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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Commission was requested to examine broadly the current tax
structure supporting Virginia’s state and local governments and the present
division of responsibility between the two levels of government for the provision
of public services to the Commonwealth'’s citizens. Fundamentally, this body
was asked to evaluate, given current social and economic trends, the adequacy of
existing arrangements to address Virginia’s future needs. Following the receipt
of public testimony from around the Commonwealth, and after extended
consideration of relevant data, this Commission concluded that measures should
be taken (1) to establish a more efficient alignment of responsibility for the
provision of public services with the revenue sources required for their
provision, (2) to broaden the revenue base of localities generally, (3) to recognize
in the formulation of state aid programs the considerable disparity that exists in
the social, economic, and fiscal condition of our political subdivisions, (4) to
arrest and reverse the erosion of existing state and local revenue bases that
results in an upward impetus on tax rates, (5) to establish a permanent, broad-
based entity committed to a continuing analysis of state and local fiscal concerns,
(6) to protect and enhance an environment in Virginia that sustains equitably our
vital business community, and (7) to promote greater equity in the development
and application of tax instruments for all our citizenry.

Consistent with the perspective presented above, the voting members of
the Commission unanimously endorse and submit the following proposals to the
Governor and General Assembly for consideration. We recommend that:

1) the state increase substantially its support for both the operational
and capital costs of the local school divisions;

2) the state government assume the full operational cost for the
provision of all mandated services provided through the
Comprehensive Services Act, the public health departments, the
Community Services Boards, the local and regional jails, and the local
social service/welfare departments;

3) at least six (6) percent of the state’s annual individual income tax
collections be dedicated for return to Virginia’s localities for the
purpose of broadening their revenue base and reducing their
dependence on real property taxation;

4) the state move to protect the role of its sales and use tax in meeting the
fiscal needs of the Commonwealth by (a) participating in the
Streamlined Sales Tax Project, an interstate effort designed to



5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

standardize state sales and use tax provisions in order to overcome
congressional opposition to mandating their interstate collection, (b)
critically reviewing all current exemptions to the sales and use tax, and
(c) extending the tax to certain categories of services and new
data/knowledge-related products;

increased opportunity be afforded localities to work in concert to
address regional transportation concerns;

the state’s individual income tax be revised, in a revenue-neutral
manner, to effect changes in its tax rates, tax brackets, personal
exemptions, and standard deductions;

the taxing authority of counties be made commensurate with that of
cities;

the state critically review both (a) the tax-exempt status currently
granted to all non-governmental property in Virginia and (b) the
restrictions that currently limit the service charges that may be applied
to tax-exempt property;

a permanent, broad-based fiscal study commission be established to
provide to the Commonwealth’s elected leadership on a continuing
basis advisory comment relative to the current and prospective fiscal
needs and resources of Virginia’s state and local governments;

10) localities be permitted to retain, for needed flexibility in their revenue

options, their current authority to levy the merchants’ capital and
business, professional, and occupational license taxes; and

11) increased opportunity be granted localities to collaborate in regional

economic development activities.

The Commission acknowledges that none of the recommendations above

can, nor should, remove from Virginia’s localities the necessity to scrutinize their
expenditures and to prioritize their public service needs. This Commission
anticipates that future years will present localities with a growing intensification
and complexity of service needs which will demand the utmost in frugality and
efficiency. Moreover, the Commission also anticipates that state fiscal concerns
may well require an incremental implementation of the various
recommendations, such that the full beneficial impact of these proposals will not
be immediate. In our judgment, however, the recommendations cited above
collectively constitute a set of measures that will benefit the Commonwealth as
we proceed into the 21* century.

i



REPORT OF THE COMMISSION
ON VIRGINIA'S STATE AND LOCAL TAX STRUCTURE
FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

INTRODUCTION

The Commission on the Condition and Future of Virginia's Cities included
in its recommendations to the 1999 session of the General Assembly a proposal
for the creation of an entity to examine comprehensively the revenue-raising
capabilities and fiscal responsibilities of Virginia's state and local governments.!
Pursuant to that proposal, the 1999 session of the General Assembly adopted
House Joint Resolution No. 578, which established this Commission and
directed it to examine "all aspects of the state and local tax structure” and "the
proper division of revenues and responsibilities for services" between the two
levels of government. That resolution specified that the Commission was to be
comprised of “13 voting members with significant expertise in state and local
taxation, public or private budgeting and finance, or public services delivery,
none of whom shall be currently serving in an elected capacity.”? The resolution
provided that the Commission was to be assisted in its review by two non-
voting ex officio members, the Secretary of Finance and the State Tax
Commissioner.

The proposal to establish the new Commission and to give it that broad
directive was founded upon awareness that major economic forces were
challenging the adequacy of Virginia’s current tax structure and public service
delivery arrangements, particularly with respect to the Commonwealth’s
localities. Indicative of the complexity of the environment prompting the
creation of this Commission is the fact that the resolution authorizing this study
cited 19 economic trends and conditions that merited consideration in our
deliberations. Included in that set of trends and conditions were those involving
the deregulation of certain industries, the growing economic significance of
information technology, the emergence and growth of electronic commerce, the
plight of Virginia’s cities, and the constraints that currently affect the revenue
base of all Virginia’s localities.

In addition to the broad general charge set forth in the study resolution,
the Commission was also requested to consider during the course of its study 11
specific proposals referréd to it by the Commission on the Condition and Future

! The Commission on the Condition and Future of Virginia’s Cities was created by House Joint Resolution No.
432 (1998) and charged with developing a profiie of the Commonwealth’s citics and with the identification of
policies that might address their problems. Hence, concern for the plight of Virginia's citics was onc of the
principal motivations for establishing this Commission.

2 gee Appendix A for the text of House Joint Resolution No. 578 and for a list of the members. Douglas M.
Jerrold resigned his position on the Commission in December 1999 and did not participate in the development
of this report or in the recommendations contained herein.



of Virginia's Cities.? Further, the 2000 session of the General Assembly
requested this body to include in its review consideration of proposals to
eliminate the merchants' capital tax and the business, professional, and
occupational license taxes (HB354); to grant fiscal autonomy to elected school
boards (HJR105); to change the methods by which merchants remit their state
and local sales tax collections (HJR152); to examine the equity of the sales and
use tax in the advent of internet commerce (HJR311); to consider changes in the
application of the sales and use tax to certain purchases made by federal
contractors (HJR158/5JR150); and to evaluate the propriety and fiscal
ramifications of providing compensation to merchants for the collection and
remittance of local food and meals taxes (HB255).4

PROCEEDINGS OF THE COMMISSION

In the course of its review, the Commission held a total of ten meetings
for the receipt of testimony on the issues before it and for the analysis of
relevant materials and data. In order to facilitate receipt of public comment from
all geographic areas of the Commonwealth, Commission meetings were held in
Richmond, Manassas, Hampton, Emory, Danville, and Charlottesville. During
those sessions, the Commission received testimony from participants in similar
tax studies in other states; from several national research entities; from officials
of Virginia's executive and legislative agencies; from representatives of the
Virginia Municipal League, the Virginia Association of Counties, other local
governmental associations in the Commonwealth, and individual Virginia
localities; and from members of the public. The data and materials submitted to
this Commission during the course of its study were voluminous and offered a
variety of perspectives on the issues before us. We are indebted to all the
groups and individuals who contributed to our deliberations.

While this Commission endeavored to consider during the course of its
study each of the issues referred to it for consideration, not all are the subject of
recommendations subsequently found in this report. Time constraints and the
inadequacy of available data precluded our ability to offer recommendations on
all proposals. The issues submitted to this Commission for consideration were
too consequential for our submission of recommendations where their potential
ramifications could not be examined to our satisfaction. Alternatively, the
recommendations that are presented in this report rest upon our judgment that
they are substantiated by relevant evidence and that they clearly serve the
interest of this Commonwealth and its citizenry.

PRINCIPLES GUIDING OUR DELIBERATIONS

An initial and fundamental concern of this Commission was the
establishment of principles that would guide our deliberations. Foremost in the
set of principles endorsed by the Commission was a determination to submit to
the citizens of Virginia a report intended to address long-term concerns, not one

3 See Appendix B for a list of the issues referred by the Commission on the Condition and Future of Virginia’s
Cities.

4 See Appendix C for the text of these legislative measures.



constrained by issues of expediency. In terms of tax policy, we endorsed the
general principles of tax equity, efficiency, adequacy, and predictability and
sought to fashion recommendations founded upon those precepts.> With
respect to fiscal burden, we endorsed the principle that individual localities, as
dependent instrumentalities of the state, should not be expected to bear
disproportionate burdens due to the nature of their populations nor other
phenomena beyond their control. State policies, in our judgment, should be
fashioned on the basis of such principles.

ISSUES AND TESTIMONY
GENERAL CONTEXT

As this Commission proceeded with its review, our previous perception
of the general viability, fiscal capacity, and governmental integrity of this state
has been confirmed. We acknowledge as prologue to the observations which
follow our appreciation of the simplified governmental structure in Virginia, its
well-deserved reputation for good government, its favorable state and local
bond ratings, the good administration of its property taxes, its low tax rates, and
the excellence of its fiscal administration in general. Notwithstanding these
attributes, the evidence available to the Commission discloses areas of
immediate as well as future concern. The following sections of this report
address some of the more prominent of these issues.

LOCAL FISCAL ISSUES

Local Revenues

Real Estate Tax Base. Virginia’'s localities utilize a revenue base that rests
principally upon the real property tax. According to Virginia’s Auditor of Public
Accounts, the Commonwealth’s counties and cities raised approximately $2.6
billion and $1.2 billion, respectively, from their real property tax bases in
FY1999.6 Those amounts constituted 43.64% and 36.48% of the total local-source
revenue of the counties and cities, respectively, that fiscal year.” As the state’s
economy has changed, however, real property encompasses less of the
economic resources of a community and may fail to grow commensurate with
the fiscal needs of Virginia’s localities.

Not surprisingly, then, a prominent concern expressed by local
governmental officials in their testimony before this Commission was the
undue reliance their jurisdictions have been required to place on their real estate
base. While the data indicate that the median jurisdictional percentage of total
local-source revenue raised by Virginia’s counties and cities from the real
property tax declined from 39. 05% in FY1989 to 34.56% in FY1998, that tax

5 See Appendix D for an extended commentary on tax principles prepared for the Commission by Professor John
H. Bowman of Virginia Commonwealth University.

6 Auditor of Public Accounts, Commonwealth of Virginia, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues
and Expenditures: Year Ended June 30, 1999, Exhibit B.

7Ibid.



remained the primary source of local-source revenue in the latter fiscal year.8
Instrumental in the reduced significance of real property taxes to localities in
recent years has been the languishing growth in real property assessables. The
period from 1992 through 1997 manifested a very modest growth in the
statewide total of taxable real estate values, with annual increases ranging only
from 0.1% in 1992 to 4.4% in 1997.° During the same period of time, annual
growth in taxable individual income, the principal source of state revenue,
ranged between 4.6% and 10.5%. This disparity in growth in the principal
sources of state and local revenue has not been a constant characteristic of the
Commonwealth’s fiscal environment, however, for the statewide annual
growth in real property assessments significantly surpassed that of the state’s
net taxable income during the preceding four-year period (1988-1991).1¢ The
issue of concern is what future economic trends portend for the two revenue
sources.

Further, it should be noted that considerable variation has been
experienced by localities in the growth of their real estate tax base. Statistics
reveal that between 1988 and 1998, 47 counties and cities recorded a median
annual increase in the per capita true value of their real estate of less than 3%,
that 17 recorded median annual growth rates of less 1%, and that 6 actually
manifested a negative median annual rate of change. During the same period,
however, 14 jurisdictions experienced a median annual increase in per capita
true real estate values greater than 6%.1!

Another factor that affects the capacity of the real estate base to support
the fiscal needs of Virginia localities is the extent of tax-exempt property within
their boundaries. According to the Virginia Department of Taxation, the total
fair market value of tax-exempt real property in the Commonwealth’s counties
and cities in Tax Year 1998 was more than $60.7 billion and represented more
than 14% of the aggregate fair market real property values in those
jurisdictions.12 In terms of individual jurisdictions, the percentage of fair market
values that was tax exempt in Tax Year 1998 ranged from a low of 2.87% in
Rappahannock County to a high of 56.28% in the City of Portsmouth. During
the same tax year 26 jurisdictions reported tax-exempt property as constituting
more than 20% of the fair market values, with 11 recording more than 30% of
their property as tax exempt, and with 2 (Cities of Portsmouth and Lexington)
having more than 50% of their real estate values in that category.13

8 See Appendix E (selected tables from Commission on Local Government, Local-Source Revenue Profile of
Virginia’s Counties and Cities: FY1989-98), Table B1.2. The percentage of iocal-source revenue raised from real
estate taxes in FY 1998 ranged from a low of 14.43% in Bath County to a high of 57.11% in Fauquier County.
(1bid., Table D1.3.)

9 See Appendix F (selected tables from Commission on Local Government, Compendium of Statistical Tables),
Table 42.

10 1piq.

' Commission on Local Government, “Rates of Change in the Per Capita True Valuation of Real Estate by
Locality, 1988-98.” (Appendix G)

12 Virginia Department of Taxation, Annual Report: Fiscal Year 1999, Table 5.3.
13 Ibia



Of the total tax-exempt property in Tax Year 1998, approximately $44.3
billion was classified as “government” and $16.4 billion was categorized as
“non-government.”4 Property owned by the Commonwealth constituted
approximately $6.0 billion of that classified as “government.”!% The taxes lost by
counties and cities due to all real property exemptions in Tax Year 1998 totaled
more than $650.5 million, with that attributable to property owned by the
Commonwealth totaling approximately $58.9 million.’® While many of the tax
exemptions are the result of local initiative, the end result is a constriction of that
local revenue resource. In brief, while the experience of individual counties and
cities has differed, the real estate tax base of Virginia’s localities has grown
modestly in recent years and is reduced in its significance in numerous
jurisdictions by a concentration of tax-exempt property.

Sales and Use Tax. Another issue of concern regarding the fiscal
prospects of Virginia’s localities is the diminishing significance of the sales and
use tax. Although the local-option sales tax generated approximately $402.6
million in revenue for Virginia’s counties and $277.3 million for cities in FY1999,
representing 6.8% and 8.4%, respectively, of their total local-source revenue
collections for those jurisdictions that fiscal year, trendlines suggest that this
revenue source will contribute relatively less to addressing local public needs in
the future.’” The data reveal that the median jurisdictional percentage of total
local-source revenue derived by Virginia’s counties and cities from the local
option sales and use tax declined from 8.79% in FY1989 to 6.63% in FY1998.18

Several factors are contributing to the diminished significance of the sales
and use tax in Virginia. First, an increasing percentage of the economy in
Virginia and in the nation generally is derived from services as opposed to the
production and sale of tangible products. When the statewide sales and use tax
was adopted in Virginia in 1966, goods accounted for 58% of national
consumption, but by 1998 that percentage had decreased to 41%.1? Second, the
growing volume of interstate sales, spurred in large part by catalog transactions
and e-commerce, reduces sales and use tax collections. While Virginia’s use tax
could apply to such activity, there are severe restrictions on the authority of a
state to require non-resident commercial firms to collect that tax. One study of
the impact of interstate sales, resulting from e-commerce and otherwise, has
estimated that by 2003 the aggregate loss in revenue to Virginia’s state and local

14 1pid

15 Virginia Department of Taxation, “Summary of Tax Exempt and Tax Immune Real Estate Property-1998.”
unpublished table. The Department of Taxation has noted that inconsistencies in the classification of tax-exempt
properties by localities affect the totals in various categories, and, as a consequence, such totals should be
viewed with caution.

16 Virginia Department of Taxation, Annual Report: Fiscal Year 1999, Table 5.3; and “Tax Exempt and Tax
immune Property-1998.”

17 Comparative Report on Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30, 1999, Exhibit B-
2

18 Appendix E, Table B7.2.

19 john L. Knapp, Professor and Director of Research, Center for Public Service, University of Virginia.
“Important State-Local Government Fiscal [ssues,” presentation to the Commission. Dec. 14, 1999.



governments due to interstate sales will be approximately $458 million.¢ Third,
Virginia, like virtually all states, has sanctioned major constrictions in its sales tax
base through a multitude of exemptions enacted over the years. The Virginia
Department of Taxation estimated in August 1998 that the revenue loss to the
Commonwealth in FY1999 from exemptions from the sales and use tax was
approximately $3.6 billion.! The granting of exemptions continues, with 260
non-profit organizations having been provided sales tax exemptions since
1995.22 In sum, the evidence suggests that, given present circumstances, the
sales and use tax constitutes a vulnerable source of revenue to Virginia’s
localities.

Personal Property Tax. A third element of concern relative to the current
fiscal status of Virginia’s localities is the practical constraint that now appears to
apply to their use of the personal property tax as a consequence of the Personal
Property Tax Relief Act of 1998.2% In recent years the personal property tax,
derived principally from the tax on the assessed value of automobiles, has been
one of increasing significance to Virginia’s localities, with the median
jurisdictional percentage of total local-source revenue generated from that tax
rising from 14.86% in FY1989 to 16.37% in FY1998.2¢ However, a concern exists
in local governments that political reality will diminish the growth of that
revenue in the future.

The provisions of the Personal Property Tax Relief Act of 1998 call for the
state to compensate localities for the tax they would have collected on up to
$20,000 of the assessed value of personally owned automobiles calculated upon
the local tax rate and assessment practices in the applicable local ordinance as of
dates specified in the legislation. While localities may in the future raise their
personal property tax rates and alter their assessment methodology, state
reimbursement shall remain fixed by those that applied as of the dates specified
in the 1998 legislation. Any additional tax liability placed upon the residents of a
locality resulting from an increase in personal property tax rates or from a
revised assessment methodology would be borne by the taxpayer. Local
governments are concerned that, since a majority of the citizenry of Virginia has
probably been conditioned to believe that their car tax has been permanently
ended by the enactment of the 1998 1eglslat10n, a political cap has been applied
to this revenue source.

20 ponald Bruce and William F. Fox, “E-Commerce in the Context of Declining State Sales Tax Bases,” Center for
Business and Economic Research, The University of Tennessee, Feb. 2000. The United States General Accounting
Office has also examined the issue of revenue losses due to e-commerce and other forms of interstate sales and
has reported a range of estimates of state and local revenue losses in Virginia in 2003 between $123 million and
$458 million. (U.S. General Accounting Office, Sales Taxes: Electronic Commerce Growth Presents Challenges;
Revenue Losses Are Uncertain, June 2000.)

21 Virginia Department of Taxation, “Analysis of Sales and Use Tax Exemptions in Virginia,” p.6, presentation
to the House Finance Subcommittee Studying Sales and Use Tax Exemptions, Aug. 6, 1998. The report
emphasized that the estimates should be viewed with caution and that due to problems “associated with multiple
counting of overlapping exemptions” the actual revenue gained from the repeal of all the exemptions “is likely
to be lower” than the reported total.

22 Staff, Senate Finance Committee, “Review of Major General Fund Taxes,” presentation to the Subcommittee
on Tax Policy, Senate Finance Committee, June 6, 2000.

23 Va. Code, Chapter 35.1, Title 58.1.
24 Appendix E, Table B3.2.



Merchants’” Capital and Business, Professional, and Occupational
License Taxes. One of the issues referred to this Commission for consideration
was a proposal to repeal the merchants’ capital and the business, professional,
and occupational (BPOL) license taxes. In FY1999 the merchants’ capital tax,
which was used exclusively by counties, generated approximately $10 million in
county revenue, while the BPOL taxes produced more than $385 million in
revenue for all Virginia localities.> Those tax proceeds represented collectively
more than 4.2% of the total local-source revenue of Virginia’s localities that year.

The significance of these tax sources to localities has diminished modestly
over the past decade. In terms of the merchants’ capital tax, the median
jurisdictional percentage of county local-source revenue coming from this tax
decreased from 0.35% in FY1989 to 0.17% in FY1998.26 With respect to BPOL
taxes, the median jurisdictional percentage of the total local-source revenue of
cities derived from these tax sources declined during the same period from
6.11% to 5.14%.%7 Despite this decline in the relative significance of the
merchants’ capital tax and the BPOL taxes for localities generally, these sources
are important revenue sources for numerous jurisdictions. In FY1998 five
Virginia localities (Arlington County and the Cities of Fairfax, Harrisonburg,
Norton, and Winchester) raised more than 9% of their total local-source revenue
from the BPOL taxes.?? While this Commission recognizes the problems
associated with taxes of this nature, their repeal should be accompanied by
concomitant action by the state to replace these revenue sources.

Charges for Services. Another characteristic of the local-source revenue
profile of Virginia’s counties and cities that merits note is the increased reliance
those jurisdictions have placed during the past decade on “charges for
services.”? In FY1999 Virginia’s counties and cities raised $534.8 million and
$336.7 million, or 9.08% and 10.17%, respectively, of their total local-source
revenue from such charges.3® The median jurisdictional percentage of total local-
source revenue raised by Virginia’s counties and cities from that source increased
from 6.25% in FY1989 to 10.00% in FY1998.31 While the use of “charges for
services” avoids the political difficulty of increasing taxes, the application of such
charges for the use of libraries, recreational facilities, solid waste collection, and
other services can discourage the use of such services and have undesirable
effects on a community. '

Distinctions in County and City Taxing Authority. The distinction in the
taxing authority of counties and cities has been the subject of debate in this state

25 Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30, 1999, Exhibits B
and B-2.

26 Appendix E, Table B5.2.
27 Ipid., Tabie B9.2.
28 1pid.. Table D7.3.

29 Included in the category of “charges for services” are funds collected by localities for certain fire and rescue,
health, welfare, library, cultural enrichment, education, and recreation and park services. See Auditor of Public
Accounts, Commonwealth of Virginia, Uniform Financial Reporting Manual. The category “charges for services”
does not include water and sewerage user charges.

30 ¢ omparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30, 1999, Exhibit B

31 Appendix E, Table B23.2.



for many years and has resulted in numerous legislative proposals to end the
distinction. The distinction principally involves restrictions on county authority,
that do not apply to cities, with respect to taxes affecting meals, transient
occupancy, and admissions/amusements. These restrictions encompass rate
limitations and, in the instance of the meals tax, a requirement for approval by
the county electorate in a referendum. As a consequence of these various
restrictions, in FY1998 the average county collection from the meals tax ($6.64)
was less than one-tenth that of cities ($69.56), the average county collection from
the transient occupancy tax ($3.42) was approximately one-fifth that of cities
($17.09), and the average county receipts from the admission/amusement tax
($0.03) was only a modest fraction of that of cities ($1.69).32 While the variation in
local taxing authority does not affect the property, general sales, and other
principal local tax sources, it is a distinction that, in our view, merits critical
review.33

Local Expenditures

Growing Dependence on Local-Source Funds. Virginia’s counties and
cities expended collectively a total of approximately $13.4 billion for operational
and maintenance purposes in FY1999.3¢ While those funds were derived from
local, state, and federal sources, the local component has grown in significance
over the past several decades, principally due to the diminished role of the
federal government since the early 1980s. Between FY1981 and FY1999 the
percentage of the general revenue of the Commonwealth’s counties and cities
derived from the federal government decreased from 11.0% to 6.4%.3 Statistics
indicate that the diminution in federal intergovernmental aid over the period in
question was met essentially through an increase in local-source revenue.
During the same span of years, the state’s contribution to the general revenue
of Virginia’s counties and cities remained essentially stable (decreasing slightly
from 32.1% to 32.0%), while the component of the total raised by the localities
increased from 56.8% to 61.6%.36

Changing Expenditure Profile. Virginia's counties and cities continue to
commit the preponderance of their operational expenditure to public education,
with approximately $7.4 billion, or 55.8% of their total operational outlays being
expended for that purpose in FY1999.37 However, needs in other functional
areas are requiring an increasing percentage of local expenditures. The median
jurisdictional operating expenditure by Virginia’s counties and cities for
“education” declined from 68.52% of total expenditures in FY1990 to 63.11% in

32 ibid., Tables A15.1, A16.1, and A17.1.

33 gee Appendix H for a listing of the statutory provisions establishing the taxing authority of Virginia's
counties, cities, and towns.

34 ¢ omparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30, ]1999. Exhibit C.
33 Appendix F, Table 40. If federal aid in FY 1999 had remained at 11.0% of total county and city general
revenue, those localities would have received $684 million more in such assistance that fiscal year.

36 1bid.

37 Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30), 1999, Exhibit C.

The expenditure totals listed here do not include the outlays by the two towns that maintain separate school
divisions.



FY1998.38 During the same span of years, the median jurisdictional expenditure
for “public safety” increased from 8.63% to 9.80% and that for “health and
welfare” rose from 7.90% to 10.82%.%° In terms of non-educational needs, local
governments have been confronted in recent years with an array of social and
environmental issues not traditionally within the scope of their responsibilities.
Such issues have included problems associated with AIDS, the homeless,
daycare facilities for working parents, numerous environmental concerns, and
the costs associated with serving an increasingly polyglot population. Emerging
concerns of the latter nature often require local action before they receive the
attention of the higher levels of government. Thus, the operational expenditure
pattern for Virginia’s localities will likely continue to reflect the requirement for
a growing commitment of resources beyond the realm of public education.

Disparity in Local Conditions

While the data reviewed above address the general trends and conditions
affecting Virginia’s localities, variations in those conditions exist throughout the
Commonwealth. Testimony and data presented to this Commission vividly
disclose the substantial variations which exist throughout Virginia in terms of
population growth,% resident income,*! student eligibility for school lunch
assistance,® the incidence of poverty,43 crime rates, other demographic and
social measures, and revenue resources. The variation in local conditions in
Virginia was amply conveyed to this Commission by presentations from the
Urban Crescent Mayors and Chairs, Virginia First Cities, the City of Petersburg,
the Hampton Roads Regional Planning District Commission, Loudoun County,
and other entities. While those reports are too numerous and expansive for
extended comment here, they clearly portrayed the variation in conditions
affecting Virginia’s localities.# Similarly, the annual report of the Commission

38 Appendix I (selected tables from Commission on Local Government, Local Operational Expenditure Profile
of Virginia's Counties and Cities: FY1990-98), Table E6.2.

39 Ibid., Tables E3.2 and E5.2.

40 Population growth in Virginia's counties and cities between the years 1990 and 1999 ranged from a high of
80.9% in Loudoun County to a low of -13.6% in the City of Norfolk. During the period in question 15
Jurisdictions (13 counties and 2 cities) had population increases in excess of 25%, while 25 localities (18 cities
and 7 counties) recorded negative growth rates. (Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, Jan. 24, 2000, data
derived from website <http://virginia.edu/coopercenter/vastat/txt/est9099c.htmi>.) The 1999 population figures
are provisional estimates for July 1, 1999.

41 The median adjusted gross income on all tax returns in Virginia in 1997 ranged from a high of $46,305 in
Loudoun County to a low of $13,743 in Northampton County. [Appendix J (selected tables from Commission on
L.ocal Government, Report on the Comparative Revenue Capacity, Revenue Effort, and Fiscal Stress of Virginia's
Counties and Cities: 1997/98), Table 5.]

42 The percentage of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches under school nutrition programs in
school year 1999-2000 ranged from a high of 69.7% in the City of Franklin to a low of 4.47% in the City of
Poquoson. (Virginia Department of Education, “SY 1999-2000 Free and Reduced Price Lunch Program Eligibility
Report,” June 2. 2000. Eligibility for free and reduced cost school lunches is set by the Food and Nutrition
Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture based on federal income poverty guidelines. During school year
1999-2000 a student from a family of four living in the lower 48 states was eligible for a reduced price lunch if
his/her family had an annual income of $30,895 or less and was eligible for a free lunch if his/her family had an
annual income of $21,710 or less. (Federal Register, Vol.64, No. 63, pp.15, 951-52.)

43 The estimated rate of poverty in Virginia's localities in 1995 ranged from a high of 26.3% of population in
Northampton County to a low of 3.5% in Loudoun County. (U.S. Census Bureau, “County Estimates tor People of
All Ages in Poverty for Virginia: 1995, Table A95-51, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates Program.)

44 See, for example, Virginia First Cities, presentation to Commission, Dec. 14. 1999. (Appendix K)



on Local Government conveys an important perspective on the comparative
fiscal condition of Virginia’s cities and counties based on their revenue capacity,
expenditure requirements, and the income of their resident population. While
no statistical study is capable of encompassing and measuring comprehensively
all the dimensions of a locality’s social and fiscal health, that annual report
clearly contributes to an appreciation of the divergence of local conditions in
Virginia.%> In addressing the concerns of Virginia’s localities, the variation in
their needs and circumstances must be fully recognized. The following sections
of this report note briefly these variations in several functional areas.

Social Service Costs. Representatives of some jurisdictions have
expressed concern regarding the inordinate burdens borne by their localities due
to the concentration of residents requiring an array of social services, many of
which are mandated by the state or federal government.# Such residential
concentrations are reflected in the extraordinary variation in the expenditure
profiles of localities. Data for FY1998, for example, disclose that in the functional
area of “public safety” per capita expenditures ranged from a high of $617.56 in
the City of Richmond to a low of $63.66 in Montgomery County.# In that fiscal
year the City of Richmond’s outlay for “public safety” constituted 22.38% of its
total operating expenditures, while the comparable measure for Montgomery
County was only 6.29%.48 In terms of “health and welfare,” in FY1998 per capita
jurisdictional expenditures ranged from a high of $439.58 in the City of
Richmond to a low of $59.72 in the City of Poquoson.#® The City of Richmond’s
fiscal commitment to “health and welfare” that year constituted 15.93% of its
total operational expenditures, while the comparable statistic for the City of
Poquoson was 3.46%.50 In brief, as a consequence of the varying nature of their
residential populations, considerable disparity exists in the Commonwealth in
terms of local expenditures for these social services.

Educational Expenditures. Testimony and data presented to the
Commission also revealed the magnitude of local expenditure for both the
operational and capital costs borne for education. Data for FY 1999 disclose that
Virginia’s counties and cities expended more than $7.4 billion for the operation
of their educational programs, or approximately 55.8% of their total operational
outlays, and bore debt service costs for educational purposes of more than $700

45 The report measures the theoretical revenue capacity of each county and city in Virginia, calculates the
revenue effort of each jurisdiction, and establishes its “fiscal stress™ relative to each other locality. In its report
covering the 1997/98 fiscal period, of the 24 jurisdictions in the “high stress™ quadrant of the continuum, 22
were cities. (Appendix J, Table 6.3.)

46 James L. Eason, President of the Hampton Roads Partnership, presentation to the Commission, March 16,
2000.

47 Appendix I, Table 2.2. The expenditure category of “public safety™ in Virginia encompasses outlays for law
enforcement and traffic control, fire and rescue services, correction and detention, inspections, and other
protection. (Auditor of Public Accounts, Uniform Financial Reporting Manual, pp.3-88, 89.)

48 Appendix I, Table 3.2.

49 Ibid., Table 2.2. The expenditure category of “health and welfare™ embraces outlays for health, mental health,
and welfare/social services. (Uniform Financial Reporting Manual, pp.3-92, 93.)

50 Appendix I, Table 3.2.
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million.5! As of the end of FY1999, Virginia’s localities, inclusive of the two
towns that operate separate school divisions, carried an outstanding gross debt
for education in excess of $4.6 billion.52

In terms of the experience of individual localities, per capita operational
expenditures for education ranged in FY1998 from a high of $1,663.31 in the
City of Falls Church to a low of $520.44 in the City of Lexington.5? Operational
outlays by the City of Falls Church constituted 49.42% of its total operational
expenditures that year, while those of the City of Lexington represented 37.27%
of its aggregate expenditures.> With respect to financial liability incurred for
capital projects, gross debt for educational purposes ranged from a high of $707
million in Fairfax County to the absence of any such debt in the Cities of
Emporia, Franklin, and Williamsburg.5

In regard to current and prospective local expenditures to address the
capital needs of public schools, there are data to suggest that such outlays will be
considerable for those localities confronting extensive rehabilitation costs and
for those experiencing high population growth. With respect to the latter set of
localities, the testimony presented to this Commission by Loudoun County is
illustrative. Since 1992 that jurisdiction has built, is in the process of building, or
has committed to bonded debt by referendum to build 21 new schools.5
Further, the County’s Capital Improvement Program has projected a need to
build an additional 23 schools by 2006, constituting a total of 44 new schools in
14 years. As a consequence of its need to provide schools and other
infrastructure for its growing population, the County’s net tax supported debt is
projected to increase from $120 million in 1994 to $717 million in 2006, at which
date its annual debt service is expected to be approximately $100 million.

While the school construction concerns of Loudoun County are
pronounced, the burden for the construction and maintenance of public schools
is felt generally by localities throughout the Commonwealth. A survey
published by the Virginia Department of Education in 1996 advised that over
50% of the state’s school divisions reported deferred maintenance, that nearly
one-third of existing schools had overcrowded classrooms, and that an
estimated 7,900 new classrooms would be required during the ensuing five
years. That state survey reported that the cost of the unfunded component of
those needs was then in excess of $2.2 billion.5”

51 Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30, 1999, Exhibits C
and F.

52 See Appendix L.

33 Appendix [, Tabie 2.2. The locality with the second highest per capita expenditure for education in FY 1998
was Alleghany County ($1,349.63).

54 Ibid., Table 3.2.The percentage of total operational expenditures for education that year ranged from a high of
76.61% in Rockingham County to a low of 27.79% in the City of Williamsburg.

55¢ omparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures Year Ended June 30, 1999, Exhibit G.
56 James G. Burton, Loudoun County Board of Supervisors, statement to the Commission Feb. 17, 2000.
57 Virginia Department of Education, “School Facility Status Survey,” July 1996.
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Those fiscal needs exist notwithstanding a significant exertion by
Virginia’s localities to address the physical requirements of their school
divisions. The data indicate that from FY1990 to FY1999 Virginia’s localities
collectively made capital expenditures for education that totaled more than $5.3
billion, expended nearly $5.1 billion in debt service on their educational
obligations, and carried at the end of that period an outstanding gross debt
incurred for educational purposes of more than $4.6 billion.5® Again, the
evidence with respect to the burden borne by localities relative to the funding of
the public schools reveals considerable variation in conditions throughout the
Commonwealth.

Differential Impact of Development

Another condition that merits note in this report is the differential impact
that development may have on state and local finances. Examination of this
issue is instructive in terms of the existing distinctions in state and local tax
structure and service responsibility. Illustrative of these distinctions are the
projected fiscal consequences of the proposed WorldCom, Inc. project in
Loudoun County, which entails commercial development encompassing 534
acres of property in the vicinity of Dulles Airport. That project, as presented to
the County, contemplated the construction of corporate offices, retail space, and
two hotels constituting a total square footage of more than 6.4 million square
feet and the provision of employment to 24,148 persons. The prospective
employment figure represented, as of June 1998, 38% of the County’s total
employment.5® While Loudoun County is cognizant of the attractive aspects of
this proposed development, it is projected that the development will confront
the County with the need to serve a project-generated 7,488 households and a
project-related added school enrollment of 4,363 pupils. As a consequence
principally of the anticipated high pupil generation, consultants to Loudoun
County have estimated that the annual net fiscal benefit to the County at the
project’s completion in 2010 would be $950,000, an amount equivalent to only
0.55% of that jurisdiction’s total local-source revenue in 1997. Alternatively, the
consultants have asserted that the state will be the principal beneficiary of the
development, due to its tax structure (e.g., individual income, corporate income,
sales, and fuel taxes) and its comparatively modest recurring expenditures to
support the development. While the WorldCom, Inc. project proposed in
Loudoun County differs in magnitude from the typical experience of most
jurisdictions, the distinction in fiscal impact for the locality and the state
highlights a disparity of statewide significance.

State Intergovernmental Assistance

Social Services. As noted previously, due to the nature of their resident
populations, Virginia’'s localities confront varying burdens for the provision of
social services. In large measure, the provision of these services is mandated by
state law, reflecting the view of the legislature that their provision is essential to

58 See Appendix L.

59 Dr. Thomas Mulier and Michael Siegel, “Fiscal Impact of Proposed Concept Plan for WorldCom Corporate
Office headquarters in Loudoun County, Virginia,” June 8, 1998.
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the well-being of the Commonwealth. Jurisdictions that contain significant
concentrations of residents requiring public health services; mental health,
mental retardation, and substance abuse services; social services: and correctional
intervention bear disproportionately high costs. Extraordinary expenditures for
these mandated social services can reduce the ability of localities to meet the
other basic needs of their communities and to maintain their economic
competitiveness. The mandated operational costs to localities for the
maintenance of jails and for the mandated services provided through the local
public health departments, social service/welfare departments, Community
Services Boards, and the Comprehensive Services Act have totaled more than
$400 million annually in recent years.®® Local expenditures for these mandated
social services have ranged from a high of more than $86 million in Fairfax
County to a low of $105 thousand in Highland County. If Virginia’s counties and
cities were spared the cost of these mandated social services, and if the savings
were applied to a reduction in their 1999 nominal real estate tax rates, 61
jurisdictions would have been able to reduce their rates by 15% or more, 15 by
25% or more, and one (City of Petersburg) by 43%. As these data reveal, the
impact of added state assistance with these mandated social service costs would
be of considerable consequence to numerous localities.

In terms of city and county expenditures for “public safety” and “health
and welfare,” between FY1990 and FY1998 the median local per capita
operational outlay (excluding both federal and state categorical aid) increased
far more rapidly than did local expenditures in any other functional area. The
median local (i.e., exclusive all intergovernmental categorical aid) per capita
expenditure for “public safety” rose over that period of time by 138.64%, while
that for “health and welfare” grew by 139.51%.¢1 During the same span of
years, the annual median level of state categorical support for “public safety” in
counties and cities fell from 52.36% to 38.30%, while that for “health and
welfare” declined from 37.11% to 29.24%.62 It is important to note, however,
that the state categorical aid measure for “public safety” does not reflect the
action of the 1999 session of the General Assembly to increase funding for local
police departments.é3 It should also be noted that in addition to categorical aid
to localities for “health and welfare,” the state also makes direct expenditures on
behalf of localities in support of those functions. However, in terms of such
direct state expenditure on behalf of localities for “health and welfare,” the
median jurisdictional per capita level of state support declined from $23.88 in
FY1990 to $17.17 in FY1998.64 Thus, direct state aid to localities for “health and
welfare” has declined in recent years, not only in real terms, but in absolute
dollars as well.

60 gee Appendix M for a set of tables examining the estimated annual cost to the state for the assumption of the
operational costs of these mandated social services and the prospective impact of such state assumption on
individual localities.

61 Appendix I, “Mean Per Capita Level of Adjusted Local Operational Expenditure by Category and
Jurisdictional Class, FY1990-FY 1998."

62 bid., Tables F3.2 and F5.2.

63 Governor Gilmore proposed an increase in state support for local police departments of $99 million effective
to the 1999 session of the General Assembly. That budgetary proposal was approved by the legislature and took
effective FY2000.

64 Appendix 1, Table B5.4.
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Education. While many of Virginia’s counties and cities are experiencing
rapidly increasing costs for social services, education remains their principal
expense. As a consequence, testimony and data presented to this Commission
focused prominently on the cost of education and the state’s role in funding this
preeminent public responsibility. Local concern was expressed both in terms of
state support for public school operations and for facility construction and
maintenance.

In terms of operational support, interstate data indicate that the
contribution made by Virginia’s state government to the support of public
schools is less than the national norm. According to statistics published by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census, during 1996-97 funds supplied by the state
government in Virginia (inclusive of the 1.0% sales tax returned to localities for
educational purposes) constituted 40.5% of total public school revenue in the
Commonwealth, while the comparable statistic for all states was 48.8%.
During the same fiscal year, Virginia’s local governments provided 54.6% of
total public school revenue in the Commonwealth, while the comparable
measure of local support in all the states was 44.8%.66 In terms of “general
revenue” investment per pupil for elementary-secondary public school systems
in 1996-97, the amount provided by Virginia’s state government ($2,681) was
exceeded by that of 37 states, while the comparable outlay by Virginia’s
localities ($3,616) was surpassed by that of localities in only 14 states.®” When
interstate comparisons are made on the basis of “general revenue” investment
in elementary-secondary public school systems in relation to a state’s personal
income, a similar comparative profile is presented. In 1996-97 Virginia’s state
government provided a level of “general revenue” support of the
Commonwealth’s public schools equivalent to 1.76% of the state’s personal
income, an investment substantially below that of all states (2.33%), and one
exceeded by that of 43 states.$® Alternatively, Virginia’s local governments that
year provided a level of “general revenue” support of the Commonwealth’s
public schools constituting 2.38% of the state’s personal income, a figure greater
than that for localities in the nation generally (2.14%) and exceeding that in all
but 17 states.®?

In regard to the possible modification and enlargement of state
operational assistance to localities for public education, two issues have been
raised for consideration. First, evidence suggests that the formula used in the
allocation of Basic School Aid should be reexamined. That formula relies
fundamentally upon a measure identified as the “composite index of local ability
to pay” for a determination of the required local contribution to fund the

65 U.S. Bureau of the Census. Public Education Finances: 1997 (May 2000). Table 5. Only nine states
contributed a smalier percentage of funds for the operation of their public schools that year than Virginia.

66 /pid. Localities in only 11 states contributed a larger percentage of funds in support of public schools than
did Virginia localities.

67 Jbid. Table 11. The category “general revenue” is defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as “all school system
revenue except employee-retirement or other insurance trust fund revenue.” (fbid., Appendix A, A-2.)

68 spid., Table 12.

69 1bid
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“Standards of Quality.”7° The “composite index,” however, is founded solely
upon the measurement of a locality’s comparative ability to raise revenue, with
no consideration given to the demands placed upon its revenue base to fund
other essential services. Some Virginia localities are able to devote the bulk of
their local resources to their public schools, while other jurisdictions are
compelled to invest heavily in other functions, such as social services, public
safety, and public works. In this regard, data presented to this Commission
have disclosed the lack of correlation between the “composite index” of some
communities and their “fiscal stress” ranking as determined by the Commission
on Local Government.” If these measures correlated well, those jurisdictions
recording a relatively high “composite index,” denoting a comparatively high
revenue capacity, should concurrently record a relatively low level of “fiscal
stress.” Evidence indicates, however, that with respect to Virginia’s older core
cities the correlation between these two measures is particularly weak. The lack
of correlation in these measures is one indication of the need to review critically
the propriety of using the “composite index” in its present form for the
distribution of several billion dollars annually in state educational assistance.

Second, evidence suggests that there is a need for the state to reexamine
the elements which comprise the “standards of quality,” particularly with
respect to the determination of the number of instructional positions included in
those standards. To the extent that local school divisions employ instructional
personnel in excess of the number prescribed by the “standards of quality,”
state appropriations to fund the standards are not available to assist with their
cost. In school year 1997-98, data indicate that 25,644 teachers, or 25.9% of the
total employed by the local school divisions, were not funded under the
“standards of quality.”72 Since funds for the “standards of quality” constitute
approximately 86% of direct state aid for public education in Virginia, the
composition of those standards is a prime determinant of state educational
assistance to localities.”> The significance of these two considerations has been
recognized by Virginia’s Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, which
is currently engaged in a study of these concerns and which is due to submit a
final report on its findings and recommendations in late 2001.

With respect to state support for school construction and maintenance, the
state has initiated several programs in recent years to assist localities with those
costs. Despite this increased state support, the fiscal burden of this activity
continues to be borne predominantly by localities. As noted earlier, between
FY1990 and FY1999 localities expended more than $5 billion in debt service as a
consequence of indebtedness incurred for school construction and rehabilitation
and carried at the end of FY1999 an outstanding gross debt in excess of $4.6

70 Article V11, Section 2 of the Virginia Constitution provides that the State Department of Education shall
develop “standards of quality” for local school divisions, subject to revision by the General Assembly. and

" directs the legislature to establish a mechanism for the apportionment of the cost for the implementation of those
standards between the state and the localities. The “composite index™ of local ability to pay constitutes the
principal instrument used in the apportionment of such costs.

71 Fiscal Analytics, LLC, “An Examination of State Aid Policies for the First Cities,” June 22, 2000.

72 Teresa A. Atkinson, “State Funding for Elementary and Secondary Education in Virginia,” presentation to
House Appropriations Committee, Jan. 27, 2000.

73 tbid.
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billion.”* Again, recognition of this fiscal issue is manifested by the continued
work of the Commission on Educational Infrastructure and Technology, which
is due to submit its next report to the 2001 session of the General Assembly.”

Summary Comment

The preceding sections of this report have reviewed the major areas of
concern cited by local governmental officials and others relative to the problems
confronting Virginia’s political subdivisions. These problems consist of
languishing growth in the principal source of local revenue, prospects for
diminished growth in several other local revenue sources, increased utilization
of “charges for services,” and, in some jurisdictions, disproportionate fiscal
burdens due to the nature of their populations and the concentration of tax-
exempt property. The data also indicate that the economic prosperity that the
Commonwealth has experienced in recent years has not been reflected in the
fiscal condition and prospects of all localities. In terms of the fiscal prospects of
Virginia’s localities generally, a recent study commissioned by a consortium of
major business leaders in the Commonwealth and undertaken by a prominent
research entity concluded that, based upon a projection of revenue collected
under present legal authority and upon a projection of “current services”
expenditures, coupled with the requirement of additional outlays to address
educational and transportation infrastructure needs, Virginia’s local
governments may confront by FY2006 an annual deficit in revenue of almost
$1.0 billion.76

STATE FISCAL ISSUES

Current Status and Projections

All available data indicate that the current fiscal condition of the state
government is strong. Among the data cited in support of that judgment is the
significant and increasing growth in state revenues since the mid-1990s,
particularly with respect to its principal revenue source—the individual income
tax. In terms of the growth in total general fund revenue from FY1995 to
FY2000, the annual increase in state receipts has been successively 5.8%, 6.9%,
8.1%, 10.4%, 10.6%, and 10.5%.77 With respect to the state’s individual income tax
collections, net revenue from that source has grown annually during the same
period at rates of 5.7%, 7.9%, 8.7%, 14.3%, 12.6%. and 12.2%.78 Current
projections, however, forecast more moderate growth in the state’s general

74 Appendix L.

75 House Joint Resolution No. 223 continued the Commission on Educational Infrastructure, which was

initially established in 1996. as the Commission on Educational Infrastructure and Technology. The change in
title was in recognition of the growing needs of the public schools for technology equipment.

76 Barents Group LLC, “Projections of Virginia's State and Local Expenditures and Revenues.™ Sep.1999. pp. vii.
viil. This report was prepared by the request of Virginia Forward. which is comprised of representatives of a
number of major Virginia business entities.

77 Staff, Senate Finance Committee, “Revenue Components of General Fund™ (unpublished table) for I'Y 1995-99
data: and Ronald L. Tillett, Secretary of Finance, “Actual Fiscal Year 2000 Revenues and the State of the Virginia
Economy.” Aug.21, 2000. for the FY2000 data.

78 1bid.
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fund and in its individual income tax collections during the current biennium.
The state’s total general fund collections (exclusive of funds from the Tobacco
Master Settlement and the transfer of net lottery proceeds) are projected to
increase by 5.5% and 6.9% in FY2001 and FY2002, respectively, while during the
same period its individual income tax receipts are expected to grow sequentially
by 8.0% and 7.8%.7° As a consequence of the state’s current and prospective
fiscal health, the Commonwealth’s Revenue Stabilization Fund, designed to
assist the state during periods of economic downturn, is projected to total nearly
$900 million by the end of FY2002.80 These favorable budgetary projections
reflect consideration of the full funding of the repeal of the car tax and other
fiscal commitments previously made by the state.?!

Expressions of concern have been raised, however, regarding the ability
of the state to meet adequately the needs of the Commonwealth over the next
several biennia. Several business groups have undertaken analyses of this issue,
with the resulting studies concluding that the state government is likely to
confront significant annual deficits during the next several biennia.#2 One
analysis contended that on the basis of projections of current state revenues and
a continuation of “current service” levels, the state government would confront
an annual shortfall of more than $1.0 billion by FY2008.83 That analysis added
that the inclusion of funds required to address supplemental needs in the areas
of higher education, transportation, and Medicaid, as quantified by several
formal state studies, would increase the projected annual deficit to more than
$3.5 billion by FY2008.84 Administration officials have challenged the validity of
analyses of this nature and have contended that the state government can
properly address those public needs that can be realistically foreseen.8>

It is not necessary for this Commission to resolve the variance in
perspective that exists with respect to the specific findings of these studies. We
are obliged to note, however, that there do exist major needs in this
Commonwealth relative to transportation, education, and other service areas
that merit attention. Further, given the rapidity of change in the current
economic environment and the uncertainty that invariably accompanies the
future, this period of relative prosperity in the Virginia may be the optimal time
to address vigorously the needs of the Commonwealth.

79 The projections are revised estimates as of May 19, 2000. (Staff, Senate Finance Committee.)

80 «Actual Fiscal Year 2000 Revenues and the State of the Virginia Economy.”

81 The implementation of the repeal of the car tax, as specified by the Personal Property Tax Relief Act, is now
projected to cost the state $572 million in FY2001 and $855 million in FY2002. (Staff, Senate Finance
Committee, unpublished table.)

82 One study commissioned by the Virginia Business Council was published in June 1998 and a second
sponsored by Virginia Forward was published in separate volumes in September and December 1999.

83 “Projection of Virginia’s State and Local Expenditures and Revenues,” p.iii, Sep. 1999, study prepared for
Virginia Forward. The authors of the report defined a “current service™ level projection to be a statistical
construct “whereby current program levels are held constant in real (inflation adjusted) terms and revenues are
based on current law.” ({bid., p.i.)

84 1bid.. pp.20-35.

85 See Appendix N for a response from Governor James S. Gilmore, III to Henry H. Harrell, Chairman & Chief

Executive Officer, Universal Corporation. relative to the 1998 report commissioned by the Virginia Business
Council and a reply to that response by the authors of the study.

17



With respect to challenges to our fiscal future, the Commonwealth should
be cognizant not only of its service needs, but also of potential future economic
difficulty and the fact that the full effect of the recent state tax cuts are yet to be
experienced.® In terms of future revenue concerns, it may be anticipated that
the sales tax will confront slower growth in the years ahead and that a
downturn in the stock market will adversely affect the state’s individual income
tax collections. In regard to the latter issue, it has been asserted that Virginia is
among the top ten states in the nation in terms of the risk it bears from capital
gains fluctuations.8”

Estimates of Transportation Needs

A staff report to the Senate Finance Committee in November 1999
addressed the issue of the Commonwealth’s transportation needs. In terms of
highway concerns, that report observed that between 1993 and 1998 the
number of registered vehicles and the number of vehicle-miles traveled in
Virginia increased by 17% and 16%, respectively, or more than twice the growth
of the state’s population during the same period (8%).88 The report also noted
that the “average daily traffic volume” in Virginia rose by 175% between 1992
and 1997, an increase in volume surpassing that in the nation generally (118%).
In regard to the growth in these highway-related measures, an urban mobility
study reported that as of 1997 the Washington, D.C. area (encompassing
Northern Virginia, the District of Columbia, and adjacent areas in Maryland)
ranked first in the nation in terms of annual per capita hours of traffic delay (62
hours/person) and first in the nation in annual per capita cost of traffic
congestion ($1,025/person).®

The Senate Finance Committee staff concluded its December 1999 report
on Virginia’s transportation issues by reviewing the findings of previous studies
that had endeavored to quantify the state’s needs. The statf report noted that
past studies had consistently documented highway needs in Virginia as “totaling
more than $35 billion” and that the state’s “highway revenues [were] not
growing in line with economic growth or with the general fund.” In a report
to the 1998 session of the General Assembly, the Commission on the Future of
Transportation in Virginia placed the cost of addressing the Commonwealth’s
road needs during the twenty-year period.from 1998 to 2015 at $57.8 billion and
projected a “shortfall” in revenue to meet those needs of $40.0 billion, or nearly

86 The Secretary of Finance estimated in a report to the legislature in December 1999 that as of FY2002 the
implementation of the Personal Property Tax Relief Act, the repeal of the sales tax on non-prescription drugs, and
the planned phased reduction in the state’s sales tax on food from 3.5% to 2.0% would reduce state revenue
coliections by approximately $855 million, $12.4 milfion. and $63.6 million, respectively. (“Governor
Gilmore’s Proposed 2000-2002 Budget.™)

87 “Revenue and Budget Outlook for 2000-2002.
88 Staff, Senate Finance Committee, “Condition of Highways and Mass Transit in Virginia.” Nov. 1819, 1999.

