY 14.934. 770. SO 25.49 2. 954. 95S. 62 8.072.660. 10 3. 907. 153. 87 1. 395. 991. 97 22.94
ORANGE 23. 125. 011. 14 41.48 7. 442. 223. 54 10. 104, 107. 97 5. 578. 679. 62 1. 514. 753. 60 29.97
PAGE 21. 090. 567. 23 29.21 4. 872. 060. 79 10.857. 53.(. 24 5. 360. 972. 19 2. 313. 774.43 24.90
PATRICK 17. 359. 664. 72 29.83 4. COO. 816. 75 8. 931. ~8S. ~S 4. 427. SS9. a2 621. 20:. 97 24. :3
PJTTSYlVANIA 62.805.996.16 25.82 12.237. 957. 30 32.949.226.94 17.618.811. 92 ·870.201. 13 21.79
PCMHATAN 13.941. 502. 40 47.70 5, 144, 740. 97 5.454.019.57 3. 342. 741. 86 425.665.43 36.04
PRINCE EIMARD 15.082. 344. 32 26.24 3, o.t4, 286. 58 7. 930. 373. SO 4. 107,684.2. 2. 468. 003. 73 22.00
PR INeE GEORGE 29,815,058.31 28.96 6. 658. 140. 08 15.459. 754. 61 7. 757. 163, 68 610,198.29 33.38
PRINCE WILLI,.. 268. 309. 067. 22 60.95 124, 728, 087. 45 77.881. 510. 72 65. 699. 469. 05 -'6. 463. 420. 23 55.68
PULASKI 36, 139,856.80 30.83 8. 497, 191. 81 18. 087. 982. 77 9, 554, 682. 22 138.844.99 25.73
RAPPAHANf«)CK 6. 690. 324. 05 59.77 3, 130. 944. 07 2,036.007.39 1. 523. 372. S9 703,561. 98 32.46
RIOMJI) 8. 004. 450. 23 38.71 2. 451. 667. 90 3.734,408.4' 1. 818. 313. 89 653.242.32 26.88



OPTICW 5 • REVISED mst II:TIGl. LOCAL REVEMJE INDEX WITH INCtJE ADJUSTIENT. M) owa IN STATE SHARE

DIVISION COST-AllOCATfON SUMMARY

FaNlAT1«* LOCAL STATE STATE 0- STATE a)ST lOCAL
DtVISIa. (X)ST SHARE LOCAL COST E~L1Z£D (X)ST E~l JZED CXlST DifFERENCE EfFORT

RQAfI)K£ 80. 763. 627. 55 51. 98 31, 425, 433. 06 28,045. 283. ~6 21. 292. 911. 03 •... 680. .eSS. 51 34. ~~
ROCKBRIDGE 17,085.050.80 37.01 .e. 883.598. S5 7.916.940.89 4. 224. 511. 37 1. 330. 382. 26 25.23
ROCKINQfAU 56,957.963.17 38.17 16, ~4. 151. 02 25. .e97, 815. 9S 1".815. 996. 20 3. 102, 612. 15 28.25
RUSSEll 33. 980. 923. 57 25.28 6, 783. ~2. 30 18. 8.t9. 363. 31 8. 3"8,517. 95 1. 011, 781. 26 25.31
soon 28. 2a.t. 22•. 83 23.33 5. 2of2. 535. 01 16. 173. 599. 96 6,868.089.86 2, 218, 2..9. 82 29.05
SHENAfI)QAH 29.518. 396. ~6 39.83 9. 055. 274. 26 13.029.406.43 7, .t33. 715. 78 Z, 260. 212. 21 25.97
9IVTH 36. 324. 707. 71 22.78 6.•32. 963. 11 19, 916. 211. 08 9, 975. 533. 60 2. 064. 3~4. 67 24.~7

SQJTHMFTa. 15.662, 3". S2 .2.29 .. 831. 663. 08 6. 337. 138. 6S 4.493,542.79 916,133.4.e 25.27
SPOTTSYlVM IA 67. 159. 568.'. 51. 52 27. 213. 734. 63 2A, 183. 783. .et 1S. 762. 050. 39 5S.e. .e33. 81 50.69
STAFFORD 71. 58." 266. 10 "5.5" 2S. 3S.e. 15". 19 29. 196.689. 01 17. 033. 422. 90 1. 365. 931. 92 '7.32
SURRY 7. 755, 485. 86 80.00 ... 877. 219 78 1. 198. 194. 18 1. 68Q, 071. 90 s.c. 632. 08 23.63
SUSSEX 10. Z5S. •4Z. 55 31. 35 2. 321.813.37 4,8(7.132.93 3. 080. "96. 2S 793.275. 18 20.06
TAZaELl 56, 100. 323. 28 26.98 11.843.028.52 30,221. 181. ... I.e. 036, 113. 32 1,939. 534.76 26.51
WARREN ZS, .t18. 167.23 "2.5" 8. ISS. 097. 92 10, 551, 302. 11 6. 711. 767. 20 1. 761. 785. 31 30.'4
W\SHINGTa. 1,7.587.929.49 28.3.c la, 390. 319. 62 24. 586. 785. 62 12. 610, 824. ZS z. .e29. 829. 87 24.09
WES_lAM) 11. 562. 036. 36 41.84 3, 718. 883. 03 .c. 985.~". S5 2.857.508.77 569: 719. 33 21.91
WISE 53. 882. 757. 63 27.39 11. "13.535.61 28, 533. 196. 00 13, 936. 026. 02 1. 231. 562. 02 28.59
WfTHE 29. 328. 401. 08 25.88 S. 940. 988. 12 15.677, 313. 21 7. 710.099. 75 3.043.052.96 25.18
YORK 56. 427. Ol.t. 87 1,3.93 19, "54.217. 70 23, 651, Zl9. g.c 13, 321. 507. 22 2.627.097. 16 39. 76

Cities:

AL£XAM)RIA 63. 182. 882. 86 80.00 34, 734. 751. 72 8. 242, 55~. 79 20. 205. 576. 35 .e. 211. 1.. lS.~8

BRISTOL 17. 81Z. 543. 21 38.09 5, 001. 907. 76 7. 710.081. 70 5, OZ•• 553. 75 772.839. .e4 21.69
BUENA VISTA 7, 305. 066. 32 23.92 1. 367. 872. 96 1,,068.398. 11 1. 868. 795. 24 299.731.36 25.87
OiARLOTTESVllLE 27.938,828.1. .7.09 9. 698. 170. .e3 10.266.1,67.05 7. 971,. 190. 65 2.077.273.70 20. .c2
O£SAPEAKE 172. 236. 596. 87 .e3.13 57. 778. 807. 5.. 73, 268, 75". 98 .e 1. 189. 03.c. 3S 5, 023, 589. 33 38. 77
OOlClt IAl HE IQiTS 16, 530.475.91 .9.24 6. 148.831. 22 6,~.332.65 ~. 317.312. O.t ·152.2"5. 31 32.04
OOVINGTC14 6••6.c, 299. S5 31. 86 1. 553, 778. 58 3. 162, .c71. I.e 1. 742. (M9. 83 S65. 91".98 19. :u
DANVI1.LE SO. 101. 096. 21 30.08 11. 807, 751. 67 25.670. (97. 73 12. 622. 846. 80 9. 515, 26C. 53 26.76
fALLS QIJRQi 8. ISO, 11~. 29 80.00 ~. U7. 922. 86 I, 170, 276. 01 2. 132, 515. 43 289,963.43 15.80
FRMKlIN 11, 17.,615. 9.t 25. 73 2, 401. 781. 06 6,296,251.12 2. 476. 583. 76 U2,83.e.88 31. 90
fREDER ICKSBURG 13. 819. 720. 57 56.62 S. 738. U3. 30 4, 270. 906. 09 3,809,971.18 1,409.819.27 24.04
GALAX 7.022,033.1" 33.50 1. 865, 764. 85 3.505,807.85 1. 650, '60. 4S 1. 425. 001,. 29 22.46
HMFn»4 125. 104. 771.•3 40.27 38. 193.606.07 53. 876. 210. (M 33. 03.c. 895. 32 5. 510,385. 36 29. 79
HARK ISCJ8JRG 17. 832. 835. Z8 50.86 6. 964. 075. 13 6.456. 9.c3. 41 4.411. 816. 74 2.215. 28A. 15 23.01
tl)pEY£ll 23,314.835. 77 32.88 5. 863. 599. 80 11. 388.992.30 6. 062, 21,3. 67 598.375.97 26.12
lEX INGTCW .c. 448. 210.72 40.52 I, 407, 464. 80 1. 984. 866. 85 1.055.819.07 620,867.92 24.56
lYNQllJRG 57. 347,616.49 "0.73 17.518. 188.38 24. 000. 438. 52 IS. 828. 989. 58 4.201, 768. 10 23.65
MANASSAS 30. a5.. , 381. 51 80.00 19, 566.242. 9S t 799, 72". 20 6. US. '1".42 .. I, 570. 433. 37 57.73
MANASSAS PARK 9, 973, 326. 97 31. 38 2. 426. 270. 18 5. 085. .e26. 81, Z. 461. 629. 96 1. 459. 134. 79 42.92
IMRTINSV ILlE 17,655. 637.~ 35.76 .e, 883. 235. 68 8. 385. 059. 15 ... 387. 3.e3. 11 1. 173,072.26 21. 97
NfYA)RT NEVeS 171. ~19, 719. 82 38.8.e 50, 372. 660. 49 15. 336. 939. 98 45. 710. 119. 35 12. 683. 639. 33 31. 73
MlRfOlK 216. 109. 996. 71, 32.61 52. 524. 346.21 101. 8S0. 655. 65 61.73•. 994.89 21.452,890.53 22.10
MlRTaf 5. 521. 572.97 28.03 1. 158. 602. 9-t 2. 801. 138. 72 1.561.831. 31 506.326.03 23.99
PETERSBURG 36.•25. 675. 66 26.21 7. 308.432.02 19. 142. 517. 30 9, 974. 726. 34 .e, 121. .e23. 6.t 20.21
PCQJlSCJ4 15. 590.475.69 48.87 S. 979. 90S. 10 5, 928. 998. Z.e 3. 681. 572. 3S ·461. 511. 41 49.25
PORT9OJTH liS. 262.595.46 29.23 26, 806. 734. 20 61. 215. 881. 20 27.239.980.06 9. S09. 281. 26 28.11
RADFORD 9. 175. SU. 61, 37.53 2.609. 001. 66 t 158. 968. 29 2. .e07, 714. 69 - 307,708.98 23.39
RIQIDi) 167. 588. 325. 31 .7.0A 55, 487. 683. 08 58. 783,201. 27 53. 317,440. 96 13. 001. 662.23 20.92
RQAfI)K£ 78.361.596.95 38. n 20. 110. 042. 83 30. 886. 714. 31 26. 1&.c, 839. 81 3.794,634. 12 18.16
SALEM 20, 329, 058. 3.t 50.46 7. 709. 554. 61 7. 327.842. 11 5,291. 661. 57 567.339.14 26.CW
SOOTH BOSTC* 8. 363. 2OB. 38 25.69 1. 716. 865. 81 4,676,175.45 1. 970. 167. 13 1. 441. 268.57 26.17
STAlWTCJ4 20. 296, 697. OS 36.78 5. 156.680. 54 8. 307. 674. 00 6, 832. 3A2. 52 4. 156.860. 52 2Z.65
SUFfOLK 55. 999. 913. 34 34.91 14, 789.815. 10 25. 908. "06. 36 15.301. 691. 89 4.081,038. 25 28.73
VIRGINIA SEAQi 406, 91S. 7.4•. 81 .c6.75 1.c5. 284. 607. 15 159, 062.607. 10 102. 568. 530. 62 24. 181. 937. 71 36.58
WAYNESBORO 16. 3.e9. 576. 94 42. .e3 5. 229, 869. 07 6,822.211. 16 4, 297. 496. 72 1, 096, 049. 87 26.49
W1NOifSTER 19. 966. 471. 02 47 54 7.296. 552. 28 7. 347.268. "1 S. 322. 650. 32 2. 154. 912. 74 26.21