89 David Schrank and Tim Lomax. The 1999 Annual Mobility Report (Texas Transportation Institute, The Texas
A&M University System), [I-5. The study also stated that congestion in the Washington, D.C. area in 1997
resulted in an excess fuel consumption that year of 327 million gallons. The transportation departments of a
number of states, including those of Maryland and Texas sponsor this annual urban mobility study.

90 “Condition of Highways and Mass Transit in Virginia,” p.13. See Appendix O for a tabie displaying the
annual change in the principal revenue sources contributing to the two highway trust funds.
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70% of the funding requirements.”! A more current statement relative to the
Commonwealth’s transportation needs and funding effort will be available with
the publication of the next report by the Virginia Department of Transportation
issued pursuant to Section 33.1-23.03. That report is now expected to be released
in early 2001.92

COMPARATIVE FISCAL BURDEN
Tax Burden

A staff report to the Senate Finance Committee’s Subcommittee on Tax
Policy in June 2000 asserted that “[b]y all accepted measures of tax burden,
Virginia is a low tax state.”% In support of that assertion, the report cited data
indicating that state and local tax collections in Virginia in FY1998 constituted
9.8% of the Commonwealth’s personal income, with the total tax collections in
only three states constituting a smaller percentage of their personal income.
Examined from another perspective, a study released by the Federal Reserve
Bank of Boston indicated that, while Virginia’s state and local governments had
a theoretical tax-generating capacity in 1996 exceeding that in all but 17 states, its
overall tax effort that year was surpassed by that of 34 states.? Thus, the data
clearly reveal that on the basis of both state and local tax collections, Virginia’s
investment in public sector concerns is comparatively modest.%

If the citizenry and political leadership of the Commonwealth determine
that there exists a necessity to increase investment in public services in Virginia,
there appears to be latitude in the state’s tax structure to accommodate that
desire. Virginia’s state taxes are low in relation to its five adjoining states and to
the nation generally.% In terms of the individual income tax, the state’s principal
revenue source, Virginia’s top tax bracket (5.75%) is less than that in all
neighboring states that utilize a tax on earned income.?” Further, Virginia

O jnterim Report of the Commission on the Future of Transportation in Virginia (House Document No. 12),
p.11. When the cost of the twenty-year highway needs were adjusted by the Commission for inflation, presumed
to be 2.6% per year, the total costs of the projects rose to $74.5 billion and the revenue deficiency increased to
$53.8 billion.

92The report required by this section was due for release in October 1999, but its publication was delayed to
incorporate the impact of the state’s recent transportation initiatives launched in conjunction with the 2000
legislative session.

93 Staff. Senate Finance Committee, “Review of Major General Fund Taxes,” p.1, June 6, 2000.

94 Robert Tannenwald, “Federal Disparity Among the States Revisited,” New England Economic Review,
July/August 1999,

95 In the continuing national debate on taxes, it is relevant to note that the most recent data published by the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), comprised of the 29 major industrialized
nations of the world, indicate that as of 1998, the latest year for which the data are available, total tax revenue
from all levels of government (including social security payroll taxes) in the United States constituted a smaller
percentage of the country’s gross domestic product (28.9%) than the comparable measure for all but four of the
OECD nations-Turkey (28.7%), Japan (28.4%), Korea (21.1%), and Mexico (16.0%).. The unweighted average for
all OECD nations was 37.0%. See Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, Revenue Statistics:
196571999, Table 1 (Paris, 2000).

96gee Appendix P for tables prepared by the Federation of Tax Administrators of state tax rates in the nation as
of January 1, 2000

97 The top rate individual income tax rate in Maryland currently ranges in its various localities between 5.80%
and 7.81%. The top rate in Maryland in tax year 2000 is calculated as the aggregate of the top state rate (4.80%)
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employs a flat rate on corporate income (6%) that is less than the flat rate in
three of its adjoining states and less than the top rate in another (Maryland-
8.25%), its general sales tax rate (3.5%) is less than that in all adjoining states, and
its excise tax on gasoline (17.5 cents/gallon) is less than that in all contiguous
states except Kentucky (16.4 cents/gallon). Again, it appears to this Commission
that Virginia could increase its revenue collections to address the needs of its
residents without placing the Commonwealth at a competitive disadvantage.

Tax Equity

The resolution establishing this Commission cited as one of the concerns
prompting this study the issue of equity in the taxes imposed on the
Commonwealth'’s citizenry. The resolution thereby indicated the relevance of
that subject to our analysis. With respect to this issue, the Institute on Taxation
and Economic Policy (ITEP) stated in testimony to this Commission, “Virginia
has a regressive tax structure—middle-and low-income families pay a greater
share of their income in Virginia state and local taxes than do the wealthy.”% In
support of that contention, ITEP presented tabular data indicating that state and
local taxes in Virginia constituted 9.2% of the income of families in the second
lowest quintile of the family income continuum in the Commonwealth (income
range of $15,000-$26,000), that such taxes represented 8.6% of family income of
the families in the second from the highest quintile (income range of $43,000-
$71,000), but only 6.9% of income for families in the top 1% of the income
continuum (incomes of $295,000 or more). While the offset for the payment of
federal taxes reduces the burden of Virginia’s state and local taxes for all income
levels, the impact of the offset was determined to be significantly greater at the
higher income levels, with that for families in the upper 1% of the family income
continuum (2.0%) reducing the net impact of state and local taxes on those
families to 4.9%.%°

Family income patterns are of relevance to the issue of equity in the
review of tax structure and policy. With respect to such patterns, a recent study
undertaken jointly by the Center on Budget Policy and Priorities (CBPP) and the
Economic Policy Institute (EPI) concluded, “Nationwide, from the late 1970s to
the late 1990s, the average real income of the lowest-income families fell by over
six percent after adjustment for inflation, and the average real income of the
middle fifth of families grew by about five percent.” In contrast, the study
reported that “the average real income of the highest-income fifth of the families
increased by over 30%.”1% In terms of the experience of the Commonwealth, the

and the varying local rates (1.00% to 3.01%). The range of local rates in Maryland is available at the website of
the Comptrolier of the State of Maryland (htip://www.comp.state.md.us/individual/taxtips/tip53.asp.)
Tennessee imposes a flat tax of 6% on only interest and dividend income.

98 Michael Ettlinger, Tax Policy Director, Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy. statement to the
Commission, July 10, 2000. (Appendix Q)

99 Ibid. The calculations by ITEP assume that the car tax relief program. the grocery tax reduction. and the low-
income tax credit provisions of HB160 (2000) have been fully implemented.

100 jared Bernstein, Elizabeth C. McNichol, Lawrence Michel. and Robert Zahradnik. Pulling Apart: A State-by-
State Analysis of Income Trends (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities and the Economic Policy Institute:
Washington, D.C., Jan. 2000}, p.viii. The income data used in the analysis are before tax income for families (two
or more related individuals residing together) from the U.S. Bureau of the Census’ March Current Population
Survey public use files. The data for the study are “pooled” income statistics for the periods 1978-80, 1988-90.
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analysis undertaken by the two research entities indicated that from the late
1970s to the late 1990s the average income of Virginia families in the lowest 20%
of the income continuum actually decreased in real terms by 1.4%, while that of
the top 20% of the spectrum increased by 42.7%.19! As of the latter period, the
analysis determined that the average income of Virginia’ families in the top 20%
of the income continuum ($151,117) was nearly 11 times that of families in the
lowest 20% of the distribution ($14,141).192 Again, these income trends require
attention in the formulation of public policy in general.

It is significant to note that Virginia has taken a number of tax-related
actions in recent years to alleviate the plight of our low-income residents. Such
actions include the phased reduction in the sales tax on “food purchased for
human consumption” and, beginning with tax year 2000, the adoption of a tax
credit of $300 for each individual, spouse, and dependent whose individual or
family Virginia adjusted gross income does not exceed 100% of the poverty
guidelines.'% The credits provided by this new enactment may not exceed the
tax liability on the individual or joint return.

While the new tax credit for low-income individuals and families
constitutes a significant improvement in Virginia’s individual income tax
structure, further refinements might be considered.!™ First, the new tax credits
provide no assistance to near-poor families with incomes marginally above the
poverty line. Virginia’s current program creates what has been termed an
income tax “cliff,” in that if a family’s Virginia adjusted gross income exceeds the
federal poverty guidelines by a single dollar, such a family is subject to the full
amount of the tax due. Second, the current tax credit program is “non-
refundable,” with the tax-paying individual or family not eligible to receive any
portion of the credit in excess of the tax liability. A “refundable” credit, in
contrast, would actually elevate the income of working poor families. Both of
these concerns would be rectified by Virginia’s adoption of an earned income tax
credit provision modeled on the federal program. Under the current federal
earned income tax program, tax credits are not terminated abruptly at a specified
income level, but are gradually reduced as income grows, with the credit
currently ending for families with one child when family income reaches $27,413.

and 1996-98. The first two periods were peaks of economic expansion and the latter encompasses the highest
point of the current expansion for which state data are available. Pooled data were used in the study to increase
sample size and. thereby, the precision of the calculations. All data in the report are in 1997 dollars adjusted for
inflation.

107 spid., Table 1. The average income of families in Virginia in the middle 20% of the income distribution rose
in real terms by 12.3% from the late 1970s to the late 1990s. (fbid., Table 5.)

102 /pid., Table 2. The average family income in the top 20% of the income spectrum in Virginia in the late
1990s ($151,117) was nearly three times that of families in the middle 20% of the income continuum ($51.444).
(/bid., Table 6.)

103 The provisions governing the phased reduction in the sales tax applicable to food “purchased for human
consumption” is codified as Sec. 58.1-611.1, Code of Virginia. The tax credit. which was established by
HB160/2000, is codified as Sec. 58.1-339.8, Code of Virginia.

104 See Robert Zahradnik, “Virginia Has Improved the Tax Treatment of Low-Income Families, and An EITC
Modeled on the Federal EITC Would Go Further,” statement submitted to the Commission by the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities, Washington, D.C., Sep. 29. 2000. (Appendix R)
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At least 15 states, including Maryland, have adopted earned income tax
provisions modeled on the federal program.105

Summary Comment

The evidence reviewed above suggests that if the Commonwealth deems
it necessary to increase its investment in public sector concerns, it has the
prowess and latitude in its tax structure to do so. However, any adaptation of
tax structure in Virginia should take cognizance of the general economic and
income trends in the state.

BUSINESS PERSPECTIVE

While the business interests that addressed this Commission voiced
concerns on numerous issues, they appeared to express a consensus view
regarding the adequacy of public resources in Virginia to address the
fundamental needs of the Commonwealth and with respect to the division of
responsibility between the state and its localities. In that regard, the Vice
President of Public Affairs of the Northern Virginia Technology Council advised
this Commission that “Virginia’s existing tax structure is failing in its primary
purpose—to raise funds sufficient to meet the public investment needs of the
Commonwealth and its localities.” He added that “the current tax structure in
Virginia bears no relation to the economy that has transformed the
Commonwealth and its localities over the last two decades.”1% Similarly, the
Chairman of the Virginia Chamber of Commerce’s Tax Policy Committee
observed that “[c]alls for restructuring Virginia’s tax system generally emanate
from two concerns: (1) that local governments are without sufficient revenue
resources to meet their mandated service responsibilities and the needs and
expectations of its citizens, and (2) that the system must be ‘modernized’ to
comport with the realities of a global, information driven economy.” He
concluded that both concerns were “legitimate” and could be addressed
“without wholesale overhaul of the current tax system.”10” A parallel theme was
expressed by the Chairman of the Virginia Association for Commercial Real
Estate, who advised this Commission that his association “shares the concerns
of most local governments about the need for increased local revenues to
adequately address the impact of residential growth that results from Virginia’s
economic development successes.” He added that his association “agrees that
localities often do not share in the benefits derived by the Commonwealth from
economic development.”108

While the above-referenced statements and others from the business
community conveyed to the Commission a number of concerns relative to

105 gee Appendix R, p. 3.

106 . Douglas Koelemay, Vice President of Public Affairs. Northern Virginia Technology Council, statement to
the Commission, Feb. 17, 2000.

107 . French Slaughter, Chairman of the Tax Policy Committee, Virginia Chamber of Commerce, statement to
the Commission, July 10, 2000.

108 Thomas A. Grant, Chatrman, Virginia Association for Commercial Real Estate, letter to Commission, May 22,
2000.
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issues of tax equity and the need for simplicity in tax administration, they
manifested generally a recognition that the resources available to local
governments in the Commonwealth appeared inadequate and that the fiscal
relationship between the state and its political subdivisions required
reexamination.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND TESTIMONY

The testimony and data presented to this Commission addressed
numerous issues from varying perspectives. Our review of those materials
suggests to us a series of measures that the Commonwealth should take with
respect to its fiscal affairs. The evidence indicates to us that there is a need (1) to
establish a more efficient alignment of responsibility for the provision of public
services with the revenue sources required for their delivery, (2) to broaden the
revenue base of localities generally, (3) to recognize the considerable disparity in
the social and economic conditions of our political subdivisions, (4) to arrest and
reverse the erosion of existing state and local revenue sources, (5) to establish a
broad-based entity committed to a continuous and comprehensive analysis of
state and local fiscal resources and needs, (6) to protect and promote an
environment in Virginia to sustain equitably the business community; (7) and to
assure equity in tax policy for all our citizenry. With these goals in mind, we offer
the recommendations that follow.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations that follow are unanimously endorsed by the
voting members of this Commission and constitute, from our perspective, a
balanced and integrated set of proposals that are designed collectively to address
the array of state and local fiscal concerns cited above. Virginia’s localities and
our state government confront the necessity of making difficult choices in
funding the multitude of costly services demanded by contemporary society.
These proposals highlight such choices. We anticipate that the rapidity of social
and economic change and the increasing complexity of the human experience
will continue to confront governments generally with needs persistently
pressing the limit of their resources. Such a prevailing condition will require
prioritization in the use of public resources, frugality, and the utmost efficiency in
service provision.

This Commission is fully cognizant of the fact that the recommendations
presented below propose, in several instances, significant changes in state
funding practices. We recognize that such modifications have ramifications for
other state policies and programs and will require the reconciliation of
contending needs and concerns. Furthermore, this Commission also recognizes
that the recommendations that follow may necessitate an incremental approach
to their adoption and implementation. Again, however, the proposals constitute
collectively, in our judgement, a general policy direction that the
Commonwealth should take to rectify the current imbalances in its fiscal
arrangements.
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EDUCATION

We recommend that the state increase substantially its support for both
the operational and capital costs of the local school divisions.

Quality education is indispensable to the economic and social health of the
Commonwealth and constitutes a fundamental concern of our state
government. Consistent with the significance of education among the public
concerns of the Commonwealth, data presented to this Commission clearly
reveal the prominence accorded education by Virginia’s localities. While many of
Virginia’s counties and cities are confronting significantly increasing costs for a
variety of social services, financing education remains their preeminent fiscal
concern. Although the state government has given increased attention to public
educational issues in recent years, comparative interstate data continue to
disclose that the state government in Virginia does not support the public
schools in the Commonwealth in a manner comparable to other states.
Indicative of this situation is the fact that 1996/97 data (the latest interstate data
available) reveal that the investment by Virginia’s state government in the
operational costs of the Commonwealth’s public schools constituted an amount
equivalent to 1.76% of the state’s personal income, a level of investment
exceeded by that of 43 states.

In recognition of these conditions and of the importance of education to
the future economic and social health of the Commonwealth, we recommend
that the state increase substantially its support for both the operational and
capital costs of the local school divisions. In terms of operational costs, we
recommend that the state revise the “Standards of Quality” to reflect more
accurately the prevailing practices of the local school divisions and the new
computer-related and other educational implements now required for Virginia’s
students to compete in a global economy. To that end, we recommend that the
Standards of Quality be revised to accord greater recognition of (1) the number
of teachers, special resource personnel, guidance counselors, nurses, support
staff, and administrators actually employed by the local school divisions; (2) the
salaries as required by differing local conditions for their proper remuneration
and retention; (3) the necessity of continued professional development by
instructional staff; and (4) the cost of technology. The state should then assume a
full 55% of such revised Standards of Quality foundation program. Further, we
recommend that the “composite index” of local ability to pay that is used to
determine the local share of the state prescribed basic educational program be
modified in recognition of a locality’s comparative fiscal effort. Currently, the
“composite index” is solely a measure of a locality’s revenue-generating
capability, with no consideration given to the multiplicity of fiscal demands
placed upon that revenue base. Some jurisdictions can devote the predominant
share of their local resources to the support of their public schools, while making
moderate fiscal efforts. Other localities confront considerable and inescapable
non-educational expenditures that, when combined with educational funding
needs, require heavy revenue efforts on their part. Notwithstanding that reality,
the funding of the Standards of Quality currently rests upon an implicit
assumption that each locality’s revenue base is equally available to support its
public schools and does not take into account the degree to which local
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governments are taxing that revenue base to meet all the demands placed upon
them.

With respect to the capital costs of local school divisions, there is a need
for the state to continue to increase, as it has in recent years, its assistance to local
governments for the construction and rehabilitation of their school facilities, with
particular attention being paid to those confronting inordinate fiscal burdens. As
noted previously in this report, between FY1990 and FY1999 localities expended
more than $5 billion in debt service as a consequence of school construction and
rehabilitation obligations and carried at the end of that period an outstanding
gross debt for educational purposes in excess of $4.6 billion. We recommend that
the state develop permanent revenue sources and a distributional mechanism,
apart from the Standards of Quality and other existing arrangements, to support
the capital requirements of the local school divisions. This new state support
program might be funded through dedicated resources derived from current
revenue or from bonds. The increases in state support for local public schools
herein proposed should constitute a net addition to current state aid and not
fupplant any financial assistance currently provided the Commonwealth’s
ocalities.

SOCIAL SERVICES

We recommend that the state government assume the full operational
costs of all mandated services provided through the Comprehensive Services
Act, the public health departments, the Community Services Boards, the local
and regional jails, and the social service/welfare departments.

Numerous Virginia localities bear inordinate social service costs due to a
concentration of residents within their jurisdiction requiring such services.
Localities have little control over the migration of people into and out of their
jurisdictions and are rendered economically vulnerable due to a concentration of
high-cost residents. To the extent that a locality is unable to address those social
service needs mandated as basic by the state and concurrently attend to the
other general public service requirements of its community, the viability of the
Commonwealth is diminished. Accordingly, we recommend that the state
government assume full responsibility for the funding of all mandated services
provided through the Comprehensive Services Act, the public health
departments, the Community Services Boards, the local and regional jails, and
the social service/welfare departments. Such services should consist of all those
mandated by the state and/or federal governments. While Virginia’s localities
should continue to have the option to extend or enthance those services at local
expense, those that are mandated and thus deemed essential for the well-being
of the Commonwealth should be the responsibility of the state. In order to
expedite this proposed state initiative, we recommend that the administration of
these services continue as presently structured, but that state funding cover their
total operational costs. According to data presented to this Commission by the
administering state agencies, the total annual cost of the state’s assumption of
these mandated services would initially be slightly in excess of $400 million per
year. The state’s assumption of the operational costs of these services might be
phased-in over several biennia.
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DEDICATION OF PORTION OF STATE INCOME TAX COLLECTIONS TO
LOCALITIES

We recommend that at least six (6) percent of the state’s annual net
individual income tax collections be dedicated for return to Virginia's localities
and distributed on a formula that incorporates a variety of measures.

Virginia’s localities are heavily dependent on the real property tax. The
languishing nature of real property assessables in many Virginia localities in
recent years, as well as current and prospective economic trends, indicate to this
Commission the propriety of broadening the revenue base supporting the
Commonwealth’s localities. To that end, we recommend that at least six (6)
percent of the state’s annual net individual income tax collections be dedicated
for return to Virginia’s localities and distributed on a formula that incorporates a
variety of measures. Such measures might include residential population, place
of filing of tax return, wages by place of employment, and a locality’s fiscal
effort. However, the establishment of a program enabling localities to share in
the growth of the state’s individual income tax collections should take
precedence over the details of a distributional formula. The factors ultimately
included in any distributional formula should be analyzed, not only in terms of
their immediate impact on the allocation of the dedicated funds, but also with
respect to their impact on projected future allocations. This Commission
recognizes that any distributional formula ultimately endorsed by the legislature
will be the product of negotiation and analysis and that a detailed prescription of
a specific formula requires further study. Further, in recognition of the difficulty
which will be encountered in obtaining consensus with respect to such a formula,
we recommend that considerable deference be accorded to any arrangement
obtaining the general endorsement of Virginia’s localities. In that regard, the
proposal developed jointly by the Virginia Municipal League and the Virginia
Association of Counties calling for a distribution of 10% of the dedicated funds in
equal amounts to counties and cities, of 40% of the dedicated funds on the basis
of where wages are earned, and of 50% of the amount on the basis of location of
filing, merits respectful consideration. Again, however, the establishment of a tax
program permitting localities to share in the growth of the state’s individual
income tax collections should not be delayed due to the details of a distributional
formula. :

This proposed dedication of state income tax receipts to localities should
be accomplished initially by statute and subsequently by constitutional provision.
The broadening of the revenue base of localities, which would result from this
recommendation, will provide localities with a different mix of taxes, needed
flexibility in addressing the needs of their communities, and, accordingly, the
opportunity to reduce their dependence, and hence their tax rates, on property
assessables. Our calculations indicate that this proposal would make available for
distribution to Virginia’s localities approximately $500 million in FY2002. The
funds dedicated to localities pursuant to this recommendation should constitute
new state aid and should not supplant any state funds currently provided the
Commonwealth'’s political subdivisions. Again, the dedication of these funds to
localities could be implemented over several biennia.
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SALES AND USE TAX

We recommend that Virginia move to preserve the role of the sales and
use tax in funding the public needs of the Commonwealth.

The sales and use tax is a vital component of Virginia’s state and local tax
structure, and its role in the Commonwealth’s fiscal future should be preserved.
There are three major elements of this issue that merit attention. First, it is
essential, from our perspective, that the state endeavor to equalize the tax
differential currently confronted by resident and non-resident businesses. In an
effort to address this tax differential, we recommend that Virginia participate in
the Streamlined Sales Tax Project, which is a multi-state initiative to standardize
definitions and other elements of the sales and use tax structure in the various
states in order to overcome the United States Congress’ objections to the
mandatory interstate collection of these taxes. Twenty-three (23) states have
taken official action to join this effort, and 13 others are participating as
“observer states.” This interstate initiative is a laudable effort to address the
inequity in the present arrangement that places resident merchants at an
economic disadvantage to non-resident vendors. To the extent that non-resident
merchants are excused from the collection of these taxes, Virginia’s merchants
are subject to unfair competition, and the state’s sales and use tax collections are
eroded.

Second, given the growing significance of services in our contemporary
economy and the emergence of knowledge/data-related products that are not
currently subject to Virginia’s sales and use tax, we recommend that the state
begin the extension of that tax to selected components of this economic activity.
Based upon the incidence of the taxation of services in other states, we
recommend that consideration be given in Virginia to an extension of the tax
initially to personal services, amusements, and repair services. With respect to
such an initiative, an estimate presented to the Commission indicates that, based
on 1997 economic census data, an extension of the sales and use tax to personal
services, amusements, and repair services would have provided the
Commonwealth approximately $146 million in additional revenue during
calendar year 1999.1% We believe such an extension of the sales and use tax,
which is at one of the lowest combined rates of sales taxes in the nation, can be
effected in a manner that is appropriate, equitable, and not disruptive to the
state’s economy. In our view, public revenues should be derived in part from
expenditures for consumption, and this proposed broadening of the sales and
use tax base is responsive to that principle and in recognition of the growing role
of services in consumption.

109 Knapp, “Estimated Revenue from Expanding the Sales and Use Tax Base to Include Selected Services,”
research paper prepared for the Commission. Nov. 2000. Due to limitations in the available data and other
complexities, the author has cautioned that his calculations provide only a “rough estimate” of the potential
yield from the extension of the sales and use tax to these categories of services. A survey conducted by the
Federation of Tax Administrators in 1996 (the latest available) examined the incidence of state taxation of 164
types services aggregated into eight major categories (e.g., business services, professional services, personal
services, admissions/amusements, fabrication/repair/installation, etc.) and indicated that Virginia was below the
national norm in every instance. (This survey is cited in Dr. Knapp’s research paper prepared for the
Commission.)
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Third, we recommend that a moratorium be established by the legislature
regarding the granting of any new sales and use tax exemptions and that all
existing exemptions be critically reviewed and considered for elimination. While
estimates of the revenue lost in Virginia through the multitude of sales and use
tax exemptions are imprecise, the evidence indicates that the loss in FY1999
probably exceeded several billion dollars. Exemptions of such fiscal magnitude
provide an upward impetus for states to raise their tax rates in order to offset the
lost revenue. Maintenance of Virginia’s low tax rates is rendered more difficult
by such massive tax exemptions. Since many of the sales and use tax exemptions
carry provisions calling for their termination in 2001, the legislature will have an
opportunity in the immediate future to initiate a critical review. Such a review
should be comprehensive and entail a re-examination of all sales and use tax
exemptions previously granted. The interest of tax equity and fiscal
responsibility suggests the appropriateness of such action. In sum, we
recommend that Virginia take action with respect to the three issues cited above
in order to preserve the role of the sales and use tax in funding the public needs
of the Commonwealth.

TRANSPORTATION NEEDS AND FUNDING

~ Werecommend that greater opportunity be afforded localities to work
in concert to address regional transportation concerns.

A preeminent issue in the Commonwealth at the current time is the level
of funding available to meet Virginia’s growing transportation concerns. In
terms of highway transportation issues, the number of registered vehicles and
vehicle-miles traveled in Virginia have grown in recent years at rates more than
double the increase in the state’s population. One manifestation of this growth in
vehicular traffic is the increasing congestion and delay confronted by motorists
in certain areas of the Commonwealth. This reality is evident in Northern
Virginia, which is part of one of the most traffic-clogged metropolitan areas in
the nation, an area second only to Los Angeles in terms of the longest average
commuting times for major metropolitan regions.

While recent estimates of the funds needed to address Virginia’s highway
transportation needs have varied, they have consistently been placed in excess of
$35 billion, with a report issued in 1998 by the Commission on the Future of
Transportation in Virginia estimating the need at $57.8 billion. The latter report,
which projected transportation needs in the Commonwealth during the twenty-
year period from 1998 to 2017, concluded that the deficiency in funding to
address the projected highway needs would be $40.0 billion in current dollars
(1997) and $53.8 billion when adjusted for inflation.110 At the present time, the
projected revenue growth in the principal instruments used to fund Virginia's
transportation needs is not reassuring. According to December 1999 estimates
by the Department of Motor Vehicles, the two trust funds that have historically
provided the principal resources to address Virginia’s transportation concerns
will grow in FY2001 and FY2002 by only 3.3% and 3.5%, respectively. In

110 £ipqy Report of the Commission on the Future of Transportation in Virginia (House Document No. 30,
1998), p. i. See also the Interim Report of the Commission (House Document No. 12. 1998), p. 11.
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increasing its funding for transportation purposes, we recommend that such
funding be derived from fuels, vehicles, and related user charges and that the
state’s general revenue instruments be reserved for general government
purposes. With respect to this proposal, it is relevant to note that Virginia has a
significantly lower motor fuel tax than its immediate neighbors.

In recognition of the magnitude of the state’s transportation needs, we
recommend that greater opportunity be afforded localities to work in concert to
address their transportation concerns, including the ability to establish regional
transportation entities having broader authority with respect to planning,
prioritizing, funding (exclusive of any independent taxing authority), and
implementing transportation solutions for their member jurisdictions. While the
Virginia Department of Transportation should maintain its role in the actual
construction process, some restructuring of that agency may be appropriate in
recognition of the increase in regional latitude. The governing bodies of the
proposed regional entities should contain an appropriate mix of gubernatorial
appointees and local elected officials. The proposed districts should be
empowered to obtain their resources through a variety of instruments, including
the issuance of bonds, the use of property-owner approved special tax districts,
the imposition of tolls, intergovernmental aid, and contractual agreements with
the private sector. In order to preserve the critical integrity of a region’s
transportation programs, the proposed new regional transportation entities
should supplant all existing regional transportation structures.

While this Commission is aware of the attention currently being given
transportation issues by other state study entities, we are obliged to note the
apparent growing disparity in the state’s transportation needs and resources.
Further, the evidence indicates to us that some regions of the Commonwea'th
may find it necessary to move more vigorously than the state generally in
addressing their transportation concerns. To this end, we recommend that such
regions be given the latitude, with appropriate state involvement and oversight,
to respond to their distinct concerns and conditions. Delays in rectifying
transportation concerns, such as exist in Northern Virginia and other areas of the
Commonwealth, exact both human and fiscal costs, and they merit an aggressive
response.

STATE INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX

We recommend that Virginia’s individual income tax structure be
modified for needed equity, efficiency, and future tax adequacy.

We recommend that the individual income tax, the Commonwealth’s
principal revenue source, be modernized to reflect the many changes that have
occurred since the basic structure of that tax was established 75 years ago.
Modification of the structure is needed for equity, efficiency, and future tax
adequacy. The income tax recommendations presented below constitute an
integrated set of proposals designed to address these concerns and are estimated
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to be revenue-neutral in their aggregate effect.1!! If the state should wish to
raise additional funds from the individual income tax, higher rates or other
modifications could be adopted for this purpose; however, the Commission
firmly believes that the fundamental nature of the recommendations below
should be preserved.

This Commission fully appreciates the political difficulty in effecting the
proposed recommendations, but we view the proposals as eminently
appropriate, equitable, and necessary in assuring an appropriate tax structure for
the 21% century. The proposed modifications are prompted by recognition of the
vast changes that have occurred since the current income tax system was formed
- changes that include higher overall income levels, different relative
contributions of the spouses in generating family income, and different relative
abilities of older and younger taxpayers. The individual income tax already is the
Commonwealth’s largest source of revenue, and its prominence is likely to
increa]aase. It is vitally important that this tax be imposed as fairly and efficiently as
possible.

With respect to the need to modernize the individual income tax, one of
the first statements presented to this Commission at the outset of our study
asserted that Virginia’s “tax rate structure was an anachronism.”!12 In support of
that assertion, it was noted that the first two tax brackets (0 to $3,000 and $3,000
to $5,000) have not been changed since they were established in 1926, and, if
adjusted to 1998 dollars, those brackets would extend to $27,523 and $45,872,
respectively.!’3 We agree that Virginia’s individual income tax brackets and rate
structure should be revised.114 Unlike the 1920s, the first $5,000 of income now
represents a small part of average income in the Commonwealth. Moreover,
the graduated rate structure, imposing nearly three times as high a marginal rate
at the upper end as at the lower end, presents problems for the equitable
taxation of married couples with different divisions of income between the
spouses, as well as other problems. Accordingly, the Commission recommends
that the rate structure of Virginia’s individual income tax be comprised of two
brackets, with a rate of 5.0 % applied to the first $50,000 of taxable income and a
rate of 5.75 % applied to amounts above $50,000.

Another element of Virginia’s current income tax structure that merits
modification is the size of the tax-free amounts created by the combination of
standard deductions and personal exemptions. For most family sizes, these tax-
free amounts constitute half or less the relevant poverty threshold.1’> The
Commission recommends that these tax-free amounts be increased to more
appropriate levels. Specifically, we recommend standard deductions of $7,000 for

T “Revenue neutrality”™ is defined in the context of the proposed modification of the individual income tax
structure as a condition producing the same liability as in tax year 1998, the latest year for which a computerized
database was available for making the simulations underlying the recommendations.

H2 Knapp. “Important State-Local Government Fiscal Issues,” presentation to the Commission, Dec. 4, 1999.
N3 rpid _

14 pora commentary on the Virginia individual income tax and options for revision. see John H. Bowman,
Professor of Economics. Virginia Commonwealth University, “Virginia Personal Income Tax: Current Tax and
Policy Options,” research paper prepared for the Commission, Nov. 2000. (Appendix S)
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married couples filing jointly and $3,500 for single persons and married persons
filing either separate or combined returns. With regard to personal exemptions,
we have determined that exemptions of $2,500 each (with no added exemptions
based on age or blindness), in concert with the increased standard deductions,
accomplish the goal of removing poverty-level income from the base for most
taxpayers. However, the Commission recommends that the exemptions should
be converted to “tax credits” equal to $125.00 each, an amount equivalent to the
product of the bottom tax rate (5.0 %) times the exempt amount ($2,500). This

proposed credit produces the same savings to the taxpayer regardless of income
level.

While such increases in standard deductions and personal exemptions
would benefit all Virginia citizens, they would have a pronounced beneficial
impact on low-income residents. The proposed increases are of a degree that
largely eliminates the tax liability of individuals and families with incomes below
the poverty threshold. These recommendations would give a family of two
$12,000 tax-free income ($7,000 in standard deductions and tax credits equivalent
in value to $5,000 in exempted income). These proposed changes would reduce
the income subject to state taxation of two-person families by $12,000, compared
to the current $6,600 tax-free level. Similarly, as a consequence of the proposed
changes, the tax-free amount for a family of four would increase from $8,200 to
$17,000, an amount slightly in excess of 1998 poverty threshold for a family of
that size ($16, 530).116

While the Commission proposes that Virginia’s individual income tax
rates, brackets, standard deductions, and personal credits be reviewed
periodically for possible adjustment, we do not recommend that they be indexed
for automatic change. The prominence of Virginia’s individual income tax to the
fiscal well-being of the Commonwealth is such that it should not be made subject
to mechanical adaptation; rather, it should remain amenable to modification only
as a consequence of deliberate action by the state’s elected leadership. The need
for periodic adjustment of these various elements of the individual income tax
should be obvious, however, from the data presented above.

Another integral component of the individual income tax
recommendations presented in this section is the termination of the special age
deductions currently granted to individuals age 62 to 64 ($6,000) and to those age
65 and over ($12,000). Age alone is not a valid measure of need or hardship.
While historically it was true that poverty was a problem strongly associated
with aging, this situation has not been the case for many years. In any event,
though, individual income tax liability should rest upon measured income, rather
than proxies for ability to pay, such as age or selected categories of disability.
This Commission finds no basis for arbitrarily granting an additional deduction
to a citizen who reaches age 62 (or 65) on January 1 of a year and denying such a
deduction to an individual reaching such age a day thereafter. These age-based
deductions can constitute an inappropriate shifting of the tax burden to others
who are often less able to bear it. Further, as the age group of those 62 and over
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grows in proportion to the total population in the years ahead, these age
deductions will become increasingly costly to the Commonwealth.

As with certain other recommendations made by this Commission, the
proposed elimination of the age-based deductions could be effected
incrementally. It may be advisable to phase-out these deductions over a few
years, rather than ending them abruptly. Elimination of the additional
exemptions (credits) based on age and blindness, however, should be ended
simultaneous with the proposed trebling of the value of the basic personal
exemption, or credit.

These proposed changes seek to end reliance on proxies for taxpaying
ability, such as age or selected disabilities, reflecting the Commission’s belief that
all Virginians should be treated more consistently and equitably for income tax
purposes. Consistent with that end, the Commission recommends that Social
Security benefits reported as taxable income on federal tax returns be subject to
the Virginia individual income tax. By treating this source of income more nearly
like other income ~ including other sources of retirement income - this proposed
modification would reduce another arbitrary element in Virginia’s individual
income tax structure and improve the horizontal equity of the tax.

Finally, with respect to the state’s individual income tax, we recommend
that Virginia expand upon the positive step taken by the General Assembly
during the 2000 session to alleviate the tax burden of individuals and families
below the poverty level. As noted earlier in this report, the previous session of
the General Assembly enacted a measure, now codified as Sec.58.1-339.8,
providing a $300 tax credit for each individual, spouse, and dependent whose
individual or family Virginia adjusted gross income does not exceed 100% of the
federal poverty threshold for the relevant family size. The current low-income
tax credit program, however, does not provide any assistance to near-poor
families with incomes marginally above the poverty line. When income rises as
little as one dollar above the poverty threshold, the entire credit is lost. Students
of taxation typically refer to such abrupt changes as a “notch effect.” Given the
magnitude of the change in potential tax liability under the current credit
arrangements, however, a more apt term for such a change in tax liability might
be tax “cliff.” To rectify this situation, we recommend that Virginia modify its
current low-income tax credit arrangement, patterning it after the federal earned
income tax credit (EITC), which is phased out gradually as individual or family
income rises.1’” Specifically, we envisage a state credit set equal to 20 percent of
the federal credit. Further, we recommend that the proposed Virginia credit, like
the federal counterpart, be refundable, with any element of the credit not
required to offset the tax liability resulting in a payment for the difference being
made to the low income family or individual.

These proposed modifications of the state’s individual income tax
constitute, in our view, an integrated set of recommendations designed to have a
revenue-neutral effect. If, however, the state’s elected leadership concludes that
the needs of the Commonwealth are such as to require additional revenue, the

117 gee Appendix R: and Bowman, “*Virginia Personat Income Tax: Current Tax and Policy Options.”
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individual income tax can serve that purpose. Indeed, if a significant increase in
state revenue is deemed necessary, it appears to this Commission inevitable that
the individual income tax would have to be the principal source of such funds.
While this Commission is cognizant of Virginia’s relatively low corporate income
rate, the size and volatility of the revenue generated by that source render it
unsuitable as a basis to sustain major new state initiatives.

In the event that individual income tax changes are considered for
purposes of generating additional revenue, the Commission recommends that
any such changes be consistent and compatible with the recommendations
proposed above, which have been fashioned as a logical and integrated whole. A
primary goal of those recommendations that merits continued adherence is the
removal of poverty-level income from the tax base through the increase in the
tax-free amounts. If more income tax revenue is sought, tax surcharges or
increased rates should, in our view, be adopted, rather than taxing income that
does not represent taxpaying ability. Further, any rate increase should adhere to
the principle of narrowing the difference in marginal tax rates, rather than - as in
the past — grafting a new bracket with a higher rate onto the tax structure.

EQUALIZATION OF CITY-COUNTY TAXING AUTHORITY

We recommend that the distinction in the taxing authority of Virginia’s
cities and counties be eliminated.

The distinction in the taxing authority of Virginia’s cities and counties has
been a source of contention in the Commonwealth for many years. We
recommend that this distinction, which is based solely on an historical legalism
and which has no relevancy to modern service responsibilities, be eliminated and
that the taxing authority of Virginia’s cities and counties be equalized. This
proposal essentially entails the removal of the caps that currently apply to
county authority to levy meals, lodging, and amusement taxes, as well as the
requirement that meals taxes in counties be subject to approval by referendum.
We find no rational basis for the governing body of a county serving hundreds
of thousands of citizens to be constrained in its ability to address the fiscal needs
of its community in a manner more severe than that applicable to the governing
body of a municipality serving a fraction of that number. This action, in our
view, is long overdue. The adoption of this recommendation will broaden, to
some degree, the potential revenue base of counties, reduce their dependence on
their real estate tax base, and make the potential revenue bases and therefore the
measurement of revenue effort of cities and counties directly comparable.

SERVICE CHARGES ON TAX-EXEMPT REAL PROPERTY

We recommend both a critical review of all exemptions granted to non-
governmental real properties and a re-evaluation of the current law and
practice relative to the application of service charges to all non-federal tax-
exempt property.

A significant factor affecting the fiscal capacity of many Virginia localities
is the concentration of tax-exempt property within their boundaries. According
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to the Department of Taxation, the total fair market value of tax-exempt real
property in Virginia in Tax Year 1998 was $60.7 billion, resulting in an aggregate
tax loss to the Commonwealth’s localities of $650.6 million. While the major
component of this revenue loss is due to the tax-exempt status of property
owned by the federal government and by local governments themselves, our
estimates indicate that significant segments of the loss can be attributed to state-
owned property ($58.9 million) and to non-governmental holdings ($175.7
million).1’® We recommend both a critical review of all exemptions granted to
non-governmental properties and a re-evaluation of the current law and practice
relative to the application of service charges to all non-federal tax-exempt

property.

In instances where it is determined that the tax-exempt status of property
should be continued, as a consequence of constitutional mandate or otherwise,
such property should be made subject to an equitable and appropriate service
charge. While Virginia’s constitution permits the General Assembly to authorize
localities to levy service charges on tax-exempt property, and it has done so with
certain limitations, we recommend a re-examination of the current practice and
statutory constraints applicable to such charges. The evidence indicates that
localities have not availed themselves to the fullest of the authority currently
provided them to levy service charges on tax-exempt property. In our view,
localities should be required to apply service charges to all tax-exempt property
to the extent authorized, and the General Assembly should relax the constraints
that now limit the application and amount of such charges. With respect to the
latter point, we recommend that the restrictions (1) that base the service charge
generally only on local expenditures for police, fire protection, and refuse
services and (2) that limit the service charge to no more than one-fifth the local
real estate rate be re-examined. The current and growing magnitude of tax-
exempt property in Virginia, the hesitancy of localities to apply service charges
to much of that property, and the statutory limitations that reduce their
significance, signify the need for careful review of these concerns. As noted in
other contexts, tax exemptions provide an upward impetus on the tax rates and
burdens borne by those not favored by such exemptions. Any changes resulting
from the proposed comprehensive review of the issues might be implemented
incrementally over a period of years.

ESTABLISHMENT OF PERMANENT FISCAL STUDY COMMISSION

We recommend that a permanent body be created with broad public and
private representation to offer on a continuing basis critical and objective
comment on the long-term trends affecting state and local fiscal resources and
service responsibilities.

The breadth and complexity of the issues referred to this Commission for
consideration suggest the desirability of the establishment in the

118 These estimates are based on staff calculations made from unpublished data developed by the Department of
Taxation. Due to classification inconsistencies by localities, the Department of Taxation has cautioned that the
total value of assessables and tax losses allocated to the various categories of tax-exempt property must be
viewed with caution. (“Summary of Tax Exempt and Tax Immune Real Estate Property-1998.” unpublished table.)
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Commonwealth of a permanent body, comparable in nature and role to the
Revenue Resources and Economic Study Commission created initially by Senate
Joint Resolution No. 15 in 1968, to analyze on a continuing basis the fiscal needs
and resources of Virginia’s state and local governments. The constant creation of
ad hoc study groups by the legislature during the past decade underscores the
need for the existence of a permanent body, detached from any partisan or
institutional interests, to cultivate and maintain an expertise in state and local
fiscal matters. To that end, we recommend that the membership of the proposed
commission be broad-based, with representation from both the public and
private sectors, but with a significant majority of the members being from non-
governmental entities. This proposed commission should be constituted and
empowered so as to see beyond immediate political and institutional interests
and enabled to offer critical and objective comment on the long-term trends
affecting state and local resources and service responsibilities. To ensure
continuity, the members should be appointed for multi-year staggered terms.
The members should be eligible for reimbursement for all reasonable and
necessary expenses but should not receive reimbursement for their service. In
terms of its role, the commission would be available to undertake analyses at the
request of the legislature, to examine issues designated for study by a majority
of its membership, and to issue advisory reports on state and local fiscal concerns
on a periodic basis, but not exceeding four-year intervals. The proposed
commission should be granted a budget to carry out its activities independently.
While this entity should be assisted in its work by the staffs serving the relevant
state legislative and executive agencies and local governments, it should also be
supported by a small independent staff.

Such a body would be well-positioned to review independently changes in
economic and service conditions that might prompt the need to reconsider
previously approved governmental actions that, in light of changed
circumstances, may no longer be the fiscally responsible approach to maintain. In
those cases, this independent body could propose modifications in policy for
consideration by the legislative and executive branches.

MERCHANTS’ CAPITAL AND BPOL TAXES

We recommend that Virginia’s localities be permitted to continue to
exercise their present authority to levy merchants’ capital and business,
professional, and occupational license taxes.

This Commission was requested to consider during the course of its
review a bill (HB 354/2000) calling for the repeal of the local merchants’ capital
and the business, professional, and occupational license (BPOL) taxes. Because
these taxes serve a vital source of local governmental revenue that is already too
constrained, this Commission is unable to recommend the repeal of those taxes
in present circumstances. We do commend those localities in the Commonwealth
that have taken significant steps to simplify and refine those tax instruments. The
existence of these taxes provides localities with needed flexibility in their revenue
options, and their use should be left at the current time to local discretion. We do
recommend, however, that as the fiscal condition of localities permits, the
threshold at which the BPOL taxes apply should be raised, particularly with
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respect to home-based businesses. The two local government associations in
Virginia should be instrumental in promoting consideration of such remedial
Initiatives.

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MECHANISMS

We recommend that Virginia’s localities be accorded greater flexibility to
address on a regional basis their economic development concerns.

Regional collaboration in economic development activities often
constitutes the most cost-effective approach to providing essential infrastructure
and the most beneficial and equitable manner of promoting a region’s economic
growth. While this Commission is fully cognizant of the need to maintain
appropriate uniformity and administrative simplicity in fundamental state
policies, we believe that the state can and should, consistent with that need,
accord its localities greater flexibility to address on a regional basis their
economic development concerns.

Recently, many communities around the nation have developed a unique
cooperative procedure by which the citizens of a region agree to fund
infrastructure projects of regional significance which they have determined to be
needed at a cost they are prepared to bear through a specified assessment for a
limited period as approved by voter referendum. Local governments or regional
authorities do not impose this assessment, but, rather, the citizens who would
benefit from the projects decide by majority vote in a referendum to pay for the
projects they have approved through an appropriate funding mechanism.1®
Such a process, frequently referred to as “Metropolitan Area Projects Strategies”
(MAPS), has been advocated by several regions in the Commonwealth. Since
time constraints did not permit the Commission to examine in detail the MAPS
concept, we are unable to endorse specifically that construct. The experience
nationally with the MAPS concept, and any other, should be critically evaluated
prior to the implementation of a specific approach for regional cooperation in
economic development initiatives. The state should, however, explore means by
which localities may be encouraged to work in concert with neighboring
jurisdictions to address their economic development concerns.

OTHER ISSUES REFERRED

As a consequence of the breadth and complexity of the issues presented to
this Commission for consideration, we were unable to analyze fully all of the
matters referred to this body for review. While our examination of those issues
brought to our attention a number of relevant considerations, as noted below,
we are obliged to leave to others specific recommendations regarding their
ultimate disposition.

19 Any mechanism used to fund regional economic development projects must be critically reviewed to ensure
simplicity of administration and the avoidance of increased compliance costs for businesses.
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Application of Sales and Use Tax to Federal Government Contractors

SJR 150 and HJR 158 directed this Commission to study the impact of
Virginia’s sales and use tax on contractors that provide both tangible personal
property and services to the federal government.120 This Commission has been
advised that the federal government, rather than issuing separate contracts for
the acquisition of property and for the provision of services, is resorting
increasingly to the use of multi-purpose contracts to purchase concurrently both
property and services. This practice is beyond the capacity of either the federal
contractors or the Virginia Department of Taxation to control. Such multi-
purpose contracts, we are advised, can result in an imposition of Virginia’s sales
and use tax to the purchase of property merely acquired by contractors for
delivery to the federal government. Representatives of federal contractors in the
Commonwealth have contended that other states have taken steps to avoid the
application of their sales and use taxes in such instances and that current
application of the sales and use tax to multi-purpose federal contracts in Virginia
places them at a competitive disadvantage.

Due to time constraints confronting the Commission in examining the
array of issues before it, a working group comprised of representatives of major
federal contractors doing business in Virginia and the Department of Taxation
was formed to research this issue. That research group was unable to generate
the data necessary to include in its report to this Commission an estimate of the
fiscal impact of the proposed alternative solutions.!?! Accordingly, we are unable
to offer a recommendation relative to the resolution of this issue. It is relevant to
note, however, that with respect to the concerns raised by the federal contractors
in Virginia, this Commission has emphasized repeatedly in this report both the
need for equity in Virginia’s tax structure and the importance of economic
development to the Commonwealth. In this context, those principles require
that, for the benefit of federal contractors and the Commonwealth generally, this
issue of apparent tax disparity be addressed.

Fiscal Autonomy of Elected School Boards

HJR 105 (2000), which requested an analysis of the ramifications of
granting Virginia’'s elected school boards fiscal autonomy, was referred to this
Commission for consideration. While testimony was received on this issue, time
and resources did not permit the Commission to undertake the extensive
analysis the proposal merits. We note, however, that granting elected school
boards fiscal autonomy would relegate the general purpose government in
many Virginia counties and cities to a secondary role in the fiscal affairs of the
locality. Further, we recognize that one consequence of granting fiscal autonomy
to school boards would be the loss of an overarching local governmental body

120 pye to her service with a federal contractor in Virginia, Commissioner Karen Shields did not participate in
the Commission’s deliberation and disposition of this issue.

121 gee «A Report to the Commission to Study Virginia's State and Local Tax Structure for the 21* Century: The
Retail Sales and Use Taxation of Contractors Doing Business in Virginia with the Federal Government™ {Senate
Joint Resolution 150 and House Joint Resolution 158), Nov. 22, 2000. Copies of this report will be submitted
independently to the Governor and General Assembly for their consideration.
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with the authority to reconcile the contending fiscal needs of a community. It
would serve to splinter and place in political competition taxing authority at the
local level. We believe that any analysis of this proposal must include a review of
the experience of other states that have granted fiscal autonomy to local school
boards and the implications for educational performance, costs of services, and
local taxation.

Reimbursement of Merchants for Collection of Local Meals Taxes

HB 255 (2000) directed this Commission to consider the fiscal impact on
localities of a requirement that businesses be compensated for their collection of
local meals, food, and beverage taxes. Our research indicated that local
collections from these taxes in FY2001 will be approximately $235 million and
that local reimbursement at 3% of collections would result in compensatory
payments to merchants in excess of $7 million. Our research also disclosed that at
least 33 Virginia localities currently provide voluntarily compensatory payments
to merchants ranging in value from 2% to 5% of their collections. The collection
of these local taxes is generally incidental to a merchant’s collection of funds for
the state for which merchants are currently compensated. This Commission was
unable to obtain data regarding the cost to merchants attributable solely to their
collection of the local taxes. Absent evidence of a significant and distinct cost to
merchants resulting from their collection of these local taxes, we are unable to
recommend that compensatory payments by localities be made mandatory.

Processing of Sales and Use Tax Receipts

HJR 152 (2000), which requested a study of the ramifications of changing
the process currently used for the collection and distribution of the sales and use
tax receipts, was also referred to this Commission for consideration. Under
present arrangements, merchants collecting the state and local sales taxes remit
their collections to the state, which subsequently distributes the local component
to the appropriate recipient localities. Businesses with multiple retail
establishments in the Commonwealth currently remit a single check to the
Virginia Department of Taxation along with a list specifying the funds collected
in individual localities. Based on that information, the Virginia Department of
Taxation distributes the funds due to individual localities. The proposal raised for
consideration by HJR 152 calls for the state and local sales and use tax collections
to be paid initially to the localities, with those jurisdictions extracting their share
and then forwarding the remaining funds to the state. It appears to this
Commission that the proposal embraced by the study resolution would entail
added complexity for many businesses and would delay the state’s receipt of its
share of the tax proceeds (including the components earmarked for local schools
and the Transportation Trust Fund) by approximately one month. These
concerns need to evaluated fully, in our judgment, before any recommendation
is made to modify the collection and distributional arrangement currently
utilized in Virginia for the sales and use tax.
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CONCLUDING COMMENT

The resolution establishing this Commission directed it to “examine all
aspects of Virginia’s state and local tax structure to ensure its viability, fairness,
and appropriateness for the 21* century.” This we have endeavored to do. In our
judgment, the recommendations proffered above constitute collectively an
overall policy that is promotive of the goals of “viability, fairness, and
appropriateness,” both in terms of tax structure and service responsibility.
Further, we believe that the preceding recommendations can be implemented,
incrementally if need be, consistent with the concern for maintaining Virginia’s
low tax structure. While this Commission is fully cognizant of the virtue of
maintaining Virginia’s low tax structure, as business people, residents, but
foremost as citizens of this Commonwealth, we are obliged to acknowledge the
public service concerns that confront our state and the resources required to
address them. Moreover, not all localities face common problems, have the same
needs, or enjoy the same potential resources in meeting needs. Under a general
rubric of simplicity and uniformity, latitude should be granted localities in
matching resources to needs, and differences in both needs and resources should
be recognized. Failure to address at the current time the fundamental concerns
of the Commonwealth may well constitute a false economy and merely
bequeaths to successor generations the necessity of rectifying the deficiencies at
added cost.
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APPENDIX A

Bill Tracking - 1999 session

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 578
Establishing a commission to study Virginia's state and local tax structure for the 21st century.

Agreed to by the House of Delegates, February 26, 1999
Agreed to by the Senate, February 26, 1999

WHEREAS, the past few decades have seen unprecedented changes in the way society operates in the new global economy; and

WHEREAS, these changes have occurred in technology, computers, medicine, telecommunications, and the retail environment and
have changed the way every person works, lives and operates; and

WHEREAS, we are witnessing the deregulation of the electric and telecommunications industries; the consolidation of the banking
and finance sector; and the growth of the world economies, which affect every aspect of the Commonwealth and its citizens; and

WHEREAS, one aspect of our society, the tax system, has changed little from when the economy was primarily agrarian and the
measure of wealth was the amount of farm land one owned; and . :

WHEREAS, the local real estate tax was first imposed in 1645 under the reign of England'’s King Charles I, the personal property tax
was enacted in 1654 under Lord Oliver Cromwell, and the Business Professional and Occupational License (BPOL) tax was first
imposed on a blacksmith to fund the War of 1812; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth enacted its sales and use tax in 1966 and since that time has had very few changes except for a
one-half cent increase; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth adopted its current income tax structure in 1971 when Virginia "conformed” its income tax structure
to the federal structure for taxpayer convenience and administrative simplification; and

WHEREAS, sales and income taxes generate 89 percent of the general fund revenues for the Commonwealth; and
WHEREAS, to this day, the main source of local tax revenue is the property tax, which generates over 61 percent of total local

revenues in Virginia and therefore gives little flexibility to local government officials in collecting tax revenue needed to fund local
government services, such as education; and

WHEREAS, in the cities of Virginia over 22 percent of the fair market value of real property and in the counties over 10 percent of
real property is owned by the government or some other tax-exempt entity and cannot be taxed; and

WHEREAS, Virginia's cities with no realistic annexation option and a limited and stagnant tax base are among Virgin‘a's most fiscally
stressed localities; and . .

WHEREAS, society's trend towards purchasing an increasing share of goods and services that are nontaxable under the current sales
tax means a higher resuiting tax burden on the remaining goods than if the tax were extended to a broader base of taxation; and

‘WHEREAS, the traditional nexus for sales taxation, that is, having a physical prcsehcc in the state, was decided by the Supreme Count

in the 1967 National Bellas Hess decision, is rapidly becoming an antiquated concept and should be addressed by the Congress of
the United States; and

WHEREAS, in 1998 Congress passed the Internet Tax Freedom Act, declared a three-year moratorium on taxation over the Internet,
and created the National Commission on Electronic Commerce; and

WHEREAS, the current tax structure may inhibit continued growth of Virginia's emerging information, knowledge and service-based
economy, or, in turn, further strain the ability of local governments to invest and reinvest in critical infrastructure needs; and

WHEREAS, the state income tax structure has evolved in a way that creates inequitable shifts with respect to the burden on the
citizens of the Commonwealth, particularly by failing to make changes paralleling the Internal Revenue Code; and

WHEREAS, since Virginia's enactment of the Tax Conformity Act in 1971, inflation and other changes in the economic environment
have eroded the value of certain deductions and other components of the state income tax structure; and

WHEREAS, the failure to make corresponding adjustments has resulted in Virginia placing a higher state tax burden on families with
incomes below the federal poverty level guidelines than 38 of the 43 states taxing personal income; and

WHEREAS, Virginia and other governments must adapt and hamness this inevitable change and use it to improve the way they deliver
and pay for the public goods and services that Virginia citizens need and demand; now, therefore, be it

RESCLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring, That a commission be established to study Virginia's state and local
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tax structure for the 21st century. The commission shall study the proper division of revenues and responsibilities for services
between the state and local governments and how the state and local tax structure should be changed to adapt to the remendous
economic. social, demographic. and technological trends that are clearly overwhelming the current tax structure.

The commission shall be comprised of 13 voting members with significant expertise in state and local taxation, public or private
budgeting and finance. or public services delivery, none of whom shall be currently serving in an elected capacity. The Secretary of
Finance and the State Tax Commissioner shall serve as nonvoting members of the commission. The members of the commission shall
be appointed by an ad hoc committee consisting of the Speaker of the House, the Co-Chairs of the House Appropriations Committee,
the Co-Chairs of the House Finance Committee, the Co-Chairs of the House Committee on Counties. Cities and Towns, the Chair of
the Senate Privileges and Elections Committee, the Co-Chairmnen of the Senate Finance Committee and two other metnbers of the
Senate Finance Committee, one from each political party, to be designated by the Co-Chairmen of such committee, and the Chair and
one other member of the Senate Committee on Local Govenment to be designated by the Chair of such committee from the political
party not represented by the Chair. The Speaker of the House shall chair the ad hoc committee which shall solicit nominations and
recommendations from the Virginia Municipal League, the Virginia Association of Counties, the Virginia Chamber of Commerce, the
Virginia State Bar, taxpayer associations and the public.

The commission shall examine all aspects of the state and local tax structure to ensure its viability, fairness, and appropriateness for
the 21st century. It shall analyze the relationship between state and local tax authority and service responsibilities in order to determine
whether the duty to provide services at the appropriate level of government is matched by the ability to generate sufficient revenues. In
conducting its study, the commission shall examine what other states have done to assist their localities with raising revenues paying
particular attention to those states in which a local income tax is imposed. The commission is specifically directed to develop
revenue-neutral recommendations that will not increase Virginia's per capita state and locai tax burden.

The Weldon Cooper Center at the University of Virginia shall prdvidc staff support for the study and is hereby allocated $250,000
from the General Assembly's contingent fund to provide such staff support. All agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide
assistance to the commission, upon request.

The commission shall complete its work by December 1, 2000, and submit its findings and recommendations to the Governor and the
2001 Session of the Virginia General Assembly as provided in the procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for
the processing of legislative documents.
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APPENDIX B

Proposals from the Commission on the Condition
and Future of Virginia’s Cities Forwarded for

Consideration by the Tax Study Commission
. February 17, 2000

1 - Allow the various regions in Virginia to create regional transportation districts with the
authority to levy regional taxes within the district for highway and public transit projects.

It is becoming obvious that the satisfaction of regional transportation needs is critical to the
success of our urban areas. The amount of funding available is insufficient to meet short or long-
term requirements. Further, the balance between furding highways and transit projects is heavily
weighted toward the automobile. Recognizing that regions function as interdependent wholes,
more efficient ways need to be developed to transport people between home and work.

One mechanism to increase resources has been successful in Northern Virginia. Within
two regional transportation district boundaries, a locally levied sales tax is built into the pump
price of motor fuel sales. The proceeds are used for public transit and other transportation
programs within the districts. Following this model, the other regions in the state should be
enabled to create regional transportation districts with the authority to levy taxes for
transportation needs within those regions.

2 — Dedicate a portion of the state corporate income tax to the regions of the state, and
within regions a disproportionately higher share should go to fiscally stressed localities.

Currently there are few state incentives for regional cooperation among local governments.
While the Regional Competitiveness Act (RCA) has had some positive impact, its funding is
insufficient to serve as a major lever to increase regional cooperation. Further, in practice, it has
not resulted in funding being tilted toward the areas of greatest need within the regions. A new
revenue source, aimed at improving the conditions of the most stressed localities, would be
useful. It is suggested that a portion of the state corporate income tax be allocated among the
regions of Virginia to be divided with the most fiscally stressed localities getting a
disproportionately higher share. Thus, the economic benefits of development in the suburbs
could be shared with the central cities through this indirect method. The corporate income tax
raises a little more than $400 million per year.



3 — Raise the brackets for the personal income tax from $0 — 3,000 to $0 — 4,000 and from
$3,000 - $5,000 to $4,000 — 6,000.

This proposal presents an alternate approach for the state to assist city residents, and thereby
affect the well-being of the community, by providing meaningful tax relief to the needy. This
would enable those individuals and families to cope better with their circumstances and rely less
on other forms of assistance. There would be more available disposable income within the
community, enhancing economic activity in the city.

Thus, this proposal suggests that the state widen the brackets and raise the thresholds for
determining the marginal rate by which income is taxed at the lowest levels of income. This
policy also would add to the incentive to remain employed. _

In addition to these considerations, it should be noted that these brackets were established
when the income tax was established in 1926, and have not been adjusted for any inflation. The

only change that has taken place for these brackets has been to increase the marginal rates by
which income within the brackets is taxed.

4 — Fund the Work Incentive Program (or Earned Income Tax Credit) from the General
Fund.

There was an Earned Income Tax Credit for Virginia adopted by the General Assembly. For
1999, however, the General Assembly substituted the Work Incentive Payment (WIP),
administered by the Department of Social Services, for families below the poverty level. The
intention was to use federal funds for the bulk of payments under this program. The federal
government will not pérmit funding of this program from its funds after 1999. The Department
of Social Services estimated that WIP would cost about $14 million annually. Due to a lower
than expected number of applications, it will cost less during this fiscal year.

This proposal would reinstate the EITC or pay for the WIP from the General Fund. It
would have a similar effect to proposal number three, in that it would provide additional income
to a portion of the community that generally requires intensive assistance.

5 — Enable a regional sales tax that would fund only inter-jurisdictional services.

As an incentive to promote regional service delivery, the state could enable a regional tax to
support new or enhanced projects undertaken by several jurisdictions. Examples could include a
sales tax or motor fuels tax to support transportation efforts or a regional transient occupancy tax
for multi jurisdiction travel/tourism or economic development programs. This proposal would
need to be enabled by the state, but would have no cost impact on state revenues. The regional
tax would be enacted by the participating local jurisdictions.



6 — Expand eligibility for the Water Quality Improvement Fund.

The Water Quality Improvement Fund (WQIF) provides grants for improvement projects
through the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Department of Conservation
and Recreation (DCR). Suggestions have been made to expand eligibility for those projects
funded through DEQ.

The DEQ funds are now prioritized for capital construction of nutrient reduction facilities
for point source pollution entering the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. It is estimated that
there are approximately $100 million in requirements for this purpose for which funds have yet
to be appropriated. Once these requirements have been met, DEQ will be able to give grants to
other areas of the state for water quality improvement projects. The Director of DEQ already has
the authority to divert monies to other projects, if sufficient funds have been granted to priority
projects to keep them on schedule with their tributary improvement plans.

If eligibility were expanded so that other areas could compete for these funds, it would
either mean a delay in meeting Chesapeake Bay improvement goals or require additional funding
to support the newly eligible projects while keeping the Chesapeake Bay projects on schedule.
No cost estimate can be made for the latter since there has been no call for grant applications of
this type. The amount, however, likely would be sizable.

Projects that are ineligible for this grant program may be eligible for the Virginia
Wastewater Revolving Loan Fund that also supports water quality improvement projects.

7 — Share state tax revenues with localities, such as personal income tax.

Local governments rely heavily on the real property tax to fund their obligations. Discretion in
raising other local revenue sources is very limited. Growth in the real property tax has been
considerably below what the local jurisdictions need to support their programs, and has been
substantially below the increase in the state’s personal income tax revenue. Access t0o some
revenues from the state, especially the personal income tax, would help significantly to diversify
the revenue sources of the localities.

One suggested program, the “five for five,” would share personal income tax receipts
with local governments in trade for a one-time reduction in the real property tax rate. This
proposal would distribute to each local government, in year one of the program, five percent of
the net collections of the personal income tax from residents of that jurisdiction. In that year,
these funds would be entirely new additional funds for the jurisdiction with no offsetting
reduction required.

In year two, the jurisdiction would receive a second year’s worth of personal income tax
receipts calculated in the same way. Also, the local government would have to reduce its real
property tax rate by five percent of the previous year’s real property tax revenues o: by 90% of



the amount received in the prior year from the shared personal income tax revenues, whichever is
less. ‘

In the third year, the jurisdiction would receive a third year’s worth of personal income
tax receipts. The governing body would also be able to adjust the real property tax rate in any
manner required to meet its financial commitments.

The method of distribution of the shared personal income tax revenues is an important
point for consideration. Under this proposal, the funds go back to the localities from which they
are raised. It has been noted that cities, particularly those that have a higher fiscal stress index,
receive significantly less revenue on a per capita basis than the wealthier jurisdictions. A
modification of the proposed distribution formula could address this issue.

An alternative proposal, House Bill 2134 from the 1999 General Assembly session,
presents an alternative. It would require that 5% of personal income tax revenues plus one-half
of the growth in such revenues be shared with localities based upon where the revenues are
raised. This proposal, too, has the same issue that cities receive less funding on a per capita
basis than wealthier jurisdictions.

Under any such program, localities are concerned about the continuing availability of the
state revenues over the long term, especially if they are required to make a reduction in the real
property tax rates in order to participate in the state revenue sharing.

8 — Expand options for local revenues, such as a split real estate tax rate, payroll tax, etc.

An alternative way to adjust local revenue options would be to permit variations on the real
property tax or to enable an additional tax. The two real property tax variations described below
are used in other states. One is to levy a different rate for different classes of real property, such
as a residential and a commercial class. A second variant would permit a separate tax rate for the
value of the land and another rate for the value of the improvements, the so-called “two tier tax”
system. Proponents of this proposal argue that it would enhance economic growth by
encouraging development and rehabilitation of structures while raising the same amount of real
property taxes as the current system. The financial benefits to the localities come from the
increased receipts of other taxes levied in the locality. In terms of additional tax sources for
localities, options like the “payroll tax” (a percentage tax levied on income based on place of
employment) have been mentioned. No revenue estimates for such a proposal have been
prepared. There would be no cost to the state to permit any of the above.

9 - Compensate localities more equitably for revenues lost on state-owned tax-exempt
properties.

Under current law, localities are permitted to levy a service charge on tax-exempt properties in
lieu of their paying local taxes. These service charges are limited because they include only a



few of a locality’s services within the calculation. A broader definition would allow a fairer
recovery of revenues now lost by the locality.

10- Create local or state tax credits for including transit subsidies as employee benefits.

The use of public transportation for commuting has a beneficial environmental effect at the same
time as reducing congestion on highways. This reduces the need for additional highway
expenditures for construction and maintenance. It also assists in bringing employees to
downtown work sites, making it more attractive to investors deciding where to locate their
businesses.

Some employers are offering programs to their employees through which the employer
pays all or a part of the employees’ public transportation commuting expenses. These subsidies
are deductible on the company’s corporate income tax. Last year, Maryland enacted a tax credit
for 50% of the employer’s subsidies to serve as an incentive for employers to offer such a
program. It is estimated to cost that state about $1 million per year.

Localities could be enabled to permit such a credit on the business license tax or other
local taxes without a revenue loss to the state.

11 - Enact a personal income tax deduction for individuals using public transit.

An alternative incentive to use public transportation would be to allow employees to deduct, in
figuring their personal income tax, the cost of their work commuting on public transportation.
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002308936
1 HOUSE BILIL NO. 354
2 Offered January’ 12, 2000
3 A BILL to repeal Article 3 (§§ 58.1-3509 through 58.1-3510.3) of Chapter 35 of Title 58.1 and
4 Chapter 37 (§§ 58.1-3700 through 58.1-3733) of Title 58.1 of the Code of Virginia, relating io the
5 merchants’ capital 1ax and business, professional, and occupational license taxes.
6 ———————
7 Patron—Shuler
8 —
9 Referred to Committee on Finance
10

11 Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:

12 1. That Article 3 (§§ 58.1-3509 through 58.1-3510.3) of Chapter 35 of Title 58.1 and Chapter 37
13 (§§ 58.1-3700 through 58.1-3735) of Title 58.1 of the Code of Virginia are repealed.

14 2. That the provisions of this act shall become effective on January 1, 2002.

Passed By
The House of Delegates
without amendment [J
with amendment. O
substitute O
substitute w/amdt d

Date:

Date:

Official Use By Clerks

Passed By The Senate
without amendment ([
with amendment a
substitute c
substitute w/amdt O

Clerk of the House of Delegates

Clerk of the Senate
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 105
Offered January 20, 2000

Establishing a joint subcommittee to study the implications of granting fiscal autonomy to elected school boards in the
Commonwealth.

WHEREAS, the General Assembly in 1992 enacted legislation authorizing local referenda on the direct citizen election of members of
school boards; and
WHEREAS, following referenda approving such action, many localities have changed from appointed to elected school boards, with

the result that two-thirds of local school board members in the Commonwealth have been elected to their positions by popular vote;
and

WHEREAS, nationally, apprcximately 97 percent of school beards are elected, and more than three-quarters of those school boards
have fiscal autonomy;, and

WHEREAS, fiscal autonomy has taken various forms in other states, with the ocal real property tax cited as the most important
revenue source to school boards in nearly all states; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth's method of funding public education, which in accordance with constitutional requirements places
control of educational policy with local school boards while requiring the governing bodies of local governments to appropriate funds
for educational purposes, is unique; and

WHEREAS, the existing school funding arrangement often puts elected members of the school board at odds with the budgetary and
taxing decisions of another elected body elected by the same constituency; and

WHEREAS, Virginia's counties and cities collect billions of dollars annually using local taxing instruments and expend much more
for education than is currently required by state law; and

WHEREAS, the prospect of fiscal autonomy for elected school boards poses serious issues for the Commonwealth and local
governing bodies; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring, That a joint subcommitiee be established to study the implications of
granting fiscal autonomy to elected school boards in the Commonwealth, including, but not limited to, funding implications for the

Commonwealth and its local governments, equity in educational funding, the composite index, budgets, local tax bases, tax rates, the
collection of taxes, and debt for school construction.

The joint subcommittee shall be composed of 12 members, which shall include nine legislative members and three nqnlc;gislauvc
citizen members, as follows: five members of the House of Delegates, to include the chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee, the chairman of the House Finance Committee, the co-chdirmen of the House Education Committee, and one member of
the House Education Committee, 1o be appointed by the Speaker of the House; four members of the Senate, to include the chairman of
the Senate Finance Committee, the chairman of the Senate Education and Health Committee, and two members of the Senate
Education and Health Committee, to be appointed by the Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections; one representative of the
Virginia Association of Counties, 10 be appointed by the Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections; one representative of the
Virginia Municipal League, to be appoirted by the Speaker of the House; and one representative of the Virginia School Boards
Association, to be appointed by the Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections.

The direct costs of this study shall not exceed $ 10,200.

The Division of Legislative Services, the staff of the House Appropriations Committee, and the staff of the Senate Finance Committec

shall provide staff support for the study. All agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the joint subcommittee, upon
request.

The joint subcommittee shall complete its work in time to submit its findings and recominendations to the Governor and the 2001

Sessian of the General Assembly as provided in the procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing
of legislative documents. :

Implementation of this resolution is subject to subsequent approval and certification by the Joint Rules Committee. The Committec
may withhold expenditures or delay the period for the conduct of the study.
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Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, no city or town shall levy any tax under this section upon alcoholic b_everages
sold in factory sealed containers and purchased for off-premises consumption or food purchased for human consumption as
“food" 1s defined in the Food Stamp Act of 1977, 7 U.S.C. § 2012, as amended, and federal regulations adopged pursuant to {ha_t act,
except for the following items: sandwiches, salad bar items sold from a salad bar, prepackaged single-serving salads consisting
primarily of an assortment of vegetables, and nonfactory sealed beverages.

2. That the Commission on Virginia's State and Local Tax Structure for the 21st Century be directed to study the fiscal impact on
localities if they were required to compensate businesses that collect the meals tax or food and beverages tax by allowing the
businesses to retain a percentage of the revenue collected. In conducting the study, the Commission shall consult with the Virginia
Municipal League, the Virginia Association of Counties and all interested industry groups.

: Go to (General Assembly Home)
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 152
Offered January 24, 2000
Establishing a joint subcommittee to study the feasibility of changing the remittance of the siate and
local sales tax by dealers from the siate level to the local level.

Patrons—ILouderback, Landes, Ruff, Sherwood and Weatherholtz
Rcfefred to Committee on Rules

WHEREAS, currently the swie and local sales tax is collected by dealers throughout the
Commonwealth who remit the tax in monthly payments to the Department of Taxation; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Taxation determines what amount of the sales tax revenues belongs
to each locality and retumns it to each locality; and

WHEREAS, many of the sales on which the tax is collected occur in the localities throughout the
Commonwealth; and

WHEREAS, the localities have an interest in collecting the tax from the dealers and remitting the
Commonwealth's share to the Department of Taxation and keeping their own shares; and

WHEREAS, such a change in the remittance of the tax might improve the process as well as the
cash flow to localities; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring, That a joint subcommittee be
established to study the feasibility of changing the point of collection of the state and local sales tax
from the state level to the local level. The joint subcommittee shall be composed of 9 members,
which shall inciude 7 legislative members and 2 ex oificio members as follows: 4 members of the
House of Delegates, to be appointed by the Speaker; 3 members of the Senate, to be appointed by the
Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections; and the Tax Commissioner or his designee and a
representative of the Commissioners of the Revenue Association to serve ex officio.

In conducting its study, the joint subcommittee shall (i) review the current procedures for reporting
and collecting the state and local sales tax; (ii) hear from state and local government representatives
concerning the advantages and disadvantages of the curmrent procedures; and (iii) hear from the same
representatives concerning the advantages and disadvantages of changing the point of collection from
the state to the local level.

The direct costs of this study shall not exceed $8,750.

The Division of Legislative Services shall provide staff support for the study. Technical assistance
shall be provided by the Department of Taxation and the Commission on Local Government. All
agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the joint subcommittee, upon request.

The joint subcommittee shall complete its work in time to submit its findings and
recommendations to the Governor and the 2001 Session of the General Assembly as provided in the
procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative
documents.

Implementation of this resolution is subject to subsequent approval and certification by the Joint

Rules Committee. The Committee may withhold expenditures or delay the period for the conduct of
the study.
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 311
Offered January 24, 2000
Establishing a joint subcommittee 1o study changes in the Virginia Sales and Use Tax.

Patron—Rhodes
Referred to Committee on Rules

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth enacted the Virginia Sales and Use Tax in 1966; and

WHEREAS, the sales and use tax has served the Commonwealth and its citizens well by imposing
a relatively small tax on 2 broad base of consumption in order to equitably spread the burden of
taxation among all Virginians; and

WHEREAS, when the retail sales and use tax was enacted, the economy was a goods-based
economy and neither services nor e-commerce were significant components of the economy; and

WHEREAS, in 1966, there were very few exemptions from the sales and use tax;. and

WHEREAS, the economy has changed significantly since the sales and use tax was enacted and
each year brings greater changes in what consumers purchase, how and where consumers make their
purchases, and how the purchased items are received; and

WHEREAS, the explosion of mail and telephone order sales as well as sales over the Internet has
changed the way taxpayers pay as well as how the Virginia Department of Taxation collects the
Virginia Sales and Use Tax; and ,

WHEREAS, it is important to treat all retailers who sell the same products equally so that
government policy does not hinder or benefit one type of retailer vis-a-vis another retailer; and

WHEREAS, the sales and use tax is the second largest source of general fund revenue for the
Commonwealth and a very significant source of revenue for Virginia's localities as well as the
Transportation Trust Fund; and

WHEREAS, although there is currently a federal study examining primarily the taxation of internet
sales, Virginia should conduct its own study so that Virginia will be in a position to act in its own
self-interest and enact its own tax policy when the federal study is completed; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concuming, That a joint subcommittee be
established to examine the appropriate role of the sales and use tax in today's economy and to make

- recommendations to ensure that Virginia has the fairest and most equitable sales and use tax laws

possible. The study should examine the changes in the way goods and services are sold and the
implications for the tax system; the ways businesses are organized to minimize potential sales and use
tax liability; equity among different types of retailers who sell the same progucts; and the Department
of Taxation's procedure for collecting and enforcing the sales and use tax. The joint subcommitiee
shall be composed of 12 members as follows: four members of the Committee on Finance and three
members of the Committee on Appropriations, to be appointed by the Speaker of the House; and five

members of the Senate Committee on Finance, to be appointed by the Senate Committee on Privileges
and Elections.

The direct costs of this study shall not exceed $15,000: :

The Division of Legislative Sérvices shall provide staff support for the study. All agencies of the
Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the joint subcommittee, upon request.

The joint subcommittee shall complete its work in time to suumit its findings and
recommendations to the Governor and the 2001 Session of the General Assembly as provided in the
procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative
documents.

Implementation of this resolution is subject to subsequent approval and certification by the Joint

Rules Committee. The Committee may withhold expenditures or delay the period for the conduct of
the study,
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 150
Offered January 24, 2000 .
Directing the Commission to Study Virginia's State and Local Tax Structure for the 215t Century 10 study the impact of the Virginia
sales and use tax, and more particularly the true object test, on federal government contractors.

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth enacted its sales and use tax in 1966 and since that time has enacted very few changes to that tax
except for a one-half cent increase; and

WHEREAS, a contractor doing business with the federal government is not entitled to claim the governmental exemption from the
Virginia sales and use tax on his purchases of tangible personal property that are delivered to the federal government unless the
contractor has been deemed a "purchasing agent" for the federal government or the purchases are made pursuant 1o an actuat federal
government purchase order issued by the contractor; and

WHEREAS, the federal government rarely designates its contractors as purchasing agents or permits its contractors to issue
government purchase orders; and

WHEREAS, without the protection of the governmental exemption from the Virginia sales and use tax, federal government contractors
are required to pay the tax on purchases of tangible personal property delivered to the federal government unless another exempton
applies; and ‘ :

WHEREAS, if its contract is deemed to be a “contract for the purchase and sale of tangible personal property” rather than a “contract
for services" a contractor may purchase items deliverable to the federal government and such purchases will be exempt from the
Virginia sales and use tax as "purchases made for resale”; and

WHEREAS, if, instead, the contract is deemed to be a "contract for services," the law treats all items purchased by the contractor
pursuant to that contract as items for use by the contractor in performing its services, and the contractor is required to pay the Virgima
sales and use tax on such items notwithstanding that the purchased items are delivered directly to the government and are not used by
the contractor; and

WHEREAS, the "true object” test set forth in 23 VAC 10-210-4040 is used to deternine whether a contract is a contract for the
purchase and sale of tangible personal property or a contract for services; and

WHEREAS, under certain federal government contracts, the federal government has the discretion to order either tangibie personal
property or services or both during the term of the contract, and because the contract does not have a single purpose or "object” at its
inception, the contractor is unable to apply the true object test to determine whether its contract is for services or for the purchase and
sale of tangible personal property and whether its purchases are or are not subject to the Virginia sales and use tax until the contract
actually has been performed; and

WHEREAS, the duration of such muitipurpose contracts can be for up to five years, and the application of the true object test to such
long-term multipurpose contracts unfairly burdens a contractor who reasonably believes that the contract is for the purchase and s_ale
of tangibles and therefore treats its purchases as exempt from the Virginia sales and use tax, only to have the Department of Taxation,
yearg 1]atcr, review the contract in retrospect, deem the contract to be a contract for services and treat the contractor's purchases as -
taxable; and

WHEREAS, federal contract regulations require that any federal contract for the procurement of property rather than services must
incorporate Federal Acquisition Regulation 52.222-20 (Part 52.222-20 of Title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations) promuhlgatcd
under the Walsh-Healey Act, 41 U.S.C. § 35 et seq., and that federal contracts for services must contain references incorporating
tederal acquisition reguiations promulgated under the Service Contract Act of 1965, 41 U.S.C. §§ 351-358; and

WHEREAS, the inclusion of the Walsh-Healey Act federal acquisition regulations or the Service Contract Act federal acquisition
regulations in a federal government contract provides a convenient test for classifying the contract as either a property procurement
contract or a services contract; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth's current sales and use tax structure, the lack of flexibility in.the true object test, and the difficulty
experienced by federal government contractors in determining the taxability of purchases of tangible personal property under
multipurpose contracts places unfair economic burdens on government contractors who face potential tax assessments on purchases
years after the applicable contract was bid; and

WHEREAS, since the adoption of the sales and use tax in the Commonwealth, the federal government has greatly expanded its use of
multipurpose contracts, and the negative economic impact of the true abject test on federal government contractors in Virginia has
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increased significantly; and

WHEREAS, these additional economic burdens on Virginia contractors places them at a competitive disadvantage relative to
contractors from other states; and

WHEREAS, the current application of the Virginia sales and use tax to federal government contractors impedes economic
development in the Commonwealth because the uncertainty of the tax effect of purchases of tangible personal property, the difficulty
of application of the tax, and the severe economic impact of non-compliance discourages federal government contractors from
establishing businesses in or relocating to Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the unique aspects of federal government contracting need to be acknowledged, the uncertainty over the applicability of
the Virginia sales and use tax needs to be reduced, and a fair and equitable means by which contractors can determine how the tax will
be applied to their purchases of tangibles needs to be provided; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That the Commission to Study Virginia's State and Local Tax
Structure for the 21st.Century, established by House Joint Resolution No. 578 (1999), shall study, among its other charges, the
impact of the Virginia sales and use tax, and more particularly the true object test, on federal government contractors. The Commission
shall (1) examine all aspects of the sales and use tax structure to ensure its viability, fairness, and appropnateness as applied to federal
govermnment contractors; (2) analyze the Department of Taxation's implementation of the true object test to multipurpose contracts; (3)
evaluate the feasibility of creating a presumption regarding the purpose of a federal government contract based upon the incorporation
therein by the contracting federal government agency of either the Walsh-Healey Act federal acquisition regulations or the Service
Contract Act federal acquisition regulations; and (4) evaluate whether it is advisable to require that the true object of a federal
government contract be determined by and be consistent with the true object of the overall procurement to which the contract relates
rather than on a contract-by-contract basis.

The Commission shall comptete its work in time to submit its findings and recommendations to the Governor and the 2001 Session
of the General Assembly as provided in the procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of
legisiative documents. .

Go to (General Assembly Home)
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CHAPTER 626
An Act to amend and reenact §§ 58.1-3833 and 58.1-3840 of the Code of Virginia, relating to local meals 1ax.
A‘NApprcng-I A%Srsa% 8. 2000
Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:

1. That §§ 58.1-3833 and 58.1-3840 of the Code of Virginia are amended and reenacted as follows:

§ 58.1-3833. County food and beverage tax.

A. Any county is hereby authorized to levy a tax on food and beverages sold, for human consumption, by a restaurant, as such term is
defined in subdivision 9 of § 35.1-1, not to exceed eight and one-half percent, when added to the state and local general sales a_nd use
tax, of the amount charged for such food and beverages. Such tax shall not be levied on food and beverages sold through vending
machines or by any person described in subdivisions 1, 2, 3, and 5 of § 35.1-25, as well as nonprofit cafeterias in pubhc_schools,
nursing homes, and hospitals. Grocery stores and convenience stores selling prepared foods ready for human consumption at a
delicatessen counter shall be subject to the tax, for that portion of the grocery store or convenience store selling such items.

This tax shall be levied only if the tax is approved in a referendum within the county which shall be held in accordance with §
24.2-684 and initiated either by a resolution of the board of supervisors or on the filing of a petition signed by a number of registered
voters of the county equal in number to ten percent of the number of voters registered in the county, as appropriate on Janua{y 1_ of the
year in which the petition is filed with the court of such county. The clerk of the circuit court shall publish notice of the election in a
newspaper of general circulation in the county once a week for three consecutive weeks prior to the election. If the voters affirm the
levy of a local meals tax, the tax shall be effective in an amount and on such terms as the governing body may by ordinance prescribe.

The term "beverage™ as set forth herein shall mean alcoholic beverages as defined in § 4.1-100 and nonalcoholic beverages served as
part of a meal. The tax shall be in addition to the sales tax currently imposed by the county pursuant to the authority of Chapter 6 (§
58.1-600 et seq.) of this title. Collection of such tax shall be in a manner prescribed by the governing body.

B. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection A of this section, any county with a population of at least 70,000 but no more than
100,000, any county with a population of at least 17,910 but no more than 18,000, any county with a population of at least 34,000 but
no more than 34,400, and any county having a county manager plan of govemnment are hereby authorized to levy a tax on food and
beverages sold for human consumption by a restaurant, as such term is defined in § 35.1-1 and as modified in subscction A above and
subject to the same exemptions, not to exceed four percent of the amount charged for such food and beverages, provided that the
governing body of the respective county holds a public hearing before adopting a local food and beverage tax, and the governing body
by unanimous vote adopts such tax by local ordinance. The tax shall be effective in an amount and on such terms as the governing
body may by ordinance prescribe.

C. Nothing herein contained shall affect any authority heretofore granted to any county, city or town to levy a meals tax. The county
tax limitations imposed pursuvant to § 58.1-3711 shail apply to any tax levied under this section, mutatis mutandis. All food and
beverage tax collections and all meals tax collections shall be deemed to be held in trust for the county, city or town imposing the
applicable tax. ’ .

D. No county which has heretofore adopted an ordinance pursuant to subsection A of this section shall be required to submit an
amendment to its meals tax ordinance to the voters in a referendum.

E. Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, no locality shall levy any tax under this section upon alcoholic beverages
sold in factory sealed containers and purchased for off-premises consumption or food purchased for human consumption as
"food" is defined in the Food Stamp Act of 1977, 7 U.S.C. § 2012, as amended, and federal regulations adopted pursuant to that act,
except for the following items: sandwiches, salad bar items sold from a salad bar, prepackaged single-serving salads consisting
primarily of an assortment of vegetables, and nonfactory sealed beverages.

§ 58.1-3840. Certain excise taxes permitted.

The provisions of Chapter 6 (§ 58.1-600 et seq.) of this title to the contrary notwithstanding, any city or town having general taxing
powers established by charter pursuant to or consistent with the provisions of § 15.2-1104 may impose excise taxes on cigarettes,
admissions, transient room rentals, meals, and travel campgrounds, provided that no such taxes may be imposed on food and
beverages sold through vending machines or on any tangible personal property purchased with food coupons issued by the United
States Department of Agriculture under the Food Stamp Program or drafts issued through the Virginia Special Supplemental Food
Program for Women, Infants, and Children. In addition, as set forth in § 63.1-164, no blind person operating a vending stand or other
business enterprise under the jurisdiction of the Department for the Visually Handicapped and located on property acquired and used
by the United States for any military or naval purpose shall be required to collect and remit meals taxes.

http://leg?.s1ate va.us/cgi-bin/legpS04.exe?00 1 +ful+CHAPO626
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A FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING TAXES:
TERMINOLOGY AND CRITERIA

John H. Bowman
Professor of Economics
Virginia Commonwealth University

In considering the Virginia state and local tax structure and possible changes to it, a clear set
of criteria will help to assure careful and consistent evaluation. The criteria should reflect goals
and objectives the commission believes are important. Although exact terminology may differ
from one list to another, public finance specialists have developed a rather standard set of critena
by which they evaluate taxes. These include such things as faimess and efficiency. Before

listing and discussing specific criteria, however, some basic propositions and key terms are
discussed.

Some General Propositions and Terminology

Several general propositions, important to tax policy making, are an important part of the
framework for evaluating taxes. At first, some may seem illogical.

» People seek to transfer their tax burdens to others. The ability to transfer (shift) tax burdens
varies across taxes, and with market conditions.

» Economic forces (market conditions) determine the extent to which tax shifting can succeed,
and will govern the outcome, regardless of legislative intent.

» All tax burdens ultimately are bome by people; businesses, as such, do not bear the taxes
imposed on them.

» Ifknowing the distribution of tax burdens is important to policy makers, taxes should be
imposed as close to the intended point of burden as possible.

» The appropriate tax burden measure is the ratio of tax (after all shifting) to the underlying
measure of tax base - 1.e., the effective tax rate, rather than the statutory rate.

The first several propositions involve two distinct concepts of tax burden — impact and incidence
— and the related concept of tax shifting. The last involves the distinction between nominal (or
statutory) and effective tax rates. These are taken up next, in reverse order.
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Nominal versus Effective Tax Rates

There is a tendency to compare levels of taxes by reference to the rates at which they are
imposed. For example, local government bodies commonly refer to their statutory property tax
rates, expressed as so many cents per $100 of assessed value. This may be misleading, because it
focuses on only one of two determinants of the amount of tax. Any tax liability is the product of
the rate times the base (T =R * B). The effective tax rate — the tax amount as a percentage of
market value — may be higher in the locality with the lower nominal tax rate, depending upon the
level of the statutory tax base (the assesscd value, against which the statutory rate is levied)
relative to the market value. To illustraic this possibility, the following table uses hypothetical

data for taxes on homes 1n each of two localities, A and B, with each home having a market
value of $150,000.

Measures of Property Taxes on a Home with a Market Value of $150,000
Assessment Assessed Nominal Tax Amount Effective
Locality Ratio Value Rate Rate
A 100% $150,000 0.8% $1,200. 0.8%
B 70% $105,000 1.0% 31,050 0.7%

In locality A, assessed values are equal to market values, so the assessment ratio 1s 100
percent. In B, however, assessed values are only 70 percent of market values. Thus, although
the underlying market values are the same, the house in A is on the tax books at $150,000, its full
market value, while the home in B is on the books at only $1035,000, 70 percent of market value.
Locality A has a nominal tax rate of 0.8 percent ($0.80 per $100 of assessed value) which,
multiplied by the $150,000 assessed value, gives a tax liability of $1,200 and an effective tax rate
of 0.8 percent. Locality B has a nominal tax rate of 1.0 percent, seemingly a higher tax than in
A. But the low assessment level in B gives a statutory tax base of only $105,000, a tax liability
of only $1,050 (0.01 * $105,000), and an effective tax rate of just 0.7 percent. -

Calculating effective tax rates — tax amounts as percentages of the underlying measure of tax
base, or taxpaying capacity — permits comparison of tax with different statutory bases. For
example, even though state income taxes differ in their personal exemptions, standard
deductions, and itemized deductions, as well as their rates, their relative levels can be compared
meaningfully. This is done by calculating taxes under each structure for taxpayers in similar
circumstances, and then comparing the taxes owed to a common, broad definition of income.
This broad measure —~ call it total income — ignores differences in statutory bases. Itisa
standardized base for the calculation of effective income tax rates, in the same way that market
values of properties provide a standardized base that abstracts from assessment-level differences.
The concept of an effective tax rate also permits comparison of such dissimilar levies as income,
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property, and sales taxes.

Tax Impact versus Tax Incidence

Although there is common recognition that taxes impose a burden, the term “burden” often is
used in a rather indistinct manner. A kev distinction is between initial and final burden:

» Initial burden — referred to as tax impacs — Is borne by those who make the payment to the
government

» Ultimate burden — referred to as fax incidence — is borne by those whose real incomes are
reduced as a result of 1t.

Thus, tax impact concerns where the tax first hits, and incidence concems its ultimate resting
point. (Note that some writers use the term legal incidence for what is called impact here, and
the term economic incidence for what is called incidence here.) The initial and final burdens of a
tax may be quite different. For example, the general sales tax is the legal responsibility of the
seller, or vendor, yet it is likely that at least much of the tax falls on consumers — i.€., that the
impact is on the seller and the incidence on the buyer. When the incidence and impact are not at
the same point, the tax is said to have been shifred.

Tax Shifting

Tax shifting results from legal, and logical, attempts to avoid the burden of a tax. (Avoidance
1s legal ducking of a tax burden, whereas evasion is illegal.) Tax shifting results from changes in
behavior as a consequence of the tax. For example, suppose a vendor not previously subject to a
general sales tax become liable for a S percent tax. This amounts to a new cost, equal to 5
percent of sales. The vendor probably will seek to pass this on to consumers, through higher
prices. However, consumers generally do not buy as much of an item at higher prices as at Jower
prices, and this limits sellers’ ability to pass on the tax (or tax increase) to consumers. Complete
transfer of the sales tax burden to consumers requires that consumers not alter their purchases as
a result of the price increase — i.e., that they be completely msensmve to the price change or, in
economic parlance, that demand be perfectly inelastic.

Some taxes offer more opportunity for shifting than others. In general, the earlier in the
production-distribution chain a tax is imposed, the greater the likelihood of its being shifted. The
sales tax example considers shifting tax burden to a point later in the production-distribution
chain, which is referred to as forward-shifting. If the tax burden is transferred to an earlier point
in the chain from where legal responsibility is fixed, then there is backward-shifting. The federal
luxury tax on yachts imposed in the 1990s was repealed after it was concluded that the effect had
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been to eliminate jobs for people making and selling yachts, rather than the intended effect of
exacting more money from those able to afford the luxury of a new yacht. Large number of
would-be yacht buyers, however, chose not to buy new yachts at their higher prices. By

changing their purchases as a consequence of the tax, its burden was backward-shifted to yacht
producers and suppliers.

Similarly, business property taxes may result in lower wages, or even fewer jobs, for
workers. Higher taxes may cause a business to make a credible threat to leave the area. If
workers have a stronger attachment to the area, they may agree to lower wages to keep their jobs
in the area. We would say in such a case that labor is less mobile than capital, and this makes it
possible for a tax imposed on capital to end up as a burden on labor. A general proposition of tax
incidence analysis is that burdens tend to fall more heavily on the least mobile resources - i.e.,

those with fewer reasonable alternatives and, therefore, with less sensitivity to price or income
changes.

This suggests an important conclusion: Businesses, as such, do not bear the incidence of any

tax. Taxes imposed (i.e., with impact, or legal incidence) on business always result in burdens
(incidence, or economic incidence) on people, in one of three capacities:

» Consumers — To the extent a tax is forward-shifted, consumers pay higher prices than they
otherwise would have to pay and, thus have their real incomes reduced.

» Workers and other resource suppliers — To the extent a tax is backward-shifted, workers and
other factors of production receive lower payments, and thus have their real incomes reduced.

» Business owners — To the extent a tax can be neither forward-shified nor backward-shifted,
the owners of the taxed business (shareholders, in the case of a corporation) suffer reduced
real incomes.

Why, then, the appeal of the often-heard argument, that “business should pay its fair share”
of taxes? At first thought, it seems logical, and this may explain its appeal. But economic ~
realities will trump political intent as those taxed search for legal means of reducing the cost of
the tax they have been asked to bear. The idea of placing more taxes “on business” may — from a
somewhat more cynical point of view — continue to be popular among decision makers who
understand matters of tax shifting and incidence: Taxes for which business is legally responsible
tend to be less visible. Typically, people probably do not give much thought to the fact that they
are bearing much of the tax burden ostensibly falling on business. Even if they did, they would
not be likely to have a very good idea of how much such taxes actually cost them. Such “stealth”
taxes may seem to impose lower political costs.

This is not to suggest that businesses should pay no taxes. But business taxes should reflect
the costs that businesses impose upon society. In the interest of efficient use of society’s
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resources, these costs should not be subsidized through low, or zero, taxes.

Tax Criteria

Although tax criteria may go by different labels, and be grouped somewhat differently by
different writers, there nonetheless is general consensus as to what the major criteria are. The
following list uses a relatively small number of general headings: equity, efficiency, adequacy,
and predictability. This short list 1s expanded to encompass several specific concerns that are
considered to be subheadings under these broad criteria, or principles. As will be seen, there
often are conflicts among the various criteria.

Equity

The equity criterion requires that taxes by fair. Unfortunately, there are many views as to
what constitutes fairmness, and the matter is rather complex. In fact, there are two very broad
concepts of equity — benefits-received and ability-to-pay — and the second has two parts to it.

Benefits-Received Basis

There is wide acceptance of the proposition that those who benefit from a service should pay
its cost. The general practice of paying for streets and highways from taxes collected from
people and firms in their capacity as highway users is an example of this. There are two basic
limitations to the implementation of this principle.

First, it 1s not always clear who receives what benefits and, even if it is, it may not be
possible to devise an effective mechanism to collect the appropriate amounts from the
beneficiaries. It is important to note that equal access or use does not establish that benefits are
equal. People have different preferences, and thus place different values upon the same thing.

To take a non-government example, if you gave each of two people a sack of Big Macs, they
might well derive different amounts of pleasure (benefit) from them, even though they were
given the same amount of the same the thing. One person may love Big Macs, and the other may
be a vegetarian — or may prefer Whoppers, or chicken sandwiches. In private markets for such
goods, people take the prices as given, and adjust their consumption accordingly. But
government services often are provided uniformly across an area.

Consider a local government program to fog for mosquitos. If effective, everyone in the
benefit area will be free of mosquitos. But this doesn’t mean they receive equal benefits. The
service presumably is worth more to someone who suffers from mosquito bites that swell up and
itch for days, than to someone who is not bothered in this manner. If the quantity is fixed, a
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benefits-based tax should vary in proportion to the benefits, to avoid making some people worse
off. A major problem for such taxation, however, is that there generally is no way to know the
differing values placed on a service by different people.

Another problem for benefits-received taxation is that it is not appropriate for redistributional
programs, if we assume the major benefits accrue to recipients. Taxing those in poverty heavily
enough to fund transfers adequate to raise them out of poverty is not feasible.

Ability-to-Pay Basis

For both these reasons, we often tax on the basis of ability to pay, rather than on the basis of
benefits received. Of course, this approach has its own set of problems. For example, what is
the best measure of ability? Some of the major contenders are income, consumption, and wealth.
It is likely that different ones are appropriate for different taxes. For example, if income is the
criterion (or, at least, the major criterion) for evaluating the faimess of a property tax, why not
use just the income tax?

Suppose for now, for illustrative purposes, that income is the preferred measure of taxpaying
ability. What, exactly, is the measure of income? Starting with a clean slate, it certainly is
possible that most would opt for a measure broader than the bases of current income taxes,
because those exclude not only most non-monetary income, but also many forms of money
income, as well. Once the definition of the general tax base is decided, there are other issues to
be resolved, which fall under the headings of horizontal equiry and vertical equity.

Horizontal Equity. The principle of horizontal equity requires that taxpayers who are
similarly situated — i.e., with equal ability to pay taxes — should bear the same tax. Assume
agreement on the definition of income, and then consider two households, each with $50,000 of
income. Is this enough to establish equal taxpaying ability, and assessment of equal tax bills?
What if household A has six members, and household B has only two? Does there need to be an
adjustment in the tax, to take less from the larger household? If so, by how much? Data shqow
that costs do not rise in proportion with household size, so charging household B three times as
much as household A may not be appropriate. Aside from household size, are other factors
pertinent — e.g., health, living costs, number of hours worked to generate a given level of
income?

Vertical Equity. The principle of vertical equity requires that taxpayers in different
economic circumstances should pay appropriately different taxes. In other words — continuing
with the assumption that income is the basic measure of ability to pay ~ how should tax burden
change as income changes (holding constant other relevant considerations, discussed under
horizontal equity)? There probably is nearly universal agreement that tax liability should go up
as income goes up, but this is very imprecise guidance. Three patterns of distribution of taxes
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across Income levels can be identified, and each satisfies the stipulation that taxes rise as income
rises.

» Proportional — As income rises, tax liability rises by the same percentage. Thus, the tax
constitutes a constant percentage of income at all income levels.

» Progressive — As income rises, taxes take a growing percentage of income.
> egressive — As income rises, taxes tuke a smaller percentage of income.

These are illustrated by the tabular data, below showing taxes — both as dollar amounts and as
percentages of income — at income levels of $§10,000, $20,000, $50,000, and $100,000. The
baseline is a common 10 percent effective tax rate at $10,000. Under the proportional system,
tax liability is 10 percent of income at each income level. By contrast, under the progressive
system, tax liability rises, in steps, from 10 percent at $10,000 of income to 20 percent at
$100,000, and under the regressive example, tax liability — although rising in dollar amounts —
falls from 10 percent at $10,000 to 4 percent at $100,000.

Examples of Proportional, Progressive, and Regressive Taxes at Selected Income Levels
Nature of Tax Taxable Income Levels
Burden
Distribution $10,000 $20,000 $50,000 $100,000
Proportional $1,000 (10%) $2,000 (10%) $5,000 (10%) $10,000 (10%)
Progressive $1,000 (10%) 52,400 (12%) $7,500 (15%) $20,000 (20%)
Regressive ' $1,000 (10%) | $1,600 (8%) $3,000 (6%) $4,000 (4%)

The numbers in the table are illustrative only; other degrees of effective-rate progression or
regression are, of course, possible. It cannot be established objectively which pattern of burden
distribution is best. The appropriate degree of differentiation in effective tax rates across levels
of income (or other measures of taxpaying ability) is a matter of judgment

Efficiency

Broadly speaking, efficiency is simply the absence of waste. Economists talk of economic
efficiency assuring that society provides the maximum possible benefits, or satisfaction of wants,
from available resources. If we do things in a wasteful manner, we chew up more resources than
necessary, and thus are able to do fewer things with available resources.
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Several different considerations regarding taxes fit under the efficiency umbrella. Common

ones include tax neutrality and tax simplicity, and the latter has somewhat different dimensions
applicable to taxpayers and to the taxing government.

Tax Neutrality

The 1dea of tax neutrality 1s that taxes should not exert a direct influence on economic
decisions; often, 1t is expressed as the notion that there should be a “level playing field.” Tax
provisions that favor one use of resources over another change their relative attractiveness. For
example, if yachts are subjected to a high excise tax, suppliers’ attempts to shift the tax forward
to consumers result in higher prices. Consumers may respond to this change in relative prices —

relative, because the tax applies to yachts, but not to all other possible consumption choices — by
buying fewer yachts.

As another example, when business property is taxed at a higher effective rate than
residential property, it makes business development relatively less attractive. Suppose, before
tax considerations, investors find additional investment in businesses that would produce goods
and employ workers might appear more attractive than a larger home, or a second or third home.
But suppose business property is subjected to an effective tax rate of 2 percent, and residential
property is taxed at 1 percent. This difference tends to make additional residential investment
more attractive, and in some cases may be a big enough difference to tip the balance to what ~
under neutral taxation — would have been the preferred resource use. This distortion in choices is
said to create an excess burden or a deadweight loss — 1.e., a burden over and above the amount
of tax raised, attributable to the form of tax used.

It should be noted that in some instances, a non-neutral tax may promote efficiency by
offsetting another, inappropriate incentive affecting resource use. For example, absent
environmental laws and regulations, such “common-property” (as opposed to private-property)
resources as air and water tend to be over-utilized; because no one in particular has property-
rights to them, they tend to be used without direct charge to the user, but at a significant cost to
society. Properly designed taxes on discharges of pollutants can remove the existing incentive to
over-use air and water resources, and thus promote efficient resource use. However, these are
special cases. The general presumption favors neutrality.