Towns:

COLON IAL BEACH 3. 423. 500. 36 41.84 1. 149.823. 45 1. 541. 013. 67 132,663.24 350.400.91 33.43
ffST POINT 4. 306, 580. 12 58.84 2. 037. 007. 09 1.385.892.47 883.680.56 ·603. 028. 91 56.99

C(I1illned:

ALLEGHANY HIGHLANDS 19, 433. 590.63 33.04 4, 777. 363. 07 9. 699. 183. 80 4.957.043. 76 ·347.896.44 28.99
BEDFORD COUNTY.. CITV 48. 402.229. 70 44.50 15, 973. 545. 45 20. lOot, 201. 48 12, 324, 482. 76 2, 155. 968. 24 32.05
FAIRFAX COUNTY-CITY 866. 721. 359.61 80.00 518, 955. 373. 40 126. 133. 427. 67 221.632,558.55 -25,888.279.79 39.90
GREENSV ILE/EMPOR IA 18. 156.203. 14 22.69 3. 654, 095. 94 9. 973. 652. 08 4.528.455. 12 2, 134.637.21 22.51
JPMES CITY/WI IIIPMSBURG 40. 092. 909. 59 61. 29 18,630,571 17 10. 399. 972. 06 11. 062.366. 36 1.482. 176.41 37.75



Summary of Option 6

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INS1RUCTIONAL POSmONS AS A
FLOOR, RECOGNIZE REQUIRED POSmONS ABOVE 57
PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAILING SALARY INCREASED BY 5.8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN POSmON ABOVE MEDIAN STATE

• COST OF COMPETING ADJUSTMENT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DIFFERENTIALS FOR STATE
EMPLOYEES

• NEW PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COST ~OD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCAnON
STANDARDS

• EQUALIZED EFFORT INDEX

• BASIC AID, GlFrED AND TALENTED, SPECIAL EDUCA­
TION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, REMEDIAL EDUCA­
TION, AND PUPIL TRANSPORTATION EQUALIZED wrm
STAlE SHARE OF 50 PERCENT

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• NO INCOl\1E ADJUSTMENT IN CALCULATION OF LOCAL
CONTRIBUTION

• DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON THE BASIS OF
SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION
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OPT ION 6 REVI SED OOS1 METHOO. EQUAL' ZED EFfORT IMl£X. M) DWlG£ IN STATE SHARE

ANALYS IS OF THE STANDARDS Of QUALI TY COSTS AND APPORTlONMNT TO STATE NlJ LOCAL GOVERfM:NTS

TABLE I' SlMMRV Of SlAlE FUNDING tNILE 3' ooSlSOf THE STNf)AROS or ~l' TV

Increase in Fundina Over:
Base Budaet Prev 8iennitl1l

Total Oienniun
funding Source fundina

Total State Funds 3.9~9.28J,261.00
- ............. ,.,....

State Gene,a' fund 3,062. JOO, 265 00
Stall Sal.s Tlx . . 893.899,996 00
State literary fund : 0 00
State Hishway Fund 3,083.000.00

261, 489. ~07 00

220. 598. 511 00
98. 699, 996 00

·56. 600. 000 00
·1, 209. 000 00

414,118.596 00

333. 924. 933 00
124, 578.663 00
-43. 300, 000 00
-I, OBS. 000 00

INSTRUCTIONAL PERS(N4El SAlARIES

Basic Instructlona' Positions
Basic Aides
Special Education Posilions
Special Education Aides
Vocational Education Posl lions
Gifted &Talenled Instructional Positions.
Remedial Edueatlon Posit Ions

Instruct ional frln,e Benefits (VSRS. SS, GL, Health)

Tot al for Inst ructlonl' Personnel

FV 1989 FY 1990

1,355.2J7481.44 1.447.244.480 12
3.010. 427 73 3. 148. I' '\~

116. 08~. 921 15 128. 1~3, It 14
10, 6H, 007. 06 -II. 433, 066 66
SI, ~11, 118 71 56,961, 346 95
26,235,974. 93 -- 28,039, 514 09
30, 571. 941 83 32,683,491 86

359.691,386 62 386.777,294 71

1,953.020.859. 41 2,095.040.494 89

Biennhm Total

2. 80l, 461,961 57
6, 158. 566 31

244. 839. 082 99
22. 129.073 72

108,473.065 66
.. 5C, 27S, 489 02

63.255,433 69

146.468.681 33

4.048,061. 354 36

TABLE 2: SlMMRY Of OPT ION

INSTRUCT 1000l PERSONNEL ooSTS

Pos it ions Per 1000 AIN
Instructional Salary Base
Salary Increase (1988 to 1989)
Salary Increase (1989 to 1990)
Salary Cost of COO1leting
Appl icat Ion of Proposed Standards

Vary by Division wi Floors & Ceilinls
Statewide Prevai Iina
5 800 "
5 800 "12. 530" (Northern Vir gl ni a On Iy)

YES

SOQ SUPPORT

Basic Operat Ina Support
Support fr Inae Benel tis
Specl., Educat Ion Support

Total for Support

Total Costs of Standards of Quality

933.891, 319 17 990,877, 543 94 I. 924. 714. 863 II
81.281.225 97 93. ~~7. 972 87 180,729. 198 83
28.780,543 87 31,.042,936 99 59.823.480 87

1,049,959.089.01 I, 115,368, 4S3 79 2, 16~. 327. S42. 81

3,002.979.948.4' 3,210,408,948.68 6,213,388,897 17

Source' Funding the Standards of Quality: Analysis of Costs and Distribution
Joint legislative Audit and Revlew Ccmnission

SUPPORT OOSTS

Pup i I Transpor 1ali on
School Nursing

FRINGE BENEr IT OOSTS

Pick-u~ of Eqlloyee Share
VSRS
Group Ufe Insurance

Non-Instruct ional Posit ions
Non-Inst ructional Salar i es
Non-Instructional Increase (1988 10 1989)
Non-Instruct ional Increase (1989 to 1990)

Vary by Transportation Group
Vary by Division less SOH Nursina

Biennhm TolalFY 1990

TABLE 4: APPORT I<NINT or ~ COSTS TO STATE AND LOCAL OOVERfltENTS

Baste Aid lGeneral Fund} 994,801. 595 00 999. 913. 493 40 1.065,060,221 87 2. 064. 913. 7J ~ 27
Basit Aid Oedlcat.d Sa es Tax) 397,600,000.00 429.699. 995 00 464, 200, 001 00 893. 899, 996 00
Vocational [ducatlon 33, 572. 125 00 21, 714, 22S. 12 30. 119, 443 36 58. 093. 668. 48
Spec ial Education 36,533.926.00 64.371. Jl9 50 71,011.967 57 135. 383, 081 08
Sfeclll Education Support 1" 334. 188.00 19, 93l. 603. 64 21,500,948.55 41,433.552. 19
G II.d and Talented 12, 533, 924. 00 13,594,410.51 14, 536, 364 33 28. 130. 774 83
Remedial Education 20.230 881 00 22. 393.601 83 23, 984, 506 80 46.378.108 63
fn1tloye. R.Uument fGenera' fund) 131, 373: 601 00 165. 496, 022 54 117.443,891. II 342. 939. 913 6S
(n1JloJ.e Retirement Ltlerary funil) 28, 300,000 00 o00 000 o00
Soc i a Secur It, . 104.298.453 00 J17, 363.090 58 128, 181. 845 29 245, 544. 935 81
Support fr Inae Catelor Ital 21. 559, 359 00 21. 538,07" 00 21,538,074.00 43.076, 148 00
Grouf lli. Insuranc. 4. 105,431 00 4 Soo 741 69 4. 825. 669 56 9.326 411 25
PUfi Transport.1 ion 33, 030, 41 S. 00 17: 33S: 198 28 17, 283, 537. 31 3•• 618: 13S 6.
Dr v.r' s [duCltion Fund (tfMCF) 2,146,000.00 1.152.000 00 I, 331.000.00 3. 083, 000 00
Other Cat'lor ICII ProlflnS 11,476.379 00 6, 200 607. 06 6, 200, 607. 06 12.401.214 11

State SOQ Tota' 1.848,896. 877 00 1. 911.805, 183 14 2,047.478,077.86 3.959.283,261 00