Tax Simplicity

As tax provisions become more complex, they become more difficult to understand. This
means additional costs must be incurred in making the tax system work. Some of these taxes fall
on taxpayers more than on administrators, and for others the reverse is true. In either case,
society has to commit more resources to making the system work. Tax criteria often may



Tax Evaluation Framework Page 9 John H. Bowman

conflict with one another. Some additional complexity may be required by provisions favored
for their perceived fairness. However, higher costs of administration and compliance — all else
equal —~ are a form of waste, or of excess burden.

Administrative Costs. Among the activities for which tax agencies incur costs are writing
regulations, designing forms, spot-checking returns, and auditing taxpayer records. The more
complex the tax laws, the more difficult these matters tend to become. For example, when food
1s not subject to a sales tax, food must be defined, and records must be kept for food and non-
food categories. The dividing lines are not always obvious. Some states consider soft dnnks to
be food, and others do not. In some, fruit drinks with at least 10 percent real fruit juices are food,
but those with less are not food. Several years ago, when Pepsi introduced Slice, a soft drink
with 10 percent real fruit juice, presumably some states that did not consider soft drinks to be
food had to open up the matter to consider whether Slice was a fruit drink or a soda. Similarly, if
an income tax were to provide additional personal exemptions based on disability, it would be
necessary to define specifically which disabilities — both types, and extent ~ qualified, and to
seek verification in questionable cases. Thus, added complexity tends to increase costs of
administration. '

Compliance Costs. Some lists of tax criteria include administrative costs, but not
compliance costs. There probably is a bias within government to focus on administrative costs,
for these are the ones that have to be covered from public budgets. However, if government
wishes to promote maximum benefits from available resources ~ i.e., to promote efficiency — it
should be concerned, as well, with costs borne by taxpayers. Although what is simple for
administrators may tend to be simple for taxpayers, and vice versa, this is not universally the
case, due to differences in taxes.

Some taxes might be called taxpayer-passive and others taxpayer-active, reflecting the
degree to which taxpayers must become involved in the taxing process. Property taxes generally
— but real property taxes usually to a greater extent than personal property taxes — are taxpayer-
passive. The government has the property valued, calculates the tax bill, and sends it to the -
taxpayer. About the only thing a property owner needs to do is write the check, and when
property taxes are paid by mortgage holders from escrow accounts, not even separate checks for
the taxes are needed. On the other hand, income taxes are taxpayer-active. Taxpayers have to
file returns, which requires that records be kept and, in many instances, assistance hired in
making sense of the instructions and preparing the returns. Relatively few studies of taxpayer
compliance costs have been made, but some in recent years show the individual taxpayers’ costs
of complying with personal income taxes are considerably greater than the administrative costs
of such taxes. This reverses an earlier belief that income taxes entailed lower costs than property
taxes — a belief rooted in the myopic view that only administrative costs were important.

. In general, then, the presumption should be in favor of simplicity, unless there are compelling
reasons — based on other criteria — for adding complexity. And both administrative and
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compliance ease need to be considered.

Adequacy

The adequacy of a tax, or an entire tax structure, is the relationship between the tax base and
the amount of services to be funded by the tax. It is useful to break adequacy into two broad
time periods, the short run and the long run. These might also be termed static and dynamic
aspects of tax adequacy. Notions of adequacy also are subjective, and subject to change over
time. A tax base considered to be adequate a hundred years ago, when taxes at all levels of
government in the United States represented well under 10 percent of gross domestic product,
might not be thought adequate today, when government is roughly one-third the level of GDP.

Short-Run (Static) Adequacy

Adequacy in the short run concemns the relationship between the tax base and service levels at
a given time. For example, suppose local property taxes are to fund elementary and secondary
education, and it is thought that at least $5,000 per pupil should be spent on such education. A
locality with $1,000,000 of market value per pupil would need to impose an effective tax rate of
0.5 percent to raise $5,000 per pupil. That tax base might well be considered adequate. By
comparison, a locality with only $100,000 of market value per pupil would have to impose an
effective property tax rate of 5.0 percent, a level almost certain to be considered too high, which
would mean the tax was inadequate to fund the service requirements.

Long-Run (Dynamic) Adequacy

Over time, many things change; the situation is dynamic. Continuing the school property tax
example, relevant changes include the market values of properties, the numbers of pupils, and the
notion as to what level of per-pupil expenditure is appropriate for providing public education. A
tax considered to be adequate at one time might become inadequate as of a later date. One
scenario for this is that market values rise at only 2.0 percent per year, while the number of
pupils rises 1.0 percent per year and the cost of the target level of education services nises at 3.0
percent annually. With service costs rising more rapidly than tax capacity, higher and higher
effective property tax rates would be required over time to fund education. Conversely, a tax
considered inadequate in one period might later be considered adequate if service costs rise more
slowly than the growth in tax capacity.

Another way of looking at the matter is to say that consideration of long-term tax adequacy
involves the relative elasticities of the tax base and of expenditure demand. Service demand 1s
said to be elastic if the level of public services demanded grows more rapidly than the economy.
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A common measure of the overall economy of a state is personal income, estimated by the
Bureau of Economic Analysis in the U.S. Department of Commerce. If, for each 1 percent
increase in personal income, services demanded rise by more than 1 percent, demand is said to be
income-elastic. Conversely, if the level of services demanded grows more slowly than personal
income, demand is said to be income-inelastic. These two cases are separated by the case of unit
elasticity, with services demand growing at the same rate as income. Similar elasticity measures
can be calculated for tax bases. Long-run adequacy requires that tax bases rise as rapidly as
demand for the services to be funded. (Some suggest tax revenues should rise apace with
demand, a more stringent test, in that it required maintaining the effective tax rate.)

Predictability

State and local governments generally can borrow little, if any, to cover current operating
expenses. The limitation on deficit spending means that budgeting is made easier if revenues can
be estimated with a high degree of certainty. A few decades ago, this consideration was said to
require stability of revenues, generally interpreted as revenue sources with low income-
elasticities. More recent writings, however, have pointed out that what matters most is that the
tax be predictable. A tax that has a high long-term income-elasticity could rate well, provided
any departures from the long-term trend growth line be predictable, so that budget shortfalls (and
large surpluses, although these are less problematic) can be avoided. A tax base subject to wide
swings that are difficult to forecast, such as corporate income, does not do well under this
criterion.

Conclusions

Good tax policy requires thoughtful attention to the features of a tax, and their likely
implications for the various criteria, or principles, of taxation. It is necessary to strike an
appropriate balance among criteria that sometimes are in conflict. An example of such conflicts
is the possible trade-off relationship between the goals of long-run adequacy and predictability.
Cigarette taxes have provided a rather stable, predictable source of revenue, but the growth of the
base has lagged the growth of both the overall economy and government budgets. Similarly, the
goal of administrative ease, or simplicity, may be at odds with simplicity for taxpayers; both
should be considered, for it is the total social cost of making a tax system work that is important.
As a final example, tax simplicity and common notions of equity may be in conflict. Adjusting
for taxpayer circumstances, other than amount of income, that may bear on ability to pay
generally requires additional records and more complicated tax forms. As a general proposition,
simplicity should be chosen, unless the reasons for added complexity are truly compelling.

Matters are complicated further by realization that legislative, legal intent as to the burden of
a tax may be overruled by market forces. For example, there is a common desire to assure that
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business pay its “fair share,” but the meaning of this is not clear when one realizes that
businesses, as such, do not bear the burden of a tax; taxes with an impact on business have their
incidence on people, in one of three roles (customer, resource supplier, or business owner —
shareholders, in the case of a corporation). Another example of conflict between legal intent and
economic reality is provided by states that stipulate the general sales tax is a tax on consumption,
and require vendors to “prove” forward-shifting by listing separately the price of a taxed item
and the sales tax on that purchase. A vendor may meet these legal requirements, but nevertheless
absorb the tax, contrary to intent. Incentive to do so exists if the vendor faces low-tax, or even

no-tax, nivals to whom sales will be lost if the price to which the tax is added is not reduced by
the amount of the tax.

Consideration of rivals reminds us that market forces are important to the determination of
tax incidence - i.e., ultimate, economic burden of a tax. In general, the party with the fewest
attractive alternatives will tend to bear more of the tax burden, because that circumstance means
behavior is less sensitive to changes in prices or incomes. But it is hard to generalize about who
bears what tax, because market conditions may vary across areas and industries at a given time,
and may vary across time for a given area or industry. Market share, and the circumstances
confronting a firm’s or industry’s rivals matter. As an example, analysts have said that several
decades ago, when Texas and Oklahoma were major petroleum producers on the world stage,
petroleum severance taxes imposed by those states tended to be passed forward to consumers.
But now, Texas and Oklahoma petroleum producers are relatively minor players, and thus take

prices as given by the world markets. In this new circumstance, those severance taxes have to be
absorbed, or backward shifted.

Thus, the safest generalization is that (1) we do not know exactly the incidence of several
taxes, but (2) it will vary with market conditions, (3) falling more heavily on the least-mobile of
the economic actors. Therefore, to the éxtent that policy makers wish to know the incidence of
taxation (e.g., for distributional concemns), taxes should be imposed that (1) have their impact as
close to the intended point of incidence as possible and (2) offer relatively few opportunities for
shifting. One of the taxes ranking highest on these points is the personal income tax.
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Teble A15.1

Mean Per Capita Amount
of
Local-Source Revenue
from

Admission and Amusement Taxes

Y
Jurisdictional Class

FY1989-98
T —_’—_ ) Fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 EY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties $.00 $.00 $.00 $.01 $.01 $.02 $.03 $.03 $.03 $.03
Cities $.62 $.93 $1.04 $1.16 $1.18 $1.34 $1.42 $1.57 $1.63 $1.69
ALl Jurisdictions $.18 $.28 $.31 $.35 $.36 $.41 $.64 $.49 $.51 $.52
Table A15.2
Median Per Capita Amcunt
Local-Source Revenue
from
Admission and Amusement Taxes
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991t FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictionat Class
Counties $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $£.00 $.00
Cities $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00
ALl Surisdictions $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00

1. As measured by the Commission, "own-source" revenue excludes payments in tieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain
compensatory coltections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation iesues, and funds transferred across
conmunity lines under general revenue-sharing agreements.

2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the per capita values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The cumputations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifex County.

Source: Staff, Conmission on Local Governinent




Table A16.1
Mean Per Capita Amount

of
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Transient Occupancy Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
R T Fiscal Period
Fr1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class 7 3.42
Counties $1.64 $1.89 $1.86 $1.72 $1.83 $1.99 $2.08 $2.21 $2.77 $3.
Cities $8.07 $9.53 $9.07 $11.04 $11.50 $12.65 $13.78 $14.67 $15.63 $17.09
ALl Jurisdictions $3.54 $4.15 $4.00 $4.48 $4.69 $5.15 $5.54 $5.90, $6.58 3$7.47
Table A16.2
Median Per Capita Amount
of
Local -Source Revenue
from the
Transient Occupancy Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
Fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.13
Cities $3.54 $4.24 $3.41 $4.40 $4.19 $6.13 $7.08 $6.33 $7.21 $8.87
ALl Jurisdictions $.17 $.29 $.44 $.40 $.54 $.68 $.9 $.83 $.85 $.85

1. As measured by the Commission, "own-source" revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain

compensatory collections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across

comnunity lines under generat revenue-sharing agreements.
2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the per capita values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (exctuding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Kalifax County.

Source: Staff, Comnission on Local Government




Table A17.1

Hean Per Capits Amount

of
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Restaurant Food Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

Fiscat Period

FY1989 FY1990 7 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Ctass
Counties $.62 $1.66 $2.82 $4.11 $4.53 $4.8% $5.16 $5.31 $6.03 $6.64
Cities $30.47 $34.72 $38.97 $45.46 $49.46 $54.65 $59.55 $61.91 $66.34 $69.56
All Jurisdictions $9.47 $11.46 $13.53 $16.36 $17.85 $19.61 $21.28 $22.08 $23.90 $25.29
Tabte A17.2
Median Per Capita Amount
of
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Restaurant Food Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
Fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00
Cities $26.43 $33.15 $33.79 $36.85 $40.37 $48.96 $50.87 $50.28 $51.33 $56.93
ALl Jurisdictions $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $.00 $2.71

1. As measured by the Comission, "own-source" revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain

compensatory collections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across

conmunity lines under general revenue-sharing agreements.
2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the per capita values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relstive to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
latter jurisdiction as s subordinate town within Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Conmission on Local Government




Table B1.1
Mean Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Real Property Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

Fiscal Period

P

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class
g;untl:s " 39.58% 39.43% 39.54% 39.53% 39.82% 39.46% 38.28% 37.79% 36.46% 36.51%

Cities 35.49% 35.67% 35.99% 36.22% 35.62% 34.04% 33.07% 32.27% 3.71% 31.85%

All Jurisdictions 38.37% 38.32% 38.49% 38.55% 38.57% 37.86% 36.73% 36.15% 35.05% 35.13?4J

L

Table B1.2
Median Percentage
of
Local -Source Revenue
from the
Real Property Tex
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

Fiscal Period

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 40.30% 39.76% 39.39% 40.15% 40.61% 40.37% 39.06% 37.75% 36.73% 36.50%
Cities ’ 34.91% 34.02% 35.37x% 34.68% 33.91% 32.61% 31.50% 30.72% 29.80% 30.71%

Atl Jurisdictions 39.05% 38.41% 38.30% 39.44% 38.58% 38.03% 36.75% 35.74% 34.69% 34.56%

1. As measured by the Commission, "own-socurce" revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise ectivities, certain
compensatory coltections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation fssues, end funds transferred across
commnity lines under general revenue-sharing agreements.

2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the percentages for 95 counties and
40 fndependent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
tatter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 83.1
Mean Percentage
of
Local -Source Revenue
from
Personal Property Taxes
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

Fiscal Period

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 I FY1998

Jurisdictional Class . :
Counties 15.74% 16.04% 15.79% 15.41% 15.15% 15.22% 15.61% 16.82% 17.20% 17.23%

Cities 12.47% 12.20% 11.85% 11.07% 10.91% 10.53% 10.93% 11.78% 12.17% 12.14%

All Jurisdictions CLTIR 14.90% 14.62% 14.13% 13.89% 13.83% 14.23% 15.33% 15.71% 15.72%

Yable B3.2
Median Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Personal Property Taxes
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

Fiscal Period

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 £Y 1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictionat Cless

Counties 16.00% 17.07% 16.06% 15.32% 15.37% 15.76% 16.73% 17.56% 18.18% 17.69%
Cities 12.04% 12.52% 11.9%% 10.72% 10.86% 10.55% 10.88% 11.76% 1.91% 12.30%

All Jurisdictions 14.86% 14.81% 14.46% 14.34% 13.98% 13.62% 14.12% 15.68% 16.03% 16.37%

-

1. As measured by the Commission, "own-source" revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain
compensatory collections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across
comunity ines under general revenue-sharing agreements.

2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the percentages for 95 counties and
40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations retative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
latter jurisdiction es a subordinate town within Halifax Lounty,

Source: Staff, Conmission on Local Government



Table BS.1
Hean Percentage

of
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Merchants® Capital Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
- T Fiscal Period
FY1989_- FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 [ FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jur;sdictionel Class 7
Counties .62% .63% S6% .55% S54% .S5% 49N .52% 514 .48%
Cities .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00%
ALl Jurisdictlions LG4% N1} .39% .39% .38% .39% .35% .36% 36% 34%
Table BS5.2
Median Percentage
of
Locat~Source Revenue
from the
Merchants' Capital Tax
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
[ fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY199747 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 35% .32% 2% Y .08% AT .20% 2% 3% ATA
Cities .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% .00%
ALl Jurisdictions .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% L00% .00% .00% .00% .00%

1.

As measured by the Commission, "own-source" revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain

compensatory collections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across
community lines under general revenue-sharing agreements.
2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the percentages for 95 counties and
40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the

latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Tabte B7.1
Mean Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Sales and Use Taxes
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

Fiscat Period

‘;;199& FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993

Jurisdictional Class .
Counties 8.73% 8.28% 7.56% 7.34% 7.24% 7.04% 6.91% 6.74% 6.64% 6.45%
Cities 12.39% 12.34% 11.38% 11.05% 11.01X 11.07% 10.84% 10.57% 10.61% 10.49%

ALl Jurisdictions 9.81% 9.48% 8.69% B.44X 8.36% 8.23% 8.07% 7.87% 7.82% 7.65%

Table B7.2
Median Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Sales and Use Taxes
by
Jurisdictionat Class
FY1989-98

Fiscal Period

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 7.62% 7.05% 6.35% 6.27% 6.37% 6.23% 6.02% 6.00% 5.93% 5.92%
Cities ’ t2.41% 12.05% 10.61% 10.47% 10.23% 10.51% 10.48% 10.00% 10.11% 9.91%
All Jurisdictions B.79% 8.32% 7.39% 7.42% 7.30% 7.12% 7.01% 7.03% 7.08% 6.63%

1. As measured by the Conmission, “own-source" revenue excludes payments in {ieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain
compensatory collections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across
community lines under general revenue-sharing agreements.

2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the percentages for 95 counties and
40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table B89.1
Mean Percentage

1. As measured by the Conmission, "own-source" revenue exclude
compensatory collections generated through the settlement of ¢
community lines under genersl revenue-sharing agreements,

2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mesn and med

of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Business, Professional, and Occupational License Taxes
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
T [—— T Fiscal Period
) FY1989 FY1990 ‘;;{;;;—_ FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class | . . 1.10%
Counties 1.13% 1.17% 1.19% 1.16% 1.19% 1.19% 1.20% 1.16% 1.11f .10%
Cities 6.30% 6.27% 6.07% 5.78% 5.80% 5.67% 5.63% 5.47% 5.48% 5.49%
All Jurisdictions 2.66% 2.68% 2.64% 2.53% 2.56% 2.52% 2.51% 2.446% 2.41% 2.60%
Teble 89.2
Medien Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Business, Professional, end Occupational License Taxes
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
Fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 1 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
dJurisdictional Class
Counties 0 .00% .01% .00% 01% L02% .01% .00% .00% .01%
Cities 6.11% 5.89% 5.68% 5.54% 5.43% 5.40% 5.41% 5.11% 5.16% 5.14%
ALl Jurisdictions 1.01% 1.21% 1.77% 1.79% 1.72% 1.80% 1.80% 1.59% 1.59% 1.49%

S payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain
ity-county snnexation issues, and funds transferred across

fen statistics are based upon the percentages for 95 counties and

40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations retative to the FY1996-98 time span take cagnizance of the
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Conmission on Local Government




Table 823.1
Mean Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Charges for Services
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98

fiscal Period

FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FYi998
Jurisdictionat Class
:;uzties 7.04% 7.72% 8.97% 9.82% 9.80% 10.38% 11.48% 11.48% 11.76% 11.94%
Cities 6.38% 6.70% B.14% 9.01% 9.76% 10.82% 11.28% 11.36% 11.32% 11.50%
ALl Jurisdictions 6.84X 7.42% 8.72% 9.58% Q.79% 10.51% 11.42% 11.44% 11.63% 11.81%
Teble B23.2
Median Percentage
of
Local-Source Revenue
from
Charges for Services
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1989-98
Fiscal Period
FY1989 FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 | Fr199s FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties ’ 6.82% 7.35% 8.31% B8.73% 9.05% 9.42% 9.70% 9.81% 9.70% 10.26%
Cities 5.41% 6.25% 8.16% 8.59% 9.32% 10.52% 10.97% 10.41% 10.47% 9.32%
ALl Jurisdictions 6.25% 7.23% 8.21% 8.73% 9.05% 10.01% 9.95% 9.81% 9.76% 10.00%

1. As measured by the Conmission, "own-source™ revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by enterprise activities, certain
compensatory collections generated through the settlement of city-county annexation issues, and funds trensferred across
community lines under general reverue-sharing agreements.

2. With respect to the FY1989-95 interval, the mean and median statistics are based upon the percentages for 95 counties and
40 independent cities (excluding Sbuth Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government




Locality

Accomack County
Albemarle County
Alleghany County
Amelia County
Amherst County
Appomattox County
Arlington County
Augusta County
Bath County
Bedford County
Bland County
Botetourt County
Brunswick County
Buchanan County
Buckingham County
Campbell County
Caroline County
Carroll County
Charles City County
Charlotte County
Chesterfield County
Clarke County
Craig County
Culpeper County
Cumberland County
Dickenson County
Dinwiddie County
Essex County
Fairfax County
Fauquier County
Floyd County
Fluvanna County
Franklin County
Frederick County
Giles County
Gloucester County
Goochland County
Grayson County
Greene County

FY1996
Percentage

41.37%
51.38%
20.65%
30.54%
25.70%
34.87%
46.84%
36.08%
13.98%
38.85%
41.79%
38.95%
34.14%
20.22%
31.62%
26.38%
35.30%
32.22%
19.27%
35.21%
44.17%
53.79%
40.71%
41.21%
31.86%
32.99%
32.774
40.40%
48.35%
51.65%
44.73%
37.99%
44.39%
29.21%
26.53%
51.40%
47.52%
37.93%
37.69%

Table D1.3
Percentage
of 1
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Real Property Tax
by
Locality
FY1996-98

Rank Scores
1=Highest Percentage
135=Lowest Percentage

Rank | FY1997
Score Percentage
43.0 48.76%
13.0 40.59%
124.0 20.28%
92.0 26.56%
115.0 27.52%
74.0 33.80%
24.0 46.80%
66.0 34.18%
135.0 13.59%
53.0 37.39%
42.0 36.51%
52.0 38.11%
75.0 31.42%
126.0 19.24%
89.0 29.64%
114.0 24.60%
71.0 36.36%
86.0 27.87%
127.0 22.12%
72.0 33.75%
33.0 43.56%
6.0 51.65%
46.0 38.94%
446.0 39.39%
87.0 32.15%
80.0 30.83%
82.0 33.54%
48.0 37.54%
20.0 48.94%
10.0 48.99%
29.0 42.22%
55.0 38.55%
31.0 40.98%
97.0 28.62%
113.0 25.58%
12.0 48.667%
22.0 45.24%
56.0 35.52%
58.0 37.44%

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government

Rank
Score

15.0
42.0
127.0
109.0
102.0
73.0
20.0
71.0
135.0
55.0
58.0
51.0
84.0
129.0
91.0
117.0
60.0
98.0
122.0
74.0
30.0
7.0
47.0
46.0
81.0
85.0
76.0
53.0
14.0
13.0
35.0
49.0
40.0
9.0
114.0
16.0
24.0
65.0
54.0

FY1998
Percentage

38.21%
40.50%
19.49%
24.79%
27.19%
31.00%
46.99%
34.56%
14.43%
38.18%
35.68%
37.76%
30.42%
19.44%
32.20%
25.37%
36.50%
26.447%
23.41%
36.41%
43.98%
52.19%
37.63%
38.46%
33.13%
30.91%
37.75%

41.05%
48.58%

57.11%
42.08%
40.10%
42.21%

27.73%

26.23%

47.86%

48.38%
40.45%
38.40%
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Locality

Greensville County
Halifax County/2
Hanover County
Henrico County

Henry County
Highland County

Isle of Wight County
James City County
King and Queen County
King George County
King William County
Lancaster County

Lee County

Loudoun County
Louisa County
Lunenburg County
Madison County
Mathews County
Mecklenburg County
Middlesex County
Montgomery County
Nelson County

New Kent County
Northampton County
Northumberland County
Nottoway County
Orange County

Page County

Patrick County
Pittsylvania County
Powhatan County
Prince Edward County
Prince George County
Prince William County
Pulaski County
Rappahannock County
Richmond County
Roanoke County
Rockbridge County

FY1996
Percentage

25.21%
20.39%
38.67T%
39.52%
30.68%
53.43%
32.91%
43.19%
32.60%
37.63%
43.14%
57.16%
36.92%
55.25%
25.66%
30.16%
43.15%
55.12%
28.36%
50.87%
40.88%
53.72%
50.31%
44.72%
54.03%
30.54%
45.23%
37.75%
35.31%
30.25%
47.71%
27.95%
42.08%
51.60%
36.51%
57.60%
33.53%
45.17%
26.98%

Table D1.3
Percentage

of 1

Local-Source Revenue
from the

Real Property Tax
by

Locality
FY1996-98

Rank Scores
1=Highest Percentage
135=Lowest Percentage

Rank FY1997
Score Percentage
118.0 21.85%
125.0 20.29%
54.0 39.53%
50.0 38.87%
?1.0 29.72%
8.0 48.51%
81.0 29.87%
36.0 43.74%
_85.0 32.70%
59.0 39.72%
38.0 40.91%
2.0 55.99%
61.0 36.26%
3.0 55.37%
116.0 25.22%
96.0 27.06%
37.0 43.47%
4.0 52.61%
104.0 26.76%
16.0 48.31%
45.0 38.02%
7.0 50.58%
17.0 45.57%
30.0 41.35%
5.0 51.80%
93.0 29.99%
26.0 -42.53%
57.0 36.73%
70.0 32.93%
95.0 30.70%
21.0 44 .37%
108.0 26.65%
40.0 41.70%
11.0 50.62%
63.0 33.02%
1.0 57.88%
78.0 32.28%
27.0 45.75%
112.0 28.21%

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government

Rank
Score

123.0
126.0
45.0
48.0
90.0
17.0
89.0
29.0
79.0
44.0
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FY1998
Percentage

23.27%
21.30%
38.41%
38.45%
30.88%
49.76%
30.40%
43.99%
32.03%
31.07%
38.88%
55.04%
33.09%
50.15%
26.41%
25.54%
43.55%
52.27%
26.11%
47.31%
38.96%
48.85%
46.42%
36.30%
53.77%
29.24%
43.41%
45.20%
34.46%
33.44%
45.36%
25.96%
41.93%
49.72%
30.69%
56.85%
30.97%
45.71%
30.13%

Rank
Score

121.0
126.0
48.0
47.0
86.0
12.0
91.0
29.0

e
[= =)

. .
(= = N

WD -
SRR c:SH wa R

rNN O

o il

-

N WO [\ e N
SoaNaNdInue wORNREY
h : b

2]

Nug” . . . . e
CoobooooooooooboObooLoO0bOO

0 N



Locality

Rockingham County
Russell County
Scott County
Shenandoah County
Smyth County
Southampton County
Spatsylvania County
Stafford County
Surry County

Sussex County
Tazewell County
Warren County
Washington County
Westmoreland County
Wise County

Wythe County

York County
Alexandria City
Bedford City
Bristol City

Buena Vista City
Charlottesville City
Chesapeake City
Clifton Forge City
Colonial Heights City
Covington City
Danville City
Emporia City
Fairfax City

Falls Church City
Franklin City
Fredericksburg City
Galax City

Hampton City
Harrisonburg City
Hopewell City
Lexington City
Lynchburg City
Manassas City

FY1996
Percentage

35.74%
28.76%
38.98%
41.84%
28.44%
32.69%
43.59%
50.98%
15.13%
17.98%
31.69%
46.91%
33.71%
51.19%
19.25%
27.58%
43.12%
44 .96%
28.56%
27.76%
25.57%
34.01%
43.95%
28.84%
37.39%
16.70%
23.41%
20.94%
40.49%
46.04%
27.77T%
36.35%
18.62%
36.84%
24.22%
30.52%
28.43%
28.34%
49.17%

Table D1.3
Percentage
of 1
Local -Source Revenue
from the
Real Property Tax
by
Locality
FY1996-98

Rank Scores
1=Highest Percentage
135=Lowest Percentage

Rank FY1997
Score Percentage
68.0 35.12%
106.0 29.21%
51.0 36.88%
41.0 41.48%
102.0 27.23%
83.0 33.94%
35.0 44.01%
15.0 49.33%
134.0 15.02%
131.0 20.75%
88.0 27.85%
23.0 41.20%
77.0 31.50%
14.0 49.72%
128.0 17.58%
111.0 25.64%
39.0 42.26%
28.0 446 .48%
101.0 27.62%
110.0 26.14%
117.0 25.32%
76.0 34.65%
34.0 42.62%
8.0 26.09%
60.0 36.45%
132.0 16.01%
121.0 22.59%
123.0 21.35%
47.0 38.24%
25.0 45.41%
109.0 27.52%
64.0 34.29%
130.0 17.79%
62.0 36.03%
1290.0 23.59%
94.0 29.09%
103.0 27.58%
105.¢ 26.94%
19.0 | 49.34%

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government

Rank
Score
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111.0
115.0
69.0
32.0
112.0
59.0
133.0
120.0
124.0
50.0
23.0
103.0
70.0
130.0
62.0
119.0
93.0
101.0
106.0
11.0

FY1998
Percentage

35.18%
25,094
36.16%
41.36%
28.90%
34.08%
44.61%
50.09%
15.55%
22.12%
27.59%
40.03%
34.56%
48.80%
19.27%
28.53%
37.85%
44 .80%
24 ,45%
27.25%
28.03%
32.69%4
42.00%
26.04%
35.22%
15.36%
23.41%
21.35%
37.93%
h4.T2%
25.24%
34.29%
19.41%
35.38%
23.26%
30.03%
26.31%
27.58%
51.10%



Table D1.3
Percentage .
of 1
Local-Source Revenue
from the
Real Property Tax
by
Locality
FY1996-98

Rank Scores
1=Mighest Percentage
135=_Lowest Percentage

FY1996 Rank FY1997 Rank FY1998 Rank
Locality Percentage Score Percentage Score Percentage Score
Manassas Park City 49.33% 18.0 47.30% 19.0 48.82% 15.0
Martinsville City 22.19% 122.0 22.38% 121.0 26.17% 118.0
Newport News City 36.29% 65.0 35.01% 67.0 30.61% 89.0
Norfolk City 33.29% 7%.0 33.62%° 75.0 32.60% 77.0
Norton City 15.49% 133.0 16.95% 132.0 16.54% 132.0
Petersburg City 35.93% 67.0 35.56% 64.0 35.36% 64.0 -
Poquoson City S2.4T% 9.0 54.19% 4.0 54 .60% 4.0
Portsmouth City 34.95% 73.0 34.69% 68.0 34.85% 67.0
Radford City 28.77% 99.0 28.40% 96.0 29.10% 95.0
Richmond City 35.33% 69.0 35.78% 63.0 36.38% 59.0
Roanoke City 28.34% 106.0 28.55% 95.0 31.12% 81.0
Salem City 30.92% 90.0 30.51% 87.0 31.25% 80.0
Staunton City 32.67% 84.0 31.91% 82.0 30.80% 87.0
Suffolk City 39.85% 49.6 40.10% 43.0 50.15% 9.0
virginia Beach City 46 .36% 32.0 44 .50% 25.0 43. 7% 31.0
Waynesboro City 28.22% 107.0 26.54% 110. 26.83% 104.0
Williamsburg City 18.65% 129.0 19.62% 128.0 18.36% 131.0
Winchester City 24.81% 119.0 23.60% 118.0 23.02% 123.0

1

As measured by the Commission, "own-source" revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by
enterprise activities, certain compensatory collections generated through the settlement of
city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across community lines under general
revenue-sharing agreements.

2

South Baston City reverted to the status of a subordinate town on July 1, 1995. Accordingly,
with respect to the FY19956-98 time span, all baseline data for this jurisdiction are reflected -
in the statistical profile relative to Halifax County.

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



tocality

Accomack County
Albemarle County
Alleghany County
Amelia County
Amherst County
Appomattox County
Arlington County
Augusta County
Bath County
Bedford County
Bland County
Botetourt County
Brunswick County
Buchanan County
Buckingham County
Campbell County
Caroline County
Carroll County
Charles City County
Charlotte County
Chesterfield County
Clarke County
Craig County
Culpeper County
Cumberland County
Dickenson County
Dinwiddie County
Essex County
Fairfax County
Fauquier County
Floyd County
Fluvanna County
Franklin County
Frederick County
Giles County
Gloucester County
Goochland County
Grayson County
Greene County
Greensville County
Halifax County/3
Hanover County

Business, Professional, and Occupational License Taxes

FY1996
Percentage

3.83%
4. 1%
0.94%

9.51%
4.07%
0.01%
0.00%

2.08%

2.86%

2.87%
1.77%
1.21%
2.40%
1.174
0.39%

Table D7.3

Percentage
of 1
Local-Source Revenue
from
by
Locality
FY1996-98
4 |
Rank FY1997
Score Percentage
111.0 --
45.0 4.67%
41.0 3.17%
75.0 1.14%
111.0 : --
111.0 --
4.0 9.23%
42.0 3.45%
83.0 0.01%
85.0 0.00%
111.0 --
63.0 1.76%
111.0 0.00%
111.0 --
111.0 --
84.0 0.01%
52.0 2.82%
111.0 --
111.0 .-
111.0 -~
21.0 5.00%
81.0 0.10%
111.0 -~
111.0 --
64.0 1.64%
111.0 --
67.0 1.994
111.0 -~
46.0 3.63%
70.0 1.01%
111.0 --
111.0 --
111.0 0.01%
56.0 2.67%
111.0 --
55.0 3.06%
65.0 2.30%
111.0 --
72.0 1.45%
61.0 2.88%
73.0 1.31%
77.0 0.40%

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government

Rank
Score
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FY1998
Percentage

4.79%
3.17%
0.96%

9.00%
3.77%
0.01%
0.00%
1.74%
0.01%

0.01%
2.64%

5.42%
0.13%

1.49%

2.20%

3.64% .
0.93%

0.23%
2.89%
2.77%
2.21%
0.94%
3.39%
0.62%
0.45%
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Business, Professional, and Occupational License Taxes

Locality

Henrico County

Henry County
Hightand County

Isle of Wight County
James City County
King and Queen County
Xing George County
King William County
Lancaster County

Lee County

Loudoun County
Louisa County
Lunenburg County
Madison County
Mathews County
Mecklenburg County
Middlesex County
Montgomery County
Nelson County

New Kent County
Northampton County
Northumberland County
Nottoway County
Orange County

Page County

Patrick County
Pittsylvania County
Powhatan County
Prince Edward County
Prince George County
Prince William County
Pulaski County
Rappahannock County
Richmond County
Roanoke County
Rockbridge County
Rockingham County
Russell County

Scott County
Shenandoah County
Smyth County
Southampton County

FY1996
Percentage

7.44%
3.39%

1.47%
4.72%

4.97%

0.91%

Table D7.3

Percentage
of 1
Local -Source Revenue
from
by
Locality
FY1996-98
4
Rank FY1997
Score Percentage
6.0 7.21%
47.0 3.49%
111.0 --
69.0 1.29%
32.0 4.57%
111.0 --
27.0 3.66%
111.0 .-
111.0 --
111.0 --
54.0 2.86%
111.0 -
111.0 --
111.0 --
68.0 1.59%
82.0 0.01%
111.0 0.01%
111.0 --
80.0 0.18%
44.0 3.61%
86.0 0.00%
11.0 --
76.0 1.19%
111.0 --
71.0 1.22%
111.0 -~
111.0 --
78.0 0.32%
111.0 --
57.0 2.24%
62.0 2.07%
111.0 --
111.0 .-
111.0 --
48.0 3.64%
59.0 2.74%
111.0 --
111.0 --
111.0 --
111.0 --
111.0 -~
76.0 1.13%

Seurce: Staff, Commission on Local Government
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112.
112.5
112.5
43.0
57.0
112.5
112.5
112.5
112.5
112.5
75.0
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FY1998
Percentage

6.68%
3.69%
1.29%
4.23%

3.60%

Rank
Score

11.0
42.0
114.0
69.0
356.0
114.0
46.0
114.0
114.0
114.0
55.0
82.0
114.0
114.0
67.0
86.0
87.0
114.0
83.0
38.0
91.0
114.0
70.0
114.0
71.0
114.0
78.0
79.0
114.0
59.0"
64.0
114.0
114.0
114.0
45.0
58.0
114.0
114.0
114.0
114.0
114.0
75.0



Table 07.3

Percentage
of 1
Local-Source Revenue
: from 2
Business, Professional, and Occupational License Taxes
by

Locality

FY1996-98
| 4 “ | 4
FY1996 Rank FY1997 Rank FY1998 Rank
Locality Percentage Score Percentage Score Percentage Score
Spotsylvania County 2.44% 60.0 2.03% 63.0 2.18% 62.0
Stafford County -- 111.0 -- 112.5 -- 114.0
Surry County 0.31% 79.0 0.23% 79.0 0.22% 81.0
Sussex County -- 111.0 .- 112.5 0.00% 90.0
Tazewell County .- 111.0 -- 112.5% -- 114.0
Warren County 2.72% 58.0 2.68% 58.0 2.82% 53.0
Washington County -- 111.0 -- 112.5 -- 114.0
Westmoreland County .- 111.0 -- 112.5 -- 114.0
Wise County -- 111.0 -- 112.5 -- 114.0
Wythe County -- 111.0 -- 112.5 -- 114.0
York County 5.63% 17.0 4.02% 39.0 3.65% 43.0
Alexandria City 5.84% 16.0 5.71% 17.0 6.02% 17.0
Bedford City 4.60% 34.0 4.74% 29.0 4.13% 37.0
Bristol City 4.73% 31.0 4.56% 34.0 4.54% 30.0
Buena Vista City 3.27% 49.0 3.20% 50.0 2.53% 57.0
Charlottesville City 5.30% 22.0 3.93% 40.0 5.48% 19.0
Chesapeake City 5.38% 20.0 5.38% 18.0 5.38% 21.0
Clifton Forge City 4.57% 35.0 4.97% 27.0 4.33% 35.0
Colonial Heights City 5.97% 14.0 6.41% 11.0 6.36% 14.0
Covington City L.T% 39.0 5.36% 19.0 5.14% 24.0
Danville City 6.86% 9.0 6.93% 7.0 6.88% 10.0
Emporia City 4.6T% 33.0 4.54% 35.0 4.50% 32.0
Fairfax City 10.48% 1.0 10.14% 1.0 10.46% 1.0
Falls Church city 6.874 8.0 6.63% 10.0 7.50% 7.0
Franklin City 5.22% 23.0 4.64% 32.0 4.36% 34.0
Fredericksburg City 5.94% 15.0 6.17% 15.0 6.55% 12.0
Galax City 6.76% 11.0 6.31% 12.0 7.78% 6.0
Hampton City 4.20% 38.0 4.29% 37.0 4.52% 31.0
Harrisonburg City 9.40% 5.0 9.42% 4.0 9.45% 3.0
Hopewell City 4.86% 29.0 5.10% 24.0 4.68% 29.8
Lexington City 4.82% 30.0 5.17% 22.0 5.15% 23.0
Lynchburg City 6.19% 13.0 6.20% 14.0 6.06% 16.0
Manassas City 3.07% 51.0 3.56% 47.0 3.39% 47.0
Manassas Park City 2.90% 53.0 3.57% 46.0 2.16% 63.0
Martinsville City 5.06% 25.0 6.08% 16.0 6.42% 13.0
Newport News City 4.32% 37.0 4.45% 36.0 3.94% 40.0
Norfolk City 4.95% 28.0 5.28% 21.0 4.93% 26.0
Norton City 9.78% 2.0 9.65% 2.0 9.70% 2.0
Petersburg City 5.47% 19.0 5.08% 25.0 5.37% 22.0
Poquoson City 1.66% 66.0 1.59% 67.0 1.65% 66.0
Portsmouth City 6. 17% 40.0 4.03% 38.0 4.00% 39.0
Radford City 3.24% 50.0 3% 51.0 | 3.24% 49.0

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table D7.3

Percentage
of 1
tocal-Source Revenue
from 2
Business, Professional, and Occupational License Taxes
by
Locality
FY1996-98
4 4 4
FY1996 Rank FY1997 Rank FY1998 Rank
Locality Percentage Score Percentage Score Percentage Score
Richmond City 5.53% 18.0 5.15% 23.0 5.104 25.0
Roanoke City 6.81% 10.0 6.75% 8.0 7.194 9.0
Salem City 7.29% 7.0 6.68% 9.0 7.24% 8.0
Staunton City 5.16% 24.0 5.30% 20.0 5.74% 18.0
Suffolk City 3.90% 43.0 3.67% 41.0 2.91% 51.0
Virginia Beach City 4.5T% 36.0 4.66% 31.0 4.4B% 33.0
Waynesboro City 5.01% 26.0 4.95% 28.0 4.82% 27.0
Williamsburg City 6.38% 12.0 6.26% 13.0 6.22% 15.0
Winchester City 9.58% 3.0 9.45% 3.0 9.33% 4.0

1

As measured by the Commission, "own-source® revenue excludes payments in lieu of taxes by
enterprise activities, certain cotrpensatory collections generated through the settlement of
city-county annexation issues, and funds transferred across community lines under general
revenue-sharing agreements.

2

With respect to any given fiscal year, the symbol "--% denotes the complete absence of
jurisdictional revenue.
3

South Boston City assumed the status of a subordinate town on July 1, 1995. Accordingly,

with respect to the FY1996-98 time span, all baseline data for this jurisdiction are reflected

in the statistical profite relative to Halifax County.
4

Because of the South Boston reversion, the highest and lowest percentages in the statewide
distribution will carry rankings of 1 and 135, respectively, unless tied statistics are
clustered at the base of the computational scale.

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government
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Total
County and
City
General
Fiscal Revenue Percent Parcent Percent
Year (Million $) Local Slale Federal
19081 4,024.3 56.8% 32.1% 11.0%
1987 6,721.9 60.8% 32.6% 5.9%
1968 7,360.0 61.0% 32.3% 57%
1989 8,204.5 62.5% 32.2% 5.2%
1990 9,039.3 62.7% 32.1% 52%
1991 9,672.2 63.0% 31.4% 5.7%
1992 9.836.2 64.0% 30.0% 6.0%
1993 10,332.3 63.2% 30.3% 6.5%
1994 10,958.6 63.6% 29.8% 6.6%
1985 11,706.1 63.5% 30.1% 6.4%
1996 12,269.5 63.5% 30.2% 6.4%
1997 13.143.0 83.3% 30.6% 6.2%
1998 13,891.9 63.3% 30.4% 6.3%
1999 14,034.8 61.6% 32.0% 6.4%
NOTE: Predicted lederal ald Is the product of tolal county and cily general revenue and the 1981 percentage of federal aid.

TABLE 40. CHANGE IN FEDERAL ROLE IN VIRGINIA COUNTY AND CITY LOCAL GOVERNMENT GENERAL REVEMUE. 1981 - 1999

SOURCE:  Commonwealth of Virginia, Auditor of Public Accounts,

Year Ending June 30, 1981; 1987 thiough 1999, Exhibit A,

UPDATED: 7/00

TABLE 40

Total
Federa!
Ald

(Million §)

143.8
398.8
419.4
427.9
473.7
548.0
594 .4
667.1
721.8
751.6
780.9
811.9
870.1
962.8

Piedicted

Federal
Ald Using
1981

Percentage
(Million $)

NA
741.3
B811.6
904.8
996.8

1,066.6
1.084.7
1,139.4
1,208.5
1,290.9
1,353.0
1,449.4
£,531.9
1,647.0

Dillerence
(Mittion $)

NA
-342.5
-392.2
-476.9
-523.2
-518.6
-490.3
-472.3
-487.0
-539.3
-572.1
-637.4
-661.8
-684.0

STAFF,CLG



UPDATED: 7/00

TABLE 42. COMPARISON OF PRINCIPAL STATE AND LOCAL TAX SOURCES IN VIRGINIA
STATE INDIVIDUAL TAXABLE INCOME AND LOCAL 1AXABLE REAL ESTATE VALUES
1980 - 1997

Annual Percentage Changes
Tolal Assessed

Tax Tolal Net Individual Value of Real Property Taxable Real Property
Year Taxable Income (Total Taxable Value) Income Assessinents
1980 $27.395,955,486 $87.,376.429,737 N/A N/A
1981 $30,482,418,657 $104,098,567.681 11.3% 19.t%
1982 $32,701.,878,118 $118,991,739.495 7.3% 14.3%
1983 $35,784,348,044 $127,352,797,555 9.4% 7.0%
1984 $39,402,818,256 $137,876,319,112 10.1% 8.3%
1985 $42,768,658,292 $149,824.214,588 8.5% 8.7%
1986 $47,503,567,854 $166.460,429,887 t1.1% 11.1%
1987 $55,045,982,516 $187.079,024,886 15.9% 12.4%
1988 $57,935,341,298 $213,567,250,059 52% 14.2%
1989 $58,338,691,473 $250,055,041,710 0.7% 17.1%
1990 $61.842,879,592 $281.244,381,822 6.0% 12.5%
1991 $62,463,660,910 $293,923,667,501 1.0% 4.5%
1992 $68,338,530,520 $294,309.758,919 9.4% 0.1%
1993 $71,472,367,345 $297,933,044,513 4.6% 1.2%
1994 $75,035,433,491 $304,123,458,279 50% 21%
1995 $79,255,487,015 $315,016,380,521 56% 3.6%
1996 $85,725,401,229 $326,255,970,739 8.2% 36%
1997 $94,684,534,413 $340.575,933,4586 10.5% 4.4%
Change
1980 - 1997 $67,288,578,927 $253,199,503,719 245.6% 289.8%

Note: Tolal assessed value ol ieal property represents use-values ol land under

use-value assessinent and fair market values of all other taxable
properly. Public Service Corporation properties are not included.