LOCAL PORT 100

Basie Aid 919.232. 303 00 976. 2.8. S49 08 I. 895. 480. 852 08
Vocal ion.1 Edueat Ion 23. 197, 493 59 26. ~81. 903 S9 50.319.391 18
Spec i., Educat Ion 62.410.808 71 69, 174, 260 93 131. 585. 069 64
S~ec i al £dutat Ion Support 8, 847, 940 23 9 541 988 .4 18, 389. 928 67
GI "ed and Tat .nt ed 12.641,564 42 13: ~03: 149 77 26. 144. 714 19
Remedial (ducilion 13, 799,908 61 14, 7S4, 582 38 28, ~5•• 491. OS
~Iolee Rell'flnlnl 000 0.00 o00
Sot i• Sicur II, 000 000 o00
Group l if e Insurance 0.00 o00 o00
Olrecl Revenues 34.817,389 00 37,447.418 00 72. 26~. 801 00
Pupil Trlnsportatlon IS. 627, 357. 72 15. 679, 018 63 31,306. 316 36
Su~port Frln•• Clt'aorlcal 000 0.00 o00
Ot If Catelor leal Prolrns 000 000 000

locil SOQ ToI.I 1,091. 174, 165 3S I, 162,930,810 82 2. 2~" 10~, 636 17

Totll Costs Alloc.ted to Slat. and local Goverrment, 3. 002, 979, 948 49 3.210.408.948 68 6.213. 388.891 11

STATE PORTICW FV 1988 Actual FY 1989

so 00 "
SO 00 "
50 00 "
50 00 "
50 00 "
60 00 "

100 00 "
60 00 "
50 00 "

100 00 "
100 00 "
100 00 "

50 00 "
50 00 "
SO 00 "
50 00 "
SO 00 " '
60 00 "

100 00 "
60 00 "
50 00 "

100.00 "
100 00 "
100 00 "

0.0"
00"

Statewide Prevailing
Statewide Pr evai Iina
5 800 "
5 800 "

Equalized Effort Index wlo IOCOOle Adj.
Not APflicabl e
pogu Ia Ion = 0 0 " NJA = 0 0 "
8 0"

Nmnina I St at e Shar e
Year One Year TwoEqual i led?

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
00
00
00
VES
p()
NO
00

SOQ Account

Basic Aid
Vocat ional Education
Gi fted and lalented
Remedial Educatton
Special [ducat ion
Special Ed. Tuition
Special Ed. tnst i tut ion
Special Ed. Pre· School
Pupil Transportation
Other Categorical
Instruct lonal fr inge
Non-Inst ructlonal rr inge

SPECIAL OOTES'

DISTRIBUTION

Method of Equalt lation
Proxy for Other Revenues
Standardization of Index
Cap on local Shares
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FaJ4DATJC* LOCAL STATE STATE 0- STATE CDST LOCAL
DIVISION OOST SHARE lOCAl OOST E\XJAL IZED CDST E~ll ZED (X)ST DIFFERENCE EFFORT

CQunt res:

AcaJlACK 33.847. 342. 36 36.34 9, 929, 078. 18 16. 399. 342. 34 7. 518. 921. 83 4.016•.tID. 17 32. SO
ALBElMRLE 59. 710. 184. 39 61.58 28, 187. .t25. 91 16, 430. 309. 14 15. 092, '"9. 34 1. 003. 658. 48 32.54
MELIA 9. 933, 940. 86 '2.33 3. 160. 662. 98 '. ·107.061..t1 2. 666. 216. 46 380,329.87 32.88
MHRST 28.297.511. 56 39.53 8. 588, 372. 90 12. 643, 522. 48 7. 065. 616. 19 -101. 727. 33 32.75
APPClMTTOX I.e. 505. 636. 09 35.51 3. 981. 110. .e5 6. 923. 224. 65 3.601.300. 99 286.259.64 32.51
ARllNGTCW 95. 490. 471. 38 80.00 ~.82".97".2" 13. ~18. 686.94 27.2"6.810. 19 2, 285. sn. 1~ 16.55
AUGUSTA 59. 289. 091. 89 .e3.48 20, l.e9, 945. 85 25. 188. 635. 23 13. 950. 510. 81 -I. 603, 093. 96 32.60
BATH 6. 206. 973. 78 80.00 3. 776. 228. 20 930.367.24 1. 500. 378. ~ 98. "81. 58 27.23
BLAND 8. 267. U6. SO 24.54 1.613.273.53 4. 810. 308. 24 1. 844. 264.74 1. 594, 734.97 32.83
9JT£TClJRl 26. 021. 255. 96 "3.77 8. 654. 1..7. 07 10, 878. 646. 71 6, 488. "62. 18 . ·156. 173. 11 32. 33
BRlI&ICK 16.920. '17. ~ 36.09 4. 613. ~72. 81 7.831. 153. 43 4.415. 791. 71 365.961.14 32.97
BUOW4AN 42. 9-tZ. 837. 26 35.80 11. 296.219.65 20. 166. C35. 19 11. 480. 182.42 -473.222.39 32.60
BUCK lNGtiM' 12.982. 324. 9.( 39.4S 3. SSS. 426. 6Z 5. 782. 522. 86 3,341. 375. "6 316.128.32 32. 56
CMlPBEll SO, 7~8. 401. ..8 39.67 15.067.256. 53 22. 3~1. 772.06 13. 339. 372. 89 -1. 779,635.05 32.52
CAROLINE 21. 070, '47.68 41 50 6. "90, 586. 56 9,032. 754.02 S. s.c7. 107. 10 ·262.288.88 32.61
CARROLL 29. 356. "15. 62 31.63 7. 1.e7. 873. 85 14, U6, 602. 36 7. 361. 939.40 2. 306. 313. 77 32.86
OtARlES CITY 7. 365.660 02 41. 98 2.393.312.50 3. 2~8, 063. 15 1. 724,284. 37 599.52 32.77
OiARlOTTE 13.419.317.03 35.22 3. 515.201. 27 6, 326. 203. 62 3.577,972. 14 -121,960.24 32.85
OfESTERf IELD 261. 955. 790. 78 35.87 75.479,820.51 125. 270. 823. 35 61. 205. 1..6. 92 31. 304. 210.27 32.61
CLARKE 10. 715. 049. 65 SS.68 .., 715.860. 19 3. 164. 876. 13 2.834.313. 33 351. 017. ~5 32. 72
CRAIG ... 455, 582. 35 41.~ 1. 397. 886. 34 1. 9oC6. 051. 82 1. 111. 6&4. 19 86,022.01 32.26
QJlPEPER 29,425.992.29 42.36 9. 914. 109. 83 12. 796. 744. 03 6. 6~ .. 538.43 2. 82~. 892. 46 32.26
aJEERLANO 8.289, .61. 13 39.72 Z. "12. ~77. 89 3. 631. 983. S5 2. 245. 005. 69 238.191.24 32. -45
DICKENSCIi 22. 841. 278. 94 36.01 6.082,572.60 10, 760. "63. 25 5. 998. 2..3. 09 -Sot7. 337.66 32. 56
OI.IODIE 23, 212, 679. 66 38.1~ 6. 516. 733. 82 10. 37~. 850. 41 6.321, 095. 4~ -164. 8<M. 16 32.39
ESSEX 10. 375, 929. 99 ~6. 71 3. 1e2. "16. 27 ~. 097, 759. 16 2, 535. 754. 56 985.913.72 32.10
FALgJIER 50.464,462.95 58.56 22. 946. 997. el 15. 312, 335. 88 12, 205. 129. 67 2. 630. ~5. 54 32.00
flCM> 12. 550. 902. 53 39.83 3,805.817.87 S. 593. 173. 22 3. 151. 911...~ 302.190.66 32.3S
FlUV~ 12, 11", 955. 66 ..C. 17 e, 362, oeO. 47 5. 376, nz. 08 2. 976. 1e3. 11 425.709.19 32...0
FRANKLIN 38, 776. 537. 61 ..1. 67 12. 579, 710. 33 16,897. 7'9. 21 9, 299. 078. 07 ~2. Z"7. 28 32.39
FREDERICK .7, 733, .64. 68 41.00 15.423. 428. 86 20, 243. 429. "6 12. 066. 606. 35 3.~9.415.81 33.48
GILES 17. 72C.131. 85 "1...7 5. 451. 767.61 7, 6'5. 556. 05 ~. 622. 808. 20 -215. 703. 16 32. ~
GU1JCESTER 35. 944, 950. 09 37.27 10. 921. 501.89 16, 695, 023. 24 8. 328, 424. 96 ... 611. 508. 20 32.69
(D)QflAM) 11. 908.133.06 65.19 5, 919. 359. 00 3, 108. s.t3. 60 2. 880. 230. 46 -31.211. 93 32.03
GRAYSCJI 11.423,957.43 32.09 ~. 312. 455. 03 8. 782. 099. 34 .. 329. "03.06 2.189.398. CO 32.81
GREENE 11,868,864. 19 33.50 3, CS1. 387.80 5, 701. 006. 00 3,086••70.39 1. 483. 5~. 39 32.90
HALIFAX 33.086.111. SO 33.86 8. 335. 681. 10 15.910.382.07 8. UO. 048. 33 -I. 119,869. 60 32.69
HAt«)YER 6C. 063. 40S. 6C 50.23 24. 570.....6. 58 23. 327.489. 02 16. 165•• 70. (W 2.850,479.06 32.29
HENRIa> 193. 852. 277. 01 59.97 86. 940. 398. 78 56.643. 302. 96 50. 268. 575. 28 1. 597. 518. 23 32.16
HENRY S5. 728. 327. 26 ~".98 18, 399. 968. 58 22.357,235.80 14. 971. 122. 88 ·3.369. al. 33 32 5~