Source:

Virginia Departiment of Taxation, Annual Repon, Fiscal Years 1981 - 1999
Taxable Income data for tax years 1980 - 1983 from Table 1.6
Taxable income data for tax year 1984 from Table 1.7
Taxable Income data for tax years 1985 - 1991 from Table 1.9
Taxable income data lor lax years 1992 - 1996 {rom Table 1.7
Taxable income dala for tax year 1997 from Table 1.7 of 1999 Report (on-fine).
Assassed valuallon dala for tax years 1980 - 1992 from Table 5.4
Assessed valuation data for tax year 1993 - 1997 from Table 5.2.
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Per Capita True Valuation of Reat Estate by Locality, 1988-98

Per Capita | Per Capita | PerCapila | Per Capita | PerCapila | Per Capita | PerCapila | Per Capila | Per Capita | Per Capila | Per Capila
True True True True True True True True True True True

Valuation, Valualion, Valualtion, Valuation, Valuation, Valualion, Valualion, Valuation, Valualion, Valuation, Valualion,
tocalily 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1896 1997 1998
Accomack County $3167857 | $33,820.34 | $40,652.24 | $41,031.13 | $45,238.03 §44.349.20 | $43,790.00 | $45252.74 | $46,094.71 [ $46,891.54 $18,680.36
Albemarie County $50,227.82 | $56,923.02 | $61,361.73 ] $67,041.29 $68,375.34 | $72,206.27 | $72,268.17 | $74,800.51 $73.826.15 | $76,276.11 | $77.280.57
Alleghany County $23.681.95 | $25.291.10| $25738.62| $26,380.31| $29,807.12 $33,196.48 | $35,866.28 1 $40,310.31 | $43,769.72 $46,310.63 | $47,759.85
Amelia Counly $38,238.59 | $40,609.07 | $43,657.45 $47,834.56 ) $47.116.88 | $49,247.81 | $46,684.79 $48,446.75 | $51,452.39 | $54,702.45 $57,075.18
Ambherst County $22.765.74 | $24,338.49} $27386.80 | $28,757.36 { $30,633.10{ $31,799.77 $33.740.95 | $36.056.46 | $36,050.90 | $38,745.78 | $40.061.30
Appomaltox County $26,392.98 | $26,977.39| $26,909.99 | $28,229.92} $30,365.18 § $30.857.74 ) $32,475.90 $36,252.07 | $41.98504 | $45442.73 | $43,184.91
Arlington Counly $106,177.05 | $115.486.14 | $118,158.96 | $114,193.47 | $109,849.90 | $108,754.59 $107.431.78 | $102,604.98 | $107,025.61 | $108,435.85 | $115.658.94
Augusla Counly $35.523.84 | $37.856.55] $41,751.07 | $43,884.50 | $44,847.39 ] $45,191.52 | $46,187.72 $48,474.0B | $50,915.98  $51,761.86 ) $55.430.73
Bath Counly $42,842.60 | $50.656.09 | $51,952.07 | $57,074.79 | $59,164.13 | $60,118.19 | $63,752.83 $67.645.31 ] $69,306.17 | $91,686.12 | $77.546.64
Bedford Caunly $35614.77 | $38,419.05| $40,704.24 | $43,230.64 | $43,797.04 | $45,342,54 $40.820.11 ) $51,640.10 7 $52,819.05| $55.274.70 $57.714.01
Bland Counly $20,645.94 | $20,803.09 { $22,747.0t1] $26,215.00{ $26.627.42 | $25282.22 $28,706.01 | $30.564.21| $73,693.78 | $34,909.81 $38,374.86
Boletourt County $31,107.50 | $35.295.57 | $36,845.95 | $37,398.98 ( $40,132.94 | $42,31540 | $44,189.39 | $45309.97 $40.130.35) $52.840.36 | $60.610.52
Brunswick Counly $27.424.56 | $28,081.35{ $29,156.13 | $31,102.42 | $29,533.60 | $33,560.04 { $31,673.18 | $34.614.n0 $34.007.42 ] $39478.86 | $39.756.27
Buchanan County $29,104.12 | $29,971.72( $31.466.16 | $30,166.70 | $33,083.83 | $32,305.67 $31.495.03 | $39,060.53 | $36,475.11 | $34,249.36 $36,533.45
Buckingham County $28,531.83 ] $31.418.70 | $34,192.19| $33,675.81 | $33.306.95 | $35,759.81 $34,854.30 | $35.104.79 ] $36,308.33 | $37.772.46 $38,616.60
Campbeli Counly $23,046.35 | $24,149.37 | $26,60864 | $27,325.27 | $28.650.02 | $30,192.14 | $31,049.44 | $32,572.98 | $34,485.41 $36,361.85] $37,381.58
Caroline Counly $34.173.26 | $36,951.90 | $41.966.33 | $41,601.80 ) $43,705.01 | $44,1432.42 } $43,464.83 | $45,075.14 } $4G.1 19.72 1 $45437.08 1 $47,882.85
Carroll County $23.070.40 | $24,901.93 | $27.088.03 | $26,846.42 | $29.482.93 | $30,157.42{ $32,748.30 | $35209.34 [ $36,790.17 | $38,438.35 $45,093.72
Charles Cily County $32,552.12 | $35.568.40 [ $35,972.78 | $40,366.03 | $40,620.00 | $43,548.10 | $45.48549 | $43,981.86 | $50,542.09 [ $49,908.12 | $5G,012.60
Charlolle County $26,308.05 | $28,827.37 | $32,116.87 ] $30.874.87 | $31,061.28 | $32,954.97 | $33,341.93| $35.065.07 | $39,079.23 | $36.615.35| $38,710.04
Cheslerfield Counly $38,983.21{ $41.180.00 { $43,665.81 1 $44,372.52 | $44,454.84 | $44,947.84 | $45084.38 | $47,676.58 | $49,524.81 [ $51,495.81 | $52,937.34
Clatke Counly $57,199.26 | $66,067.23 | $79.248.91 | $75404.63 | $72,662.85 $71,553.32| $73,006.91 ] $73,478.99] $73,926.91 | $76,472.30| $77.141.15
Craig County $27,534.39 | $31,390.60 | $35,101.56 | $34.218.22 | $36,177.20 | $35,626.84 | $39,267.28 | $39,012.60 | $45,006.67 | $45821.14 ] $49,776.60
Culpeper Counly $46,070.16 | $55,086.69 | $62,652.55| $51,641.48 | $55512.27 | $51,807.52 | $52.882.63 | $51,571.18 | $52,257.25| $52,601.34 | $54,880.17
Cumberland Counly $28,026.17 | $34,808.76 | $34,466.20 | $36,883.16 | $41,063.94 | $38.693.17 { $41,443.59 | $43,583.18| $46,084.11 | $48,170.49 | $48,062.68
Dickenson Caunty $26,045.56 | $29.052.23 | $20,714.19 | $29,087.22 | $26,843.24 | $32,502.16 | $36,376.47 | $39,862.35 | $38,249.75 | $37,830.65| $40,337.73
Dinwiddie County $26,229.29 | $28,143.20 | $28,655.90 [ $31,723.89 | $33,341.21 | $33,083.65| $34,004.35§ $36,438.21 | $36,215.31 | $39,074.40 | $41584.97
Essex County $43,203.11 | §48,832.35| $56,621.36 | $56,870.23 | $54,905.22 | $58,874.72 | $61,469.64 | $65.565.84 { $61,389.96 | $69,350.54 | $71,860.32
Fairfax County $84,795.97 | $96,008.84 | $99,063.75| $94,765.47 | $88,038.40 | $84,562.48 | $84,866.99 | $84,477.49 | $86,109.99 | $87,584.08 | $92,284.95
Favquier County $69,801.15 | $96,662.12 | $98,819.89| $93,14591} $80,562.84 | $88.183.07 | $08,306.85| $68,453.40 | $90,698.83 | $90,263.41 | $91,150.18
Floyd Caunly. $30,094.92 | $33,860.87 | $37,708.98 | $36,849.75 | $37,663.20 | $38.459.34 | $41,321.36 | $43,173.07 | $44.841,47 | $49,128.37 | $52,381.88
Fluvanna County $36,255.79 | $39.64274 | $43,638.52 | $44,207.05} $43.706.12 | $45.360.71 | $50,910.57 | $50,042.33 | $51,775.79 | $52,229.45| $53,016.62
Franklin County $31,579.93 | $38,804.43 | $42,952,46 | $44.063.19 | $44,238.67 | $46,032.78 | $48,274.67 | $52,077.09| $53.872.06 | $55,148.72 | $58,195.72
Frederick Counly $42,94048 | $46,669.79 | $50,707.06 | $54,171.26 ) $52,73559 | $52,162.85 | $54,194.93 | $54,988.80 | $54.903.78 { $54.704.34 | $57,174.69
Giles County $22,47865 | $22,585.22 | $24,894.78 | $23,947.32 | $26,332.47 | $26,345.24 | $28,952.66 | $31,631.53 | $32,747.04 } $34.100.69 | $36.875.83
Gloucester County §37.664.93 | $40,474.01| $43271.45| $42,746.51 | $43.246.53 | $43.670.50 | $45991.89 | $47,614.91 | $48,702.86 | $50.806.35 [ $51.340.47
Goochiand Counly $52,378.44 | $59.441.67 | $67.640.47 | $68,001.23 | $70,279.51 | $70,540.74 { $73,941.71 | $76,330.10| $79,404.05] $089,966.94 § $30,428.82
Grayson Coutily $21,530.12 | $24,279.22{ $23,422.G6 | $23,180.99{ $25,555.14 $25,298.77 | $26,597.97 | $27,272.34| $30,202.48 | $237,826.10 | $38,314.39
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Per Capita True Valuation of Real Eslale by Localily, 1988-98

Per Capila | PerCapita | PerCapila | Per Capita | Per Capila | Per Capita | Per Capita { Per Capila { Per Capila | Per Capita | Per Capila
True True True Tive True True True Tiue True True True

Valuation, Valuation, Valualion, Valuation, Valuation, Valualion, Valuation, Valualion, Valualion, Valuation, Vatualion,
Locality 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Greene Counly $34,084.73 ] $35542.72 $37,358.45 | $38,486.61 | $39.773.07 $39,014.82 1 $41,825.27 §42,741.42 { §43.641.35 $49,971.37 | $49,305.83
Greensville County $26.766.41 ) $27.970.34 | $29,028.39 $26,087.62 | $26419.23 | $26,711.35 $27 4164.57 | $30,420.59 $28,775.99 | §33,847.75 $30,766.91
alifax Counly/1 $23,092.38 | $22,927.37 | $26,193.57 $27,399.22{ $28,360.22 | $30,503.88 $33,628.06 | $33,990.34 $36.658.46 ) $38,792.16 | $18,891.29
Hanover Counly $42.164.81 | $46.675.52 | $49,164.80 | $50,350.73 $54,867.87 | $57.441.06 | $59,554.70 | $61,887.41 $62.789.12 | $65.167.83 | $68,991.36
Henrico Counly $41,919.07 | $45,175.74 | $48,310.90 [ $49,338.20 $49.817.97 | $50,989.94 | $51,367.29 | $53,549.78 $53,939.08 | $56.573.61 | $G0.940.68
IH{enry County $24,462.05 | $25,722.26 | $27.668.40 $27.444.61 | $29,509.36 | $29,657.37 $30,900.43 { $32,169.69 $33.607.37 | $35.011.87 $36,937.67
Highland County $57.847.69| $71.921.76 | $75,966.22 $77,222.31 | $87.224.48 | $76,303.28 $80,353.25 | $91,985.38 $93.796.61 | $90.843.63 §$103.299.95
Isle of Wighl County $34,767.33 | $38,716.568 | $50.697.24 $45,400.20 | $44,901.99 $45,608.76 | $48,689.02 $49,853.62 | $50.070.35 $52,220.72 | 354,591.47
James City County $58,502.56 | $64,331.87 | $68,772.40 $70,568.62 | $72,075.76 | $72,455.41 $76,014.23 | $77.644.07 $79.172.18 | $85,372.67 | $93,985.35
King and Queen Counly | $44,595.56 $41,271.37 | $46,300.37 | $44,966.19 | $46,436.40 $44,988.80 | $45,501.20 | $53.704.72 $53.015.32 | $57.760.56 | $57.497.65
King George County $39.580.68 | $47.819.97 { $54,924.82 | $54,230.79 $53,352.02 | $52.602.30 | $51,807.89 | $51.869.87 $51.870.76 | $51.36074} $%55409.62
King William County $39.438.68 | $42.174.13 | $44,359.39 | $47.166.64 $49,006.46 | $45,056.21 ] $47,254.90 $51,173.72 | $51.174.42 | §53.220.80 $54,296 78
Lancaster County $66.520.09 | $82.304.09 | $89,918.96 | $92,834.00 $94,866.56 | $93,731.61 | $94,307.57 ] $94,385.89 $96.028.15 | $94,374.87 } $97.23769
Lee County $16.760.12 | $16,938.98 | $17,104.96 | $16,596.00 $19,096.62 | $19.498.27 | $20,834.13 $22,218.90 | $23.517.87 | $24,176.66 $27,349.00
L.oudoun Caounly $119,500.13 | $150,605.61 | $151,165.09 { $136,377.54 $113,748.65 1 $90,196.40 ] $93,085.40 $90,278.38 | $90,590.40 [ $90,125.90 $92.691.41
Louisa County $35,304.60 | $40,442,74 | $44,836.75 $46,936.30 § $47,307.67} $47.665.75] $50,169.73 | $51.513.38 $53.059.14 | §56,027.84 | $57,392.69
Lunenburg County $23,798.93 } $26.619.59| $28,208.51 | $29.456.35] $28,612.11 $31,103.80 | $32,384.03 | $33.532.64 $34,910.77 | $34,760419 | $37.608.14
Madison County $42,162.18 | $50,221.19| $49.42054 | $47.986.78 | §51,372.76 $49,920.56 | $55,758.26 ( $56,417.07 | $58,3G0.00 $58,418.50 | $59,428.31
tiathews Counly $51,934.55 | $58,210.72 ] $68.140.99 ) $67,723.37 | $63.,380.60 | $68,967.15 $66,051.93 | $69.846.55( $71568.37 $74,370.31 | $74,463.32
NMecklenburg Counly $29.10832 1 $31,296.39 | $33,089.91 | $33,207.07 | $33,685.21 | $36,830.04 $39.927.11 | $43.03596 | $16,064.19} 3$46,216.97 $49,546.29
Middlesex County $62.344.14 | $70,522.54 | $75.009.71| $708,488.09  $77,524.50 | $82,799.07 | $64,119.41 | $88,298.95 $92.417.62 | $93,055.34 | $94,838.26
Montgomety County $25227.21( $26,021.99 ) $27.41090 | $27,392.63{ $28,108.98 { $29,144.83 | $30,585.15 $31.991.20 $32.910.76 | $35.822.80 | $39.385.68
Melson County $52,496.90 |- $58,906.39 | $62,628.92] $70,068.08 | $72,563.16 { $76,267.85{ $76.412.35| $79,135.84 | $79.947.50 $79.801.17 | $84.552.49
New I<enl Counly $38,230.90 | $46.,977.72 | $55,725.51 | $54.701.30 | $54.256.69 | $55.825.50 | $57,937.351 $61,512.49 | $G0.591.17 | 161.748.45 $71,234.79
Notthamptlon County $25.907.75 | $39.333.97 | $5!,007.35 | $45,368.55} $45631.35| $48,191,36 | $50,765.19 } $53,210.08 | $56,207.09 $56,315.55 | $61,515.41
Northumberland County | $69,789.81 | $86,638.38 | $91,201.35 | $93,685.96 | $93,959.37 | $91,956.21 [ $105,134.91 {$102,950.05 | $96,562.06 | $99,600.47 $101,083.18
Notloway County $21.567.99 | $22.811.07 ] $24.657.04 | $24,695.17 | $24,472.20 | $24,322.45 | $28,087.60 | $28.453.24 | $30.478.98 ] $32,278.53 | $31.820.74
Orange County $41,761.67 | $47,386.03 $57.804.54 | $58,387.10 $57,717.54 | $57,955.94 | $57,174.96 | $58,692.18 | $57123.60 j $59,256.71 ) §$60,571.37
Pagf: County $29.646.50 | $34.249.12{ $37.697.42 | $37,926.95] $36,200.94 | $38,321.68 | $30,811.66 | $42,042.64 | $43,397.95} $41.331.41 [ $42,902.94
P?(l{cl( Cc?unly $27,538.97 | $28,008.31] $29,661.19 | $27,333.71 $29,511.40 | $33,0628.71 $35,610.72 | $34.813.27 | 334.570.24 | §38,498.79| $41.926.93
Piltsytvania County $20,531.68 1 $21,848.94} $23,382.18 | $£23,919.41 $26,008.48 | $27,314.87 | $28.682.15| $32,408.04 $31,693.27 | $32,225.21 $36.260.78
PQ\inalar\ County $35,020.29 | $39.321.09| 3$41,987.93| $43.486.09 | $43,688.15 | $44,102.32 | $47,754.76 | $48,358.51 | $49,896.17 | $52,034.64 $55.818.05
Prince Edward Counly $21,752.84 | $24,182.74 | $27,843.59 | $29,260.06 | $28,462.85] $29,862.68 | $31,501.33 | $31,786.04 | $36.238.35 | $356,267.87 $36.595.96
Prince Georgo County $21.898.41 $23.665.54 | $28.045.59] $27,960.43 | $30,600.87 | $31,783.11 $33,188.95 | $35.775.27 | $34.681.09] $36,210.85| $40,430.72
Pence William County $48,250.28 | $56,782.66 ] $61,242.43 | $58,872.81 $56,953.31 $55,331.49 ] $54,077.12 | $53,647 .31 $54,303.32 | $54.044.10 | $55,684.31
Pulaski Counly $24,462.24 | $25,528.92 | $26.858.53 | $27.501.92| $28,113.85| $28,996.31 | $30.186.7G | $31,947.82 $34,399.251 $37,205.81| $39,561.73
Rappahannock County $61.528.75 1 %5101,503.91 { $108,252.04 | $101.439.40 | $116,238.28 | $117,250.42 }$120.535.04 | $117,802.00 $122,937.93 | $120,420.02 | $111,391.35
Richinond Counly $38,338.78 { $34,315.95| $45,171.18 | $42,6406.77 | $48,095.97 $53,050.16 | $44,534.78 | $44,628.12 1 $41,841.89 | 348,129.34 $48,553.32




Per Capila True Valuation of Real Eslale by Localily, 1988-98

Per Capita Per Capila Per Capila Per Capita Per Capita Per Capila Per Capita | Per Capila Per Capila Pcr_Canim Per Capila
True True True True True True True True True True Trus.:
Valualion, Valuation, Valuation, Valuation, Valualion, Valualion, Valuation, Valuation, Valualion, Valuation, Valualion,

Locality 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1987 1998
Roanake Counly $33.625.54 { $3567597 | $37.234.81 $38,634.03 | $40,214.64 | $42.615.39 $44.640.45 | $46,943.75 529,109 73 529.924,0; :g;ggg;g
Rockbridge County $34.283.13 | $34.786.80 | $41,048.28 | $41,541.14 | $43,982.01 $43,953.85 | $46,204.77 | $52,649.88 | $55.001.08 539.1;3,20 352‘481‘47
Rockingham Counly $37.74599 | $41.40928 ] $41,211.01 ) $42,281.47 $41479.34 | $40,98481 | $47,298.00 § $46,547.61 547.[:10.16 $50.8 .rq $31Ir49'5a
Russell Counly $18.,200.74 ] $18,997.44 ] $20,741.31 $21,911.77 { $23,490.08 | $24,195.93 $24,661.74 | $26,189.60 §27.520.56 { $30,296.5¢ 29, )35 o
Scott County $15,350.12 | $17,305.41| $19,878.86 | $19,231.03 $20,707.52 | $20.685.56 | $23.321.23 $22,813.46 | %24,863.89 $726,522.28 1 $29,3 .r )
Shenandoah Counly $40.724.83 | $49.689.11 | $50,913.73 | $55,148.42 | $52,609.74 | $50,819.28 $54,153.52 | $53.777.59 | $53,749.49 | $54,672.64 $53,715.57
Smyih County $20.096.83 | $20.768.89 | $22,845.94 | $22,760.25 | $24,028.13 | 324.654.49 $26.676.62 | $27,856.33 | $29,187.62 | $30,933.76 $30,709.24
Southampton Counly $30.761.55 | $34,332.23 ] $32,986.09 | $34,136.70 $35,462.62 | $40,609.35] 342,652.05] $42,794.85 $43,177.03 | $46.542.39 | $48,191.43
Spotsylvania County $48.401.18 | $51,228.54 | $53,385.22 | $49,911.63 | $55473.44  $54,600.67 $55.586.63 | $55.907.98 | $57,666.2% § $55,931.54 $56,816.70
Slafford County $37.360.07 | $42,787.66 | $55.731.89{ $53,319.01 | $51,051.99 | $51,389.25 | $51,479.26 $61,024.59 | $51,265.09 ) $53.169.54 | $55,575.99
Surry County £42.114.00 | $51.252.66 | $49,742.55| $48,187.10 | $52,377.61 ] §$52,642.88 { $52.614.47 $50.414.39 | $55,951.94 [ $59,91869 | $54,180.01
Sussex Caunly $28,263.98 | $33,586.76 | $36,092.12 | $33,128.24 $36,368.41 $41.282.682 | $39.64503 | $40,867.76 $42,327.80 | $42.218.22 | $45.889.30
Fazewell County $20,965.57 | $21,366.10 | $24,180.61 $23,078.97 | $24,939.25) 324,884.44 | $27.028.21 $28,963.57 | $30,102.26 | $32,035.34 $32,817.03
Warren County $39.629.20 | $44,758.59 | $53.240.69 { $50,011.10 | $48,602.80 | $47,655.22 | §49.507.39 | $53.039.41 $52,572.71 | $53,535.90 | $57,591.58
Washington County $24.450.06 | $26,213.33 | $28,061.43 | $29.066.62 | $29,894.68 | $31,605.45 | $32,829.23 | §35.093.62 $38.600.14 | $41,474.51 | $42,348.07
Waeslmoreland Couiity $42.311.73 | $49.671.68 | $52,914.41 | $52,291.77 | $56,225.56 } $57,378.91 | $55,085.28 $50,567.28 | $60653.12 } §62,589.16 ] $63.792.11
wise Counly $19,626.71 $20,525.45 | $21.514.04 | $22,076.63 | $22,305.66 ] $24,140.9! $23.010.72( $26,73369 | $27,2i6.05 | $2B8,580.32 $29,848.22
Wythe County $23977.23 | $26.647.65]| $27,936.04 | $29,662.09 | $30.501.89 | $32,966.20 $33,751.84 | $35,993.66{ $38,081.51 $411,576.07 | $43,507.54
vork Counly $41,062.05 | $44.643.54 | $50.620.00 | $49,151.10 | $50,319.75| $50,659.47 | $52,136.26 | $52.673.14 | 354,484.94 | $56,000.51 $58,231.67
Atexandria City $85.832.74 | $105,149.65 | $1§3,147.58 | $115.624.32 | $101,172.11 | $101,515.77 | $91,55545 | $00,944.30 [ §91,569.20 [ $90,623.95 $95.655.81
Bedford Cily $25.420.33 | $27.534.10 | $31.743.78 | $30.285.00 | $32.300.54 | $33.672.67 | $36,568.70 | $37,512.05| $40,261.99j $41,17G.99 | $40,268.47
Biisfol Cily $24.861.75 | $25,738.23 1 $24,883.21 $26,238.01( $27.213.06| $27.34500 $28,613.15| $31,644.20 | $34,654.19] $34,703.52 | $37,928.10
Buena Visla City $19,763.44 {° $21,347.18 | $21,712.46 | $23,142.03 | $24.441.24 | $25,667.28 | $26,535.87 | $27,738.61 | $30,205.19| $31,143.57 | $29.779.29
Chariottesville Cily $30,938.36 | $36,170.19 | $10,373.64 | $40,771.63 | $41,626.04 | $41,73529 | $44,065.51 | $45,810.83 | $48,974.02 | $49.190.21 | $53,976.21
Chesapeake City $35.016.32 | $39.016.09 | $41,735.32 | $41,687.89 | $42,051.56 | $43.050.7G | $44,022.47 | $44,858.65 | $46,408.55| 347,107.00 | $48,402.44
Clifton Forge City $13,303.47 | $13,369.92 | $16,186.79 | $16,121.09| $18,022.33 | $18,327.44 | $19607.62 | $22,267.75| $21,88541 | $22,219.24 | $22,418.14
Colonial Heights City §27.716.74 | $35,182.98 | $38,636.77 | $40.258.70 | $42,022.93 | $12,850.60 § $49.940.09} $47.541.14 | $48.889.56) $51,795.77 | $54,749.08
Covinglon Cily $21,108.92 | $20,898.27 { $23,904.1G | $25,068.99 | $24,551.16 | $25497.25{ $27,388.51 | $30,893.74 | 3$30,482.39 | $32,1G5.35| $31,587.77
Danville City $15.575.31 | $21.019.54 | $22,306.15| $24,026.11 | $25016.80 | $26,141.83 | $27.151.38 | $27,924.11 | $35.502.16 { $31,479.87 | %33,203.27
Emparia City $25,182.07 | 327,577.20 ] $31,692.10 ] $30,16G9.09 | $31,056.04 | 33293869 | $33,493.53 ) $36.186.47 } $36,544.22 | $40,257.00 } $40,121.97
Fairfax Cily $91.613.43 1 $105,474.50 | $108,619.49 | $104,501.76 | $94,823.37 | $93,053.75| $69,808.40 | $89,455.31{ $93,489.42 | $95603.85| $98,257.19
Falls Church City $101,912.08 | $116,146.81 | $122,383.74 | $123,066.11 | $116,511.20 | $115,571.63 | $114,176.08 | $111,824.59 [ $111,694.47 | $112.659.96 }$118,062.19
Franklin Cily $26.773.60 { $27.252.21 | $28607.71| $29,515.73 | $27,810.31| $31.11966 | $32,865.56 | $32,853.68 | $33,242.40 [ $35209.68 | $38.561.50
Fredericksburg City $34,243.77 { $42,206.65| $50,979.03 | $52,822.14 | $48,918.13 | $48,040.30 | $47.987.93 | $49,725.62 | $51,177.97 | $54,245.13 | $60,740.43
Galax Cily $25,556.23 § $26,614.42 ] $29,584.86 | $27,733.33 | $32,584.71 ] $32,447.91 | $34,636.37 | $36,438.56 | $35,920.00 | $35,849.18 | $37,194.35
FHamplon City 327.779.17 | $29.125:62 | $29.652.20| $30.518.68 | $30.621.78 | $31.41557 | $32,058.55| $33.468.89 | $34,116.71 | $34,876.44 | $36,263.57
Harrisonburg City $38.141.05 | $40,672.75| $41,437.75] $42,500.10 | $42,334.16 | $43,072.21 | $43,611.30| $43,869.41 $44,141.33 | $46,062.96 | $48.952.2C
Hopewell City $22,702.01 $24,059.52 | $26,314.19 ] $26,200.78 | $28,054.67 { $29,109.87 }| $30,524.60 | $31,278.03 | $34,009.15| $34,870.56 $35,837.7L




Per Capita True Valualion of Real Eslate by Localily, 1988-98

Per Capita | Per Capita | Per Capila | Per Capita Per Capita | Per Capita | Per Capila | PerCapita | Per Capita | Per Capila | Per Capita
True True True True True True True True True True True
Vatualion, Valuation, Valuation, Valuation, Valuation, Valuation, Valualion, Valualion, Valuation, Valuation, Valualion,

Localily 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1988

Lexington Cily $22.117.54 | $24,938.13 | $26,572.50 | $29,382.14 | $30,570.00 $30,792.10 | $31.781.71 | $35,554.03 | $35,992.80 $38,697.3t | $37.776.94
Lynchburg City $22,979.00 | $24,812.72 ] $27.030.84 { $29,108.14 $30,452.13 | $31,431.40 | $34,141.78 | $34,527.114 $37,378.59 | $37,555.32 | $39,427.98
Manassas City $60.226.82 | §73,266.17 | $72,568.66 | $67,924.86 $60,553.55 | $59,869.72 | $58,374.71 $57,582.46 | $55,962.64 | $58,849.41 $62,598.97
Manassas Park City $34,165.07 | $41,997.13 | $44,497.77 | $45,054.35] $41,142.31 $41,801.73 | $43,696.00 | $44,833.08 | $42,274.25 $43,994 .42 | $48,096.06
Marlinsville City $27.013.06 | $29.837.88 | $32,756.71| $32,491.38 $34.759.92 | $33,786.14 | $33,915.93 | $31,741.89 | $34,423.09 $34,001.05{ $33.375.88
Newport News Cily $30,366.95 | $31,177.64 | $32,006.83 | $33,593.82 $33,206.24 | $34,305.42 | $35,198.10 | $35,086.34 $35,884.64 | $36,379.39 | $37,133.67
Norfolk City $21,112.41 | $23.956.10 | $26,096.86 { $27,772.55| $28,358.32 $30,163.54 | $30,063.95| $30,682.54 | $31,110.06 $31,313.73 { $32,858.73
Norlon City $21,348.86 | $19,319.04 | $22,200.80 1 $23,919.07 | $21,592.78 $24,905.10 | $28,776.22 | $27,456.21 | $31,838.16 $30,983.82 | $34,992.98
Pelersburg Cily $18.379.56 | $20,521.56 | $22,831.34 | $21,834.84 | $22,223.86 $22,158.49 | $23,128.81 | $22,866.71 | $25,065.32 $25,848.63 | $26,322.08
Poquoson City $40.807.09 | $40,532.76 | $41,100.06 | $43,237.75| $43,906.06 | $44,793.45 $46,739.37 | $47.003.04 [ 55092863 | $53,332.08 $55,283.50
Porlsmouth City $22.039.92 | $24,93542 | $26,624.18 | $26.852.89 | $25,967.12 | $26,717.40 | $26,609.02 $27.445 95 | SIRA/5.87 | §28,750.15 | $29,588.50
Radford Cily $23.017.09 | $22.541.24 | $21,894.48 | $22,656.70 | $24,048.16 | $24,5087.67 $25742.791 $26.20143 | 1. 0.432.68 ] $30,225.10 | $32,284.18
Richmond Cily $32,660 80 | $36,367.96 ) $38,520.53 | $39,810.43 | $41.,575.11 | $40,323.89 %40,511.85 | $41.715.02 | £44,346.01 | %48,193.95) $49,581.40
Roanake Cily $26.150.78 | $28,219.08 | $29.627.81 | $30,832.25| $32,274.81 | $32,150.80 | $33,500.58 $35.951.14 | $36,109.05 | $38,522.24 § §40,427.85
Salem City $31.353 80| $34,099.85} $36.364.63 | $38,450.04 | $39.332.70 $41,207.85 | $43,538.10 | $45,309.47 £4500089 | $47,056.13 | $51,152.78
South Boston Cily/1 $19.674.00 | $22,762.65] $23.068.94 | $24,666.71 $25,393.68 | $26,619.70 | $29,540.16 NA. N.A. NA. N.A.
Staunton Cily $24.097.88 | $27.075.50} $30,709.09 | $30,724.20| $32,317.87 | $31518.49 | $32,682.71 | $33.470.23 $25,960.78 | $37,8359G | $37,502.18
Suffolk City $30,783.75 | $34,671.94} $36,228.60| $37,433.50 | $37,866.99 | $39,192.87 | $41,072.91| §43,199.10 $43,509.00 | $44,508.19 | $46,408.85
Virginia Beach Cily $40,652.11 | $41,97061 ) $41.817.23 | $42,463.89 | $42,239.73 | $42,193.49 | $42,935.28 | $44,4065.50 | 346,191.50 $47,738.65 | $49,945.03
Waynesboro Cily §31.661.26 | $34,093.38 | $38,631.41] $36,283.90 | $30,537.39 | $38,189.18 | $39.846.22 | $40,782.10 [ $41,942.35 | $43,015.59 544,358.27
Williamsburg City $40.916.29 | $508.248.42 | $65,134.02 | $61,638.53 | $59.694.37 | $58,030.30 | $59.807.16 | $62,180.16 | $62,662.05 | $66.910.15| © ~ "11.57
Winchesler Cily $40,700.94 | $48.246.15 | $52,926.64 | $53,772.52 | $52,358.23 | $52,644.46 | $53,884.81 | $53,825.79 | $55,324.48 | $59,376.30 $61,618.76

1

With respect to the Halitax County entries for the 1995-98 inlerval, these stalistics reflecl the per capila magnitudes af real estale lrue valualion in South Boston, vhich
reverled 1o the slatus of a lown on July 1, 1995,

Sources: VA Depaniment of Taxation, Yirginia AssessmeniSaies Ralio_Sludy, 1988-91 (Table 6), 1992-98 {Table 4), Center for Public Service, Universily of Virginia,

"Census Counls and Eslimales” {unpublished table}, March, 1991; U.S. Departmient of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Populalion Eslimates lor States, Counlies,
Piaces, and Minor Civil Divisions: Annual Timme Series, July 1, 1990 lo July 1, 1998" (unpublished lable including city data), June 30, 1999, and Weldon Cooper Cenler
for Public Service, University of Virginia, "Population Estimales: 1991 through 1999" (eleclronic datasel), January 21, 2000.

Stalf, Conunission on Local Goveriiment




Rales of Change in thie Per Capila True Valuation of Rea! Eslale by Locality, 1988-98

Percenlage | Percenlage | Percenlage | Percentage Percenlage | Percenlage | Percentage | Percenlage | Percenlage Percenlage
Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Median
from from from from from from from from from from Annual
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Percenlage

to lo lo to lo to to to lo lo Change, Case

Localily 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1988-98 Count
Accoinack County 6.76% 20.20% 0.93% 10.25% -1.96% -1.26% 3.34% 1.86% 1.95% 3.59% 2.64%| {N=10)
Albemarle Counly 13.33% 7.80% 9.26% 1.99% 5.60% 0.09% 3.50% -1.30% 3.32% 1.32% 3.41%] (N=10)
Alleghany Counly 6.79% 1.77% 10.26% 5.03% 11.37% 8.04% 12.39% 8.58% 581% 3.13% 7.42%| (N=10)
Amelia County 6.20% 7.51% 9.57% -1.50% 4.52% -5.20% 3.77% G.20% 6.32% 4.34% 5.36%} (N=10)
Amherst County 6.91% 12.52% 5.00% 6.52% 3.81% 6.10% 6.86% -0.02% 7.48% 3.40% 6.31%| (N=10)
Appomattox County 2.21% 7.16% -2.35% 7.56% 1.62% 5.24% 11.63% 15.81% 8 24% -4.31% 6.20%| (N=10)
Arlington Counly B.77% 2.31% -3.36% -3.80% -1.00% -1.22% -4.41% 4.22% 1.32% 6.66% 0.16%) (N=10}
Augusta Counly 6.57% 10.29% 511% 2.19% 0.77% 2.20% 4.95% 5040 1.66% *7.09% 4.99%( (N=10)
Bath County 18.24% 2.56% 9.86% 3.66% 1.61% 6.05% 6.11% 2,460 32.29% -15.42% 4.85%| {N=10)
Bedloird County 7.87% 5.95% 6.21% 1.31% 3.53% 7.67% 5.78% 2.28% 1.65% 4.41% 5.21%| (N=10)
Biand Counly 0.76% 9.34% 15.25% 1.57% -5.05% 13.54% 6.47% 10.24% 3.61% 9.93% 7.91%| {N=10)
Botelourt County 13.416% 4.39% 1.50% 7.31% 5.44% 4.43% 2.54% 8.413% 7.55% 14.70% 6.37%| (N=10)
Brunswick Counly 2.39% 3.83% 6.68% -5.04% 13.63% -5.62% 9.29% 0.85% 13.10% 0.70% 3.11%1 (N=10)
Buchanan Counly 2.98% 5.05% -4.19% 9.67% -2.35% -2.51% 24.02% -6.62% -6.10% 6.67% 0.31%[ (N=10)
Buckingham County 10.12% 8.83% -1.51% -1.10% 7.36% -2.53% 1.58% 2.55% 4.03% 2.23% 2.39% | (N=10)
Campbell Counly 6.09% 8.83% 2.69% 4.85% 6.43% 1.83% 4.91% 5.87% 5.44% 2.80% 5.17%{ (N=10)
Caroline County 8.13% 13.67% -0.68% 5.05% 1.48% -2.18% 3.70% 2.32% -1.48% 5.38% 3.01%| (N=10)
Carrall County 7.94% B.78% -0.89% 9.82% 2.29% 8.59% 7.52% 4.49% 4.48% 17.31% 7.73%)(N=10)
Chailes Cily County 9.27% - 1.14% 12.21% 0.63% 7.21% 4.45% -3.31% 14.92% -1.25% 12.23% 5.83%( (M=10)
Chatlatte County 9.58% 11.41% -3.87% 0.60% 6.10% 1.17% 517% 11.45% -6.30% 5.72% 5.449%1 (N=10)
Cheslerfield Counly 6.40% 5.27% 1.62% 0.19% 1.11% 2.08% 3.91% 3.88% 3.98% 2.80% 3.34%{ (N=10)
Clal.ke County 15.50% 19.95% -4.85% -3.64% -1.53% 2.03% 0.65% 0.61% 3.44% 0.87% 0.76%{ (N=10)
Craig County 14.01% 11.82% -2.52% 572% -1.52% 10.22% -0.65% 15.36% 1.81% 8.63% 7.18%| (N=10)
Culpeper Counly 19.58% 13.73% -12.79% 1.59% -6.67% 2.08% -2.48% 1.33% 0.66% 4.33% 1.46%] (N=10)
C}Jilli)ermnd Counly 24.20% -0.98% 7.01% 11.34% -5.77% 7.11% 516% 5.74% 4.53% -0.22% 5.45%1(N=10)
gfckggjgll County 11.54‘:/'0 -1.16:/’0 1.30% T.91% 21.08% 11.92% 9.58% -4.05% -1.10% 6.63% 3.96%| (N=10)
E::;‘ Crz\f{::unl; 17.300/0 1.82;:: 10.71% 5.10% 0.77% 2.78% 7.16% -0.61% 7.89% 6.43% 576% (N=10)
se: y 2.82% 15.95% 0.44% -3.46% 7.23% 4.41% 5.66% -6.37% 12.97% 3.62% 5.54%{ (N=10)
Famax‘ Counly 13.22% 3.18% -4.34% -71.10% -3.95% 0.36% -0.46% 1.93% 1.71% 5.37% 1.04%|(N=10)
Fauquier County 38.48% 2.23% -5.74% -4.92% -0.43% 0.14% 0.17% 2.54% -0.48% 0.98% 0.15%] (N=10)
Floyd County 9.60% 11.36% . -2.28% 2.21% 211% 7.44% 4.48% 3.86% 9.56% 6.62% 5.55%] (N=10)
Fluvanna County 9.34% 10.58%) ' 0.84% -1.13% 3.79%] 12.23% 1 71% 3.46% 0.88% 1.51% 2.49%{{N=10)
Franklin County 22.88% 10.69% 2.59% 0.40% 4.06% 4.87% 7.88% 3.45% 2.37% 5.53% 4.46%|(N=10)




Rates of Change in the Per Capita True Valuation of Real Eslate by Localily, 1968-98

Percentage | Percenlage | Percenlage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percenlage ,
Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change NMedian
from from from {from from from from from from from Annual
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Percentage

{o to to to to o to lo 1o lo Change, Case
Localily 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1989-98 |} Counl
Frederick County 8.68% 8.65% 6.83% -2.65% -1.09% 3.90% 1.46% -0.15% -0.36% 4.52:& 2.68:/0 (Njw)
Giles Counly 0.47% 10.23% -3.81% 9.96% 0.05% 9.90% 9.25% 3.53% 4.13% 8.14°/o G.14u/u (N:10)
Gloucester Counly 7.45% 6.92% -1.21% 1.17% 0.98% 5.32% 3.53% 2.28% 4.32% 1.05nA: 2.910/n (N:?O)
Goochland County 13.48% 13.79% 0.53% 3.35% 0.37% 4.82% 3.23% 4.03% 13.30% 9.41'1/0 :Mzo/a (N:10)
Grayson County 12.77% -3.53% -1.03% 10.24% -1.00% 5.14% 2.54% 10.74% 25.24% 1.29% 3 840/0 (N=10)
Greene County 4.28% 511% 3.02% 3.34% -1.91% 7.20% 2.19% 2.57% 13.98% -1.33% 3‘1!3"/0 (N=10)
Greensville County 4.50% 3.78% -10.13% 1.27% 1.11% 2.82% 10.79% -5.43% 17.62% -9.10% 2.05% (N=10)
Halifax County/1 -0.71% 14.25% 4.60% 3.51% 7.84% 9.95% 1.08% 7.85% 5.82% 0.26% 5.21%| (N=10)
Hanover Counly 10.70% 5.33% 2.43% 8.95% 4.69% 3.68% 3.92% 3.07% 2.16% 5.87% 4.30%{ (N=10)
Henrico County 1.77% 6.94% 2.13% 0.97% 2.35% 0.74% 4.25% 0.73% 4.88% 7.72% 3.30% | (N=10)
Henry County 5.15% 7.57% -0.81% 7.52% 0.50% 4.19% 4,11% 4.47% 4.18% 5.50% 4.33%| (N=10)
iHightand Counly 24.33% 5.62% 1.65% 12.95% -12.52% 5.31% 14.48% 1.97% -3.15% 13.71% 5.47%1 (N=10)
Isle of Wight Counly 11.36% 30.94% -10.45% -1.10% 1.57% 6.75% 2.39% 0.43% 4.29% 4.54% 3.34%[ (N=10)
James Cily County 9.96% 6.90% 2.61% 2.14% 0.53% 4.91% 2.14% 1.87% 7.83% 10.09% 3.76% [ (N=10)
King and Queen County -7.45% 12.19% -2.88% 3.27% -3.12% 1.14%]. 18.03% 0.39% 7.13% -0.46% 0.77%} {N=10)
King George County 20.79% 14.86% -1.26% -1.62% -1.41% -1.51% 0.12% 0.00% -0.98% 7.88% -0.49% | (M=10)
King William County 6.94% 5.18% 6.33% 3.90% -8.06% 4.88% 8.29% 0.00% 4.00% 2.02% 4.44%| (N=10)
Lancaster County 23.73% 9.25% 3.24% 2.19% -1.20% 0.61% 0.08% 1.74% -1.72% 3.03% 1.96%] (N=10)
Lee County 1.07% - 0.98% -2.98% 15.07% 2.10% 6.85% 6.65% 5.85% 2.80% 13.12% 4.32%} (N=10)
Loudoun Counly 26.03% 2.36% -11.54% -16.59% -13.67% -5.20% -3.02% 0.35% -0.51% 3.07% -1.76%{ (N=10}
Louisa County 14.55% 10.86% 4.68% 0.79% 0.76% 5.25% 2.68% 3.00% 5.60% 2.44% 3.84%| (N=10)
Lunenburg County 11.85% 5.97% 4.42% -2.87% 8.71% 4.12% 3.55% 4.11% -0.43% B8.19% 4.27% (N=10)
Madison County 19.11% -1.59% -2,90% 7.06% -2.83% 11.69% 1.18% 3.44% 0.10% 1.73% 1.46%| (N=10)
Mathews Counly 12.08% 17.06% -0.61% -6.41% 8.81% -3.07% 4.48% 247% 3.92% 0.13% 3.19%{ (N=10)
Mecklenburg County 7.19% 573% 0.35% 1.44% 9.34% 8.41% 7.79% 7.04% 0.33% 7.20% 7.11%} (N=10)
Middlesex Counly 13.12% 6.36% 4.64% -1.23% 6.80% 1.59% 4.97% 4.66% 0.69% 1.92% 4.65%} (N=10)
Monlgomery County 3.15% 5.34% -0.07% 2.62% 3.69% 4.94% 4.60% 2.87% 8.85% 9.95% 4.14%1(N=10)
Nelson Counly 12.21% 6.66% 11.52% 3.56% 5.11% 0.19% 3.56% 1.03% -0.18% 5.95% 4.33% | (N=10)
New Kenl County 22.88% 18.62% -1.84% -0.81% 2.89% 3.78% 6.17% -1.50% 1.91% 15.36% 3.34%| (N=10)
Northampton County 51.82% 29.68% -11.05% 0.58% 5.61% 5.34% 4.88% 5.72% 0.05% 9.23% 5.48%} (N=10)
Nosthumberland County 24.14% 5.27% 2.72% 0.29% -2.13% 14.33% -2.08% -6.20% 3.15% 2.39% 2.56%{(N=10)
Nolloway County 5.76% 8.09% 0.15% -0.90% -0.61% 19.18% -1.84% 7.12% 5.90% -1.42% 2.96%| (N=10)
Orange County 13.47% 21.99% 1.01% -1.15% 0.41% -1.35% 2.65% -2.16% 3.19% 2.22% 1.61%[(N=10)




Rales of Change in Ihe Per Capila True Valualion of Real Eslate by Localily, 1988-98

Perceniage | Percenlage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percenlage Percenlage | Percenlage | Percenlage | Percentage
Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Median
from from from from from from from - from from from Annual
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Percenlage

to lo to to lo to lo o 0} - lo Change, Case

Localily 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1094 1995 1996 1997 1998 1988-98 | Count
Page County 15.52% 10.07% 0.61% -4.32% 5.60% 1.28% 8.32% 3.22% -4.76% 3.80% 3.51%| (N=10)
Palrick Counly 1.70% 5.90% -7.85% 7.97% 14.63% 5.27% -2.24% -0.70% 11.36% 8.90% 5.58%] (N=10)
Pittsylvania Counly 6.42% 7.02% 2.30% 8.73% 5.02% 5.01% 12.99% -2.21% 1.68% 12.52% 5.72%[ (N=10)
Powhatan Counly 12.28% 6.78% 3.57% 0.46% 0.95% 8.28% 1.26% 3.39% 4.08% 1.27% 3.82%[ (N=10)
Prince Edward Counly 11.17% 15.14% 5.09% -2.72% 4.99% 5.42% 0.90% 14.01% 0.08% 0.90% 5.04%| (N=10)
Prince George County 8.07% 10.51% -0.28% 9.41% 3.86% 4.42% 7.79% -3.06% 4.41% 11.65% 6.11%| (N=10)
Prince William County 17.68% 7.85% -3.87% -3.26% -2.85% -2.27% -0.79% 1.22% -0.48% 3.03% -0.64%|(N=10)
Putaski County 4.36% 521% 2.40% 2.23% 3.15% 4.10% 5.83% 7.67% 8.16% 6.33% 4.78%| (N=10)
Rappahannock Counly 24.50% 6.65% -6.29% 14.59% 0.87% 2.80% 2.27% 4.36% -2.05% -7.50% 1.84% | (N=10)
Richmond Counly -10.49% 31.63% -5.58% 12.77% 10.30% -16.05% 0.21% -6.24% 15.03% 0.88% 0.55%] (N=10)
Roanoke County 6.10% 4.37% 3.76% 4.09% 5.97T% 4.75% 5.16% 4.81% 1.61% 6.61% 4.78%| (N=10)
Rockbridge County 1.47% 18.00% 1.20% 5.88% -0.06% 5.12% 13.95% 4.47% 7.83% 4.85% 4.99%] (N=10)
Rockingham County 9.71% -0.48% 2.62% -1.92% -1.19% 15.40% -1.59% 2.71% 6.42% 3.15% 2.67%|(N=10)
Russe!l County 4.38% 9.18% 5.64% 7.20% 3.00% 1.93% 6.20% 5.08% 10.09% 4.47% 5.36% (N=10)
Scolt Counly 12.74% 14.87% -3.26% 7.68% -0.1% 12.74% -2.18% 8.99% 6.67% 10.80% 8.33%} (N=10)
Shenandoah Counly 22.01% 0.85% . 10.05% -4.60% -3.40% 6.56% -0.69% -0.05% 1.72% -1.75% 0.40%} (N=10)
Smyth Counly 3.34% 10.00% -0.38% 5.57%]|" 2.61% 8.20% 4.42% 4.78% 6.05% -0.78% 4.60%{N=10)
Southampton Counly 11.61% -3.92% 3.49% 3.88% 14.74% 4.82% 0.33% 0.89% 7.79% 3.54% 3.71%](N=10)
Spolsylvania County 5.84% 1 4.21% -6.51% 11.14% -1.56% 1.79% 0.58% 3.14% -3.01% 1.58% 1.69%| (N=10)
Stafford County 14.53% 30.25% -4.33% -4.25% 0.66% 0.18% 0.67% -1.08% 371% 4.53% 0.67%((N=10)
Surry County 21.70% -2.95% -3.13% 8.70% 0.32% 0.14% -4.18% 10.98% 7.14% -9.62% 0.23%| (N=10)
Sussex County 18.83% 7.46% -8.21% 9.78% 13.51% -3.97% 3.08% 3.57% -0.26% 8.70% 5.52% [ (N=10)
Tazewell County 1.91% 13.17% -4.56% 8.06% -0.22% B.61% 7.16% 4.21% 6.14% 2.44% 5.17% (N=10)
Warre.n County 12.94% 18.95% -6.07% -2.82% -1.95% 3.89% 7.13% -0.88% 1.83% 7.58% 2.86%} (N=10)
Washington County 7.17% 7.05% 3.58% 2.85% 572% 3.87% 6.90% 10.56% 6.89% 2.11% 6.31%| (N=10}
Wgstmoreland Counly 17.87% 6.10% -1.18% 7.52% 2.05% -4.00% 8.14% 1.82% 3.19% 1.92% 2.62%{ (N=10)
xlse County 4.58:/o 4.82:/» 2.62% 1.40% 7.84% -0.95% 11.81% 1.80% 5.01% 4.44% 4.51%((N=10)
yéfiff,ﬂ';‘y 1;-;3;» 1;?3;» gng:/o 2.83:/:- a.14:/,, 2.32:7., 6.64% 5.80% 9.18% 4.84% 5.99% (N=10)
Alexandria City 22-51; 7‘G1°/° -2.!139;., 12.440/0 0.620/0 2.92u/., 1.03% 3.44% 2.78% 3.98% 2.85%| (N=10)
Bedlord Cily 8.32“/0 15-290; 19% -12.50% 0.34% -9.81% -0.67% 0.69% -1.03% 5.55% 0.51%| (N=10}
. ( .32% 29%| , -4.60% 6.66% 4.25% 8.60% 2.58% 7.33% 2.27% -2.20% 5.45%] (N=10)
Brislol C|.ly . 3.53% -3.32% 5.44% 3.72% 0.49% 4.64% 10.59% 9.51% 0.14% 9.29% 4.18%| {N=10)
Buena Visla City 8.01% 1.71% 6.58% 5.61% 5.02% 3.38% 4.53% 8.89% 3.11% -4.38% 4.77%| (N=10)




Rates of Change in the Per Capila True Valuation of Real Eslale by Localily, 1988-38

Percenlage { Percentage | Percenlage ) Percentage Percenlage | Percenlage | Percenlage | Perceniage | Percenlage Percenlage
Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Median
from from from from from from from from from from Annual
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Percentage

o lo lo lo lo lo lo lo lo to Change, Case
Locality 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1988-98 | Count
Charlottesville City 16.91% 11.62% 0.99% 2.10% 0.26% 5.58% 3.96% 6.90% 0.44% 9.73% 4.77%] (N=10)
Chesapeake City 11.51% 6.89% -0.11% 0.87% 2.38% 2.26% 1.90% 3.46% 1.51% 2.75% 2.32%| (N=10)
Cliflon Forge Cily 0.50% 21.07% -0.41% 11.79% 1.69% 6.99% 13.57% -1.72% 1.53% 0.90% 1.61%{ (N=10)
Colonial Heights City 26.94% 9.82% 4.20% 4.38% 1.97% 16.54% -4.80% 2.84% 5.94% 5.70% 5.04%{ (N=10)
Covinglon City -1.00% 14.38% 4.87% -2.07% 3.85% 7.42% 12.80% -1.33% 5.52% -1.80% 4.36%|(N=10)
Danville Cily 34.95% 6.12% 1.711% 4.12% 4.50% 3.86% 2.85% 27.14% -11.33% 5.47% 4.99%}{N=10)
Emporia Cily 9.51% 14.92% -4.81% 2.94% 6.06% 1.68% 8.04% 0.99% 10.16% -0.34% 4.50%] (N=10)
Fairfax City 15.13% 2.98% -3.79% -9.26% -1.87% -3.49% -0.39% 4.51% 2.26% 2.78% 0.93%] (N=10})
Falls Church City 13.97% 5.37% 0.56% -5.33% -0.81% -1.21% -2.06% -0.12% 0.86% 4.80% 0.22%] (N=10)
Franklin City 1.79% 4.97% 317% -5.78% 11.90% 5.61% -0.04% 1.18% 5.92% 9.52% 4.07%] (N=10)
Fredericksburg City 23.25% 20.78% 3.62% -7.39% -1.79% -0.11% 3.62% 2.92% 5.99% 11.97% 3.62%] (N=10)
Galax City 4.14% 11.16%] . -6.26% 17.49% -0.42% 6.74% 5.20% -1.42% -0.20% 3.75% 3.95%| (N=10)
Hamplon Cily 4.85% 1.81% 2.92% 0.34% 2.59% 2.05% 4.40% 1.94% 2.23% 3.98% 2.41%| (N=10)
Harrisonburg City - 6.64% 1.88% 2.56% -0.39% 1.74% 1.25% 0.59% 0.62% 4.35% 6.27% 1.81%[(N=10)
Hopewell Cily 5.97% 9.37% -0.13% 6.75% 3.76% 4.86% 2.47% 8.73% 2.53% 277% 4.31%{{N=10)
Lexinglon Cily 12.75% 6.55% 10.57% 4.04% 0.73% 3.21% 11.87% 1.23% 7.51% -2.38% 5.30%] (N=10)
Lynchburg City 7.98% 8.94% 7.68% 4.62% 2.23% 9.67% 1.13% 8.26% 0.47% 4.99% 6.34%] (N=10)
Manassas City 5.83% -0.95% -6.40% -10.85% -1.13% -2.50% -1.36% -2.81% 5.16% 6.37% -1.24%| (N=10)
Manassas Park Cily 22.92% :15.95% 1.25% -8.68% 1.60% 4.53% 2.60% -5.71% 4.07% 9.32% 3.34%| (N=10)
Marlinsvilie City 10.46% 9.78% -0.81% 6.98% -2.80% 0.38% -6.41% 8.45%( ~1.23% -1.84% -0.21%| {N=10})
Newport News City 2.67% 2.95% 4.66% -1.15% 331% 2.60% -0.32% 2.28% 1.38% 2.07% 2.44%| (N=10)
Norfotk City 13.47% 8.94% 6.42% 2.11% 6.37% -0.33% 2.06% 1.39% 0.65% 4.93% 3.52% (N=10)
Norlon City -9.51% 14.96% 7.70% -9.73% 15.34% 15.54% -4.59% 15.96% -2.68% 12.94% 10.32%| (N=10)
Petersburg Cily 11.65% 11.26% -4.36% 1.78% 1.06% 2.98% -1.05% 9.52% 3.13% 1.83% 2.41%} (N=10}
Poquoson City -0.67% 1.42% 5.18% 1.55% 2.02% 4.34% 2.68% B8.11% 4.72% 3.66% 3.17%| {N=10})
Portsmouth Cily 13.14% 6.77% 0.86% -3.30% 2.89% -0.41% 3.15% 4.12% 0.61% 2.92% 2.90%] (N=10)
Radford City -2.07% -2.87% 3.49% 6.13% 2.24% 4.70% 9.86% 4.07% 2.69% 6.81% 3.78%| (N=10)
Richmond Cily 11.35% 5.92% 3.35% 4.43% -3.01% 0.47% 297% 6.31% 8.68% 2.88% 3.89%| (N=10)
Roanoke City 791% 4.99% 4.07% 4.68% -0.38% 4.20% 7.31% 1.27% 5.80% 4.95% 4.81%] (N=10)
Salem Cily 8.76% 6.64% 5.73% 2.30% 4.77% 5.65% 4.21% 1.17% 4.26% 6.89% 5.21%{ (N=10)
South Boston City/1 14.53% 4.86%) | 3.34% 2.95% 4.83% 10.97% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 4.84%| (N=6)
Staunton City 8.31% 13.42%]| ' 0.05% 5.19% -2.47% 3.69% 241% 7.44% 5.21% -0.88% 4.44%| (N=10)
Sulfolk Cily 12.63% 4.49% 3.33% 1.16% 3.50% 4.80% 5.18% 0.93% 2.08% 4.45% 3.98%| (N=10)




Rates of Change in the Per Capita True Valualion of Real Estale by Locality, 1988-98

Percenlage | Percentage | Percentage [ Percenlage ]| Percenlage | Percentage | Percentage | Percenlage | Percentage | Percenlage
Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Median
from llom from from from from from from from from Annual
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1893 1994 1995 1996 1997 Percenlage
o lo lo to . to lo to lo lo to Change, Case
Localily 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1988-98 | Count
Virginia Beach City 3.24% -0.37% 1.55% -0.53% -0.11% 1.76% 3.61% 3.83% 3.35% 4.62% 2.50% | (N=10)
Waynesboro Cily 10.52% 10.40% -6.08% 6.21% -0.90% 4.34% 2.35% 2.85% 2.56% 3.12% 2.98%[{(N=10)
Williamsburg Cily 16.69% 11.82% -5.37% -3.15% -2.719% 3.20% 3.83% 0.77% 6.78% -1.63% 1.99%| (N=10)
Winchester Cily 18.54% 9.70% 1.60% -2.63% 0.55% 2.36% 011% 2.78% 7.32% 4.11% 2.57%) (N=10)
Slalewide Median 9.59% 7.03% 1.23% 2.19% 1.62% 4.11% 3.55% 2.87% 3.44% 4.33%
Case Counl (N=136) (N=136) (N=1386) {N=136) (N=136) (N=136) (N=135) (N=135) (N=135) (N=135)

1

which reverted lo lhe slalus of a town on July 1, 1995,

With respect lo the Halilax County growth rates for he 1995-98 inlerval, these slalislics reflect the per capita magnitudes of real estate true valualion in Soulh Bostion,

Sources: VA Deparimenl ol Taxation, Virginia Assessment/Sales Ratio Study, 1988-31 (Table 6), 1992-98 (Table 4); Center for Public Service, University of Virginia,

"Census Counts and Eslimales” (unpublished lable), March, 1991; U.S. Deparlment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Population Estimales for Stales, Counties,
Places, and Minor Civil Divisions: Annual Time Series, July 1, 1990 to July 1, 1898" (unpublished lable including city data), June 30, 1999; and Weldon Cooper Center
for Public Service, Universily of Virginia, “Population Estimales: 1991 through 1999" (electronic dalasel), January 21, 2000.

Staff, Commission on Local Government
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Real Property
(§58.1-3200)

Tangible Personal Property
(§58.1-3501; 58.1-3523, et seq.)

Nachinery and Tools
(§58.1-3507)

Merchants® Capital

(§58.1-3509)

Sales and Use
(§§58.1-605, 58.1-606)

TAXING POWERS GRANTED TO VIRGINIA COUNTIES, CITIES AND TOWNS
(incarporates changes throngh the 2000 General Assembly session)

J.ocal Governments
Empowered to_Levy

Counties

Cities

Towns

Special Districts

Counties
Cities
Towns

Counties
Cities
Towns
Counties
Cities
Towns

County-Town Relationship

TAXES ON PROPERTY

Town tax is levied in addition (o county
tax. Towns may conduct own
reassessment, bul none currently do so;
all rely an county assessment.

Town tax is levied in addition to connty

tax.

Town tax is levied in addition to county
tax.

Town tax is levied in addition 10 county
tax.

TAXES ON INDIVIDUALS; CONSUMERS

Counties
Cities

See Note 2 for discussion an special
district taxes.

See Note 3 for discussian on stale
reimbursement of taxes levied.

Rate may not be higher than that levied
on tangible peysonal property.

Rate may not exceed the rate in effect on
171778, May not be levied on any class
on which BPOL 1ax is levied.

Limited to [ % of the gross sales price of
an item. Towns with separate school
districts receive a proportion of the
county's (otal sales 1ax revenue, based on
school-age population. For all other
towns, one-hatf of the county’s revenue
is divided among the county and towns,
based on school-age population.

H XIANAddV



Motor Vehicle License
(§46.2.752)

titity Consumers
($8§58.1-3812, 58.1-3814)

NMeals
($38.1-3833, 38.1-381)

heome

(§38.1.510)

Cligineties

(§58.1-38340)

Counties
Citics
Towns

Connties
Clities
Towns

Connties
Cities
Towns

Cities of Morlolk, Virginia Beach,
Alexandria, Fatetax, Falls Churceh,
Nanassas, and Manassas Pak, aind
Counties ol Fairlax, Avlinglon,
Loudom, and Prince William

Addington mud Fairlax Counties
Cities '’
Towns

lmposition ol tax by town constitutes a
credit for taxpayers on the county tax.
The taxpayer is liable to the county for
the difference between the town tax and
the county lax.

If & connty imposes the tax, no lown
within the county may imposes the tax,
unless the town constitiutes a separate
school division or had the tax in effect on
ar before Janvary 1, 2000, 11 the town
tax is in effect, the county tax does not
apply within the town.

I town Tevies tax, county tax applicable
in town only il councit agrees

Tax may not exceed motor vehicle
license tax imposed by State.

s

Rate not to exceed 20% and applicable
only to first $15 of bill for residential
customers. (Beginning in 2001, rate on
electricity or gas consunption to be
based on number of kilowatt hours o
cubic feet consumed. The effective cap
of $3 per month would remain the same,
hoveever) Effective Sept. 1, 1994,
stutite explicitly authorizes tax on
mobile elecommunication services; rate
nat e exceed T0% and applicable only to
it R0 of bill,

Conmties timited o maximum rate of A%
aad may leey Gy onlby after approved in
referendom, except Tor certain connties
which may impose tax if unammousty
approved by hoard of supervisors. No
limit on towns ot cities and referendum
not recatited.

Limited to maximune of 1% must be
approved by referendim. Revenaes must
he used Ton transpontation facilities. Tax
can be Jevied for only 3 years fron the
elfective date ol the ax.

Cities and towns may levy tax only if
they had authority ta do so prior o
177 Adlington and Fairfax limited to
tax of $.05 per pack, or amount levied by
State lawe, whichever is gicater



Transient Occupancy
(§§58.1-3819, 58.1-3820, 58.1-3822,
58.1-3840)

Adnmiissions

(§8§58.1-3818, 58.1-3840)

Ruecordation
{§58.1-3800)

Counties If town fevies tax, county tax to apply
Cities only if town agrees.

Towns

Fanifax, Adinglon, Bronswick, Cownty tax is in addition to any town
Cuipeper, Dinwiddie, James City, litx.

Nelson, Prince George, and Roanoke
Counties; any county in which there is
located a major league baseball stadium
Cities

Towns

Counlies
Cities

Counties generally limited to maximum
rite of 2%; no limit on cities or towns.
Arlington may levy tax up to 5%, under
certain conditions. Atlington may im-
pose additional .25% tax through 2002 if
additional revenues are used to promote
tourism. Roanoke County's charter au-
thorizes it to levy a tax up to S%. The
following connties have been authorized
to impose an additional 3% provided the
resulting revenue is used to promote
tourism or business that generates tot-
ism: Albemarle, Augusta, Caroline,
Dinwiddie, Franklin, Gloucester, James
City, Loudoun, Nelson, Page, Prince
Willinm, Rockinidge, Spotsylvania,
Staltord, Tazewell, Wythe, Yok, [n
addition to the standard 2% rate, Henrico,
Chesterlield, and Hanover are authorized
to colleet another 6%, Fhe revenues
from this additional 6% must be used as
follows--4% for tourism promotion and

Yo Tor expinding the convention center
in Richmond.

Counties authorized to levy 1ax are
limited to maximuom ol 109 except
Roanoke and James Clity, which have
general charter power. The tax inihe
county with the baseball stadiuin may be
levied on wdmissions to the stadium
only. The 10% tax may be supplement-
ed by a 29 surchage it the stadimn has
more thay 44,000 scats. Nelsan County
may levy tax only for admissions to
spectator evenls.

Limited to one-third of Stite recordation
[HAS



Probate
(§58.1-3805)

E-9lt
(§58.1-3813.1)

Business, Professional and Oceupational
(BPOL)
(§58.1-3700, et al)

Uaily Rental Property
(§58.1-3510.1, et ah)

Coul Severance
(§58.1-3712)

Counties
Cities

Counties
Cities
Towns

Counties
Clities
Towns

Counties
Citics '
Towns

Counties
Cities

If & county imposes the tax, no town
located within the county may impose
the tax unless the town constitutes a
separale school division or had the tax in
eflect before January 1, 2000. I a town
tax in effect, the county tax does not
apply within the town.

ON BUSINESSES

Counties cannot levy BPOI. taxes within
a town that also tevies BPOL. taxes,
unless the town agrecs.

The town lax is in addition (o the county
tiax,

[_imited to one-third of State recordation
tx.

Limited to a maximum of $3 per inonth
and must be used selely to the cost of
starting and operating £2-911 system.

Commanly called “gross receipts tax'™;
mity be levied onalmost any type of
husiness or occupation. State lnw places
variety of caps on rates that can be levied
against particular types of businesses.
Also, localities with populations over
50,000 may not levy tax against a
business with gross receipts of less than
$100,000. For those localities with a
population of 25,000--50,000, the
threshold is $50,000. Al localitics may
impose it license lee in those instances in
which the tax is not levied. The fee may
range from $30--$ 100, depending on the
size of the locality. Any locality im-
posing a lee or tax must adopt a uniform
ordinance. No citegory can be required to
pay both merchants’ eapital tax and
BPOL. tax to the same jurisdiction.

Similar to sales tax; limited to 1% of

amount charged for iental property.

Limited to maximunr of 19 of gross
receipts from sale of coal mined.



Gas Severance
(§658.1-3712 and 58.1-3713.4)

Coal and Gas Road Improvement
(§58.1-3713)

Oil Severance
(§58.1-3712.1)

Utility License
(§58.1-3731)

Alcohol License

(§§4.1-205, 4.1-233)

Bank Franchise
(§858.1-1208 through 58.1-1211)

Counties
Cities

Counties
Cilies

Counlies
Cities

Couuties
Cities
Towns

Counlies
Cilies
Towns

Counties
Cilies
Towns

20% of revenue in Wise County required
to be distributed to towns and city
situated in county. Of that portion, 25%
distributed according to number of mator
vehicles and remainder divided equally.

If o town levies lax, county tax

applicable in town only il council agrees.

11 a town levies tax, county tax not
applicable in town.

Counties may tax only those banks
outside town corporate limils.

Limited to maximum of 2% of gross
receipls from sale of gas produced. 25%
of revenues in countics and city in
Southwest Virginia paid to Virginia
Coulfield Economic Development Fund.

Limited to maximum of 1% of gross
receipts of sale of coal or gas mined or
pioduced. Locality retains 75% of
revenue which goes into special road
improvement fund. ITowever, locality
may elect 1o use 50% of the retained
amount to fund construction of new
water systems and lines. Remaining
25% of revenue paid to Virginia
Coalfield Economic Development Fund.
Authority expires in 2002.

Limited to maximum of .5% of gross
receipts ol sale of oil produced.
Autherity expired in 1995,

Form of BPOL tax. Limited to
maximum of .5% of gross receipts of
company accruing from business in
locality. Alter December 1, 2000,
localities may not impose tax on electiic
or gas companies. Tax to be replaced by
consumplion tax established by State,
collected by utility company, and
distributed 1o loeality.

Localities authorized to collect license
taxes from persons engaged in
manufacturing, selling, or bottling
alcoholic beverages and mixed beverages.
Maximum taxes set by State law.

Limited to maximum of 80% of the
State rate.



6

Cable TV Franchise Counties . Federal Regulations limit franchise [ee,
(§15.2-2108) Cities in most circumstances, 10 5% of gross
Towns revenue. (l.ocal governments may also
levy BPOL 1ax or excise tax on cable
systems.)
Cabte TV Excise Counties Hf a town levies tax, county tax not Limited to mnxinu‘nn rnlc of 5% of gross
(§ 58.1-3818.1 throuph 58.1-3818.7) Cities applicable in towa. receipts. Shall be in lieu of :n‘xy BPOL
Towns tax levied against cable operations.

NOTES:

This table outlines taxing authority atlowed local governments by statutory law. In addition lo this authority, cities and towns which have
incorporated the Uniform Charter Powers Act (§§15.2-1100 through 15.2-1126) into their charters have a geneval taxing avthority (§15.2-1104).
Consequently, some municipalities may levy taxes as a result of this provision, or through explicit authority granted in their charters, which
are not on this chat.

Counties, cities, and towns, acting through special districts, can levy property taxes for a variety of purposes. (§§15.2-2400 through 15.2-2403)
In addition, counties can create sanitary districts for a variety of services and fund them through a tax on properly in the districts. Counties can
also levy property taxes, either countywide or in one or more magisterial districts, 1o pay for contracted fire protection services (§27-3). The
General Assembly has nlso authiorized the crention of specinl transportation districts within counties or between counties. Special property
tuxes can be levied on business or commercial properties within those districts (§§15.2-4806 and 15.2-4607).

To offset the cost of the personal property tax on motor vehicle owners, the State will pay an increasingly higher percentage of the tax levied
by localities. Beginning in 1998, the State will reimburse motor vehicle owners 100% ol the local tax paid on vehicles with an assessed value
of $1,000 or less. For vehicles assessed at more than $1,000 and vp to a maximum assessed value of $20,000, the reimbursement will be
12.5% of the lax levied. After 1998, the proportion of the tax paid by the State (xeimbursed to tocalities) wilt increase until it reaches 100% in
2002. The owners of vehicles with an assessed value of more than $20,000 will be responsible for the entire tax on the value above $20,000.
‘I'he State reimbursement is applicable only to vehicles used for nonbusiness purposes. Furtherinore, the state reimbursement is limited to the
local elfective tax rate in effect on August 1, 1997. Localities are not prohibited from increasing the personal property tax rate on motor
vehicles, but the owners of any motor vehicles in any locality doing so will be responsible for paying the entire dilference between the amount
owed under the new rate and what would have been owed under the base rate.

Staff
Commission on Local Governunent
June 2000
(includes actions of 2000 General Assembly session)
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Table 1.1

Absolute Distribution

of

QOperating Expenditures by Category and Junisdictional Class

for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

I H v
Expenditure | i All ;
Category Counties : Cities . Junsdictions
H 3

) !

General Government Adminisiration ; | ;
Legislative $18,990,613 | $9.661.6791 $28.652.292!
General and Financial Administration $288,340.988]  $186,768.019|  $475,109.007|

| Board of Elections $11,890.869 $6.263.4131 $18.154,282|
f Sub-Totall  $319,222.4701  $202.693,1311  $521,915,5611
: Judicial Administration | | i
Couns $94,237,9621 $58.309,993|  $152.547.955i
Commonwealth's Attomey $31.978.494! $26.846.637 | $58.825.1311
Sub-Totati $126,216,456 ( $85,156,6301 $211,373,086

Public Safaty - | i
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control $391,895,705 $380,797,2001  $772.792,20Si
Fire and Rescue Services $252,133,703 $245,128,371]  $497,262.074|
Corection and Detention $184,526.650{  $144523.5681  $329,050.218]
Inspections $41.822,856 $26.850,630]  $68.673.486|
Other Protection $44,120,182 $28,302,599 | §72.422.7811

Sub-Total $514,599,096 1 $825,602,3681  $1,740,201,464 1

Public Works H
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks $66,855.418 $228.049.512 I 3294.904.930‘
Sanitation and Waste Removal $208.096.042 $142.484,889 $350,580.9311
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds $104.047,185 $89,185.844 $193,233.0291

Sub-Total $378,998,6451  $459,720,245]  $838,718,8901

Heaith and Waitare i !

Health $70,320,607 $41,638.5001  $111,959,107}
| Mental Health and Mental Retardation $269.183.3901 3156.399.0355 $456,082.475i
| Welfare/Sacial Services $484,633,168]  $354.820.572!  $839.453.7401
Sub-Total $824,137,1651  $583,358,157| $1,407,495,322!
| Education | | :
Instwruction $3,538,444,6211 $1,780,689,788| $5.319,134,409)
Administration, Attendance, and Health $200,158.2981  $410.313,052 $310,471,350!4
Pupil Transportation Services $252900,346|  $86.384.117|  $339,284.463
Operation and Maintenance Services $467,229.502]  $239,101.791 $706,331,2931
Scheol Food Services and Other Non-insiructional Operations $180.078.978 $161.740,820 $351,819,7981
Contributions to Community Colleges $2.329.889 $345,630 $2.676,5191
Sub-lotal!  $4,651,141,6341 $2,378,576,1981 $7,029,717,8321
Parks, Recraation, and Cultural Services i H
Parks and Recreation $147,933.883|  $122.015.764 $269,949.647
Cutturai Enrichment $11,095,943 $31,795.924 $42.891.867|
Public Libraries $95.273.335 $50.7268.4021  $146.001.737!
Sub-Total $254,303,161 | $204,540,0901  5458,843,251
Community Development =l
Planning and Community Development $185,861,677 $127.215.150 $313.076,827 |
Environmental Management $7,682.246 $1.556,990 $8.239.236 |
Cooperative Extension Program $7.310,204 $1,355.731 $8.665.935i
Sub-Totai| 3200,854,127 $130,127,8711 $330,981,998 |
Nondepartmental/1 ! |
Sub-Total | $1,746,049 $657,187 $2,403.236 |

H
!
Grand Totall $7,671,218,8031 $4,870,431,857 | $12,541,650,6601

1

Nondepartmentai cutiays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g.. annexation costs and out-of-court settiements of tart

claims).

t - Auditor of Public Acgounts, Comoarative Report of

hibits C ani 4 through X

Staff, Commission on Local Govemment

vemnment Reven:

and Expenditures, FY 1998



Table 2.1

Per Capita Distributionv2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Jurisdictional Class

for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

i ) ! ! i !
: Expenditure i i : All !
5 Category ! Counties Cities | Judsdictions |
H ' |
' General Government Administration 1 ; i i
| Legisiative ! $4.271 $4.221 $4.25
‘\ General and Financial Administration l $64.86; $81.52! $70.£2}
Board of Elections \ $2.67! $2.731 $2.691
: Sub-Totall $71.801 $88.47 1 $77.471
i Judicial Administration ; ] : |
i Couns $21.20} $25.45§ 22641
1__Commonweatth's Altomey $7.191 $11.72¢ 58.73|
r Sub-Totall $28.391 $37.371 $31.37 |
i Public Safety i i t
Law Enforcement ang Tratfic Contro! SB8.171 $1656.211 $114.711
Fire and Rescue Services $56.71 $106.29 $73.81
! Carrection and Detenton s41.501 $63.081 $48.84 |
! inspections $9.41} $11.72} $10.19|
| Other Protection $9.921 $12.35 $10.751
e Sub-Total $205.72) $360.351 $258.31
{ Public Works I I i
i Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks $15.04| $99.54 | 543.77|
| Sanitation and Waste Removal 546.811 $62.19| $5204 |
. Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds $23.40i $38.93 s28.68|
4 Sup-iotall $8525, $200.651 $124.491
l Heaith and Weifare | { H
! Heatth $15.82! $18.17} $16.62!
i Menml Health and Mental Reardation $60.55i $81.58| $67.701
{_ Welfare/Social Services | $109.01] $154.87] $124.601
i Sub-Total! $185371 $254621 $208.92¢
| Education ¢ i
| Instruction $795.891 sTT.22! $789.54 4
| Aaministration, Attendance. and Health $45.02] $48.15 $46.08 1
i Pupil Transponation Services $56.88 | $37.701 $50.36 |
»  QOperation and Maintenance Services $105.09§ $104.36 $104.84 |
! School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operstions $42.75 $70.60 . $5222]
i Cantributions to Community Colieges 50.521 50.15 $0.40
! Sub-total $1,046.161 $1,038.18 1 $1.043.451
TParks, Recreation, and Cultural Services } ]
! Parks and Recreation $33.27! $53.26 $40.07
| Cuttural Ensichment 52.50| $13.88 $6.37§
' Public Libraries $21.431 $22.14 $21.67|
: Sub-Total $57201 $89.28 $68.11 1
' Community Development i |
i Planning and Community Deveiopment $41.8% $55.53 $46.47 |
Envionmental Management $1.73 so.68/ $1.371
Cooperative Extension Program $1.641 30.591 $1.291
Sub-Total $45.18 1 $56.80 1 345,131
; Nondepartmentai/t 1 ' l |
' Sub-Totali $0.39 $0.29 s0.36!

f i
| Geand Totzl} $1,725.451 $2,125.81 I 51,861.611

i

Nondepartmental cutays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g.. annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort

claims).
2

With respect to each data column, the cumnulative per capita score differs marginally from the sum of the categorica! amounts

because of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor aof Public A nts, Comoparative Report of Local

Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8; and Weldon C. nter for P

Staff, Commission on Local Government

Senvic
for Virginig's Counties and indegendent Cities. 1990-28" (e! nic data

mment Revenues and

enditures, FY 1998
niversitv of Vircinia. “Population Estimates
t), Januarv, 1999.



Table 2.2

Per Capita Distributiorv2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cilies in Virginia
FY 1998

[The symboi '~ denates the completz absence cf junsaictonal expenditures.}

; ; :

! Expenaiture ! Sutfoik f Virginia Beach | Waynesboro | Williamsburg | Winchesier |
Category ! City ‘ City City ' City i City !
H : i | t i
: General Govemment Administration ' ; R : :
. Legislative 5463 $1.801 $10.20! s11.271 $1.75)
! General and Financial Administration ss7.e1! $51.10] $76.571 $89.96 $79.21)
| Board of Elections $2270 51.65/ $7.661 $6.86 s3.18}
] Sub-Tcrai S74.86, $54 541 $85.141 $118.091 584341
| Judicial Administration | | i i |
Courts ‘ §$36.22! $9.02] 528.731 513.89 $36.851
Commanwealth's Attorney i $17.04] §8.461 $13.91j 54.681 515.68|
Sub-Tartal| 53261 $17.48] $42.64] $18.57 | $52.53)

Public Safety i | i |
Law Enforcement and Traific Control $106.79 $130.97 $139.78 $197.181 $202.67 |
Fire and Rescue Services $51.33 $56.48 $87.49 $156.80| $78.831
Carrection and Detention $65.89 $27.02 $28.36 $152.20| §104.60
inspections $16.401 $3.46 §10.32] $12.64] $15.30!
Other Protection ! s1z.20! 59.14 $38.41] $1.47] $7.271
Sub-Totall 5293.611 $227.06 $304.351 $520.307 5408.38

" Public Works i !
!t Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewaiks $41.09 $78.57 £125.35 $88.15) 580.62!
! Sanitation and Waste Removat $i8.51 $52.13 $70.36 $38.01 ! $37.45i
! Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds $21.27 $§54.42 : $15.25 562141 §29.361
Sub-Total | S80.87 | $185.13] $210.86 1 $188.301 $147.431

Heaith and Welfare ! ! i i i
Health { $61.81 $§5.27 s12.251 S11.911 s7.791
Mental Health and Mental Retardation | $39.27 $47.04 $121.94] $91.37] $69.19/
Welfare/Sodial Services : $119.23 $61.61 $165.07] $B0.84 $i78.681
Sub-Total| 5240401 $113.92 $298.26. $183.92] $255.67 |

?ﬁuczﬂon | ' I |
! Instruction §776.49) $817.67 £778.70] $348.931 $854.701
i Administration. Attendance, and Heaith 332,45 327.10 $38.331 $36.871 $58.551
Pupil Transportation Services 548.52 $37.49| $19.261 §32.201 §30.05]
Operation and Maintenance Services ! $93.09 $95.061 $100.94¢ $58.501 §128.361
School Food Services and Other Nan-instructionat Operations $59.201 $51.63| $43.78! $19.65 $41.08}
Contributions to Community Colleges -1 £0.01| $1.241 - S0.68i

| Sub-Totailt $1,030.45i 31,029.03 ] $98226 S$506.251 $1,111.28!
1 Parks, Recreation, and Culturai Services ! i i ' ; b
! Parks and Recreation i $33.47] s39.41 $54.98] s80.631 $50.361
| Cultural Enricament - $i5.41 ‘ 53.701 $6.04 51251
| Public Libraries $11.331 $22.53 542.861 $50.08 ] S18.411
Sub-Total S4430 $77.37, S101.54 1 $136.77 1 $69.731

Community Development ] i i i i
Planning and Community Development §32.85i $88.21| 527.581 s1s0.e8! _ S22l
Environmental Management -1 S0.24| 51.49] $0.15; - -
Cooperative Extension Program $1.131 S0.46 | —i -1 -

v Sub-Total| S33.981 $66.90 1 $29.06 1 $151.131 $23.721
Nondepartmentai/1 | i i | l |
Sub-Totail - - - - -

i | ! i i
; Grand Total s1.05224) $1771.451  $2.065.22! $1,824.23 $2.155.170

1

Nondepartnental outlavs subsume residual operating expenditures (2.g.. annexation costs and out-oi-court settiements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary sligntly from the cumuiative ger ¢agita scare

because of siatstical rounding.

Qata Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comoarative Reoon of Locai Government Revenues anc Expenditures. Y 1998. Exhibits € and C-1 throuan C-3:
and Weidon Cocper Center for Public Service. University of Virainia. "Poouiation Estimates for Virainia's Counties and independent Cities_1990-98°

(electronic dataset), January, 1989,

Staff, Commission on Local Government




Table 2.2

Per Capita Distribution/2
af
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Ccunties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1993

{The symbat "' denates the complete apsence of junisdictional expenditures.)

i

i

Amherst !

. Expenditure Accomack Albemade Allegnany : Amelia ,
} Category i Coenry County County | County ' Couny
. \ . ' :
i General Government Administration : ) : i
Legislative $5.72! $3.731 s5.811 $5.831 $2.571
;. General and Financial Administration $43.201 31.38 §77.841 548.41] 527.60!
| Board of Elections s2.e3i S2.601 S6.141 $3.201 52911
Sub-Tota! 55185, 37711 $39.571 $58.141 $33.081
Judicial Administration ! . i i '
Courts s2z22¢ S19.251 $48.551 $19.631 $24.05i
Cammoanwealth's Attomey 33738 S6.531 $15.181 $15.861 $7.931
] Sun-Totali S28.35] $25.791 $63.74. $35.591 531.281
Public Safety l ; 7 ; i i
Law Enforcement and Trartiic Control ‘ 524.69| $56.34 | $52.801 $62.531 $30.84|
Fire and Rescue Services ! S45.75] $35.34 1 $56.481 $10.36 518.121
Cormrection and Detention : S27.801 $15.85; $53.31] $48.411 $31.92!¢
! Inspections ; $8.631 $8.141 59.28] $5.781 55.26§
Other Protection ; $51.261 $5.47] $3.911 $5.91] sg9.401
Sub-iotall $118201 $161.141 $192.36; §122.991 §115.54
Public Works ' s : ! !
! Maintenance of Highways. Streets. Bridges. and Sidewalks ! $6.871 $13.87| - 50.42! $0.83!
i Sanitation and Waste Removal i $48.431 ss.07/ 377.47| S24.591 $31.351
! Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds | $20.751i S312.77% $24.57 | 520.671 $13.65¢
Sub-Totall $76.081 $29.711 5102.041 S54.67 | $45.531
Heaith and Weifare i ! } 7 . i
Health | $9.81 $8.311 512,05/ 58.431 S7.25
Mental Health and Mental Retardation . $94.09 | s57.081 3125.851 $150.2¢8! $41.835,
! Welfare/Social Services i $131.081 5103.641 $71.07| S87.68i $67.20!
! Sub-Total; $234.981 $163.03 1 5208.67; $246.381 $117.101
i Education : : . : ;
' Instruction ! $712.201 S748.51i $914.331 §721.61! $607.02|
' Administration, Attendance, and Heaith ; §52.52! S40.14 1 $70.491 S57.85i 528.22!
| Pupil Transportation Services ! $53.36 S60.571 $73.55: $56.20! 549.155
! Operation and Maintenance Services | $83.041 S88.651 $238.04] $89.331 $20.94
| School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations | 533721 s20.63 $52.861 $45.05i §37.791
! Contributions to Community Colleges ! $1.42! $0.101 €0.35] $6.261 $0.021
C Sub-Total! $963.76; $867.93 1 31.389.63 $576.591 $803.151
. Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services ! ' ; ; ! |
| Parks and Recreation ! $10.35; $18.62! $18.06i $3.771 511.301
i Cultural Enrichment } S0.151 $0.51] .t ! -
| Pubiic Libraries i s3.30 $26.521 $9.08| 58.52! $14.86 1
: Sub-Totall $13.37) 285, $27.141 $17.28 $26.66 |
{ Community Development i i i : | l
Planning and Community Development ' 519591 $121.961 $38.441 $9.54| _s21.224
Environmentai Management 1 $1.351 S0.571 =i $9.591 . S1.014
Cooperstive Extension Program : $2.591 $1.82! ! §7.47| $1.53!
Sub-Totall $23.501 $124.35 $38.441 $18.61 523761
Nondepartmental/1 : | ! ! i }
. Sub-Total! - - - - -
: ! ; i ; ! '
! Grand Totall $1,511.61! $1,553.32! 52.072.10! $1,540.26 $1.196.81!

1

Nondepanmental autlays subsume residuai operating expgenditures (e.g., annexation €sts and out-0i-court settements of tort claims).

2

in cenzin csses the sum of the csiegorcal amounts and/or the sggrecate value of the sub-totals may vary slignily from the cumulative per csoita scare

because of statistical reunding.

Data Saurces: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparstive Renon of Locsi Government Ravenues snd Expenditures. FY 1698 Sxhibits C and C-1 theouan C-8:

and Weidon Cooper Center for Public Service, University of Virginia. “2gpuiation Estimates_for Virainia's Caunties and ind

(electronic dataset), January, 1929

Siafl, Commission on Lacai Govemnment

anendent Cities. 1890-987



Table 2.2

Per Carits Distribution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locaiity

for

Counties and Citi2s in Virginia

FY 1698

{The symbcl '~ denotes the ccmpletz aosence of junsgicticnal excenditures.]

i Expenditure

Artington |

Acpomancx Augusta | Bath Bedforg
: Category Caunty County , County f County County
.'”General Government Administration . | | . R
! Legistative S11.58! $a.47] S1.84l $13.101 S3.44;
' General and Financial Adminisiration 343.22! $195.001 $24.55i $81.231 S§23.z+:
! Board of Eiections : $4.461 S2.741 .49 38.75: $1.63:
| Sub-Totali $59.251 5202.22! $27.981 5103.431 $33.43;
| Judicial Adminsstration [ . ] . ;
| Courts : $11.25i 39,221 $8.94] $38.23 | $3.22
| Commonwealth's Attomey i $13.37; S44.791 $5.465; s13.9131 $6.181
i Sub-Total! $24.631 SE4 011 $14.401 S52.16. $14.501
i Public Safety - ! ' i : : )
| Law Enforcement and Traffic Control : 585.12! $197.58 | $31.701 $112.25: $48.42!
. Fire and Rescue Services ! $22.08] S122.65] $28.49| $465.881 £18.031
: Correction and Detention ] $3.031 $100.181 $24.45i $35.071 $33.02!
. Inspections : $4.15] 316.57! $3.65i S14.951 §7.08!
i Otner Protection i S2.831 $29.701 $11.401 512231 $2.33!
! Sub-iotall $147.22 S466.63 | 599.701 $221281 $113.891
{ Public Works ! | : ; )
| Maintenance of Highways. Strests, Bridges. and Sidewaiks : - s7e.10] $2.60 —i -
| Sanitation and Waste Removal ' $30.582! $57.611 $13.07| $155.031 $82.23%
| Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds | $20.051 $35.401 $14.811 $31.101 $10.77¢
H Sub-Totall $50.651 $172.411 3530.481 S187.134 §73.01)
: Health and Welfare ] : ; f i '
i Heaith ; $5.12! §80.171 $5.72) $11.97! $5.911
‘ Mental Health and Mentai Retarcation | $34.971 $82.191 $47.421 $104.751 $522.47!
! Welfare/Social Services i $63.861 $263.411 S432.531 384871 $72.591
! Sub-Total! S309.24! $415.77; $86.741 S211.591 $100.98:
| Education . : . :
: Instruction i $894.70¢ $784.14| S787.121 $1.097.49} $340.00i
. Administration. Attendance. and Health i 547.331 $83.401 $23.571 $65.981 $20.351
| Pupil Transportation Services H $59.92! $27.401 550.881 S122.781 $46.08:
| Operation and Maintenance Services $177.931 $113.17| $77.15: $158.57| §54.20!
| School Food Services and Other Non-Insructional Operations ; $48.55, $23.37§ $38.301 5108.47) $48.02!
! Contributions 10 Community Colleges ; $0.02! $0.18¢ £0.05i 30.511 §0.02!
! Sub-Totall $1,028.47 $1,031.65 §977.081 $1,551.80! S708.771
| Parks, Recreation, and Culturai Services . ; : '
l Parks and Recreation . i $4.231 $115.15| $10.47! §$39.54| 13.01;
i Cultural Enrichment | $1.08! $39.251 $0.741 - $0.30t
i Public Libraries E sa.esl $57.681 $12.351 $31.531 $15.55i
! Sup-Total: S14.261 $212.091 $Z356: $71.131 S28.86:
Community Development ! | I : ] :

1 Planning and Community Deveiopment | Si048: S73.z8| $20.071 $45.36 $20.08:

Environmentai Management i $2.531 -t $0.481 S14.8¢1 = sa.zsi

Caoperative Sxtension Program . $2.821 $3.431 51.27! 85.841 $1.381
| Sub-Total: $15.30¢ $76.831 $21.33, 566.33 ! $21.73¢
! Nondepartmentat/i ; i ‘ i |
' Sub-Totail - - - - -
: Grand Totail $1.420.23) $2,631.34) $1.291 T?I $2,465.251 51.095.07:

Nondepanmental outlays sudsume residual operating expenditures {€.9.. anNNexaiion coss and out-of-court settiements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary sligntly from the cumuiative per czoita scare

because of staustical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Pupiic Accounts. Comparative Renort of Lecsl Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY 1008, =xhibits C ang C-1 through C-3;

and Weldon Ccoper Center for Public Service. University of Virginia, "Peouiation Estimstes for Vircmnia's Counties and Indecendent Cities. 1960-88°

(eiecirenic datasel), January, 1999,

Staff. Ccmmission on Local Government



Table 2.2

Per Czoita Distridution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

fcr

Countes and Cities in Virginia

FY 1938

{The symboi "= denotes the comoiete absence of junisdictional expendilures |

i

Botetourt !

[

| Expenditure . Bland Brunswick Buchznan Buckingnam |
i Category ; County i County County County County
. General Government Administration i | :
' Legisiative ; $4.85i sse7" $16.271 511.27! $5.411
; General and Financial Admunistration . $25.201i $43.29! $35.031 $30.85! $23.551
! Boara of Elections ; $6.25i $2.781 $3.891 $3.26i $3.791
T ] Sub-Totali $96.90 $51.05: $55.891 $45.32" $53.76
: Judicial Administration ; i i . ' !
Couns ; $12.391 §14.301 $47.341 $20.52! $12.00!
Commonweaith's Attamey ! $8.041 sg.081 510.00/ $9.35 $6.25
L Sup-Totall 520.431 $23.391 $27.241 SZ9.87: 527251
"Public Safety ‘ ; [ ; i : L)
j Law Enforcement and Traffic Controt i $63.721 $85.17} $80.071 $55.851 $47.93]
; Fire and Rescue Services i $9.081 $27.01! $35.491 §9.24 512641
. Cormection and Detention ! $17.331 $26.781 Si8.86i 528.95i §21.52)
i Inspecions , $1.70! $8.57) $4.381 $3.131 54.091
| Otner Pratection ! 5329 S4.46) $3.01! S4.191 s2.1al
! Sub-totair $95.13 | $731.011 ST01.B11 $102.46. $38.351
} Public Works : 1 ; : : :
! Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Sridges. and Sidewaiks : -t $0.091 - §145.81¢ S2.1€0
‘; Sanitation and Waste Remova! $43.33] $33.601 $19.191 sr27ei $38.20
Maintenance of Genera! Buildings and Grounds ‘ $16.881 S8.67i S14.51! $17.981 $18.501
Sub-Totali $60.201 53236 533,701 5238.631 554.861
Health and Weifare i | i [ i :
Health i 723 58.45i $6.031 $5.831 $4.201
Ments! Heaith and Mentzi Retardation i $5.15 $23.21f 565.251 $120.421 $3+.82!
i Welfare/Saociai Services ' 365.08 | $53.84! $100.401 5138.101 $85.51)
: Sub-Total! $30.46 $35.51, $172.68" 5265.15) $5124.741
] Education . ; ] ; i ~ 1
+ Insvuction $619.931 §727.601 $699.801 $786.84! $5679.631
! Administration. Attendance. and Heatth $38.221 §30.30! $31.601 $30.371 $42.07!
! Pupil Transportation Services : $73.151 $58.331 $85.01; S58.551 $53.7%1
| Operation and Maintenance Services | $81.45i $82.031 S&7.361 $136.351 $101.88i
School Foad Services and Other Non-instructional Qperations $42.501 $45.45i $55.631 $61.68! 548.714
Contributions 10 Cammunity Colleges ! $2.71i 50.51] $0.191 $11.241 50.251
Sub-total| $357.96" $951.22! $839.581 $1.085.02¢ $526.27 1
: Parks, Recreation, and Cuiturai Services : i : ; ;
i Parks and Recreation i $0.181 $20.85i $0.881 $i2.02! $3.791
| Cultural Envichment E $21.031 ! $0.24; - 0.271
i Public Libraries i .58 $14.841 $10.971 512.14! $4.991
i Sab-Totall S82.801 $35.69| $12.091 524.16. $9.05i
i Community Development ! : i : :
! Planning and Community Develapment : $3.27| $14.51] $13.461 Ss8.92! . assi
{ Environmental Management : $0.72! s0.591 $0.53: $1.75i 1 sossi
| __Cooperative Extension Program ! 57.39! $1.711 $2.441 $1.34; 52.8¢1
{ Sub-Totat: $71.391 $16.811 $16.48, $102.001 X
| Nondepartmentat/1 . ! : ; ] ;
: Sub-Total! -~ - — - =
' : i . . ' i
/ Grand Totaii $1,205.27 1 $1,337.03 $1,359.57! $1.890.77 51,289.17

1

Nonaepanmentai outtays subsume residuai cperating expenditures {e.g.. 3nnexation CSsis and out-of-court settlements of tort c:aims).

2

In cerain cases the sum of the cstegonical amounts and/or the aggregaie value of the sub-totals may vary sligntly from the cumulative per c5pita score

because of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoparative Repert ¢f Local Government Revenues snd Expenditures. £ 1$28. Exhibits C snd C-3 throuan C-3:

and Weldon Cooper Canter for Public Service, University of Virginia. “Pooulation € stimates for Virginis's Counties and Incesendent Cities, 1990-98°

{eiectronic datasat), Janusrv, 1999

Staif, Commission on Local Government




Table 2.2

Per Caoita Distributiornv2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Caounties snd Cities in Virginia

~Y 1598

[The symbol "' denctes the compiet2 sosence of jurisdictional expenditures.)

Expenditure 3 Camooeil ' Carcline ' Caroil Chartes City Charlotie i
Category : County ; County : County County Caunty ;
: General Government Administration | : - :
Legislative 34,761 54.43 1 59.85: $5.23: $11.73)
General and Financial Administration $Z5.57) $65.23 | §26.63 5108.48: $43.001
Board of Elections $1.35i 32.771 $3.74! $5.271 $5.391
f Sub-Tot S3Z38i S73.231 S40.2B1 $119.991 $65.12
FJudicial Administration ] [ : ‘ 1
Courts , $10.82! $16.45] $17.31! §52.79| §31.981
Commonwealth's Attorney ! $8.31! $3.631 $7.231 $10.201 $5.831
Sub-Totai! $18.83] $20.07! $24.541 $63.701 $33.801
Public Safety ; | ; T ' I
; Law Eniorcement and Traffic Cantrol ! $44.52| $51.68! $42.381 $66.28 | $53.37|
| Fire and Rescue Services i S12.551 13180 $21.71! §21.221 §13.311
[; Correction and Detention : 327.12! $20.85, 37.3%1 $86.011 548.28!
i Inspections | §3.241 S5.31] $2.56. $10.05 50.961
| Other Protection i S5.€31 $29.77! S11.43! $12.181 $16.80!
1 Sub-Tataii $94.131 5160.791 $35.401 $176.451 132.531
Public Works { i : : i i
Maintenance of Highways, Streats. Bridges. and Sidewaiks | $0.51) s7.281 - - -
Sanitation and Waste Removal ! $14.681 $29.80] (50.541 §23.27; $36.831
Maintenance of Generai Buildings and Grounds ; $21.61i $18.47| S16.75i $65.32! $14.37!
Sup-Totali $36.301 $55.531¢ $16.211 $88.591 $51.25,
I:Health and Welfare | i ; ! . !
! Health | $5.91| S11.861 $8.02! S11.741 $5.461
Mentaf Health ana Mentat Retardation i $38.e51 §78.28 $110.33! 11.39! $409.101
Welfare/Social Services ! §91.171 S$S6.54 $09.741 $148.65: $130.18!
; Sub-Toral! $137.02: S186.381 $216.07 ! 5171.781 $2345.741
i Educaton ! : ; \ : '
i Instruction | $857.95: $710.081 $625.5¢! gas7.23! 3201.45i
Administration, Attendance. and Health ; $30.161i $35.39! 826.58 S77.82! $44.85 f
Pupil Transportation Services i 548.874 ST7.671 $52.781 $124.151 S89.26
Operation and Maintenance Services ! S84.331 $106.33] §76.081 $139.651 S1£8.70¢
School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Qoerations | S44 611 $49.201 $51.511 $50.55 $s9.¢8 !
! Contributions o Community Colleges ' $0.06 sq.08! $2.791 - $0.22!
[ Sub-Total! 5375.881 S878.7% $335.39. $1249.4%! $1,154.58,
ilPaﬂs. Recreation, and Culturai Services ; i : : i '
i Parks and Recreation N $13.801 S8.40! $5.14: $37.761 50.48!
Cultural Earichment i -! - - - 50.47!
Public Libraries ; $12.781 S3.841 377! sSg.eg| Sit
Sub-Totall $26.55: $12.24) $10.91: $a7.741 S$11.76:
 Community Development : ] : : ! !
Planning and Community Development ; $10.9% $17.96} $43.061 §27.85i - S36tl
Envircnments! Management i $0.161 $0.261 20.211 $11.131 s0.50}
Cooperative Extension Program ; 30.92! £3.371 $2.601 $7.641 S3.47!
i Sub-Total! S11.181 S21.501 S45.38" $46.62° $7.291
Nondepartmentai/1 | | : : | '
Sub-Totall - - - $0.05: -
l; Grand Total! $1.233.58 l $1,503.721 - $1.274.67 { $1,264.34! 5$1.707.06:

-
1

Nondesarnmental outlays subsume residuai operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settiements of Cn ciamms).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categoncal amounts and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary siigntly from the cumuiative per caoina score

tecsuse of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Pubiic Accounts. Comoarative Report of Locst Cavernment Pevenues znd Sxpenditures. €Y 1998, Sxnigits C snd C-1 throuan C-3:

snd Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service. University of Vircinia. “Zaguiaton SEstimates for Viminia's Counties and Incdecendent Cities. 1680-98

[eiectronic dataset), Januarv, 1988,

Staff, Cammission on Local Government



Per Capita Distnbution/2

Table 2.2

or

Operating Expencitures by Category and Lecslity

for

. Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

{The symbol "~ denotes the cemplete aosence of jurisdictionat excenditures. |

: Expenditure Chesierfield ! Ciarke Craig ' Cuipeper Cumoeriand :
‘: Category ; Couniy | County County ' County ; County !
kGenerzl Government Administration i ¢ . !
i tegisiative 32441 $3.491 $8.42! $5.25i $6.55i
| General and Financial Administration $82.21: $62.24 1 S57.841 §37.231 $76.41]
! Board of Ejections 51.83; $4.071 $8.821 $2.131 §5.15i
| Sub-Tozal; $87.531 $89.791 3$85.08t S44.61] 588,12t
I Judiciai Administration ' ! : : |
j Couns §27.52! §7.49] Siz.421 $25.93! $39.831
Commonwealih’s Attorey : S7E4 $12.04! $13.281 $9.081 $3.471
i Sup-Tortal! $35.05] $19.53] S25.711 $35.011 S33.301
{ Public Safety i ] | R : !
! Law Enforcement and Traific Control ! $123.98] §67.33| 5383.84] §50.891 $47.97|
! Fire and Rescue Services ‘ s92.58] s12.81] $5.82! S14.761 520,18
Correction and Detention i S51.601 $15.02! 52.04/ $36.751 $57.391
Inspections ' $12.39} 57.57| S6.74] 59.631 $3.80]
QOther Protection i §2.82} $11.781 $5.57! $32.981 $8.25i
Sub-Totall S283.391 5114.501 $103.511 3144.761 $117.611

Public Works i | ; .
r Maintenance of Highways. Streets. Bridges. and Sidewalks $12.05i - =t - -1
i Sanitation and Waste Removal $21.1Si $14.35i $140.74! $51.521 $38.531
i Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds i $12.271 $32661 S12.5¢i 514.911 §27.76i
! Sup-Total] 54547 S47.011 $153.331 $46.42! 566.221
| Health and Weifare | | i ] : ;
i Heaith i' §9.68 | 58.091 56.271 57.181 §7.601
: Mentai Health and Mentat Retardation ! §55.84 | $47.091 $29.86] $47.241 $51.84!
I weltare/Sccial Services : $51.861 $70.441 $75.70i $111.45} s112.72!
i Sub-Totai ! $118.481 §125.621 $i11.83! 5165.88: $172.16i
Education R i : ! : i
Instruction ! $831.171 $651.941 5635.791 S768.171 $546.59
Administration, Attendance, and Health ' $45.771 §79.40] s29.521 3$38.01} $44.2¢)
Pupil Transportation Services ; $50.461 $41.051 540.57! $50.081 $93.911
Operation and Maintenance Services : $116.54 ] $83.401 $55.071 $107.921 S114.77]
Schoo! Food Services and Other Non-Inswructional Operations | $42.264 $32.131 $33.05! $49.47 §51.20!1
i Conuioutions to Community Colleges . - $0.581 50.651 $0.21! 50.201
f Sub-Totall $1,086.191 $888.511 S785.711 $1,013.641 $850.15!
i Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services | i : i : !
| Parks and Recreation i s22.70¢ $42.01} - S4.91 S1.881
Cuitural Enrichment : $1.55) 50.331 - - =
Public Libraries ! $20.831 $11.76: $0.501 §7.811 $5.561
' Sub-Total! 346,181 $54.101 50.501 $12.72: S$7.34)
! Community Development ; ! : | : !
', Planning and Community Develapment | $35.40| $24.501 $8.021 S14.64' . $23.09¢
! Environmental Management : - $3.08) S4.111 S1.37i " s0.27]
i Cooperative Extension Program | $0.98 $3.901 $9.42! $2.341 $5.031
Sub-Totall $36.381 © $31.881 S21.58 $18.34, $28.391
Nondepartmentai/{ 1 l : i ! !
Sub-Totail - - - - _
i | ; | ' ;
Grand Totail 51,718.68! $1,250.9¢ 1 - $1.297.23! $1.481.37! S1.47B.46i

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation cosis and out-of-court settiements of tort claims).

2

In ceriain cases the sum cf the categoricsl smounts and/cr the aggregate value of the sub-ictals may vary sligntly from the cumulative per capita scare

becsuse of st3USsCal rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Aczounts. Comoarative Reoart of Locst Gavernment Revenues and Expenditures, FY 1598, Exhivits C and C-1 throyan C-8:
and Weidon Cooper Center for Public Service. Universitv of Vircinia. "Pcouiation Estumstes for Virginiz's Caunties and Indenoencent Cities. 1820-938°

{elecuronic dataset), Januarv, 199¢.

Staif, Commission on Locs! Government



Tabie 2.2

Per Capita Distribution’2
of
Operating Expenaitures by Category and Lacakty
Qr
Caunties and Cities in Virginia
Fy ¢33

[The sympol '-" denctes the complete apsence cf junsdictonal expenditures. ]

Ciczenson |

Expenditure Dmnwiddie ! Essex Fairfax ~,  Fauquer
; stegory County ; County : County . County ’ Countv :
; General Government Aaministration ; ) ' .
' Legisiative $3.54! £8.25i $28.75: $3.191 $6.57:
! General and Financial Administration $52.12 S$32.801 $55.62! 37.71! 380.70;
Board of Elections - $5.15 $2.541 $4 631 $1.744 53.51:
i Sub-Total; $60.211 $43.58, $53.001 $52.641 $100.73!
! Judicial Administration ) ! X ' ' .
: Courts $23.601 $30.071 29 231 S19.88! $34.08!
Commonwealth's Attomey ; $10.541 $4.52! $16.511 S1.76: $9.65¢
! Sub-Total! S3a4.14. $23.581 $45.75) $21.631 $43.77
1 Public Satety . ; ' ! : ‘
i Law Enforcement and Trarfic Controi ! $38.45 x $85.801 $39.35i $115.441 $83.03!
Fire and Rescue Services i $i1.261 $28.22! $15.11] 556.891 549.891
} Correstion and Detention : $¢9.21} SZ.1510 $91.851 $38.36. $20.401
i Inspections ! $3.501 $10.19i $9.87| 540.801( S4.94]
| Other Protection | $5.771 54,562 ss.5a1 €8.481 520.01
i Sub-total! $108.19 1 $113.78. $212.57" 327077 ! $13827.
[ Public Works ! i j ; :
. Maintenance af Highways. Sireets. Bridges. and Sidewalks ! $85.741 $1.341 —‘ 515.80¢ -
| Sanitation and Waste Remavai : $60.001 $83.55: $32.69| $93.16i S60.65i
i Maintenance of Generai uiidings and Grounds : $16.76] $16.361 $18.15i $28.421 si20.87
) Sub-Totat! $142.501 $84.26. $110.841 $137.28; $181.62!
; Health and Welfare , : i i
: Heaith . $7.e2! S5.671 $9.461 $28.371 §7.29!
! Menal Heaith and Mental Retardation i $82.011 $33.¢2! $72.021 $72.05: $117.1814
Welfare/Soc:a!l Services ' S182.881 $89.¢11 $103.691 $372.201 §84.¢8:
i ’ Sub-7otal! $282.811 ©§138.63 | $386.17: $280.22! $208.£5:
i Educstion i i ; ; | :
' Instruction : $728.19} 5706.28! $757.151 $939.47! $908.931
! Administration, Attendance. and Heaith : $67.71] $25.81i $59.301 $53.381 $38.37:
| Pupil Transportation Services : 521.421 $70.031 $86.54 $60.231 $70.271
| Operstion and Maintenance Services ; 5102.02! $100.77| $34.491 $119.57} 555.66:
' Schoal Food Services snd Other Non-instructional Qperstions - $30.62! $42.19! S47.07! §39.53! $48.75;
* Contributions to Community Cotleges ; 32.531 $0.07 50.831 $0.171 s0.5e!
] Sub-iotall $1.062.49" $944.96., $1,015.08. $1.312.74. $1,322.58:
t Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services : ; : i :
. Parks anc Recreation ' 3528 S5.841 $13.19i $62.28! 325.24!
i Cuitural Ennichment ! - - =! $0.20: -
i Public Libraries | si8.43| S5.341 s7.841 $25.09! $20.82!
i Sub-Total| 52329 S11.781 $21.021 $89.37! S47.06:
Community Development i i [ H :
I Planming and Community Deveiopment . $9.691 Si7.981 $8.741 $77.03! -$39.24!
. Environmentai Management : - $2.27] 32,681 $3.581 $2.110
! Caoperative Extension Prcgram ; $3.47¢ - $2.31! $0.111 $3.47i
| Sub-Total; $12.85; $20.25. $11.731 $80.72! 544.32:
| Nondepartmental/1 ; : i R :
| Sub-Totail - - = - -
! 1 i : s :
I Grand Totai! $1,708.07 5 51.280.39! $1.696.17 $2.185.58. $1,938.44:

<
1

Nondenanmentai outlsys sussume resicual operating expenditures {e.3..

2

annexation cCsis and our-of-count settlements of tort claims).