HIGHLAND 3••26.547.59 ~8. 06 1. 295, 91". 8" 1. 400. ~96. 61 730.136.14 1. 082.328.55 31. 4~
ISLE Of WHitT 25. 310. 399.... 48.25 9. 2~7. 830. 32 9. 508. 281. 07 6. 5;4, 288. 46 731. 611.52 32.45
KING GEORGE 15.239.664.29 36.79 4, .cOl. 631. 91 7.209. 757. 51 3. 628. 274. 86 1,199.~. 37 32.48
KING & {lJE£N 6. le8, 19S. 98 50.29 2.276. 1..3. 98 2. 2..2. 631 ...6 1.629, 420. S~ 261. 00. 00 32. OS
KING WILLI. 9.316.....1.27 53.80 3. 941. 168. 00 3. 285. 793. 56 2. 089, 479. 71 36.381.27 31. 99
LANCASTER 10. 118.887. 57 67.01 S. 250. 687. 70 2. 585. 098. 61 2. 283, 101. 26 43.523.87 31.8'
LEE 30.864, 960. 25 25.16 5.817.583.73 16.613.395.83 8. 433. 980. 70 773.156. S2 33.15
l~ 93.867.926.25 54.38 39. 992. 318. 26 31. 903. ~67. 98 21. 972. 1..0. 00 12. ~26. 007.98 32.22
lOOlSA 22.667. 238. 18 80.00 13.564. 380.69 3. 31~, 302. 83 5, 788. 5S.t. 66 246.655.49 31.18
L~ENBURG 1'. 141. 506.60 29.88 3. ~8. 262. 40 7.509,030.47 3,284.213.72 1. 643. 736. 20 32.99
IW)JSCW 11. 373. 70S...9 ~7. 86 4. 127. 897. 38 .., 365. 915. 68 2. 879. 892. 43 528.904.11 32.15
~TH£WS 8. 238. 222. 76 59.23 3.730. 602. ~o Z. 453. 778. 36 Z. 053, ~2. 00 78.016.36 32.36
IECKlEBJRG 32. 460. 663. 26 38.06 9.579. 215.2e 14, 948. 547. 03 7. 932. 900. 99 919,208.03 32.44
MIDDLESEX 7. 555, 742. 38 68.02 3. 933, 775. 70 1. 786. 632. 67 1.835. 334. 00 -41. 003. 33 31 98
IIWTQJlERY 53. 561. 286. 43 "".80 18.275.851. 57 21. "38. 863.04 13. U6. 571. 82 -13.105.14 32.28
NELSCJ4 13. 4OS. 309. 81 52.3S 5.386.....2. 24 e~ 728.676. 98 3.293. 190. 59 1.c9. 479.51 32.38
NEW KENT 12, 231. 052. 09 42.39 3. 973. 364. 83 5.027,900.27 3. 229. 786. 99 1. 280. 231. 26 32.66
J«>RTHMlPTCW 11. 122.929.23 30. SO 3, 977. 810.04 8. 65•. 332. 02 •. "90.787.18 2. 657. .cOl. 19 32 67
r«>RTIt.M3ERLANO 8. 770. "08. 56 68.30 ~, 538. 877. S~ 2,101.108 36 2. 130. ~zZ. 65 121. 927.01 31.82
M>TTC1¥AY 1", 93.t, 170.60 37. il 4.203, 138. ~2 6. 823.878. 31 3. 907. 153.87 147,210.18 32.63
ORANGE 23.125.011. Ie ,~. 64 8. 009. 7"'.66 9. 536. 586. 86 5, 578.679.62 9'7,232. e8 32.25
PAGE 21.090.561.23 40 01 6. "82.302.07 9. 2A7. 292.97 S. 360. 972. 19 703.533.16 33 13
PATRICK 17.359.664. 72 4068 5.311.083. 98 7,621.020.92 •. 427.559.82 -689.005.26 32 37
PI TTSYLVAAIA 62.805.996.16 39 57 18.250.980.17 26.936.204.06 17.618.811.92 -6. 883, 22". 01 32.49
?tWiA1AN 13, 941. 502. 40 .2.67 4. 613. 945. 13 5. 98~. 815. 41 3.342,741.86 9S6...61. 27 32.32
PR INeE EDI'iARD 15. 082. ~•. 32 "0.18 ~. 530. ~66. 79 6. "4( 193.29 e, 107.68.(.24 981. 823.52 32 74
PR INCE GEORGE 29. 875. 058. 37 28.95 6, S~. 803. 67 15, 553. 091. 02 7.757. 163. 68 703. 5:W. 70 32.91
PR INCE WilLI,.., 268.309.067.22 34.67 72.886. "46. 51 129, 723. 151. 65 65. 699. 469. 05 45. 378,220. 70 32.54
PULASKI 36. 139.856.80 '0.33 10. 716. 608.•5 15,868.566. 13 9.55".682.22 -2, 080. 571. ~ 32. "S
RAPPAtW«)CK 6. 690. 32•. 05 59.•5 3. 108. 911. 32 2. 058. 197. 5~ 1.523.215.19 ns. 594.73 32.23
RIOIDt'D 8,004.450. 23 46.85 2.931. 873. 83 3. 254.202. 51 I. 813. 373. 89 173.036...0 32.15
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ROt~·~·"·,\£ 80. 763.627. S5 49. OS 29. 470. 180. 94 29.999.935.58 21. 292. 911.0: -2,725.813. 39 32.30
R~ __ ~RIDGE 17.085,050.80 47.82 6. 222. 156. 92 6.638. 382. 51 .c. 224.511.37 -8,176. 12 32.14
ROCKI~ 56.957.963.17 "4. S3 19. 245, 926. 35 22. 896. 040. 62 1( 815. 996. 20 500.836.82 32.67
RUSSELL 33. 980. 923. 57 33.78 8. 746. 4S6. 80 16,885. 918. 81 8. 3U. 517. 95 -951,663. 24 32.~

SOOTT 28. 2~, 224. 83 26.88 S. 938.269. 05 15.477.865.91 6. 868. 089. 86 1. sa2. 515. 77 32.90
SHENANDOAH 29.518.396.46 50.08 11. 285. 518. 09 10. 799. 162. 60 7. .433. 715. 78 29.968.38 32.36
3ffTH 36.324. 707. 78 32.30 8. 741. 364. 7S 11,607.809..... 9. 975, 533. 60 -244.056. 97 33.25
SOOTHMlPTCW 15. 662. 344. S2 54.78 6. 139. 192. 03 S. 029. 609. 70 4. 493. 5.42. 79 -391.395.51 32.11
SPOTTSYlVMIA 67.759.568.44 31.81 17. 590. 265. 26 3.4. "07. 252.79 15. 762. 050. 39 10. 177. 903. 18 32.76
STAFFORD 71. sa4. 266. 10 30.64 17.621. 808 5S 36.929.034.64 17.033.422. 90 9. 098. 277. 55 32.89
SURRY 7. 755. 4a5. 86 80.00 4. 877.219. 78 1. 198. 194. 18 1. 680. 071. 90 54.632.08 23.63
SUSSEX 10. 25S. 442. S5 52.. 88 3. 727. 143 15 3.447.803. IS 3, 080. 496. 2S -606.054.60 32.11
TAZEYe£Ll ~6. 100. 323.28 34.20 14. 579. 480. 21 27...S.c. 729. 76 14.036. 113. 32 ·796.916.92 32.64
WARREN 25.418. 167.23 45.11 8.682.413 72 10.023.986.31 6.711. 767. 20 1. 234. 469. 51 32.41
WASHINGTCW "7. sa7. 929.•9 39.62 14.089.973 39 20.887. 131. 85 12.610.824.2S -1. 269, 823. 90 32.67
1£S'QI)RElAf() 11.562.036.36 62.49 5.416. 1)0. IS 3.288.377.43 2.857.508. 77 -1.127.547.79 31.90
WISE 53.882. 757. 63 31.99 13.077.464. 16 26. 869. 267...5 13.936.026.02 ·'-32.366.53 32.76
W'fTHE 29. 328.401. 08 34.93 7.811. 592 S2 13. 806. 708. 81 7, 710.099. 75 1.172.448.56 33.10
YORK 56. "27,014.87 35.86 16.1~. 823.13 26. 950.684. 51 13.321.507.2Z S. 926...91. 74 '33.02

Cit .es:

AlUANDRIA 63. 182. 882. 86 80.00 ~. 734. 751. 72 8. 242. 554. 79 20.205, 576. 35 4.211. 14 15.48
BRISTOL 17, 812. ~3. 21 57.60 7.408. 466. 70 5. 379. 522. 76 5. 024, 553. 7S -I. 627. 669. 49 32.09
BUENA VISTA 7.305,066.32 31.23 1. 7~. 613. 10 3. 701. 657. 98 1. 868. 795. 24 -67,008.78 32.80
OtARLOTTESV ILLE 27. 938, 828. I.e 76.51 15. ~8, .95.25 4. 616. 142. 23 7. 974, 190.65 -3.573.051. 11 32.31
OtESAPEAKE 172. 236, 596. 87 35.61 48. 609. S60 73 82. ~38. 001. 80 41. 189.034. 35 14. 192.836. 14 32.61
mLCI4IAt. HE IQfTS 16.530,475.91 50.12 6.239. 359. 39 5. 973. SCM. 48 4.317,312.04 -242. 773. 48 32.51
aJVJ~ 6••64. 299. 5S 55.89 2. 575. 686. 10 2. 140. 563. 62 1. 748. CM9. 83 -455. 992. 5S 32.06
DANVILLE SO. 101. 096.21 37.83 14. 501, 071. 56 22.977.177.85 12.622.146.80 6.821, gu. 65 32.86
FAllS 0IJR0i 8, 150, 714.29 80.00 4,U7.922.86 1. 170. 276. 01 2.132,515.43 289.963.43 15.80
FRMKl..N 11. 17".615. 9.c 28.13 2. 563. 958. 29 6. 1~. 073. 90 2. '-76.583. 76 680.657.65 34.05
FREDER ICKSBURG 13. 819. 720. 57 75.28 7. 594. 912. 92 2.414.836.•7 3, 809. 971. 18 -446. 250. 36 31. 82
GALAX 7.022.033.14 49.39 2. 685. 980. 30 2. 685. 592. 39 1. 650.•60. 45 604.788.84 32.33
tWIPT(J4 125. 104. nl..-3 ••. 13 41. 777. 156. 30 50.292. 719. 81 33. 034. 895. 32 1. 926. 835. 13 32.59
HARRIDBJRG 17.832.835.28 71. 02 9. 699. 639. 45 3. 721. 379. 09 4.411. 816. 74 ·520. lBO. 17 32.05
tCPMLl 23. 314.835. 77 41.41 7.272.082.84 9.980.509.26 6. 062. 243. 67 ·810. 107. 07 32."0
lEX I1GTC14 4.•"8. 210. 72 53.41 1. 839.139..... 1.553, 192.21 1.055.879. 07 189.193.28 32.09
lYNCHJURG 57, 347.616. .-9 57.39 24.077. 069 32 17. "1.557.58 15.828.989.58 ..2.357. 112. U 32.51
IMASSAS 30.854.381. 57 "2.66 10. 916. 824 55 13. ~9. 1'-2. 60 6. ~88, 41•. '2 7.078. 985. 02 32.21
IMASSAS PARK 9. 973. 326. 97 23.95 1. 859. 9.tS 02 S. 651. 751. 99 2. 4'1. 629. 96 2. 02S.•59. 95 32.90
MART INSVJLLE 17.655.637.94 53.61 7. 132. SS5 11 6. 135. 739. 71 4. 387. ~3. 11 -I. 076. 2"7.17 32.09
NEWPORT NEYeS 171.419. 719.82 39.80 51. 935. 693. 79 73. n3. 906. 68 .4S. 710.119.35 11. 120. 606. 03 32. 72
trJRFOlK 216.109.996.7A .48.97 77. 215.•99. 24 77.159.502.61 61. 134. 994. 89 -3.238.262.51 32...9
OT(W S. 521. 572.97 39.25 1.571.0S3 58 2. 388. 688. 08 1. 561. 831. 31 93.875.39 32. S3
PETERSBURG 36. "25. 675. 66 ".26 11. 767, 49.C. 58 14. 683. 45•. 73 9. 97•. 726. 34 -337.638.92 32. SoC

~ 15.590, "75. 69 32.23 4. 093. 103. 17 7.815.800 17 3. 681. 572. 3S 1.425.290.53 33.71
PORT9DJTH 115. 262. 595.•6 33.69 30.587.4'6.90 57.435. 168. 50 21. 239. 980. 06 5. 728.568.56 32.76
RADFORD 9,175.684.64 52.82 3. 581. 980. 49 3. 185. 989. 47 2.407,714.69 -665,269. ~ 32.11
RIQIIN) 167. 588.325. 31 75.53 85. 830.074. 83 28.•40.809. 52 53.317. '40. 96 -17.3'-0. 729. 52 32.36
ROAIO<E 78. 361. 596. 95 72.06 36.569.637.33 1'. 953. 587 s.t 26. 838. 372. 08 -12.064. 960. 38 32.01
SALEM 20.329.058. ]A 63.15 9.462.492.83 5.574.903. 94 5.291,661.57 -I. 18S. 598. 49 31.96
SQJTH EK>STCW 8. 363. 208. 38 32.71 2. 1'2. 155. 01 •. 250, 886. 25 1.970.167.13 1. 015. 979. 37 32.65
STAlMCJ4 20. 296. 697. OS 53.68 7.410. 152. 90 6, OS... 201. 64 6. 832. 342. 52 1.903. 388. 16 32.55
SUFFOlK 55, 999. 913. 3.c .0.32 16. 881. 264. 59 23. 816. 956. 87 15.301.691. 89 1. 989. 588. 75 32. 79
ViRGINIA B~ '06. 915. 7• .c. 87 40.84 129. 255. 3s.t. 45 175.091. 859.80 102. 568. 530. 62 40.211. 190. 42 32.5S
WAYNESIK>RO 16. 3.9. 576. ~ 51.59 6. 347. Z90C. SO S. 7GC. 785. 72 4.297, '-96. 72 -21.375.56 32.15
WINOiESTER 19.966.471. 02 61.61 9. 30( 034. 19 S. 339. 786. SO S. 322, 650. 32 1A7. '-30.83 33. 42

Towns.

CX>lC* IAt B£AQi 3.423.500.36 62.49 1. 673. 183 21 1.015. 902. 77 734. 41.e. 39 -172. 958. 8" .e8.65
fEST POINT 4. 306. 5S0. 12 53.80 1. 869. ~2. 16 1. 553. 557.•0 883.680.56 -435. 364. o.c 52.30

cam ,ned:

ALLEGHANY HIGHLANDS 19. '33. 590.63 38...9 S. 701.982. 85 8. 768. SS" 03 4.951. Q.C3. 76 .. 1.278.516.21 32.80
BEDFORD CD.,trY·CITY '8. '02. 229. 70 45.13 16. 777. 8~' .7 19, 299. 902 47 12.324.482. 76 1.351. 669. 23 32. .47
FAIRFAX (DftTY ·CITY 866. 721. 359. 61 Sot. 23 421. 215. 733 49 223.873.067. 57 221.632,558. SS 71.851.360. 12 32.24
GREENSVllE/DFOR IA 18. 156. 203. 14 35.19 4.842. 797. 79 8. 784.950.23 4,528.455. 12 945.935.35 33.16
JAMES CITYlWllll-sBURG .0. 092. 909. 59 50.92 16. 335. 128.28 12.695. 4U. 9S 11.062. 366. 36 3.777.619.31 32.30



Summary of Option 7

• 51 BASIC, 57 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL posmONS AS A
FLOOR, RECOGNIZE REQUIRED posmONS ABOVE 57
PER 1000 ADM

• PREVAILING SALARY INCREASED BY 5.8% IN EACH
YEAR TO MAINTAIN posmON ABOVE MEDIAN STATE

• COST OF COMPETING ADJUSThffiNT BASED ON
RECOGNITION OF SALARY DIFFERENTIALS FOR STATE
EMPLOYEES

• NEW PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COST METHOD

• INCLUDE COSTS OF PROPOSED BOARD OF EDUCAnON
STANDARDS

• EQUALIZED EFFORT INDEX

• BASIC AID, GIFTED AND TALENTED, SPECIAL EDUCA­
TION, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, REMErJIAL EDUCA­
TION, AND PUPIL 1RANSPORTATION EQUALIZED WITH
STATE SHARE OF 50 PERCENT

• CAP ON LOCAL SHARES AT 80 PERCENT

• INCOME ADJUSTMENT USED IN CALCULATION OF _
LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

• DISTRIBUTION OF SALES TAX ON TIlE BASIS OF
SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION
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OPIIOO 7 . REVI SED roST METHOD. EQUALIZED EFFORT INDEX WIlH INaNE ADJUSTMENT. f«) aw«iE IN STATE SK4RE

ANALYS IS or THE STANDAROS Of QUAL ITY COSTS Nf) APPORT 100000ENT TO STATE Nf) lOCAL GOVERNN:NTS

TABLE 1 SlfIMRY OF STATE FUNDING TABLE 3. ooSTS or THE STANOARDS or QUAL ITY

Increase in Fundin. Over:
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL SALARIES FY 1989 FY 1990 Oi ennhm Total

Total Bienniun
funding Source funding Base Budget Pr ev Bi ennitm Basic Instructional Positions l. 355,211,481 44 l. 441, 244, 480 12 2.802.461. 961 51

Basic Aides 3.010.421 73 3. 148, 13B 6~ 6. IS8. 566 37
Total Siale Funds 3,898,881. 410 27 201. 087. 656 21 353. 716. 745 27 Special Education Positions 116.085.921. 15 128, 7~3. 161 84 244. 839, 082. 99

State General fund 3.001,;898,414 27 160, 196,660 27 273, 523,082 27
Special Education Aides 10,696.007 06 11.433,066 66 22. 129.013 12
Vocational Educat ion Posit Ions 51. 511. 718 71 56.961. 346 95 J08, 413. 065 66

State Sales Tax 893,'899, 996 00 98. 699, 996 00 124.578.663 00 Gifted & talented Instructional Positions 26.235.974.93 28,039. SI4. 09 54. 215, 489. 02
State literary fund o 00 -56. 600. 000 00 ·43.300. 000 00 Remedial Education Positions 30.571,941 83 32, 683, 491 86 63,255,433 69
State Hllhway fund 3, 083. 000 00 -I. 209. 000 00 -I, 085, 000. 00

Instructional Frlna' BenefUs (VSRS. SSt Gl. Health) 359,691,386.62 386. 777.294. 71 746, 468, 681. 33

Total for Instructional Personnel 1,953,020,859.47 2. 095, 040, 494 89 4. 048, 061. 354 36

TABLE 2: SlIMARY OF OPT ION S<XJ SUPPORT

INSTRUCT ImAl PERSONNEL COSTS Basic Operating Support 933.897, 319. 17 990,877. 543 94 1, 924, )74,863. 11

Pos i lions Per 1000 AIld Varr by Division wI f IDOl s & CelllnlS
Suppor t f rIna' Benefit s 87,281.225 97 93••47, 972. 87 180, 729, 198.83
Spec lei Educat Ion Suppor t 28, 180. 543 81 31.042,936 99 59, 823. 480 87

Instructional salarlaase Sia eWlde Prevailing
Sal a,y Increase fl9 8 to 1989l 5.800 " Tot aI for Suppor t 1.049,959.089 01 I, liS, 368, 453 19 2, 165. 327. 542. 81
Salary Increase 1989 10 1990 5 800 "
Salary Cost o. CUfl)etinl 12. 530" (Nor I her" Vi flln; a Onl J) Tolal Cosio' of Standards of Qual itJ 3.002.979.948.49 3,210. 408, 948 68 6,213, 388,891. 11
Application of Proposed Standards YES

fRINGE BENEf IT OOSTS
TABLE 4: APPORT I(JfM:NT OF SaJ OOSTS TO STATE Nf) LOCAL GOVERfI.4£NTS

PiCk-U~ of ~Ioyee Share
00" STATE PORTI<W FY 1988 Actual fy 1989 FY 1990VSR Daennion Total

Group 1I Ie Insurance 00"

Non-Inst rucllonal Post t Ions Statewide Prevai Iins Basic Aid ~Gen.ral Fundl 994.801. 595.00 972. 243, 925. 31 1,035. 585. 330. 14 2, 001,829, 255 46
Non-Inst ructlonal Sal ar i es Slatewide Prevail ina Basic Aid Oedlcat.d Sa es Tax) 397,600.000.00 429. 699. 99S. 00 464,200,001.00 893 899 996 00
Non-Instructional Increase p988 to 1989~ 5 800 " Vocallonal Edueat Ion 33, 572. 125.00 27. 931. 270. 61 30, 742, 681 89 58: 673: 958 50
Non-Instruct ional Increase 1989 to 1990 5 800 " Speclsl Education 36, 533, 926 00 62,234.999.68 69. 03J, 934 93 131.266,934 61

Special Educltlon Suppo,t 17, 334. 788 00 19, 932. 603. 64 21.500.948 S5 41.433, 552 19
SUPPORT OOSTS Gilled and Talented 12.533,924.00 13, 227, 524. 39 14. 142. 719 21 27, 310.243.60

Remedial Education 20,230,881. 00 23,051. 345. 99 24, 587, ~96 07 41,644.842 06
PU~ II Transpo rt att on Vary by Transportation Group Ef11JloJ" Retirement foener., Fund) 131,373.601.00 165••96, 022. 54 177,443.891 11 342, 939, 913. 6S
Sc 001 HurstnR Vary by Division less SOH Nursina £",'o,ee Retirement Literary funil) 28 300 000 00 0.00 o00 000

Soc Ia Secur II, 10( 298: 453 00 117, 363. 090 58 128, 181.845 29 245, 544.935 81
Support fringe Calegorlca' 21.559. 359 00 21. 538, 07~. 00 21. 538.074 00 43,076, 148 00
Grouv II Ie Insurane. 4. lOS, 431 00 4, 500. 741.69 4. 825, 669. ~6 9. 326, 411 2~

DISTRI8UT ION Pupl TransportaUon 33.030.415 00 11, 199.062.39 17, 191.942 58 34, 391.004 97
Dr iv.,· s [ducalion fund (..aCf) 2. 146.000 00 I. 1~2, 000.00 I. 331. 000. 00 3.083,000 00

Method of Egual' lallon Equali led Ef for I Index wI InCOOle Adj Other Cat'lorlcll Prolrps 11,476, 379 00 6.200,607.06 6,200.607 06 12, 401. 214 11
Proxf lor Other Revenues Not App Ii cab Ie

St,t e SOQ Totll I. 848. 896. 877 00 l. 882, 377,262 88 2,016,504. 147 39 3,898,881,410 21St an~ardi zat ion of Index pogulat ton = 0 0 " AlIt = 0.0"
Cap on local Shares 8 0" LOCAL PORT I<W

Hemlnal Siale Share:
S~ Account Equalized? Year One Year Two Basic Aid 946. 901. 871 09 1, 005. 123, 440 80 I. 952,625, 311 89

Vocat lonal Educat Ion 23, S80. 448.10 26. 218, 659 06 49. 199, 107 1&
Basic Aid YES SO 00 " 50.00 " Special Educallon 64,546,928.54 71, 154.293. 57 135, 701. 222. 10
Vocat iana I Educat ion YES 50 00 " 50 00 " Spet III Educallon Suppor t 8.847,940.23 9,541.988.44 18,389.928 67
Gi fled and Talented YES SO 00 " ~O 00 " Gi Ited and T.I.nted Il, 008, 4S0. 54 13, 896, 794. 89 26, 905, 24S. 42
R«nedial Educat ion YES 50 00 " 50 00 " Remedial (ducat ion 13.136.164 50 14. 151.593 12 27.287, 757 62
Special Educat Ion YES 50 00 " 50.00 " £II1IIOJ" ReUrnent 0.00 o00 o00
Special Ed Tuition 00 60 00 " 60 00 " Soc ia S.tu, It, 0.00 000 000
Special Ed Institution tlI JOO 00 " 100 00 " Group life Insufance 000 o00 000
Special Ed. Pre-School M> 60 00 " 60.00 " Direct Revenues 3( 811, 389 00 37,447.418 00 12,264 807 00
PUC'I Transportat ion YES 50 00 " 50 00 " Pup! I lr .nspor tatlon 15. 763, 493 61 15, 770,613 42 31, 53( 107 03
Ot er Calelorieal M> 100 00 " 100 00 " Sucporl f'ina' Cat'lorttal o00 000 000
Inst ructlonal fr in,e Ml 100.00 " 100.00 " 01 er Clle.orie.' Programs 0.00 000 000
Non-Instructional rinse 00 100 00 " 100 00 " local SOQ Tol., I. 120.602.685.61 I, 193, 904. 801 29 2.314, 501,486 90

SPECIAL NOTES'
Tolal Costs ~tlocll.d 10 SI.'e and Local Goverrrnenis 3,002, 919. 948 49 3,210.408,948 68 6.213, 38B. 891 17

Source: fundlnf Ihe Standards of Qualitl Analysis 01 Costs and Dislribution
Joint 8sislative Audit and Rev ew Cmmlssion



OPTloo 7 - REVISED COST METtm, EQUf\lJZED EFFORT INDEX WITH INaH ADJUSlMENT. NO QiMGE IN STATE SHARE

DIVJSION COS T - All O. CAT ION SUMMARY

F(lN)ATIC* LOCAL STATE STATE 0- STATE (X)ST LOCAL
DIV1SIC* COST SHARE lOCAl OOST E~lZED CDST E~ 1ZED CDST DIFFERENCE EFFORT

Count les:

ACCOIACK 33, ~7, 342. 36 23.76 6. 636, 212. 02 19,692.208.50 7, 518, '921. 83 7.309.276.34 21.72
AlBElMRlE 59. 710, 184. 39 66.64 30,401. 047. 93 14. 216. 687. 12 15.092, .49. 34 -1,209.963.54 35.09
MELIA 9, 933, 940. 86 32.77 2, .c84. 610. 13 .c. 183. 114.27 2, 666, 216. 46 1. 056. 382. 73 25.85
_ERST 28.297, 511. 56 36.92 8,047,875. 11 13. 184, 020. 26 7,065,616. 19 438,770.45 30.69
APPClMTTOX 14. 505. 636. 09 29.92 3, 381. 365. 73 7,522.969.37 3, 601. 300. 99 886.004.36 27.61
ARllNGTCW 95.490.471. 38 80.00 54,824,974.2.e 13, ·US. 686. 94 27,246. 810. 19 2.285. 577. 14 16. 55
AUQJS'tA 59. 289, 091. 89 41. 30 19.184.686.56 26. 153. 894. S2 13.950. 510.81 -637. 834. 67 31.04
BATH 6. 206. 973. 78 72.95 3.407.999.07 1. 304, 052. 07 1. 494. 922. 6A 466.710.71 24. 58
BLAM> 8, 267. 846. 50 20.20 1. ~2. 762. 17 5.080.819.59 1.844.264.74 1. 865. 246. 33 27.32
IKlTETQJRT 26. 021. 255. 96 44.3S 8, 765. '123. 44 10. 767.070.33 6.~.462.18 -267,749.48 32. 7~
BRlJGVJCK 16.920,417.94 24.48 3.211. 878.63 9,232. 747.61 4.475. 791. 71 1. 767, 555. 32 22.95
BlDiANAN .e2, 942, 837. 26 31. 21 9, 913, 049. 60 21. 549.605. 24 11. .e80. 182.42 909.947.66 28.61
BUCKltGIAM 12. 982, 324. 94 27.24 2. 716. 748. SO 6. 924.200. 98 3, 341. 375. 46 1. 457. 806.•4 22.93
Cl6tP8ELl SO, 7.e8. 401. 48 37.96 14. .c43. 087. 18 22.965.941.41 13,339.372.89 -I. 155.465.69 31. 17
CAROLINE 21.070, .e47. 68 32.98 5,219.703.48 10, 303.637. 10 5, 547. 107. 10 1.008.594.20 26.23
CARROLL 29,356.415.62 24.56 5. 634. 023. 12 16. 360. 453. 09 7. 361. 939. 40 3.820, 164.49 25.90
OiARlES CITY 7. 365,660. 02 32.~ 1. 887, 526. 16 3, 753. "9. 49 1. 724.284. 37 506.385.86 25.84
OtARlOTTE 13.419. 377. 03 24. S9 2.509.277. 78 7.332. 127. 11 3.577.972. 14 883.963.26 23.45
O£STERF JELD 261. 955, 790. 78 52.16 lOS. 194. 567.73 92.556.076. 13 61, 205. 146. 92 -1.410. 536.95 46. 74
CLARKE 10. 715. (M9. 65 54.00 4. 358. 269. 75 3,522.466.56 2,83",313.33 708,607.89 30.24
CRAIG 4.455.582.35 38.29 1. 289, 514. 66 2.054.423.49 1. Ill. 644. 19 194.393.68 29. 76
OJlPEPER 29.425.992.29 37.21 8.804. 385. 87 13.967.067. 99 6, 654, 538. 43 3. 995. 216. 42 28.47
Qll3ERlAND 8.289, .e67. 13 27.28 1,687.815. 82 4. 356, 645. 63 2, 245, 005. 69 962.853.32 . 22. 70
DICKENSCW 22.841, 278.94 30.56 S, 201,912.28 11. 641. 123. 57 5. 998, 243. 09 333.322.66 27.85
D••'OOIE 23,212, 679. 66 31. 29 5, 392. ~0. .e8 11. 499. 243. 75 6. 321.095. 44 959.589.18 26.80
ESSEX 10.375.929.99 35.33 2.858.251.59 4,981.923.85 2. 535, 754. 56 1.870.078.40 24.51
FAlQJIER SO. 464. 462. 9S 67. S2 26, 359, 820. 11 11. 899. 513. 18 12, 205. 129. 67 -782,277.15 36. 76
FLOYD 12. 550, 902. 53 33. ~2 3, 216, 368. 53 6. 182, 622. 57 3, 151. 911.44 891,640.01 27. 34
FlUVAftjA 12. 71... 955. 66 38.03 3. 778. 871. 76 5, 959. 940. 79 2, 976. 143. 11 1. 008,877. 90 28.07
FRANKLIN 38.776.537.61 35.~ 10, 917, 306. .e1 . 18, 560. 153. 13 9.299.078.07 1.704,651. ZO 28. 11
FREDERICK 47.733.464.68 38.7. 14. 633. 654. 00 21. 033. 2CM. 32 12. 066. 606. 35 4.439, 190. 67 31. 77
GILES 17. 720.131.85 37.56 4. 956. 978. 08 8. 140,345.57 4. 622. 808. 20 279,085.77 29.40
GU1JefSTER 35. 944, 950. 09 38.65 11. 306.953.07 16. 309. 572. 06 8. 328•.c.Z4. 96 4.226. 057. 02 33.84
CDnilNl) 11. 908. 133. 06 62.09 S. 645, 708. 73 3. 382. 193. 87 2, 880. 230. 46 242.438.34 30.55
GRAYD 17. 423.957. 43 22.60 3, 102. 256. 38 9. 992.298. 00 4.329.403.06 3. 399. 597. OS 23.60
GREENE 11. 868. 864.19 31. 40 2,898.237.77 5. 884. 156. CM 3,086.470. 39 1. 666. 684.•3 30.9S
HAliFAX 33, 086, 111. SO 26.10 6,516. 594. 65 17. 729. Q. S2 8. StO. 048. 33 699.216.85 25.56
tW«WER 64.063.405. 64 58.56 28. 499. 784. 95 19. 398. 150.64 16. 165. "70. 04 -1. 078. 859. 31 37.45
HENRIa> 193.852.277.01 69.31 100. O~8. 218. 14 "3. 535. "83. 59 SO. 268, 575. 28 -11. 510. 301. 13 37.01
HENRY 55. 728. 327. 26 37.47 15,459.156.37 25. 298. eMS. 01 ]4. 971. 122. 88 -429.069.11 27.34
HI(iilAM) 3. 426. 547. 59 38.69 1. 048. 199. 09 1,650.6'2. 32 727.706.18 1. 330. 044. 30 25.43
ISLE OF WI QfT 25. 310. 399. 84 48.95 9.376,649.67 9, 379. "61. 71 6.554,288.46 602.792.17 32.90
KING GEORGE 15. 239.~. 29 36.23 ., 337. 290. 11 7. 274. 099. 31 3, 628. 274. 86 1. 263. 636. 18 32.01
KING &~EN 6. l.eS, 195. 98 37.72 1. 723. 766. 61 2. 795. 008. 83 1.629.420.54 813.857.37 24.27
KING Willi. 9.316.441.21 51.29 3, 161, 992. 10 3. 464, 969. 46 2, 089, 479. 71 215.557.17 30. S4
lANCASTER 10. 118.887. 57 54.90 4.322,926.26 3. 512.860. 05 2.283.101.26 971.285.31 26.21
LEE 30.864.960.25 17.52 4, 157,614. 92 18. 273. 364. 63 8. 433. 980. 70 2. 433. 125. 33 23.69
LClJXU 93.867.926.25 77.81 56. £&2. 753. 85 15.253.032. 39 21.972. 1'0. 00 -4. 224: 427.61 45.63
lClJISA Z2. 667. 238. 18 65.66 11.286. 883. 43 5.591. 800.09 5.788. 5S4. 66 2. 524. 152. 75 25.95
la.EtIlJRG 14. 141. 506. 60 20.13 2.317,877.59 8.539.415.29 3.284.213.72 2. 674. 121. 01 22.84
IW)ISC* 11. 373. 705. 49 38.87 3. 376. 787. 99 5.117.025.07 2.879.892. 43 1.280.013. 50 26. 30
*nt£Ws 8.238.222.76 56.18 3. 547. 215. 20 2.638, '87.52 2.052.520. (W 261. .e03. 57 30. 77
IECKlEfBJRG 32. 460.663.26 27.11 6,935.339. 19 11. 592.423. 08 7.932.900.99 3.563.084.08 23.49
M'fX)lESEX 7. 555. 742. 38 54.63 3. 179. 826. 66 2. 540. SS1. 71 1.835.334.00 712.945.72 25.85
ID4T<D£RY 53.561.286.43 36.47 14.999.541. 18 24. 715.173. 43 13.146,571.82 3.263.205.25 26. SO
NElD 13. 4OS. 309. 81 42.23 4. 385, 570. 19 5. 729. 549. 03 3. 293. 190. 59 1. 150.351.62 26.36
NEW KENT 12.231.052.09 47.24 .e, 407. 070. 83 ~. 594. 194. 28 3. 229. 786. 99 846.525.26 36.22
t«>RTHMFTCJt 17. 122. 929. 23 18.02 2.426.674.06 10.205, "67.99 4.490.787.18 .c. 208. 537. 17 19. 93
OTtUBERlAM) 8, 770. 408. 56 52.77 3. 529.082. 27 3. 110.903. 63 2. 130.422.65 1. 131. 722. 2S 24.74
fCTTCWAY 14. 9~. 770. 60 28.31 3.204.438. 72 7.823. 178. 01 3. 907. 153. 87 1. 1..6. S09. 88 2".81
ORANGE 23. 125.011. 14 38.86 7.010.054. 82 10. 536. 276. 69 5. 578. 679. 62 1.946.922.32 28.23
PAGE 21. 090. 567. 23 30.75 5.072.015.24 10.657.579. 79 5.360.972.19 2. 113.819.98 25.92
PATRICK 17.359.664.72 33.17 4. 369. 122. 50 8.562.982.•0 4. .c27. 559.82 252.956.22 26.63
PlnSVlVANJA 62. 80S. 996. 16 31.5S 14. 706. 723. 10 30. '80. 461. 1" 17.618.811. 92 ·3. 338. 966. 9.4 26.18
POMiATAN 13.941. 502.40 '6.•7 5.009.562.37 5. 589. 198. 18 3. 342. 741.86 560. SA4. 03 35.10
PR INeE EIMARD 15.082.344. 32 28.80 3.310.603. 16 7. 664. 056. 92 '.107.684.24 2.201.687. 16 23.93
PRINCE GEORGE 29. 875. 058. 37 30.76 6. 952. 466. 13 15. 165..e28. 56 7, 757. 163. 68 315.872.24 34.85
PRINCE WllL11M 268. 309.067.22 47.71 99. 127. 633. 00 103.481. 96S. 16 65. 699.469. 05 19. 137.034.22 44.25
PUlASKI 36. 139.856.80 36.19 9.660.701.22 16. 92•.•73. 36 9. 5S4. 682.22 .. 1,024.664.42 29.25
RAPPAHAfH)CK 6.690.324.05 5•. 44 2.855.827.40 2.311.300.97 1. 523. 195. 68 978.678.66 29.61
RIQIIN) 8.004. 4S0. 23 37.20 2. ~7. 08007 3.838. 996. 27 1. 818.373.89 757.830.16 25.73



OPTI<W 7 - REVISED OOST IIETIO). E\lIAlIZED EFFORT INDEX WITH INCD£ ADJUSTMENT, r«) OfAt«iE IN STATE SHARE

DIVISION COST-ALLOCATION SUMMARY

FOOM)ATIa. LOCAL STATE STATE o· STATE CDST LOCAl
DIVISI(J4 alST SHARE LOCAL CDST E~IZED COST E~LIZED CDST DIFFERE~ EFFORT

ROAf«)K£ 80. 763, 627. S5 55.82 33. 392. 188. 07 26. 077. 928. 45 21. 292. 911. 03 -6.647.820.52 36. S9
ROCKBRIDGE 17, 085. 050. 80 39.2. 5,141.890.63 1, 718, 6C8. 81 4.224. 511. 37 1, 072. 090. 17 26.56
ROCKINGHMI 56.951.963.17 39.48 17. 16C. 309. 97 24,977.657.00 14.815. 996. 20 2. 58Z. 453. 20 29.13
RUSS£ll 33. 980. 923. 57 28.31 7. 395. 354. 26 18.237. 051. 35 8. 348. 517. 95 399.469.31 27.60
salTT 28. 284. 224. 83 23.84 5, 302. 830. 72 16. 113, 3CM. 25 6.868.089.86 2, 217. 954. 11 29.38
SHENNmAH 29.518. 396.~ 40.51 9.210.297. 37 12. 874. 383. 32 7.433, 715. 78 2. 105. 189. 10 26.41
SMYTH 36. 324. 707. 78 25.27 6. 960. 327. 85 19.388.146.34 9. 975. 533. 60 1. 536. 979. 93 26.47
SQJTtWFTCW 15.662. ].C•. 52 48.60' 5.468. 070. 36 S. 700. 731. 37 4.493.542.79 219. 726.16 28.60
SPOTTSYlVAH IA 67. 759. 568. 44 36.46 20.035.632.29 31. 961. 885. 16 15. 762,OSO. 39 7.732.536. 15 37.32
STAFFORD 71. 584. 266. 10 37.18 21. 186.675. 80 33. 364. 167. 40 17. 033. 422. 90 S. 533. 410. 30 39.5.1
SURRY 7. 755. ~a5. 86 80.00 4.877. Z19. 78 1. 198. l~. 18 1. 680. 071. 90 5.1,632.08 23.63
SUSSEX 10. 255•.442. 55 38.48 2. 743. 287. 27 4. .e31. 659. CW 3. 080. 496. -25 3n, 801. 28 23.63
TAZFttlL 56. 100. 323. Z8 29.57 12. 699. 677. 73 29. 3~. 532. 24 14.036. 113. 32 1. 082. 885. 56 28.43
WARREN 25.418. 167.23 41.19 7. 958. 282. 89 10. 148, 117. 14 6. 711, 767.20 1. 958. 600. 3.t 29. 71
JMSHINGTCJ4 47.587.929.49 31.12 11. .c14. 903.07 23. 562. 202. 11 12. 610, 824. 2S 1,405.246.42 26.47
IESl1I)RElAM) 11. 562. 036. 36 45.40 3. 971. 476. 06 .e. 713. OS1. 52 2. 851. 508. 77 317.126.30 23.39
WISE 53. 882. 757. 63 29.28 12. 026. 4~. 46 27, 920. 237. IS 13. 936,026.02 618.603.17 30.13
WVTHE 29. 328. .e01. 08 26.50 6. 038. 282. 74 15•. 580.018.58 7. 710.099. 7S 2. ~S. 758. 34 25.59
YORK 56.427,014.87 38.44 17. 250. 225. 93 25.855.281. 71 13, 321. 507.22 4.831. 088. 94 35.25

CitIes:

ALEXANDRIA 63. 182, 882. 86 80.00 34. 734. 751. 72 8. 242. 554. 79 20. 205. 516. 35 •. 211. 1. 15."
BRISTOL 17.812, 543. 21 .43.43 5. ~l. 368. 63 7, 146.620. 83 5. 024. 553. 75 139.428.58 24.43
tiNA VISTA '. 305. 066. 32 26.44 I, .e82. 300.~ 3, 953. 970... 1. 868, 795. 2C 185.303.68 28.03
CHARlOTTESVIlLE 27. 938, 828. 14 58.93 11. 951, 109.20 8.013.528.29 7. 974. 190. 65 -115. 665. 06 25_16
QiESAPEAKE 112. 236, 596. 81 31. SeC 51. 118. 020. 89 79. 929. 541. 63 41. 189.034. 3S 11. 684. 375. 98 34.30
mUll IAL HE IQiTS 16. 530. 475. 91 5~. .t6 6, 757, 040. 19 5, 456. 123. 68 4, 317. 312. eM -760. ~54. 28 35.21
aJVlNGTOW 6. 464, 299. 55 43.10 2. 003. 450. 27 2. 712, 799. 45 1. 748. CM9. 83 116.243.28 24.M
DANVILLE 50. 101. 096. 21 28.58 11. 143,892. 11 26.334.357.30 12. 622. 846. 80 10. 179, 12~. 10 25.25
FAlLS QIJRQf 8. 150, 714. 29 80.00 4.147,922.86 1. 170, 276. 01 2. 132. SIS. 43 289.963.43 15.80
FRANKliN 11. 17., 615. 9.c 23.94 2~ 215. "16.38 6. 482. 615. 81 Z. 476, 583. 76 1. 029. 199. 57 29.42
FREDER ICKSBURG 13. 819. 720. 57 66.a.t 6. 762. 053. 37 3.241.696.02 3. 809. 971. 18 386.609.20 28.33
~LAX 7.022.033. I.e 34.30 1. 895.651.24 3. 475. 921. 46 1. 650. 460. 45 1. 395, 117. 90 22.82
HMf'TeJi 125. UM. nl. 43 42.61 40. 397. 468. s.t 51. 612.•07. 57 33. O~. 895. 32 3. 306. 522. 89 31.51
HARR ISCl8JRG 17. 832, 835. 28 57.42 7. 896. 716. 83 5. 524. 301. 10 4.411.816. 14 1. 282. ~z. 45 26.10
~lL 23. 314. 835. 77 37.16 6. 5se. 414. 37 10. 698. In. 73 6. 062, 243. 67 -92.438.60 29.20
L£X INGTtw 4, 448. 210. 72 47.42 1. 638. 978. 27 1. 753. 353. 38 1. 055. 819. 07 389.354. '5 28.60
lYNOBJRG 57. 347. 616. 49 48.28 20. 419. 510. 67 21. 099. 116.24 15. 828. 989. 58 1. 300. 445. 82 27.57
fMNASSAS 30. sse. 381. 57 55.33 14. 050. 675. 25 10.315.291. 90 6. 48S. 414.'2 3. ~5.134. 32 41. 46
fMNASSAS PARK 9. 973. 326. 91 26.67 2.059,451.31 5. 452. 239. 70 Z. 461. 629. 96 1. 825. 947. 66 36.43
MART INSV IlLE 17.655.631.94 40.24 5. 401. 001. 18 7. 861. 293. 6S 4. 387. 1'3. 11 &e9. 306.76 24.33
NEYtPORT NEWS 171. 419. 119.82 38.29 SO. 068, 225. 95 75.641. 314.52 45. 710. 119. 3S 12. 988. 073. 87 31.54
MlRFOLK 216. 109. 996. 74 38.95 62. 077. 121. 86 92. 297. 879. 99 61, 73~. ~. 89 11. 900. 114. 88 26.12
dT(J4 S. 521. 572. 91 31. 37 1. 269. 256. 92 Z_ 690. 484. 74 1. 561. 831. 31 395.672.05 26.28
PETERSBURG 36. 425. 675. 66 31. 34 8. 481. 165. 47 17. 969. 783.84 9. 97~. 726. 3~ 2. ~8. 690. 19 23.45
~SON IS. 590. 475. 69 39.85 4. 986. 808. 18 6. 922. 095. 16 3. 681. 572.35 531, 585. 51 41.07
PORT9DJTH 115.262. 595.46 29.53 26. 996. 473. 37 61. 026. 142. 04 27. 239. 980. 06 9. 319. 542. 09 28.91
RADFORD 9. 175.684.64 48.70 3. 311. 094. 81 3. 456. 875. 08 2. 407. 714. 69 -3~. 384. 23 29.69
RlotDi) 167. 588. 325. 31 60.86 69. 799. 950. 73 44.470. 933.62 53.317. «0.96 -1. 310. 60S. 42 26.32
ROANOKE 78.361. 596.95 56.13 28. 794. 842. S2 22.801,914.62 26. 764. 839. 81 .. 4.290. 165. 57 25.2S
SALEM 20. 329. 058. 34 59.89 8.987. 119. 33 6, 050. 277.•S S, 291. 661. 57 -110.224.98 30.3S
SClJTH BOSTCW 8. 363. 208. 38 25.60 1.698.549. 18 4. 694. 492. 08 1. 970. 167. 13 1. 459. 585. 20 25.89
STAUNT~ 20.296.697. 05 45.10 6. 277. 490. 33 7. 186, 86ot. 20 6, 832. 342. 52 3. 036. 050. 12 27.57
SUFFOLK 55. 999, 913. 34 35.62 15.014.490. 13 25. 683. 731. 33 15. 301.691.89 3. 856. 363. 22 29.17
VIRGINIA BEAOi 406. 915. 744. 87 41. 83 132. 258. 420. 26 172. 088. 793. 99 102. 568.530.62 37.208. 124.61 33.30
WAYNESBORO 16. 3"9. 576. ~ "6.72 5. 766. 828. 30 6. 285. 251. 92 4. 291.496. 72 559.090.6' 29.21
WlNOiESTER 19. 966. 471. 02 50.66 7. 763. 106.83 6. 880. 113. 87 5, 3ZZ. 650. 32 1.688.358. 19 21.88

Towns:

COlCWI AL BEACH 3. 423. 500. 36 45.40 1.228.262.41 1.462.574.65 732,663.2. 271. 961. 89 35.71
WEST POINT 4, 306. 580. 12 S1. 29 1. 784.626.02 1. 638. 273. 54 883.680.56 ·350.647.90 49.93

camlned:

ALLEGHANY HI GHlAN)S 19.433.590.63 37.73 5.319.345.72 9. 151,201. 16 4,957.043. 76 -SS9. 819. 08 32.18
BEDfORD COUNTY-CITY 48. 402. 229. 70 44.64 16. 194,758. 79 19. 882. 988. 15 12, 324. 482. 76 1. 934. 754. 91 32.13
FAIRFAX COUNTY-CliY 866. 721. 359. 61 80.00 518, 955. 373. 40 126. 133. 427. 67 221,632. 558. 55 -25.888.279.79 39.90
GREENSVllE/BFORIA 18. 156.203. 14 25.88 3. 592, 321. 75 10.035.426.21 4,528.455.12 2. 196.411. 39 2'.92
J~S CITYJWllLI~RG 40. 092. 909. 59 50.16 16. 137. 820. 48 12. 892. 722. 75 11,062. 366. 36 3. 914. 927. 11 31. 84



APPENDIX D

AGENCY RESPONSE

As part of an extensive data validation process, each State agency
involved in JLARC's assessment effort is given the opportunity to comment on
an exposure draft of this report. This appendix contains the response from the
Department of Education. '

101



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIOf'J

P.o. BOXSQ
RICHMOND 23216-2060

January 25, 1988

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit & Review Commission
suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear _M.!:.o- lseene:f~
I am writing in response to your January 11, 1988, letter

which transmitted to us an exposure draft of your report, Funding the
Standards of Quality Part II: SOO Costs and Distribution. We have
reviewed the report carefully and are pleased that it supports the
commitment of the Board of Education and the Commission on Excellence
in Education to reduce the educational disparities in the
Commonwealth. As you are aware, the Governor's proposed 1988-90
budget contains many of the concepts contained in the report. The
Board of Education, at its January 15 meeting adopted a resolution
endorsing the Governor's budget (copy attached).

We recognize the merits of the various alternatives
presented to measure a locality's ability to pay for its educational
services, but we believe the current composite index (with adjusted
gross income substituted for personal income) should be continued for
the near future. We do feel, however, that the other alternatives
should be explored further, with time allowed for public review and
reaction.

I would hope that Mr. Rotz, and others you deem appropriate,
will have time to work with our BUdget Office staff to enable us to
fully understand the revised methodology and apply it consistently
when costing the Standards of Quality in future biennia. We will
contact you in this regard later this spring.

SJD:vm
Attachment

cc: Dr. Finley

l./

n Davis
erintendent of Public Instruction
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Resolution in Support of the Governor's

1988-90 Proposed Budget for Public Education

(Approved by the Board of Education on January 15, 1988)

Whereas, the Commission on Excellence in Education recommended that the

education funding distribution formula be revised to reduce the disparity of

funds available to the various school divisions in the Commonwealth, and

Whereas, the proposed changes contemplated by the Commission included

such items as teachers' pay being competitive in the market place; increased
,

equalization of funds; more emphasis on local capacity; breaking the cycle of

illiteracy; and recognition of the actual number of instructional personnel

required to meet the Standards of Quality, and of the fact that some students

cost more than others to educate, leading to varying per pupil amounts for

school divisions, and

Whereas, these changes and similar concepts are incorporated in the 1988-90

budget proposed by Governor Baliles with the result that the current disparity

in funding is reduced,

Now therefore Be it resolved that the Board of Education expresses its

appreciation to Governor Baliles for his advocacy of irnprovernents suggested

by the Commission, and

Be it further resolved that the Board of Education hereby applauds the

approach toward more equitable funding and endorses the concepts set forth in

the Governor's 1988-90 budget and urges the General Assembly to adopt a

budget which incorporates them.

1n'l
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