In certain csses the sum of the calegoncal amounis and/or the sggragate value of the sub-totais may vary slightly irom the cumulative per capita score

because of siatistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Reoort of Locsl Gavemment Revenues and Sxpenditures, FY 1998, Exnibits C and C-1 througn C3.

and Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service. University of Virinia_"Pagulstion Estimates for Virgima's Counties ang lndependent Cities. 1$0-€8”

(elecircnic dataset), Januarv. 1388

Staff, Comaussion on Local Govenment



Table 2.2

Per Capita Distribution/2

Qar
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locslity
for
.Counties ang Cities in Virginia
7 1998
(The symbol '~ denotes the comclets apsence of junsdictionai expenditures.]
: Expenditure lova i Fluvanna ! Franklin s Frederick Giles i
: Category County : County ’ County ! County County ]
! ! i i i
1 Generali Govemment Administration ! : [ . i
! Legistative : §2391 53.73] $5.17! §3.291 54.981
i General and Financial Administration : $35.87| $35.901 $26.321 541.411 $43.27;
i Board of Elections ; $4.32! $3.131 $2.201 $1.931 §3.721
} Sub-Totall 542,57 $37.76: $32.70: S36.63: $51.87 1
{ Judicial Admunistration : i : | X i
{ Couns ! S14.94| $33.821 $15.121 §20.82! $37.06i
| Commonwealth's Attorney i $12.401 $9.42i $5.231 $9.82: $5.011
: Sub-7otall $27.231 $43.241 521.45i $30.74 54207 |
i Public Sarety i ! ) : !
i Law Enforcement and Teafiic Contro! S45.14 §22.16; $48.311 $81.16: S58.361
! Fire and Rescue Services : $38.25! si2.48] $0.31] s32.79! $20.15]
1 Correction and Detention i $25.381¢ §27.741 $47.081 §$37.211¢ $17.811
! Inspections ! $4.77| $4.50| 54.181 $8.501 $6.81]
1 Other Protection i S8.1114 $2.001 $31.461 —: $6.50!
Sub-1atal! S119.85, $75.381 $101.341 $159.67 | $107.62!
Public Works | . } i R ;
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks i - —!' 232! $0.701 -1
Sznitation and Waste Removal ! $67.361 $14.69| $11.42! §69.84 $26.47
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds : $7.371 $23.55] $6.971 $5.101 $15.25i
i Sub-Totail | S74.731 3824 $30.71] $75.65; $42.32!
THealth and Weitare i ! ; | . i
| Health i 85.43] §7.32i $4.55i 54.72! §5.45i
Mentai Heaith snd Mentsl Retardation $62.15] $40.401 $1.91} $34.35i $37.70i
! Welfare/Social Services ! $51.281 $84.631 $63.531 S65.95! $30.521
; Sub-iotall S118.861 $132.36, §74.391 $105.03: $123.67 |
Education ; : ) ; ! i
i Instruction : $508.75i $625.28 $829.771 $861.92! S821.781
i Administration, Attendance. and Heaith ! 532.59] $33.55; 521.07i 547.31: s26.90/
| Pupil Transpartation Services i §71.201 $85.031 $55.54 $87.191 $50.98
! Operation and Maintenance Services : 5§77.74] 5106.551 $78.94] 110,451 $80.85
| School Foad Services and Other Non-instructional Operations ! $38.64 535.45i s47.381 S44.391 S43.481
! Contributions to Community Calieges ) 50.301 $0.091 $0.50! $0.70% $0.361
; Sub-Totall $330.211 $926.96 $333.20! $1.131.97 5894.43
{Parks, Recreation, and Culturai Services ! ] ] i : !
| Parks and Recreation ' §2.311 520.02'! $10.4Z! S2.96¢ SZB.BBi
! Cuitural Enrichment i I 0.16i =i - -
i Public Libraries . $13.57] $B.54 $7.781 $11.638 $1.31|
i Sub-jotal: $15.887 S28.72) $1820! $54.65. $25.181
i Community Deveiopment 1 ot i i ' i
| Planning and Community Develooment | 54.85i $7.35§ S15.671 s20.91! = S3.41]
i Environmental Management i S0.74i $0.17] 50.07) 50.96; s0.721
i Cooperstive Extension Program ' $3.991 $3.3514 $1.49! $2.15i $1.821
i Sub-Tatall $3.587 $10.67 | S1724] $33.02: $10.95:
i Nondeparntmental/1 : ! i i ! i
' Sub-Total! ! - - - -
’~ Grand Total! $1,240.02! $1,303.83! "$1,119.82" $1,637.365 $1.298.22!

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., 3nnexation cosis and out-of-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categarical amounts and/cr the aggregate value of the sub-totais may vary slightly from the cumulative per cspita score

because of statisucal rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comearative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1968, Sxhibits C and C-1 throuoh C-8:
ang Weldon Cooper Cenrer for Public Service. University of Virginia. "Pooutation Estimates for Viroinia's Counties and Indegendent Cities. 1920-88°

(electronic cataset), Januarv, 1999

Staif, Commission on Local Government



Table 2.2

Per Capita DistributionV2

of
Operating Expenaitures by Category and Locality
for
Countes ang Cities in Virginia
FY 1298
[The sympol ‘~ denotes ihe comzlete adsence of junisdictional expenditures. |

—_— - ;

Expenditure ! Gioucesier . Goochland & Grayson Greene ! Greensvile

Category ; County Couniy ‘ Ceunty County . County

i
'[General Government Administraticn i ; :
i $16.041 S4.4S1 52.85:i S

Legisialive 32.¢1! 8.75
General and Financial Adrinistration 233.02! $32.831 $20.85: 54074 $43.12!
Board of Etections 32.5810 $3.67! S$2.7514 S$3.881 $4.631
: Sub-yciai T 566.981 $58.8a] $39.75. S37.471 $54.501
Jugdicial Admimstration : ' : ' ; :
Courts . s21.4¢i $20.83! s19.11] S22.61| 531.601
Commonwealth's Attomey ' $3.68: $15.14 1| $9.62! $8.741 $21.45:i
r Sub-Total $30.17; $35.97 528731 S2B.25) §53.05,
Public Safety ! | i i . i
Law Enfarcement and Traffic Conuot i S78.331 $39.801 $24.08) 57144 $47.831
Fire and Rescue Services | $8.431 $31.041 $13.02! $16.411 s17.72!
Cormrection and Detention ! $23.831 $18.901 $21.74! s10.29] $75.44!
Inspections ! 38.16+ $11.891 $3.14 sg.131 $5.741
Other Protection ! $4.86i $25.34 ] s7.52! $5.07| s31.58]
| Sub-Total| 5$119.41! $126.96 $69.47 | $112.32! $181.71!
| Public Works | R i i ‘ i :
| Maintenance of Highways. Streers. Bridges. and Sidewalks i §5.44! S7.86i - - 51.41 !
‘, Sanitation and Waste Removal ﬂ $2.441 $33.45i 549.071 33g.02! S67.181
1 Maintenance of Generai Buildings and Grounds | $26.95i $21.36) 810.43i $12.391 528.42!
: Sug-iatali $34.301 S62.67 | $59.52! $52.211 $97.81!
Heaith and Welfare | { § [ ! ;
Health i $7.831 sa.6e! $7.501 s19.521 468
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 1 §70.471 $71.381 $85.67] $57.431 $109.511
Weifare/Social Services i 572,371 $104.681 $95.891 s73681 527.801
Sub-iotal; $150.66 $184.75, $189.16 $150.63; 5202.00!
{Education ; : ! : : <=e= Ra |
i Instruction : 57886.751 S581.44) S825.18: §£25.32! s3es82l
:  Administration, Attendance. and Heaith ; 837.291 $26.80! sz3.21t 363.941 S20.77;
{  Pupil Transportation Services : S64.76 $57.37( $59.811 $42.18: $46.161
© Operation and Maintenance Services i S114.22! $89.231 $74.001 s50.25] 581.25
| Scnoal Food Services and Other Non-Instrucional Operatiors | $46.33! ssz.7ei s42.75] s45.22! $40.121
! Contributions to Community Colleges : $9.601 S0.511 $1.43! S0.1114 s.oje!
; Sub-jotal! $7.059.611 5778.131 $833.36, 51,167.74° §553.27 |
1 Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services I : ' : . !
+  Parks and Recreation ’ [ S16.111 $25.85i $8.18! $4.45! 38.358
Cultural Enrichment i st1.01! $0.381 $0.09| - 50.83:
[ Public Libraries ! sa.sal s1s.2e| $15.27; $10.291 $10.43)
H Sup-totail S25.711 $41.51 §23.551 $14.711 $192.58!
| Community Development : j : ; R v
| Planning and Community Development ; $29.55! $19.85; 54.151 $20.34! . $49.06i
| Environmental Management i S0.554 S0.95§ S0.36i 50.811 S0.484
i Cooperative Extension Program i $1.5841 $2.31] S2.55} $3.251 $3.05!
; Sub-Totall $32.05. $23.12 ! 57.06 ; $23.40 | $52.63!
i Nondeparntmentai/1 ! ‘ ! : : i
5 Sub-Totali - - - - o
] N 1 .
! Grand Totai! $1,512.291 51.311.66! -$1,250.58 $1,597.94! $1.214.65:

1
Nondepanmenta!l outlays suasume residuat operatng expenditures {e.5.. 3nNeXauon cosis anc out-of-courn serlements of tort ciamms).
el

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical maunts and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary siightly from the cumuiative per €30ita score
becsuse of siatistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Cemparative Recort of Local Government Pevenues and Expenditures. FY 1698, Exhibits C and C-1 throuan C-2:
and Weldon Cogger Center for Public Service. University of Viroinia. “Pcoulation Estimstes for Vircinig's Counties and Ingensendent Cities, 1960-S67

(electronic dataset), Januarv 4989.

St5if, Commission on Local Government



Tanle 2.2

Per Cspita Distribution/2

or

Operating Experditures by Category and Lacatity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbai '~ denotes the comoiete absence of juriscictional experditures. |

N i

: Expenditure ! Halifax Hanover ’ Hennco ! Henry Highland
" Category : County County County ! County Counry
. | g ) ;
gLGeneral Government Administration . : 7 . .
| ‘Legisiaive 3394 $4.81! 52.94] $3.931 $28.76i
: General and Financial Administration 327.871 $44.081 §112.211 $34.941 585.97!
| Board of Elections 32.35§ 32.481 52.53! $2.46i $13.08!
i Sub-Touni $33.371 $51.371 $117.691 $31.321 $128.81"
i Judiciai Administration i ; | ; :
Courts S15.71] si0.81| $17.76 $20.65i $¢0.91
Commonweaith's Akamey ? 5821l $6.811 59.951 $5.271 $23.941
Sub-Total! 523,911 §17.62" $27.721 $25.811 $64.851
Public Safety : i ; i : :
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control | 33844 | $37.65: S167.211 $72.271 $162.09!
Fire and Rescue Services : S13.28| §52.551 586.29 | $17.641 $42.03!
Carrection and Detention i $34.27| $40.27] S74.871 $23.77| $37.45i
Inspections : $4.704 $2.36 $11.18] $3.391 S17.73;
i Other Protection i $6.201 $4.871 $6.89| 54.641 s2.83!
i Sub-Total| $97.701 $184.701 $356.95, 5121711 $232.18|
Bublic Works ; | : ! i i
Maintenance of Highwavs. Streets, Brdges, ana Sidewalks | - $6.121 $62.631 $2.51] -
Sanitation and Waste Removat $14.60] 521.26i sie.3s! $19.28| 5112.83!
Masintenance of General Buildings and Grounds ' $14.58] $10.771 519.93i $12.541 $52.761
; Sub-Toral! 52916 $38.351 $101.961 $34.531 $165.60
| Health and Weifare i | i ' ' '
! Healtn i §6.101 $5.401 $4.37] $3.551 $19.541
i Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation ] $59.39| $48.82! $61.64! $1.82! $44.02!
! Welfare/Sccial Services ' $81.78} $53.741 $59.781 5137.98! $83.10!
Sub-Total | 5147271 5108.861 $125.791 $142.351 $146.67'
Education I i i i ! .
Instruction i $732.54} $770.601 §703.201 $714.06 $735.19i
| Acministration, Attendance, and Health | $33.751 $43.07} §44.89] $18.84 | 546.131
i Pupil Transportation Services H $82.95i $532.341 $41.37} $58.21! $66.231
i Operstion and Maintenance Services i $114.37| S80.771 $111.691 $88.22! $105.43¢
| School Food Services and Other Non-instructionai Operations | $55.05§ §57.641 $35.45| $47.651 §44.641
i Contributions 0 Community Coileges ! $0.93; - - $0.831 et
; Sub-Total | $899.591 $1,005.421 $537.301 $927.511 $597.72"

; Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i ; i i i

! Parks and Recreation | S2.38| $15.811 $37.23; $3.141 -
i Cutural Enrichment ‘ $0.13] - - $1.07! =
{  Public Lioranies : $6.61! $2¢.271 $27.28| $17.691 §7.67!
i Sub-Total| $9.01 $39.89! $64.511 $27.801 $7.97.
: Community Development f ] : ) i :
| Planning and Community Development i si8.191 $39.631 541,21 527.731 54.441
| Environmental Management 1 $1.61] $0.384 - 50.50] 1 sz.a9e
! _Cooperative Extension Program ! $1.67| $0.701 $1.081 $1.731 $12.87}
| Sub-Totail $21.48: $40.76 42291 $30.011 $19.61:
{Nondepartmental ! ! : ; : '
! Sub-Totai| - - _ - -
{ f s : i s
! Grand Totat! $1,261.591 $1.497.87 { . $1,774.20! $1,352.24! $1,762.411

1

Nondepartmental cutlays subsume residual operating expenditures {e.g..

2

annexation cosis and cut-of-coun setilements of tort claims ).

In cenain cases the sum of the categarical smounts and/or the aggregate vaive of the sub-tatais may vary sligntly from the cumulative per caoia scare

becsuse of siatistical rounaing.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Camoarative Report of Local Government Pevenues snd Expenditures. FY 1998. Exhibits C and C-1 throuon C-8:

and Weldon Coooer Canter for Public Service. Universitv of Virainia. "Population Estimates for Virginig's Counties and Ingepengent Cities, 19¢0-887

(e'ectronic dataset), January, 1989,

Swarf. Commission on Local Government




Tadble 2.2

Per Capita Distributionv2
of
Operating Expenditures by Categcry and Locatity
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998
{The symbol '~ denotes the complet= absence of jurisdicional expenditures.}

King & Queen King George : King William

: Expenditure : Isleof Wight |  lames City |
| Category i County : Counzy Counts | County : County |
' ) : : ‘ ; : i
. General Government Administration i . ) . : i
Legislative | S6.781 $3.921 $10.37; $8.551 $4.201
! General and Financial Administration S67.571 S$71.55i §72.511 $43.721 $30.30!
i Board af Elections i $2.55i $4.131 $8.15: 54.501 $6.28:
i Subd-Total| $7T7.01! $79.591 $91.031 $56.77 $50.78 :
] Judicial Administration ; . ; | : i
j Cours §18.631 $40.601 524.42| $26.531 516.20;
. Commonwealth's Attomey i S5.00! 38.501 S18.371 58.541 $5.43i
: Sub-Totali 523.63: $50.501 $42.781 $35.07 $22.23%
i Public Safety ] ) : v ; : :
; Law Enfarcement and Traific Control E $30.671 S 3,355[ SSS.SS% S64.761 545.25 :
+ Fire and Rescue Services E se.281 $87.481 $17.101 §29.52} $zi.14]
i Comeciion and Detention : $80.77) $85.91 §20.83| $85.51! $40.87|
inspections | $8.12¢ $16.92} S4.25i $4.381 $6.131
Other Protection : $3.271 $19.671 $3.05] $4.46i 54.101
Sub-Totall $129.111 5263.33° $101.761 $168.731 5117.581
Public Works : ; ! ; i i
Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges. and Sidewalks : - —-; -! —'; -i
Sanitation and Waste Removal ; $41.23! $28.171 $45.94] $7.611 §53.631
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds : $17.101 524.21] $28.31! 518.86+ §20.22!
| Sub-votal | $58.337 $52.381 $74.231 $26.17 1 $73.851
[Heaith and Welfare | ; ; i ] ;
! Heatth | $1246] §9.401 $10.741 $8.001 $10.19!
| Mental Health and Mental Retarcation : $66.38 519 $99.45] se2.281 s59.41]
| _Wettare/Social Services ! SB87.041 $50.811 s120.71! $82.881 $80.10!
) Sub-Totall 5166.08; $135.39 5239901 $153.15 $359,70!
; Education ] \ ; ; : :
; Instruction ; 5$768.641 $785.50| $783.291 $776.52! $626.381
!  Administration, Aitendance. and Health { $41.17¢ $64.741 $90.5¢1 $51.331 $85.28/
i Pupil Transponation Services i S74.881 $35.34| 5107.081 $58.931 $67.62]
i Qgperation and Maintenance Services | s84.81! $718.77 | $118.151 $94.781 $50.9314
¢ Schooi Food Services and Other Non-inswructional Operations | $70.37} S33.65¢ $60.06| $34.061 $30.861
i Contributions to Community Colleges ( $0.231 -1 $0.57! S0.331 30.40!
! Sub-Total | $1,022.801 $1,058.85] $1,140.38 $1,015.951 $351.56
[Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services : : . : : i
| Parks and Recreation i $21.43] $52.02! - §22.15i §12.731
! Cuftural Enrichment i S1.04! ~i —i - -
i Public Libranies : $12.20! $85.56 ¢ $16.77! $22.23! $21.221
: Sup-Totail $34.67 ! $12B.581 516.77! S$44.37 0 $33.25;
| Community Development R : | ] ; t
¢ Planning and Community Deveiopment ’ S17.21] $108.21 S17.381 S17.582! $40.801
| Enviranmental Management ; $2.00! $13.62 $3.131 §7.201 T s0.58i
i Caopersiive Extension Program | s1.97! s2.19i $3.771 $3.57! $2.14]
i Sub-Total| $21.87 $12452! 524.33; $28.89] $43.50|
Nondepartmental/1 ' : i i ! '
i Sub-Total| $35.381 . _! - -
! : i i ' : ]
j Grand Totali $1,585.83 1 $1,893.051 51.731.24! $1,528.22! 51,403.14!

1

Nondeparunental outiays subsume residusl operating expenditures (e.g.. annexauon Costs ang out-af-ccurt setllements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amaunts ano/or the aggregste value of the sub-totais may vary slightly from the cumulative per capita scare
becsuse of statisticai rounding.

Data Sources; Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Reocrt of Local Government Revenues snd Expenditures. Y 1988, Exnibits C snd C-1 throuen C-3:
and Weldon Cooper Center ior Public Service. University of Virainia. "coulation Estimates for Virginia's Counties and ingegencent Cities. 1990-287
{escironic dataset), Januarv, 1999. i

Starf, Commission en Locst Government



Table 2.2

Per Capita Disuibutions2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Lecality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1¢38

[The symtol "~ denotes the complete sosence of junsdictional expenditures. |

: Expenditure Lancaster | Les i Loudoun Louisa Lunenburg
; Category Couny County ! County County Caunty
. !
| General Government Administration ] : ] :
i Legislative i $25.90! 53.421 $7.48) S3.67] §3.151
i General ard Financial Administration S37.44 §26.251i §77.92! S47.101 548.361
1 Board of Elections : 3547 S3.541 34,421 S$3.181 $5.09i
| Sub-Total| S73.871 $3322" 589.89! $53.96, S53611
Judicial Administration | | ; | ! :
! Courts i $20.831 $21.05] 519.211 $18.05i $24.091
! Commonwealth's Attomey i §7.741 $7.171 €3.541 513.041 $11.671
Sub-Total | $28.621 528.221 $28.75i $31.091 $35.701
Pubtic Safety ] ' | | | ! o
Law Eniorcement and Trsffic Controtl { $102.46 $43.60! $90.02| 598.60! $55.581
Fire and Rescue Services i $23.62) S6.341 $46.461 $38.22! $8.37]
Carrection and Detention ' $39.€5i S1 7.07i 537.32f $40.75i §523.€5.
Inspections ] §3.63| $2.38i S18.641 $7.96i $2.5¢ !
Other Protection i $3.571 $251| $5.82! $6.911 $2.351
Sab-iotal | $183.60( §71.991 $198.431 §192.441 307.901
Public Works ' ; p l ; :
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks i - s8.s5; $1€.28 -1 -
| Sanitation and Waste Remaval : §30.871 $35.49| $8.931 $27.091 sae.70!
i Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds ! 311.191 $11.05i $18.231 $34.68! §7.57!
Sub-Total! $42.06 $55.11) $46.411 S41.771 $58.23+1
Health and Weifare : ) : : : :
Health ! $i2.981 $5.241 511.655 §i7.69¢ $8.20!
Mental Health and Mental Retardation i $71.571 542,021 $50.26} $60.221 $85.98¢
WeilfareiSocial Services i 3121791 $122.541 $415.62! $30.52! $74.531
Sub-Toral | 5206.341 $171.891 §177.83! $158.401 $180.22!
Education : ' ; i : i
Instruction $510.45 $815.27| 597282} §722.401 $892.631
Administration. Attendance. and Heaith $40.39 $22.381 $38.72! §55.071 54(_).1 7l
! Pupil Transportation Services : 564,131 $53.961 $89.6831 $70.00! 553.84;
Ogperation and Maintenance Services S75.89| $7¢.331 5112.98! $42.30! S§78.281
School Food Services and Other Non-Insiructional Operations §47.68] S66.78 | $38.431 $45.281 £52.82!
+  Contributions to Cammunity Colleges ; S0.611 S0.651 $0.671 sa.31! -
i Suo-Totai| $319.261 $1,055.39 $1,254.65, $935.65: $918.05:
! Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services : i i i : ;
i Parks and Recreation $11.161 s2.431 $53.741 §13.52! -
:  Cuitural Enrichment $0.981 - $4.281 - T
Public Libraries ' 5416 $12.82! $36.071 $9.101 $5.13
Sub-Totat! $16.291 $15.261 §584.09! $22.62! £3.131
Community Development i ) ] i ;
Planning and Community Deveiopment i $59.321 $4.40] $58.11] $11.86i o sz
Environmental Management i $3.381 50.161 §5.401 $1.014 - 5084
Caoperative Extension Program ; 52,10/ §1.601 $2611 $3.12| §5.101
Sub-totali S6487; $6.16: $66.13 $15.981 333.65i
Nondepartmental/1 : ! ] i [ '
Sub-Totat! - - - - -
L Grand Totaj! 51.449.75: $1,437.241 $1,956.18 | $1,451.201 $1.291.61

1

Nondeoarimentai outlays subsume residual operating expengitures (e.G.. annexation cosis and out-oi-caurt settlements of tort claims).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical armounts ana/or the aggregate value of the sud-totals may vary slightly from the cumulstive per capita score

becsuse of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comoarative Renort of Locat Govemment Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1998, Exntbits € and C-1 througn C3:

and Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service. Universitv of Vironiz, "Population Estimates far Virginia's Counties and Independent Cities, 15€0-987

(elecironic gaaset), January, 1998,

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 2.2

Per Capita Distrioutiony2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
far
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1298

[The symbol '~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. |

Expenditure Madison Mathews . Mecklenburg Middlesex ! Montgomery
Category County County : Sunty ‘ County County
t t
General Government Administration ; R . , .
Legislative $30.134 $5.24! S4.501 $5.32! S2.091
' General and Financial Administration SZ5.78 S74.58i $30.861 §63.201 $32.67i
| Board of Elections S3.611 S5.06i $2.781 54,931 $1.861
| Suo-Tcin 340.531 $86.471 $38.151 575.801 $36.621
Judiciai Administration i ; : , :
Courts , $33.25i S$30.85 $37.15] S$17.40! $10.9814
| Commonwealth's Attomey sit1i 51032 s8.51] §7.274 $4.291
: Sub-Total! 334.361 $40.87 | §45.656i 32437 515.271
i Public Safety ' ] ] 7 : :
| Law Enforcement and Traffic Control i $41.22| §$54.32! 347.50 §55.941 $27.25%
! Fire and Rescue Services . $13.2¢1 518.77! $10.87} $21.55i $16.221
Correction and Detention i $13.601 $51.38] $34.24 1 345741 $14.671
tnspections ‘ 54.92! s7.01! ss5.481 58.381 5§1.861
Other Protection ! $3.72! $4.204 $20.571 $3.111 $3.431
Sub-Totall $76.82! $135.781 $118.46 $135.721 3$63.66¢
Public Works ; ] | ' i H
| Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks ! - $1.401 - s0.0¢1 -
i Sanitation and Was:e Removai ' s$5.85 i 552_07! $20.31} $68.37! $33.4591
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds ' $i3.8541 §21.031 $27.88! $15.42! S8.051i
| Sub-Totali $19.48; $85.281 $48.19! $84.87( S$41.541
"Heaith and Welifare . ; T F i '
Health : $5.221 S11.84] §7.841 s13.501 S4.461
Mentai Health and Mentat Retardation ; §58.95] $62.611 $53.01 | $70.11! S47.06i
Welfare/Social Services : $50.701 $74.231 $73.80! $102.34! $56.28
Sub-rotal! $154.87; $148.771 $124.65i 5185.96 $107.80!
[Education : 7 . . :
! Instruction S673.651 $580.31% | $570.88 $832.42! $530.25i
12 Administration. Altendance, and Health H $42.25) $46.36i §22.82! $40.2914 $23611
Puoil Transportaton Services ; S65.86 $43.871 ST2111 $54.741 $25.34!
Ogeration and Maintenance Services : $99.971 $76.871 $63.83] $72.871 $81.08!
School Food Servicas and Other Non-Instructional Operations : $36.57) $37.431 $44.841 $39.82' §$31.541
Contributions o Community Calleges $0.161 50.461 $0.20i $0.42! £0.30!
! Sub-Totaii $918.46+ ST85.811 S874.691 $B41.26 -~ S7T12.13!
| Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services ' ! i : ' !
| Parks and Recreation i $14.83) $7.831 50.481 si0.e7! $5.451
! Cultural Enrichment ; 50.34] - £0.101 $0.11| so.101
| Public Libraries : $3.82t $10.771 $8.821 $6.381 $16.231
| Sup-Total{ $18.631 $18.62! $9.10 | $17.341 $21.781
[Cammunity Development { ! ! i ; !
1 Planning and Community Development ! 374178 szmzi $14.524 $15.041 s10.98!
| Environmental Management * $16.201 $0.531 $1.574 $347) . sd.91
| Cooperative Extension Program ! S$3.751 33.431 S1.441 3$2.471 ~ 80.731
HE Subp-Total: $27.121 $25.08 1! $17.531 $19.98; 512821
] Nonaepartmental/1 : | I 1 H :
! Sub-Total! — - . - !
| : . ! : . ;
i Grand Totail $4,200.32! $1,226.781 $1.286.42! $1,385.401 $1,011.42!

1

Nondepartmental outlays suasume residual operating expenditures (e.5., annexation costs and out-oi-court sattiements of tort ciaims).

2

In cenain c3ses the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregate value of the sub-iotals may vary siightly from the cumuiative per c3pRa score

because of siatisticai rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Pualic Accounts. Comparative Renort of Locs! Govemment Revenues and Exocenditures. F7 1598, Exhioits C snd C-3 throyen C-2:

2.

and We'don Cooger Center for Pubiic Service, Universitv of Viroinia. “Pooviation Estimates for Vircinia's Counties and Independent Cities. 1996-28°

(electranic dstaset)_January. 1999,

Staff. Commission on Locst Government




Table 2.2

Per Capita Distributiorv2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Lecality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbol "= denotes the complete aosence of junsdictional expenditures.]

- .

i 1
| Expenditure Nelson New Kent | Normhampton | Northumberand!  Nottoway |
i Category County ! County County ! County Caunty |
| ' ! ‘ !
{ General Government Administration i ; ! )
i Legislative 54.42) 57.83] $3.261 $10.801 $11.161
General and Financial Administration 523921 $76.58 ss1.91] $52.891 $28.261
Board of Elections $5.031 $5.65i $5.031 $6.04 ! 33.911
Sub-iotal $53.371 $50.05 $60.201 $69.731 $43.33)
Judicial Admimstration ; : | i ; !
Couns | $17.49| $35.511 $25.961 §24.55i SS.E0|
Caommonwealth's Attormey i $11.881 $11.491 $10.92! $11.69! S8.111
i Sub-Total| $29.37] 347.001 $36.88| 536.23. $17.901
| Public Safety | ! ; . ;
Law Enforcement and Traffic Caontrol 3$35.61 ! $77.10} $63.37| 348,531 S48 65
Fire and Rescue Services $63.991 $14.75i $23.21] §22.65] $37.811
Correction and Detention $14.521 $16.38| $52,35i $57.24 §31.691
Inspections $9.94 $6.92] $5.37| $6.211 $3.381
Other Pratection $6.14 $13.54] $6.371 $9.681 52.191
Sub-Total| S150.201 $129.181 $15067! $144.36 $103.821
Pubiic Works i B | : |
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks - . ! $1.75i $C.331
Sanitation and Waste Removai $36.57] S74.86i $45.52! $53.091 $62.461
i Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds : $26.75i §22.231 $17.241 $13.131 $6.451
! Sub-Total| §93.37] S87.081 S62.861 $65.96 363.28 |
i Health and Welfare ; } ] | . :
Heaith $13.271 S8.26i $20.27! $13.261 S4.68i
! Mental Health and Mentai Retardation ; 551.645 $3.771 $135.791 3$62.671 §33.27¢
! WelfaresSocial Services : $70.281 $86.90! S163.24| 3583.811 $76.871
I Sub-Totail $125.191 $100.93; $319.307 $759.731 3123.801
Education ! i : ! :
i Instruction i $648.68 1 $670.35] $847.08] $531.41 $727.331
| Administration, Attendance. and Health ; S48.721 $84.34 S46.44 $28.99] $43.351
i Pupil Transportation Services $70.84! $65.811 $70.631 $35.481 543.29 |
i Operation and Maintenance Services $102.34/ SE7.78| $112.88 $78.57! $55.53 |
Scheot Food Services and Other Non-Insiructional Operations $56.311 $37.681 $76.30 $38.07! £5.831
| Contributions to Community Colleges $0.07 $0.231 541.781 $0.461 0.191
; Sup-Total $926.961 $926.181 51.155.111 $781.79 $965.27 1
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services ! : ; ' : :
, Parks and Recreation 55.421 $0.051 Si1.711 $5.75i s0.e81
: Cuitural Earichment - -} - 50.87° -
Public Libraries S11.641 sa.11) $6.131 $5.111 s7.411
i Sub-Totai! $17.02! $4.16 $17.84 | 5$11.731 53.391
{ Community Deveiopment | i ] . . !
I Planning and Community Development $84.251 S12.11} 348.351 S14.28! _S75.591
| Environmental Management 51.93| s5.181 s0.e2! $1.831 50431
| Caoperative Extension Program , 52.71§ $3.261 $9.461 $5.201 $3.85i
{ Sub-Total! S68.881 $27.551 S58.72! $21.301 $81.071
! Nondepartmental/1 ! | | [
i Sub-Total - —. —. - -
! I i ! . : S
i Grand Totai| 51.474.311 $1,422.141 $1,861.59 $1,220.841 $1,422.871

1

Nondepantmentzl outlays subsume residual opersting expenditures (e.g.. annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort ciaims;).

2

In certain csses the sum of the categorica! amounts and/or the aggregate value of the suo-totals may vary siigntly from the cumulgtive per capita score

because of siatistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Reoort of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8;

and Weldon Cogoer Center for Public Service. University of Virginia, "Pceulation Estimates ior Vircmnia's Counues and Independent Cities. 1890-88”

{etecrronic dataser), Januarv, 1988
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Per Capita Distribution/2

Table 2.2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locaiity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 19¢8

{The symbo! '~ denotes tha comptete absence of junsdictional expenditures.]

r | i

Expenditure Qrange ’ Page | Parrick | Pittsylvania Powhatan

! Category County ' County County : County : County

! i ,

. General Government Admtnistration | .

i Legislative S3.65i 52.03! $2.131 $1.551 $4.031
General and Financial Administration : $36.961 $43.96 | $29.251 523201 s42.944
Board of Elections $2.58 | S4.47! $3.59! 31.91 $3.251

Sub-Totali $43201 $50.16 S35.06 S27.68; S50.281
Judicial Administration . | } i 1 :
Courts ; $21.40] $4.71 $5.751 $20.491 $16.70

| Commonweaith's Attormey ' §7.54| ST.E10 s6.501 $5.711 $6.53 1

1 Sub-Totall $28.95; $12.23) $13.341 526.201 $23.38i

Public Safety ! i i | i :
Law Enforcement and Traific Control ! §52.231 $57.101 S47.471 $35.291 $54.271
Fire and Rescue Services ! $19.84 1 $15.99] $21.47) $9.69] 522.95i
Correction and Detention ‘ s11.96] $14.32i s72.04 $21.601 =
Inspections | ss.521 $3.18) $4.25i $3.86] 58.21!

l Other Protection ! $13 79 $14.43] $16.341 516.17| $3.77!

Sub-Total: $103.101 $105.02! 3111.771 $90.611 $89.201

Public Works ' | | l ‘ :
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. 2nd Sidewalks - 20.131 - - -

| Sanitation and Wasie Removal i $30.27) $25.341 328.97 $12.69 -

! Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds ! $11.68! $11.45i $12.21! 510.10 $526.45i

i Sub-Tatali $541.84/1 $36.93: $41.191 5$29.791 $26.45:

{ Health and Welfare i I | | I i

| Healith | $9.13] $11.27{ $5.681 56.67 | $5.751
Mentai Heaith and Mental Retardstion 360.154 $43.40! $2.00] $20.95i 5$58.631
Welfare/Social Services i $68.92! $135.05i $50.46 | $101.731 $80.531

| Sub-Totatl $138.211 $189.72) $70.151 $158.25i $125.02!

i Education f ] | ] ! :

© Instruction $750.581 $625.55] $582.31) $620.08} 5626.32!

i Administration, Attendance, and Heaith | $52.50! $31.85i $18.66 $26.75i $37.08:
Pupil Transportation Services : $53.441 352.74i s62.281 §88.12! 5$59.791
Qperstion and Maintenance Services . $86.751 S70.22! S54.341 $s8.931 $91.651

i School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations $29.031 $89.48§ 547831 343.12] $30.27}

: Centributions to Community Colleges $0.15i - 30.46+ %0.17! 50.45i

! Sub-Totat; $862.50 1 $850.831 578567 $807.241 S845.561

; Parks, Recreation, and Cuiturai Services ‘ ! , i ; .

, Parks and Recreation : $15.191 50.251 $10.28) $1.461 $2.¢2!
Culturat Enrichment ‘ 50.74 $1.471 50.07} s0.801 =

| Public Libraries ! $15.331 $7.401 $46.01] $4.871 $2.701

o Sub-Total! $31.26] 39,121 $26.261 $7.131 $5.62!

i Community Development : ! | : : .

i Planming and Community Development $16.251 S4.441 $18.651 $15.62! $17.371

i Environmental Management $0.831 $3.811 $3.47! $0.13} 1 S2.111

[ Coaperative Extension Program i s2.21i 2.101 52.821 $1.281 §1.55:

| Suo-Totail $19.29: $11.35. 24841 $17.03. $21.041

l Nondepartmentai/1 i ( i i :

: Sub-Totall - - - - _
: ' ' p I !
‘: Grand Totali $1.353.45E $1,265.28 $1,108.48 $1,165.03 1 $1,186.54/

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operaling expendituras (e.g.. annexation casts and gut-oi-court seriements of tort claims).

2

In certsin cases the sum of the categoncal amounts and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may varv slightlv from the cumulative per caoita score
g y vary shignly

because of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Pyblic Accounts. Comoarstive Reoor of Lecal Govemnment Ravenues and Expenditures. FY $8¢8. Exhibits C and C-1 thiough C-3:

angd Weidon Coooer Center for Public Service. Universitv of Vinainia. "?2gutation Estimates for Virginia's Counties and Independent Cities. 1950-23"

{electronic dataset), Januarv, 1998,

Staif, Commission on Local Government



Taole 2.2

Per Capita Distribytion/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Categary and Locslity
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
) FY 1998
{The symbot ' denctes the camplete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

!' Expenditure i Prince Edward | Prince George 1! Prince William | Pulaski K Raopahannack ll
Category i County ! County | Counrty County | County
: General Government Administration [ ' : ] . .
" Legislative : . $3.23; 54.431 $3.631 $4.641 54511
! General and Financial Administration ] §30.83¢ $45.82] 358.521 832,281 §54.501
Board of Eiections i $3.391 s3.271 52.59| 52,411 57.341
i Sub-Totall $37.45] SE3.531 $63.741 $39.431 $76.34 ]
! Judicial Administration . : I f i :
I Couns ‘ 339.271 $16.751 $23.22! $19.42! $24.711
! Commonwealth's Attorney ! 512,601 §7.431 - s7.211 s9.501 $21.75i
i Sub-Total| S51.ET7 | $24.181 $30.431 $29.02! S46.46,
{ Public Safety H ) | 1 i i
! Law Enforcement and Traific Control | $36.20| $81.281 $110.03] $47.691 $45.40]
| Fire and Rescue Services | $10.61] s15.341 $85.62! $8.07| S45.80i
| Correction and Detention i $27.87| $45.64] $63.75] $35.70! S€0.83]
i Inspections | $1.691 sg.28 s15.97] $3.09 $15.71]
| Other Protection ! 52.361 $5.67] 523.40/ 55.57] 3$5.751
] Sup-Totall $78.741 S157.70 | $298.76 $700.131 $174.491
| Public Works i ; ] ; i !
i Maintenance of Highways. Streets. Bridges, and Sidewalks : - $0.07} $22.271 -t —
! sanitation and Waste Removal 525.201 $8.38! $33.79] 585.2C1 £85.221
i Maimenance of Generai Buildings and Grounds ! $16.831 $23.20! $42.801 512.83! Szz.78)
] Sub-Tatal | S42.44] 531.651 S98.8§ $98.031 $52.011
Heaith and Welfare ] ] : i ! i
| Health | $6.441 s4.61] $12.801 §6.1¢1 $11.071
| Menual Heaith and Mental Retardation i 588.631 §19.95, $45.25] $57.831 $85.151
;  Welfare/Social Services : sa2.121 s60.01! $¢5.731 S119.601 3e5.20)
! Sub-Totall $157.31" SB5.47 1 $154.19] S183.711 $796.06
1 Education | > : i i ! |
Instruction ‘[ 3562.92¢ §738.171 $936.221 $885.431 $852.52!
Administration, Attendance. and Heaith : $41.02! $48.00! $53.141 $32.741 $71.581
Pupil Transportation Services ; $52.52! §74.091 $59.751 §39.441 $79.681
| QOperation and Maintenance Services i $70.871 $131.211 $150.49| $30.961 £118.201
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Qperations ! $39.841 347.00| S44.201 $44.801 S44.86
Contibutions to Community Cotleges i 20.231 50.071 — 30.46 $0.881
Sup-Tatall §767201 $1,039.55: $1,245.08 | $863.83! $877.72!
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services R : ¢ | : .
Parks and Recreation $3.85i S10.83 l $59.86! $5.32! $1.531
Cultural Enrichment 50.06 - ~ $1.31] -
i Pubiic Libraries 53.741 $8.031 $32.071 s$10.631 $13.281
! Sub-fotal

i
i §7.65) $18.581 5§91.93; $17.311 S15.801
Community Development j i i i : :
Planning and Cammunity Development f $9.441 $8.84 $35.75 ; $33.16 1 $46381

i

|

|

I

Environmental Management $0.511 S0.231 -~ $0.121 * $1.00]
Cooperative Extension Program 33.86i $1.07] 32.41 I $1.86¢ $5.861

1 Sub-Totat $13.81! $10.121 $38.181 535.241 $12.541
I Nondepartmentai/1 | | | ' i :
Sub-Totall - -1 - . —!

H : f i ; !

Grand Totat i $1,156.46 i $1,420.75 : $2,022.19 i $1,265.69 1 3$1,588.42!

1
Nondepanmental outtays subsume residual cperating expenditures {e.g., annexalion Costs and out-of-court settlements of tort ¢:aims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregate value of the sub-ictals may vary slightly from the cumuiative per c3pita score
because of statisical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Pubiic Accounts, Comparative Rescrt of L ocst Govemment Revenues and Expendityres. FY 1998, Exnioits C and C-1 throuan C-3:
snd Weldon Cooner Center for Public Service. Universitv of Virginia, “Pogpuiation Estimates for Virginia's Counties and inceoengent Cities. 1980-887

{eiectronic dawaset), January, 1999

Staff, Commission on Locai Government



Taole 2.2

Per Capita Oistribution/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

{The symbai '~ denotes the complete absence of junisdictional expenditures.]

|
‘ .
i Expenditure i  Ricnmond % Roanoke ' Rockbndge | Rockingham Russeil
i Category Caounty i County . County County County
| ! : .

I Generat Govarnment Administration ! ! ; . ! |
Legisiative : $6.25i $3.071 $3.011 $1.75i $3.97{
| General and Financial Administration : 34182 $53.671 $41.701 S$34.58! 532.411
| Board of Elections ! $5.721 52.321 S4.45 $1.561 $3.221
T Sub-Total: $52.791 S64.89) $49.17 $37.891 $329.60!
| Judicial Administration : ; " - : .
| Couns ; $28.32! 23081 $9.601 $15.34 $16.57]
i Commaonweaith's Attomey ! $23.131 $6.521 $10.16; $7.801 $6.95i1
r Sub-Total| $51.451 S29.611 $19.76: $23.141 $23.521
[Public Safety ; | ; ) j !
| Law Enforcement and Traffic Controi I $73.88 S88.56 $30.96 536.491 $28.281
| Fire and Rescue Services ! $17.261 $57.52! §77.721 $28.12! 511.181
I Correction and Detention | $16.52! $57.29| ST8.411 $30.07! $26.41!
i Inspections : §7.471 $8.46 | §7.2¢21 33.931 2281
| Other Protection ) S4.421 52.391 $3.631 $5.55§ $2231
[ Sub-Total| $119.55] 5215.91! 5216.011 $104.181 S70.38}
i Public Works lF 1 ' . : [
| Mainenance of Highways. Streets. Bridges. and Sidawaiks ! $0.09 | - $3.20/ $0.004) 512.21]
Sanitation and Waste Removai ' $42.251 588.741 $86.70] (51.871 S7s.2
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds i $16.401 $72.97] $9.301 $14.32! $12.081
Sub-Totall $58.75] S141.741 $108.291 512,461 $100.1%1
Health and Weifare \ ] ] ; ' !
Heaith i $15.10| $5.21 $10.34! $6.21 j $11.271
Menuai Heaith and Mental Retarcation : $35.701 522.191 $59.811 $37.82! $102.221
Welfare/Sacist Services i $107.801 574141 $39.871 59,161 5111461
{ Sub-Tatail $178.6%1 $102.241 £150.02! 5103.19: $225.63.
| Education : i | ; ; !
© Instruction ' $831.261 $838.32) $504.73! $778.201 $830.011
! Administration, Attendance, and Health | $31.991 $50.221 $63.02! 533.015 522.311
Pupil Transportation Services ! $49.28 | $30.¢8 4 $569.591 $58.13 1 $53.991
Operation and Maintenance Services [ $80.62! 569.32) $110.841 $94.15] $90.93}
Schoof Focd Services and Other Non-(nstructional Operations ! $36.25 337.801 £39.44 $51.83) $42.83!
! Contibutions to Community Colleges i $4.871 - $0.72! -~! $4.701
¢ Sub-Tatall 5835.07 | $1,076.74 1 $208.32! $1,015.32! 5864.761
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services : : ; i [ ;
Parks and Recreation ; - 528.69/ 523.691 $10.17! $3.261
Cuitural Enrichment : - $2.85 _i ~ $0.53]
i Public Libraries ! $6.851 $21.05: 520.82! $5.21 $7.751
Sub-Totall $6.85: $52.601 $44.50¢ $16.23! $11.58:
Community Development | ] ! ; : |
Ptanning and Community Development | $13.47} $20.64| $49.56 | $9.35i $23.84]
Environmental Management | §1.461 —i $5.181 $1.44! - 50.76i
Cooperstive Extension Program | $3.441 30.701 $3.07! $1.941 $3.741
Sub-Totall $18.37! $21.34] $53.81! $12.731 528.241
Nondepartmental/1 i ; f ' 1 f
Sub-Tatai! - - $27.04! - -
H | H B i .
Grand Total | $1,321.44 | 51,705.43: $1,582.92 $1,325.30 1 $1,363.22!

1

2

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures {e.g., annexation cas:s and cut-of-court setlements of tort ciaims).

In certain cases the sum of the categerical amcunts and/or the aggregste value of the sub-lotals may vary slightty from the cumulative per capita score

because of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Report of Locst Govemnment Revenues and Exgengitures. EY 1988, Exhibits C and C-1 throuan C-3:

and Weldon Cogper Canter ‘or Public Service. Universitv of Virainia. “Pogutation Estimates for Virginia's Counties ano Independent Cities, 1590-28~

(electronic dataset), Januarv, 1999,

Start, Commission on Locat Government



Table 2.2

Per Capita Distribution/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1298

[The symbol "—' denotes the compiete absence of junsdictionat exoenditures.]

I i B
; Expenditure Scott ‘ Shenandoah | Smyth ’ Southampton | Spotsylvania '
. Category County A County | County l County ‘ County '
i i H
' General Government Administration i : H ; i
[ Legislative $4.11] $1.85; $12.681 $3.92! $2.60]
i General and Financial Administration 543991 $27.501 32468 332.68 ! $53.541
{ Board of Eiections 3$4.381 $5.254 30.67| $4.561 $1.70!
[ Sub-7otali $52.481 $34.617 $38.011 $41.16, $57.841
"Judicial Administration ‘ T ; i i {
| Courts §27.87| $12.42) $16.15j $18.74| $24.07]
Commonweaith's Attorney : §7.361 $7.01t 37.51! $11.541 $7.561
Sub-Total! 535241 §19.43 1 $2366 $30281 $31.641
Public Safety R B R j i i
Law Eniorcement and Traffic Control i $46.18 1 $41.31 f 349.53| $51.81] 542991
i Fire and Rescue Services . 510.431 $13.04 356.54] $25.32! $40.281
| Corection and Detention ; 517.€21 $17.90] $7.55 $83.39 $18.15i
inspections ) 5240 ss5.091 $3.63/ $2.931 $16.87]
Other Protection [ $4.35| $34.77] $3.831 $9.101 $16.65]
Sub-7otall $80.891 $92.10 | $71.06 | $172.54 1 $136.04|
Public Works : I ) | !
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridaes, and Sidewalks l $0.02! - ~ $1.981 $6.201
Sanitation and Waste Removal ; $30.53! $42.20 359.691 $51.011 $24.231
. _Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds ; $8.221 §6.361 3$8.951 $14.791 317.62}
i Sub-Totall $38.77 $48.55: $48.641 $67.781 548.05
"Health and Welfare ‘ I i i ‘
Heaith §7.23 35.79 I $13.69| $16.251 $6.001
Mentai Heaith and Mental Retargation { $37.141 $69.521 $96.801 $66.99! S41.221
| Weifare/Social Services ! 595,621 545.29/ $114.991 $87.20i $68.05i
[ Sub-Totall $139.991 $124.60 | $225.481 $171.147 STI5.37]
| Education ) ! i 1 I
| Instruction ‘ $739.111 $671.40 l $692.151 $703.25i $878.05i
| Administration. Attendance. and Health $22.441 $67.00 §21.74 $36.89 | $43.02!
Pupil Transportation Services $51.37 $49.20 $31.49 587.501 $72.85i
| Operation and Maintenance Services i $109.28| $93.56 §73.71 $100.78! $101.2¢81
| School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations | $49.611 $31.91 $46.351 $55.801 $41.74}
| Contributions 10 Community Colleges : $1.014 $0.54 $1.861 - $0.15i
{ Sub-Total! $S72.821 $943.601 $867.301 $984.23 §1,137.201
i Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services | i ' '
| Parks and Recreation : $10.751 39.19 S0.32! = $16.681
! Cultural Enrichment I ":! $0.30 $0.031 - $0.12!
I pualic Libraries : $11.991 85.791 $17.931 $11.15: $26.931
! Sub-Total! $22741 $15291 $18.27 | $11.151 $33 741
{ Community Development ! [ ] ] ; !
| Planning and Community Deveiopment 86.37 $9.09 517.42| $14.67] $15.141
| Environmental Management : 51.01| $1.38 s0.72| $0.31] $0.091
| Cooperative Extension Program ! $2.211 $2.24 $1.53] $2.64 1 $1.131
Sub-Totail $9.60 $12.71 $19.741 $17.631 $16.361
Nondepartmentai/1 1 ! ] F
L Sub-Total! - - - - -
! : ! | ) i !
l Grand Total| $1,352.52! $1,290.89 | $1,312.16 $1,495.91 $1,586.25

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-oi-count settiements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amounts snd/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative per capita score

becsuse of statistical rounding.

Dsta Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Exoenditures, FY 1998. Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8:

AL TR

and Weidon Cooper Center for Public Service. Universitv of Virainia. "Popuiation Estimates for Virainia's Counties and Indegendent Cities, 1990-98~

{electronic dataset), January, 1999.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Per Capita Distributiony2

Table 2.2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category, snd Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symool *~' denotes the complete absance of jurisdictional expenditures.

™ : i ; : i
Expenditure Starford ! Surry i Sussex ‘l Tazewell Warren

; Category ; County : County | Caounty | County County !
! ! | ! !
'I Generat Gavernment Administration i i i ! :
1 Legislative ! $4.491 $13.41| $8.401 $S1.611 52,591
i General and Financial Admmistration ! 545641 S97.66 1 $68.86; 324.63" $37.46.
f Board of Elections ; 52.22! $5.931 $5.971 $2.23: $2.901
| Sub-Total! 352.241 $118.00 $B4.24" S28.47 " 543.061
} Judictai Administration : : ; 1 !
! Counts | s18.85i $31.961 $35.821 $13.711 s12.7¢
| Commonwealli's Attorney ; $8.80 1 $13.091i $14.301 SB.46 $10.351
: Sub-Totall $27.65) 45057 $50.111 SZ0.16 $23.091
| Public Sarety ] ; [ !
| Law Enforcement and Trafiic Gonrol $73.354 §82.21] $124.14} $21.131 $24.921
i Fire and Rescue Services $46.931 $20.891 S14.821 513.231 $18.20!
! Carrection and Detention ! $20.51] 84,941 $26.17] $34.251 $52.761
i Inspectons i $22.28| $11.65] $6.401 §3.19i 56.141
i Other Protection ! $4651 511.26 | §3.42i 59.32! $12.81]
" Sub-Tatall $167.73 1 $210.96 $174.951 581.12" $12182]
i Public Warks | i i . i
i Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges, and Sidewaiks 32.571 - 34.41] $11.09i S11.771
i Sanitation snd Waste Remova! $28.401 S77.56 i $20.28] $26.52! $52.92 t
! Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds $18.881 $5G.23! $23.10! 58.911 53.88]
r Sub-Total! 549851 $327.791 $47.791 $46.52" S63.641
| Health and Welfare i i i ] : !
| Health | $4.201 $21.97} $11.27] $4.84; $6.511
| Menat Health and Mental Retaraation : 342551 3173.741 $86.011 $68.51: $60.881
| Welfare/Social Services ! $60.301 $225.49 | $143.531 $98.55 $97.76 |
i Sub-Total $107.051 $425.27 ( $240.81; 5171.20" $164.86
: Education ! } i ! !
| lnstruction ! $888.81| $1,148.411 S7£3.77| $624.22. $634.45
' Administration, Attendance. and Health $53.101 $116.20} se8.7¢1 $S22.64! $29.62!
| Pupil Transportation Services | §52.241 511346 599.251 $54.53! $§39.721
; Operaton and Maintenance Services ; $104.69| $197.81| 584,16 S77.98: Si11.41)
i School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations | 552.02! $103.85 I S67.671 $50.45: $38.631
I Contributions to Community Colleges i $0.08 | 30.701 34.911 $3.76: 50.58!
{ Sub-Totail §1,152.94 51,630.64 | S1,098 55 5903.59¢ $854.42
{Parks, Recreation, ang Cuitural Services ; ! i ! ! |
! Parks and Recreation ; $27.57| $38.50| —i $5.82! $3.754
! Cutturai Enrichment i $0.08 31.001 s1.0el 5205 $0.67!
: Public Licrares ; $26.57| $15.301 $11.131 $12.32: $8.231
; Sub-Tatal | SE3.21 | $53.07| Si2211 320.19! 37254
; Community Deveiopment | i | .
| Planning and Community Develapment : $22.19| $30.49 ! $22.2614 3$15.48! $62.231
:  Environmental Management i $0.091 S1.14] $10.03 $1.05: = §1.58]
i Cooperative Extension Program ! $1.61! $3.65i $4.37] 50.98: $1.60!
i Sub-Total | $23.90 535291 $36.751 $17.501 $65.391
 Nondeparmental/1 i l | ;
. Sub-Totai i - - - - -
i i ! I ! !
: Grand Totail $1,635.67 | $2.696.251 $1,745.42! $1.289.47° $1,353.92!

Nondepanmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g.. annexation costs and out-0i-court sattiements of tart ciaims).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary siightly from the cumuiative per csoils score

because of sististical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Aczounts. Comparative Report of Local Government Pevenues snd Expenditures. FY 1898, Exhibits C and C-1 throygh C-3:

and Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service. University of Virginia, "®zoulation Estimates for \irainiz's Counties snd Indeoendent Cilies. $1980-98~

(eiectronic dstaset), Januarv, 1998,

Staff, Commission on Local Government




Table 2.2

Per Capita Distributiory2

of

Operating Expenditures by Categary and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1993

[The symPol ‘- denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

Expenditure Washnington Westmoreland | Wise I Wythe ; York E
tegory . County | County ; County | County ! County |
| | : i . .
General Government Administration i | ' i ; I
Legislative ! $1.70} $2.55i §5.45| $7.121 $2.70
General and Financial Administration i S21.61] 562,141 $29.381 $26.211 $67.281
Board of Elections | $2.121 53.821 s2.54| 50.761 $4.06i
Sub-Total | $25.43] 3$63.5%1 $37.381 532.091 $74.14]
Judicial Administration ] I ] ; : - ]
i Courts ; $12.86 544.85i §21.02i $18.89] 521.32]
. Commonwealth's Attomey 1 3$5.991 $10.791 $9.831 35.931 $9.501
i Sub-Total | $18.95 S55.641 $30.857 $24.831 530.62¢
Public Safety 0 [ i ! ~ |
Law Enforcement and Traific Control $31.31] $53.951 $42.821 $62.281 $54.831
Fire and Rescue Services $22.97! $15.071 3$6.171 $7.12! §101.341
Cormection and Detention $21.44| $16.51/ $39.35i $28.961 $60.82!
Inspections $1.77] $8.981 $3.77§ $4.661 $7.67]
Other Protection $8.191 $4.07| $4.84! S12.621 $16.871
Sub-Total S35.631 $96.57 | $96.95i $115.64! $241.221
Public Works 1 ! ; !
Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges, and Sidewaiks £0.08 $6.09 $17.02! - $3.881
Sanitation and Waste Removal 542.54] 546.87| $58.87! 5104.42! 567.081
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds | $11.25§ 522,481 $12.25} $11.961 365.67]
Sub-Totall $54.97 S75.441 SB3.141 $116.391 $136.64 1
| Heaith and Welfare B i ] J i i 1
Heaith ; $6.281 S13.55j $9.301 $8.731 $31.18 l
i Mental Health and Mentai Retardation ! $64.501 S73.55i $54.531 $113.141 $45.451
i WeltaresSocial Services I $83.13! $114.261 $132.83] 5142.991 $57.581
; Sub-Total | $153.911 $201.35] $196.65) $264.86 1 3134.22!
1 Education : ! i i - !
| Instrucdon ‘ $636.26 | s532.48 $919.10| $688.35 5720.11
i Administration, Attendance, and MHealith \ S28.74) $28.641 $23.41] $16.361 558.49 |
| Pupil Transportation Services i $46.57] $60.27| 549.311 545.801 $50.711
| Operation and Maintenance Services ! $91.35] $104.46] $50.06 $73.271 515_:\9.99 [
| Schoal Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operstions i $45.82] $36.751i $53.51} $40.501 545.305
{ Contrioutions to Cammunity Calleges ; S$1.041 50.401 s1.191 $1.11! -
i Sub-totall S847.781 §763.01] $1,138.571 $865.29 51,074.601
i Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services ! : i i | '
!" Parks and Recreation : $9.72! $14.74| $0.91| $8.02! 517.131
| Cuttural Earichment : $3.571 $1.98 $0.331 $0.301 3$9.93]
! Public Libraries ! $i7.741 514.521 $26.70 1 511.091 5i4.011
! Sub-Totall §31.031 $31.241 $27.841 $19.41! $41.08]
| Community Development i i ] i § )
H Planning and Community Deveiopment ! 513.41}4 $24.46 $8.13] 513.58{ 548.14‘E
| Environmental Management ! $0.37] S0.661 - 50.34| - $6.88
Cooperative Extension Program | $1.281 $2.35} $4.72! 3$2.32! §51.22¢
Sub-Totall 15171 $27.47 | $9.85] S16.241 $56.231
Nondepartmentai/l i | i | i |
Sub-Total | - - —! - -
; i ‘ ' i i
| Grand Totail $1,222.931 $1.319.23 ‘| $1,626.341 $1,455.46 $1,788.76:

1

Nondepartnental outlays sunsume residual operating exoenditures (e.g., snnexaticn Costs and out-of-court settlements of tart ciaims).

o

In cerzin cases the sum of the categorcal amounts and/or the sggregate value of the sub-totais may vary slightly from the cumulative per capita score

because of siatistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Regort cf Local Govemment Revenues and Expenditures. EY 1998, Exhioits C and C-4 through C-8:
and Weidon Cooper Ceniter for Public Service, University of Virginia._*Pooutation Estimates for Virginia's Counties and Independent Cities, 1980-98”

{elecironic dataset), January, 1998.

Staif, Commission on Local Gavermment



Per Capita Distributiory2

Table 2.2

of

Ogperating Expenditures by Category and Lacslity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

(The symbol '~' denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.|

Bedford '

1 ] 5
' Expenditure !i Alexandria ‘! Bristoi ! Buena Visia | Charlottesviile |
! Calegory i City i City : City I. City 1 City "
. ' . ' ! ) i
: Generai Govemment Administration H i ; ; ‘ |
i Legisiative s5.701 $6.981 $2.28 s2.10] S4.94]
| General and Financial Administration i $i60.761 $126.251 $63.491 385.60t $121.8281
! Board of Elections $4.29] 36.401 $5.781 $6.72! $3.16
i Sub-Total! S170.76 S135.641 S77.561 $104.43, $129.691
; Judicial Administration : ! : ; ; !
: Couns ‘ $79.40 $20.651 540.731 345.131 $22.171
i Commonweaith's Attlomey P 516.52! S1.67( $11.541 $10.291 S16.031
— Sub-Totalt $95.92 522221 $52.27! $55.42¢ $38.211
- Public Safety | ! ] | i
! Law Enforcement and Trafiic Conurot $267.57 | $156.01 | 5193,59§ S129.541 3$186.86
; Fire and Rescue Services 3143.42] $44.761 $132.47| $45.51] si0s.08!
Carrection and Detention 352.91!¢ $9.881 $100.42! §$58.83| $71.551
i Inspections $22.95§ $22.81] $7.05i $3.57| 59.831
| Other Protection $9.231 $31.89| $5.511 $5.671 $26.031
: Sub-Total $496.08 | 5265235 $439.04 | $221.121 $3599.34]
| Public Works i | ! | : |
i Maintenarice of Highways. Streets. Bridges, and Sidewalks 5142.03| $155.23 $113.53] $132.411 $132.701
| Sanitation and Waste Removal $42.90| $171.74] $206.02] $82.97 $53.471
I Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds $37.471 $103.031 $11.201 525.811 $25.371
; Sub-iotail $222.301 5422.99] $331.11/1 5240.181 S712.541
| Heaith and Weifare | . ] : .
i Health $49.22! $8.241 §13.281 36,111 $18.71
! Menuai Health and Mental Retardation $162.46 s2.521 598.501 S106.531 S140.55§
' Welfare/Social Services ! $277.461 $33.241 $150.60 ! S582.971 $291.481
; Sub-totall S488.941 543711 $262.37 1 S202.67i $450.751
' Education ' | ; ! )
: Instruction 703.781 $463.221 $722.57) §779.341 $763.671
i Administration. Attendance. and Heaith $75.12 | $76.53 $43.25i $36.531 $53.131
{ Pupil Transportation Services : $26.86 | $38.67! s27.421 520.28 | $35.23)
i Operation and Maintenance Services i 589.30 §41.78 84,101 $170.27| $134.02|
% School Food Services and Other Non-Insiructional Operations | $30.04 [ $1.051 $39.081 $149.72/ $47.50]
, Contributions to Community Colleges : 30.11 30.02! $0.631 $0.921 $0.741
: Sub-Totaf| $925.271 $626.30 | 5917.051 $1,157.781 $1,044.991
{ Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i i ) ! i i
i Parks and Recreation §73.37} $82.011 $80.041 $73.61| $4120.801
| Cultural Enrichment i $19.20| -! 50.541 - $2.201
i Public Libranes : $33.42! $30.071 $16.391 $14.00 $29.471
1 Sub-Totatl $125.98] S113.07! $97.46: S87.611 S152.57 |
i Community Oevelopment | i : ] ! :
! Planning and Community Development ; $78.98| $27.05i $80.79 | $42.97 | $54.95i
i Environmental Management i $1.70] $1.02! §1.931 - - -
Cooperstive Extension Program i $1.42] i - - $0.761
H Sub-Totall $82.101 $28.07 1 $62.721 $42.97 | $55.711
! Nondeparunentat/1 [ I | | l ;
{ Sub-Total! - - - - —_
! i : i [ i |
i Grand Total $2,607.28! $1,669.36 $2.239.591 $2,142.12! $2,483.79]

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tart ctaims).

2

in certain cases the sum of the categoricat amounts and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-tatals may vary sfightly from the cumuiative per capita score

becsuse of statisical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comoparative Resort of Locat Government Revenues znd Exoenditures, FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 throuecn C-3;

snd Weldon Cooper Conter for Public Service. Universitv of Virginia. “2ooulation Estmates for Virgnia's Counties and Indeoendent Cities. 1950-98

(electronic datase!), Januarv, 1929

Staff. Commission on Local Government



Table 2.2

Per Capita Distributiorv2

ol

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

{The symbol '~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

1 |

1 ! . 1
E Expenditure } Chesapeake [ Clifton Forge | Colonial Heights:  Covington ! Danviile :
! Category f. City : City ! City - City City t
: i : |
['General Government Administration ! : i ‘ !
i Legislative i $3.58] $5.11/ 58.57! S8.74 $2.75]
! General and Financial Administration ! $72.72! $104.19] $94.991 §70.711 §47.761
| _Board of Elections ! 52.161 $9.531 $6.01! $7.981 $2.43)
f Sub-Total! $78.46. $118.82" $109.56 $87.431 552.54)
[ Judicial Administration ; | : . i I
Courts i $33.23| $31.44 $45.411 S6.76 st7.041
Commonweaith's Attorney | $6.821 $13.63! $15.291 $1.011 $10.761
Sub-Totall $39.85; $45.07 | $60.701 ST.771 528.691
Public Safety T ‘ ; 1 ~ !
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control $111.801 596,58 ! 5203.281 S164.671 5123.0(31
j Fire and Rescue Services i $88.93 ! 528.94 I $78.401 $32.39| 3110.531
:  Correction and Detention | $56.20 | $E0.491 $156.111 $30.141 550.62!
Inspections i $9.83) $2.28| $12.82! s11.11] $3.551
Other Protection | $5.58] $6.37] $14.27] s6.581 516.13]
Sup-Totait| S282.451 $185.16} 5464.87 | $244.83] $310.83!
Public Works | ] i i [ [
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks i $1098.27 | $103.871 117.741 3166.45i 5104.31 I
i Sanitation and Waste Removali ’ $34.801 $102.70 $60.891 $92.60| $71.751
! Maintenance of Genera!l Buildings and Grounds §29.51 §23.031 $19.47 | $27.141 §39.22!
Sub-Totall 5193591 $§229.601 $198.30! 3786.12 1 $215.981
Heaith and Weifare 0 ! i : 1 3
Health $24.04 | $5.93] $5.831 $8.91 $.791
Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation } $43.97| $44.131 571.631 $93.81! $76.05;
Welfare/Social Services i $86.121 $98.331 337.291 §93.831 $121.781
; Sub-Totail 5154.131 S148.40 $168.51" $196.641 $207.63 ]
i Education ! ; ; ' ‘ o i
! lnstruction i S8B7.17 ] $898.311 $918.401 S784.05i 5142.a2!
! Administration, Attendsnce, and Heaith ! 340.82! $62.52| 548.11! 348.85: ::'9.41 ;
: Pupil Transportation Services i $44.82! $65.22! $18.071i 523.98; 545;261
E Operation and Maintenance Services { $125.224 $121.061 3$113.07! 583.12! 5230.965
:  School Foad Services and Qther Non-Instructional Operations ( $40.24| 546.88 $40.60/ $45.831 $52.701
! Contributions to Community Colleges ] 30.421 $0.25] 50.48: $0.321 50.17!
i Sub-Totall $1,338.701 $1,194.34] $1,138.431 $986.15 | $951.82!
I Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i ' : : 1
| Parks and Recreation | $18.11] s26.51] 83341 $82.40] s67.92!
! Cultural Enrichment | s0.92! -1 $3.79! 51.071 $2.40!
| Public Libraries ! $24.931 S4.091 $24.051 524.75! $15.921
| Sub-Total! $43.97 | $30.601 $91.181 $108.21 $86.31!
i Community Deveiopment | | ' ;
| Planning and Community Development | $59.391 510.54| $7.86 (51.21) $19.801
| Environmental Management = -1 $0.341 50.211 = .
' _Caooperative Extension Program s1.71! - -t 51.84! 50.37!
Sub-Totall $61.161 $10.541 $321 $0.941 $20.171
: Nondepartmentat/1 i ‘ i ! | i
: Sub-Tataii -~ -_ —_ - -
i i ! 1 A : '
Grand Totall $1,982.25 $1,962.54| $2,227.55i $1,918.241 $1,874.37 !

4

Nondepanmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g.. annexation cosis and cut-of-court setilements of tort ¢isims).

»

In certain cases the sum of the categoncal amounts and/cr the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary sfigntly from the cumuiative per capita score

because of statistical rounging.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoparative Reoort of Local Govermment Revenues and Expenditures. £Y 1998 _Exnibits C and G- throean C-3-

ang Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, Universitv of Virainia. "Population Estimares for Viramnia's Counies and Indegendent Cities. 1990-98~

{electronic dataset), Januarv, 12999

Staif, Commission on Local Govemment



Per Capita Distributiorv2

Table 2.2

or

Operating Expenditures by Category and Lecslity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbol "~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictionai expenditures.]

O

' Fredericksburg i

i

! P

! Expenditure . Empona | Fairiax " Falls Church Franklin i
i Cstegory i City ; City ! City ; City : City :
! ‘ ! ! ! i !
; General Government Administration B ; . ; I
Legistative | S15.471 59.67| $10.591 $16.981 $8.41i
General and Financial Administration ! S97.821! $184.821 $187.20 l $158.091 591.98!
Board of Elections i $6.771 $7.211 S8.531 58.841 $5.91}
I Sub-lotall $120.061 S201.711 $207.02! 5183.901 $106.30]
| Judicial Admunistration i I ) ; ; i
!' Couns { S62.311 S17.461 $46.271 $7.531 $42.35
Commonwealth's Attomey ! -1 S0.58 | 53.041 - 523.50!
Sub-Totall $63.811 $18.031 $50.211 §7.531 365.851
Public Safety ] ] I T i i
Law Enforcement and Traific Control ! $263.83 | $317.19] $291.24 ' 322452 ; $226.411
Fire and Rescue Services ! 540,021 52258.22! $117.841 $85.771 $424.561
Correction and Detention ! 515.15§ 527.09I $103.831 $53.081 §433.421
Inspections l $16.551 $35.05 | $12.111 517.981 $18.60!
Other Protection [ $22.131 - $4.301 $13.461 52561
Sub-Total| $357.691 S604.56 1 $530.01 $375.811 $505.55
Pubiic Works ‘ i | i ; !
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks s180.08| $204.75| $144.721 $231.181 $201.131

Sanitation and Waste Removal ! 3104.91| 3$66.46 . 365.751 3307.421 360.65
u/laintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 'r $38.211 $30.171 $76.291 $54.031 S41.140
Sub-Totall S323201 $301.38 1 $286.751 S392.64 1 $302.821

Heaith and Welfare I i i i - i
Heaith ! 56.22/ 518.59] S12.41| 520.07] §5.95i
| Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation ! $202.751 §74.85 s75.21] S77.961 $153.081
I Welfare/Social Services : §181.141 $65.93 | $125.131 $125.511 $124.34]
f Sub-Total | 5330711 $160.47 S212.741 $223.581 5283.361
Education ! : : i : ;

' Instruction i $283.731 $752.44 | $1,135.35] $925.121 $676.21]
| Administration. Attendance, and Health i $45.50] $54.89 $165.28| $39.32/ $50.801
Pupil Transportation Services i §72.10| 548.821 $31.86¢ $37.131 $22.201
Operztion and Maintenance Services | $125.201 3107681 s153_54¥ $105.01] 3$84.15i
School Food Services and Other Non-Insiructional Operations ! S8265i §22.291 %131.181 §$53.871 $34.95i
Contributions to Community Calleges ! $0.151 $0.12/ $1.10] — 50.25i
Sub-Totali $1,272.03! $1,003.251 $1.633.51¢ $1,220.511 $868.57 |

; Parks, Recreation, and Cultyral Services ; ' | | { i
Parks and Recreation | $21.¢61 288.321 Sg1.241 557.455 368.01 |
Cuitural Enrichment ! -! s2.711 $3.69] i $6.07
Public Libraries | $17.231 $26.771 $123.691 $26.231 $3212!
Sub-Totai! $39.891i $117.301 $219.32! $83.78 1 5106201

Community Development ; ] i | 1 {
Planning and Community Develapment $49.811 $77.351i 5165_77! $50.61| $63.051
Environmental Management | - -1 ! - 1 5038

| Cooperative Extension Program | S4.99] S0.831 - = -!
! Suo-Total| $54.801 $78.181 S165.77 | $50.61] £63.42!
Noandepartmentat/1 ! | ! | i !
Sub-Totail - - - §75.541 =

| I : i : i

Grand Total} $2.627.191 $2,485.391 $3.305.341 $2,613.87 | $2,302.16;

1

Nondepantmental outiays subsume resicual cperating expenaitures {(e.q.,

2

2nnex3aticn costs and ou!-of-coun settlements of tort claims),

In certain cases the sum of the categerical amounts and/ar the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulfative per capita score

because of siatstical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Report of Local Govemment Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1298, Exhibits C and C-1 throucn C-3:
and Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service. Unversity of Viroinia. "Population Estimates for Vircinig's Counties and indeoendent Cities. 1890-98"

(electronic dataset), January, 1999

Staff, Commission on Local Govemment




Table 2.2

Per Capita Distributiony2

of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cilies in Virginia
FY 1998
[The symbol "= denotes the complete aosence of junisdictional expenditures.]
m 7
: ' ' ' H
H Experditure ; Galax * Hampton I Hamisonburg ;|  Hopewell Lexingtan
' Category : City 4 City l City j City City '
. ' ' | '
' General Government Administration : ! ; i | i
i' Legistative : $0.781 $3.40] $2.701 S6.091 sz.581
i General and Financial Administraticn t 5117,37! 583.45] $44.361 $88.101 S74.731
| Board of Eiections ; S5.491 $2.101 $3.63 3.341 $4.95j
r Sub-Totall $123.641 3$88.95i $50.701 $97.541 582261
IJudicial Administratian i i i i : H
Courts | $5.371 $11.011 $5.8310 S19.55] s10.711
Commonwealth's Attomey \ ! $11.981 $1.761 313671 -
Sub-Total} §5.37} $§22.99i $7.601 333211 $10.711
Public Safety : ] . : |
Law Eniorcement and Traffic Control 142494 $123.00 I 598.94 §157.271 S117.77]
Fire and Rescue Services §23.81| 581.0Yi $85.33 l 5128.841 $18.20!
Correction and Detention $9.22| $61.91] $18.61i $159.191 $33.891
Inspections ; $6.16 | S1271] $9.141 $7.461 $9.23!
Other Protection i $6.101 $11.73| $1.881 $5.80! 57.07]|
Sub-Totall $187.47 1 $290.42° $213.901 5462.56 $184.16i
Public Works R : | i i
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Sridges, and Sidewalks $120.45 §$92,34 5154.57 | $105.151 $110.63
Sanitation and Waste Removal §77.20] $65.91 $65.86 1 $45.52! $95.20}
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds i S0.981 s37.961 54,521 $47.261 $15.08!
Sup-totail $268.63! $197.201 $225.95! $197.931 $220.97
Heaith and Weifare ] i | ! ; i
Heaith ! $10.651 $18.511 $7.02| §5.35i $19.90|
Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation ‘ $107.80 3143.501 $45.36 F $24.87| $104.63 |
Welfare/Social Services | $145.201 3124.93 $79.27! $118.51] 599.40!
Sub-Totall $283.77 ¢ $286.95i $131.651 $218.24. $223.92|
Education ; : | i : i
Instruction ; §747.821 $762.48 $569.78 | $918.071 $433.671
Administration, Attendance. and Health i $51.301 §55.25i $40.65i $58.471 $37.30)
i Pupil Transportation Services i $26.391 $31.99/ $19.95] $18.331 =i
i Operation and Maintenance Services H 585.211 383.591 $70.561 $158.76% $33.511
. School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations $102.531 3a7.321 $29.791 $81.12! S15.46§
Caontributions to Community Calleges i S0.941 —~i $0.68! S0.141 -
Sub-Totaii $1,024.19¢ $9390.63 1 $731.411 $1,215.881 $520.441
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services : | i : i i
Parks and Recreation i 38365 $65.931 $53.001 541.97! $69.731
Cuittural Enrichment | §5.341 327.44 _! so.ti -
Pubiic Libraries | $3302l $16.14 1 $11.33! $21.061 317.961
Sub-Totail $122.091 5108.52) $64.33! $63.14} s§87.701
Community Development : : ] : ; f
Planning and Community Development ] 33.74| 583861 $11.42! $28.51 ! $65.28 '
Environmental Management ] $0.68 | $3.40 | - - ~ -~
Cooperative Extension Program : - S0.701 - = =i
| Sup-Total! 54.42; $37.96, 511.42] $28.511 S66.281
1 Nondepartmental/1 ; ; l ) ! ;
; Sub-Total! - - - = -
1 ! : i : ! 1
E Grand Totall $1,299.58 | $2,074.611 $1,436.97 | $2,317.701 $1,296.44 |

-
i

Nondepanmentai outiays subsume residual operating exgenditures (e.3., annexation casts and out-ot-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain csses the sum of the categorica amounts and/cr the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slighlly from the cumulative per capita score

because of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Reoort of Local Government Revenues and Exoenditures, £Y 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3:

and Weldon Cooger Center for Public Service, University of Virginia. “Poouiation Estimates for Virginia’s Counties and Independent Cities. 1980-28"

{elecironic dataset), J3nuarv, 1999,

Staff, Commission on Local Government
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Table 2.2

Per Capita Distribution/2

of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998
{The symbol "~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. )
P i ] ! i . :
1 Expenditure ! Lynchburg Manassas | Manassas Park :  Martinsville | Newport News i
5 Category J City | City i City ] City City :
General Government Administration i ! ! i i ‘
Legislative i §3.35§ $8.10! $15.25i 33.66i $3.341
General and Financial Administration ; 5$102.66] $90.031 $102.821 $82.771 561.271
| Board of Elections ; 52,431 $3.34) 36.291 $4.781 $1.621
Sub-Total; 5108.441 $101,461 $124.26 $99.211 $66.331
Judicial Administration , ' ; ] !
Courts | $26.09 515.44 $17.86] $58.181 $16.57|
| Commonwealth's Attomey ! $20.48 ] 53.84 s3.63l $17.061 $90.94
i Sub-Totall S46.57 | 57928, $21.49] 75241 $27.201
] Public Safety ] } i ;
Law Enfarcement and Tratfic Control ‘ $182.061 $157.36 $158.49 ! $228.281 $158.39/
Fire and Rescue Services i $151.61] $39.96 $e8.90] 575.611 $110.04}
Correction and Detention t $60.47| $40.92 $25.03 | $120.211 $52.061
| Inspections ] $9.97] 31558 $10.981 $12.024 $9.341
|_ Other Protection i $3.25] $23.11| s7.551 $3.111 $7.651
i Sub-Totall $437.35] $276.931 $370.97 5439241 $337.491
Public Warks ] : ' ; i
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewaiks : 3149.3714 $102.811 $36.85 3133.281 $78.681
Sanitation and Waste Removal ! $56.64 s43.81] $48.79] $85.431 $59.83{
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds ' $43.411 $9.921 $64.501 $50.641 $23.641
Sub-iotall $249.42 $156.54 1 $150.24 1 $269.351 §163.131
Heaith and Welifare i 4 ' ; ]
Heaith $10.76i $11.554 $3.74} $7.491 $12.181
Mental Health and Mental Retardation $50.681 $61.02 §57.621 $2.92! $98.34|
Welfare/Social Services f $184.541 $101.64) 5180.971 $133.791 $212.471
; Sub-iotall $285.98 $174.211 $242.32! 5144.191 $320.981
' Education : | i [ |
Instruction $724.364 §520.93| $962.87| $863.94! $585.38i
Administration, Attendance, znd Heaith $32.15i $68.011 $86.04 $151.92! 546.751
Pupil Transportation Services 535.16] $47.34] $62.201 $29.891 $51.911
Operation and Maintenance Services $91.701 $112.00} $101.531 S102.65i $98.94}
Schaol Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations $39.381 $37.181 $43.361 $50.32! $340.88 !
i Contributions to Community Cofleges | $0.021 - $0.70! 50.62! -1
i Sub-Totall S922.78 | $1,185.46 $1.263.701 $1.179.34! $1.104.041
i Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services | i I i : i
! Parks and Recreation ] $59.97 | $29.95] $59.581 $21.531 $64.69|
| Cultural Enrichment 54.03 $10.73 | - - $6.121
| Public Ubraries | $20.04 | 340,08 | $38.02! §25.271 $16.55i
i Sub-Total | 5$84.041 S80.771 $97.601 $46.801 S87.351
Community Deveiopment | ! ; ; ! 1
Planning and Community Development $125.78{ $30.35i $20.87] $98.671 $57.02)
Environmental Management S0.15] $0.13} -1 =t - 8034
Cogperative Extension Program f $0.38 | 32.57! $2.42| . 51.041
Sub-Totall 312629 $33.05] $23.281 $98.67 $58.40
Nondepartmental/1 i ] f i
Sub-TctaiI —l -1 ! - -
; ' | f ; . i
1 Grand Tota $2.260.88 $2,027.70 $2,183.97! $2,244.05 $2,165.62!

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual aperating expenditures (e.g.. 2nnexaton Costs 3nd out-oi-court settlements of tort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categerical amounts and/or the sggregate value of the sub-tatals may vary slightly from the cumuistive per capita score

beczuse of statistical rounding,

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Reoort of Locsl Government Revenues and Exoenditures, £ 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C3:

and Weldon Cooper Canter for Public Service. Universitv of Virainig. “Scouiation Estimates for Virginia's Counties and Independent Cities, 1290-08"

{electronic dataset), Januarvy, 1999.

Staif, Commission an Local Govemment



Table 2.2

Per Capita Distribution/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

[The symbol "' denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. )

! i 1
Expenditure : Norfolk : Norton ; Petersburg ; Poquoson i Portsmauth
| Category j City i City i City ! City ; City ;
! - 3 | . '
General Government Administration ' ; ; : | i
Legislative i §3.731 $3.85i 5358} s3.92i s4.681
General and Financial Adminisiration i $61.27 | $110.791 $48.79! $77.304 $115.10(
Board of Elections ; S1.801 515.031 $3.501 $7.46i s2.50/
Sub-Totall $66.781 $123.681¢ $55.86 $8B.63 | $122281
Judicial Admmistration j } | | | i
Courts | $22.52| $38.50| $42.551 $22.891 $24.86]
Commonwealth's Attomey | $15.521 $3.12i $20.05 =! $14.04/
Sub-Totail $38.041 Sa1.611 $62.601 $22.891 $38.901
Public Safety | ; T |

Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 5184.78 | $232.74 ‘ 3166.48 ‘ $93.50| S144.891
Fire and Rescue Services $116.211 $22.82| $126.41| $92.77] $98.43 |
Correction and Detention $81.79 $13.11] $158.64 $26.251 579.82]
Inspections $16.27| $10.581 $0.621 $7.67] $20.02
Other Protection $29.48 | $12.891 $2.69i $3.57| $28.951
Sub-Tatall S428.53 1 $292.131 $454 B4 $223.77 | $372.11)
Public Works ; ] I ] [
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks 593.07[ $381.14! $81.041 S88.441 $55.621
Sanitation and Waste Removal 349411 $80.98 | $26.691 $33.09 | §75.43 |
Maintenance of Generai Buildings and Grounds $48.24 1 $28.40 $45.81] S4.761 $36.151
Sub-Totai $190.731 $490.521 $153.54] $10628 | $167.201
Heaith and Welfare ; i i i |
Health $24.03) $9.07| 520.31| $13.11} §$14.72!
Mental Health and Mental Retardation $58.80 $83.80| 548.46| s38.40! $87.55!
Welfare/Sacial Services i $177.01i $186.611 5283.3521 $8.211 $171.81]

Sub-iotall $258.841 $279.481 $352.091 $59.72! $274.08

: Education - ) ; l :

_! Instruction $803.811 $872.211 S$805.281 $871.67 ! $830.85
Administration. Attendance. and Heaith $43.731 $53.03i $58.78| $79.58) $47.38
Pupil Transportation Services ! $28.361 $23.281 $29.361 $41.07! $31.62/
Operation and Maintenance Services $103.281 $85.77] $108.85i $106.741 $123.50|
Scnool Food Servicas and Other Non-Inszructional Operations | $53.661 547.88| $62.341 $29.17 | $65.78 |
Contributions to Community Colleges ! $0.03 1 $1.321 —i - -

Sub-Totall $1,033.87 | $1,094.331 $1,064.721 $1,128.221 §1,089.13
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i ! : !
Parks and Recreation $59.011 $52.06 | $35.401 $44.321 $50.751
Cultural Enrichment 540.62! $3.161 - ~i $13.101
Public Libraries 519.91] $15.881 $17.95i $31.204 $14.231
Sub-Total $119.551 §71.101 $53.34 $75.52! 578.081

'I Community Development | ] i | |
Planning and Community Development 551.37i 548.15} $31.74 519,601 $19.57!
Environmentat Management - - =i $0.18 5 - —i
Caoperative Extension Program =i - = - =

Sub-iotal $51.371 $48.151 $31.741 $19.78] $19.57 |

: Nondepartmental/1 | i ) b i }

i Sub-Totail . - - —: -

{ ] ; ] ] ] [

! Grand Totall $2,188.711 52,447.06 $2,228.731 $1,724.851 $2,171.26|

1

Nondepartmental outiays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settements of tart claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregste value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative per capita score

becsuse of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Repart of Locat Govemnment Revenues and Exoenditures, FY 1998. Exhibits € and C-1 thraugh C-8:
and Weidon Cooper Center for Public Service, University of Virginia. “Pooulation Estimates for Virainia's Counties and [ndependent Cities, 1990-98°

{electronic dataset}, Januarv, 1989,

Staff, Cocmmission on Local Govemment



Taole 2.2

Per Capita Distribution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbot '-" denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.}

! ] 0

Expenditure i Radford | Richmond | Roanoke ! Salem i Staunton
Category ! City ’ City ' City b City ' City :
: H {
. ; ,
. General Government Administration ' . : i : ;
Legislative : $3.151 $5.64] $5.77! 58.501 $5.55i
: General and Financial Administration ! §71.93 5113.75; 384.871 $90.501 $65.251
{_Baand of Elections i $3.75] 52.90i $1.83} $4.57] 52.511
i Sub-Totall S78.82 $122291 $92.471 510457 | $74.201
FJudicial Administration : | i : !
;. Courts $26.51 $38.67 | $19.19| $33.181 $26.341
i Commonwealth's Attorney ‘ $10.14 514.87! $12.551 $10.601 S$11.181
.‘ Sub-Total $36.851 $53.53] S31.741 543781 $37.52!
Jl Public Safety | | I i i I
i Law Enforcement and Traific Control $103.72) $281.181 $134.431 5159.84! S134.@|
I Fire and Rescue Services $64.08 s214.72] s141.70] $123.471 $52.45i
| Correction and Detention $24.51 5100.08 | $77.91| §9.361 $33.38!
| Inspections $5.42 s17.95| $9.80! $13.391 $7.19]
| Other Protection ! $2.81 $3.64] §26.991 $11.95 $1.05
0 Sub-Totalt $200.54 $617.56 1 $390.831 $318.011 $228.501
Public Works , : ; y
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks $113.43 $99.31] $81.65j 5158.32] 5116.49]
! Saritaticn and Waste Remaval ; §73.78 $79.29] $100.17} $161.191 $86.44}
» Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds ! $6.45 $31.841 $56.03 ! $36.861 $73.881
r Sub-Totall S193.66 $210.44 $237.851 $356.371 $276.811
{ Heaith and Welfare ! | | i
! Health $3.96 $33.09 $8.591 $9.271 $9.241
i Mental Health and Mental Retardation S7a.77 $105.26 $91.20] $75.24¢ $139.01!
! Welfare/Sccial Services , $62.83 $301.23| $225.331 $42.25i $140.70]
: Sub-1otall $137.57 $433.58 ¢ $326.421 $126.76, $288.951
i Education ; i i ] i ;
! instruction T $471.96 | $826.551 $763.54 $787.81] $650.81]
» Administration, Attendance. and Heaith : $30.07| $73.15] $35.13] $38.491 $36.94|
Pupil Transportation Services i 54.82] $64.45i $31.581 $25.391 $16.75]
Operation and Maintenance Services | $64.85| §$132.95 | $112.00] $79.94t $59.861
Schoot Food Services and Other Non-instructonal Operations | $19.781 $51.001 S40.28| $39.86 $358.711
Contrioutions to Community Colleges ; -1 $0.26i - 50.781 s0.¢8l
: Sub-Totall $591.47 | $1,148.35] $§82.32! SS72.261 $801.041
, Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i ] i ] ; j
Parks and Recreation { $31.021 $66.531 $42.781 $102.65i s34.221
1 Culturat Enrichment i - $28.001 $§5.481 $3.06i $1.93
i Public Libraries : $23.5601 $20.371 520.101 $22.99} $31.95i
: Sub-Toti| $53.621 $115.011 $68.371 $12B.711 S68.111
1 Cammunity Deveiopment | i 1 | i i
| Planning and Community Deveiopment i Si s.asi $49.58 $41.30 $8.591 528.25i
! Environmental Management ! 51.56| 33.10) -1 - - -
Cooperative Extension Program i —i -1 $0.681 50.701 - -
Sub-Totall 520.41] $52681 SA1.981 $9.291 $28.251
: Nondeparomentail1 | [ l i : i
: Sub-Tatal! - - - - -
; ! ! ! ; | i
: Grand Total| $1,313.74| 52,759.441 $2,172.181 $2,059.741 $1,803.49)

1

Nondepanmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation cos:s and out-oi-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical amounts and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative per capita score

because of statistical rounding.

Data Sources: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Reoort of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3:

and Weidon Cooper Center for Public Service. University of Virginia. “Population Estimates for Virginia’s Counties and Indepenaent Cities, 1990-98°

{electronic dataset), Januarv, 1999.

Staff, Commission on Local Govermment



Table 3.1

Percentage Distributiornv2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Judsdiéﬁonal Class

for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
' FY 1998
1 L ; . ]
i Expenditure i Al !
X Category Counties | Cities ! Jurisdictions i
' 1 !
i General Government Administration . I
! Legislative 0.25% 0.20%} 0.23%
i General and Financial Administration 3.76% 3.83%) 3.79% |
{__Board of Elections 4‘ 0.16% | 0.13% 0.14% i
! Sub-Totall 4.16%, 4.16% 1 4.16% |
, Judicial Administration I 1
{ Couns 1.23% 1.20% 1.22% |
i Commonwealth's Attorney 0.42% 0.55% | 0.47%|
‘ Sub-Totall 165% 1.75% 1.65% |
Public Safety :
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 5.11% 7.82%| 6.16%
Fire and Rescue Services 3.29% 5.03% l 3.96%
Carrection and Detention 2.41%, 2.97%| 2.62%
inspections 0.55% | 0.55% | 0.55%
Other Protection 0.58% 0.58% 0.58%
Sub-Total| 11.92%1 16.95%1 13.88%
! Public Works i
Maintenance of Hignways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks 0.87% 4.68% | 2.35%
Sanitation and Waste Removal 271% 293%| 280%
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 1.26% 1.83% ! 1.54%
r Sub-Total 4.84% §44% 6.69% |
{Health and Weifare i
i Health 0.92% 0.85% | 0.89%
| Mental Health and Mental Retardation 151% 3.84% 3.64%
Welfare/Social Services 6.32% | 7.29%. 6.69% |
L Sub-Totall 10.74%) 11.98% 11.2%
TEducation i
i Instruction 45.13% 36.56% | 42.41%
' Administration, Attendance, and Heaith 261% 226%| 2.48%
| Pupil Transportation Services 3.30% 177%| 271%
| Operation and Maintenance Services 6.09% 491%]| 5.63%
| Schoal Food Services and Other Non-instrucional Operations 2.48% 3.32% I 281%
! Contributions to Community Colleges 0.03% 0.01%: 0.02%
: Sub-Totall 60.53% 48384%: 56.05% i
. Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Servicas ; ]
i Parks and Recreation 1.93% 251%i 215%
! Culturat Enrichment 0.14% 0.65% | 0.34%
! Pubiic Libraries 1.24%! 1.04%| 1.16%
i Sub-Totall 3.32%1 420% 3.66%
i Community Development | !
i Planning and Community Deveiopment 242% 261%| 2.50%
‘I Environmental Management 0.10% 0.03%. 0.07%
| Cooperative Extension Program 0.10% 0.03% 0.07%
| Sub-Total 2.62% 2.67%! 2.64%|
i Nondepartmaental/t i i
i Sub-Total 0.02% 0.01% | 0.02%
{ T ‘| !
L Grand Total 100.00% ! 100.00% 100.00% |
1
Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual aperating expenditures {e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settiements of tort
ciaims).
2

With respect to a given data column, the cumuiative figure (i.e., 100%) differs marginally from (a) the sum of the categorical
percentages or {b) the aggregate vatue of the sub-totals becsuse of statistical rounding.

ata Sourca: Auditor of Public A nts, Comoarative R

Exhibits C ang C-1 through G-8.

Saff, Commission an Local Government

rt of i

overnment Revenues and Expenditures, FY 1998



Taole 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2
of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

{The symbol ‘" denotes the comalete absence of jurisdictianal expenditures. |

i Accomack

Amherst

1] i
: Expenditure Albemarie i Aliaghany | Amelia
! Category : County County i County County i County ‘
! ] ! ‘
I General Government Administration ; : : : :
! Legisiative 0.28% 0.24%] 0.27%, 0.28% 0.22%|
| Genersi and Financial Administration 2.96% 2.54% 3.76% 3.44%] 2.31%,
'+ Board of Eiections 0.19% 0.17%1 0.20% 0.25%: 0.24%|
f Sub-voral! 3.43% 3.04% ) 332%, 377% 2.76%;
[Judicial Administration i ' ; ! :
Counts ; 1.54%; 1.23% | 2.24%! 1.27%! 2.01%:;
Commonweath's Attorney I 0.38%! 042% | 0.73% 1.04%| 0.66%!
Sub-rotal! 1.92%, 1.64%. 3.08%., 2.31%, 267%.
Public Safety | ' ! ! {
Law Enforcement and Trafic Control ; 183% 5.14% | 5.37%1 4.06%1 s 25%|
Fire and Rescue Services 3.03%: 2.25% | 2.73% 0.67%, 1.51%
Correction and Detention ! 1.84% 1.01% 57% 3.14%) 257%
Inspections 0.58%, 0.52%| 0.45% i 0.38%; 0.44% |
Other Protection 0.75%} 0.35% 0.19% ! 0.38%! 0.79%
Sub-7otal 7.82%, 10.27% 1 931%, 8.65%; 9.65% i
Public Works : 7 ; ; :
Maintenance of Highways, Sireets, Bridges. and Sidewalks 0.45% 0.88% | - 0.03% : 0.05%!
Sanitation and Waste Removal 3.20% ¢.20% | 3.74% | 1.60% ! 2.62%)
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 1.37% 0.81% ! 1.19% | 1.93%/ 1.14%!
Sud-Total 5.03%, 1.85%, 4.92%, 3.55%,) 3.30%.
Heaith and Weifare t I ; , !
| Heaith i 0.65%; 0.55% 0.58%| 0.55% ! 0.61%,
Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation i 6.22% | 3.84% 6.06% i 9.75% ! 3.50%;
WelfsreiSocial Services | 8.67% 6.61%.: 3.43% | 5.69% | 5.67%;
Sub-Total| 15.55%; 30.78% . 70.07%. 16.00%" 578%
Education i ! ; ; ; A
Instruction ! 47.25% 47.73% 4.13%| 46.85%! 50.72%]
| Administration, Attendance, and Heaith | 3.47%1 2.55% 3.40% 3.76% 2.36%!
i Pupil Transportation Services : 3.93%i 3.86% 3.55% 3.67%) 2.11%]
! Operation and Maintenance Services ! £.49% | 5.55%| 11.49% | 5.80% 6.76% |
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructiona! Operations | 3.85%. 1.91%} .S5% 2.93% 3.16%|
Contributions to Community Coileges : 0.09% i 0.01%:i 0.02% 0.41%; Q.002%:
Sub-7otall 63.79%; 61.72%. 65.13% 1 63.40%, B7.11%
| Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services I . ; i ! !
Parks and Recreation i 0.68% 1 1.00% | 0.87% 0.57%, 0.99%:
Cuitural Enrichment l 0.01%| 0.03%] - - -
Puyblic Libraries I 0.22%, 1.68% | 0.44% i 0.55%| 1.24%]1
Sub-Totall 0.91%, 2.72% 1.31%, 1.32%: 2323%,
i Community Development | ; ; ; ’
Planning and Community Development i 1.20%] 7.78%| 1.86%; 0.62% AT77%)
Enviranmentzl Management ! 0.09%1 0.04%]! _| 0.10%: 0.08%
Cooperative Extension Program 017%} 0.12% ! 0.49%| 0.13%
i Sub-Totai| 155%; 7.83%, 1.86% 1.21%; 1.98%,
! Nondepanmental/1 Sub-Totai : — ! : _ t _ \
; [ i - i i i
L Grand Totall 100.00% | 100.00% | 100,00% | 100.00% 100.00% !
1

Nondepanmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures {€.q., snnexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totsls may vary sligntly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of siatistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor ¢ Public Accounts. Comparative Renort of Local Govermment Revenues and Exoenditures. EY 1858, Zxnibits C and C-1 through C-3

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2
of

Qperating Expenditures by Category and Locslity

for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

[The symboi '—" denotes the complete ansence of jurisdictional expenditures.)

i . i
} Expenditure (‘ Appomattox Adington I‘ Augusta | gath ; Seaford
E Category i County i County ' County ; County : County
1 ! ; I
=Geneml Government Administration ! ; : :
| Legisiaive : 0.82%; 0.17%] 0.15% ] 0.53%: 0.31%:!
| General and Financial Administration ‘ 3.05%] 7.41%] 1.90%; 5.31% 2.59%
| Board of Elections | 0.31%; 0.10% | 0.12%1 0.35% 0.15%
' Sub-Total! 4.18%1 7.68% 217%, 4.20%: 3.05%
i Judicial Administration ! ] | ' ] i
| Courts ; 0.79% 1.49%] 0.69% | 1.55%! 0J§%1
{ Commonwealith's Attorney : 0.94% 1 0.55% | 0.42% 0.56% i 0.56%
Sub-totall 1.73%, 2.05%, 1.12%; 2.12%, 1.32%.
Public Safety i i i i . e
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control £.29% 7.51% 2.45%: 4.56% S4Z%
Fire and Rescue Services 1.55% 4.66% , 2.21%| 1.89%! 1.6::%:
Correction snd Detention 0.21%) 3.81%) 1.89%| 1.42%| 54T%:
Inspectons 0.29% | 0.63% | 0.28% | 061% E 0.65% F
Other Protection 0.20%! 1.13%! 0.88%, 0.50% | 0.21%:
Sub-Totait 8.25%: 17.74% | 7.72% 8.28% 10.40%:
Public Works | i ) 'l
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks -1 2.01%: 0.20%| - =
Sanitation and Wasie Removal 2.15% 1 2.19%: 1.01% | 6.33% | 5.68%:
Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds 1.41% 1.35% | 1.15%, 1.26% 1 0.98% i
I Sub-Total! 356%, 6.54%. 2.36%, 7.59%. 6.87%e
Health and Weifare ; : i . :
| Health 0.43% | 3.43%| 0.45% i 0.49% 0.54%
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 2.46% | 2.26% 367%] 1.25% 2.05%i
Weltare/Social Services 4.85% | 30.01% | 3.57% 3.85% 6.83%
Sub-7otal| 7.74% 15.30%; 7.49% 1 8.58%. 9.22%.
Education . i ] i i .
| Instruction 48.91%. 29.80% 1 60.83% 44 52% | 49.31% i
Administration, Attendance, and Heaith 3.33% 3.17%| 1.82% 268% 1.86%:
Pupil Transportation Services 4.22% | 1.04% i 3.94%| 4.98% 4.21%1
Operation and Maintenance Services 12.53% 4.30% | £.07%! 6.35% 4.96%:
School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations 3.42% 0.89% | 2.87%: 4.40% 4.39% i
Contributions to Community Colleges ! 0.002% | 0.01%| 0.004%! 0.02%: 0.002%;
Sub-Totall 72.42% 39.21%., 75.64%. 52.94% 54.72%.,
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services ! : | i | \ qger
Parks and Recreation i 0.30% | 4.38%; 0.81%, 1.60% 1.19%!
Culturai Enrichment ! 0.08% } 1.49% 0.06%| - 0.03%:
Public Libraries ) 0.63% | 2.19%, 0.85%), 1.28%i 1.42%,
Sub-Total | 1.00% i 8.06%; 1.82% 2.89%. 2.54%
Community Deveiopment i ! [ | . l
Planning and Community Development 0.74% 2.79%: 1.55% 1.84% - 1.83/a§
i Envircnmental Mansgerment 0.18%} — 0.04% | 0.60%. 0.02%
! Cooperative Extension Program | 0.20% 0.13%! 0.10% 0.27%: 0.13%
| Sub-iotall 1.11%, 2.92% 169% 2.71%1 1.98%1
‘ Nandepartmentai/1 i l i | i :
: Sub-Totall —: - - - -
! Grand Totali 100.00% 100,00-/.! 100.00% I 100.00% 100.00%

]

Nondepartmentaj cutlays sybsume residual cperating expenditures (e.g.. annexation costs and out-af<ccurt settlements of tort Ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and'or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totls may vary stightty from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of siatistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Fublic Accounts. Comoarative Renort of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, &Y 1993, Exnioits C and C-* throuch C-3

Staif, Commission cn Local Government



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2

of

Qperating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1993

[The symbol '—' denotes the complate absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

I

Expenditure ! Sland ! Botetoun I Brunswick Buchanan Buckingham
Category ! County 1 Caunty i Caunty i County ; County
: ! ! i H !
irGeneml Govemment Administration i ) ! . ;
i Legislative i C.37%)| 0.37%]1 1.25%, 0.60% 0.50%:
| General and Financiai Administration i 6.57%| 3.24% | 2.58%) 1.63% 3.38%!
| Board of Elections ! 0.48% | 0.21% | 0.29% 0.17%} 0.29%;
Sub-Totall 7.92%. 382% | 411%) 2.40% 317%,
[Judicial Administration ! : ; I ‘ -
| Courts | 0.85%1 1.07%} 1.28%! 1.09% 1.47%1
{ Commonwesith's Attomey ! 0.62% | 0.68% | 0.74% 0.49% 0.64%
V . Sub-Totai! 1.57%. 1.75% 1 2.01% 1.58%. 2.11%,
{Public Safety i i : i : i
! Law Enforcement and Traffic Control l 4.25% | 4.95%| 4.42%] 3.01%: 2.72%i
Fire and Rescue Services I 0.70% | 2.02%; 1.44% | 0.49% 0.28%
Correction and Detention 1.33% 2.00% | 1.35% i 1.53%1 1.67%i
Inspections { 0.13% 0.49%; 0.32%| 0.17% ! 0.32%i
Qther Protection | 0.25% | 0.33% | 0.22%1 0.22% 1 0.17%
Sub-Total] 7.29%, 9.80%, 7.49%; 5.42%, £.85%.
Public Works l i ! s i :
Maintenance of Hignways, Streats, Bridges, and Sidewaiks i -1 0.01% =i 7.72%: 0.01%!
Sanitation and Waste Remaval ! 3.32%: 2.51%| 1.41%: 3.85%, 2381%.
{ Maintenance of Generai Buildings and Grounds l 1.29% 0.65% | 1.07%]1 0.95% i 1.44%
{ Sub-Totall 461%. 3.17%: 2.48% 12.52% 4.26%
+Health and Welfare ’ | , ' i !
Health ! 0.55%, 0.63%. 0.44% i 0.35% 1 0.33%:
Mental Health and Mentai Retardation i 062%; 1.74% | 4.87%1 6.37%; 2.70%!
Welfare/Saocial Services ! 4.29%; 4.03% 7.38%} 7.20% | 6.54%
Sub-Toral! 6.16%., 8.40% ; 42.70%., 14.02%. 9.68%
Education : ; ! ; :
Instrucgion 47.49% 54.42% 51.47%1 41.61% | 52.72%:
| Administration, Attendance, and Health 2.93%; 227% 2.32%1 1.61%1 3.26%!
i Pupii Transpartation Services £.50% | 4.36% ! 6.25% 3.10% | 4.17%!
i Operstion and Maintenance Services 6.24% 6.66% | 4.95% | 7.21%! 7.80%
Scnool Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations © 3.26%1 3.40% 4.09% | 5.26% 3.78%;
Contributions to Community Colleges 0.21% i 0.04% 0.01%:! 0.59% | 0.02% |
Sub-Total! 65.13% 71.14% §9.11%, 57.39%, 71.85%:
Parks, Recreation, and Caltural Services i ! ; :
Parks and Recreation 0.01%; 1.85% 0.07%} 0.64% 0.29%|
Cuitural Enrichment 6.21%| - 0.02%| =i 0.02%;
Public Libraries 0.12% 111% | 0.81% 0.64% 0.39%
Sub-votal| §.34% 2.67%, 0.89% 1.28%, 0.70%.
¢ Cammunity Oevelopment N : : ;
! Planning and Community Development 0.25%{ 1.09% 0.89% 5.23%! = 0.13%;
{ Eavironmental Management 0.06% | 0.04% 0.04% | 0.09% | 0.03%:
i Cooperative Extension Program H 0.57%1 0.13% 0.18% | 0.07% | 0.22%
Sub-Totall 0.87%1 1.26%1 121% 5.3%%. 0.38%:
Nondepartmental/1 [ ; ! i i i
Sub-Total| - - - - -
z [ | = ; !
l Grand Totall 100.00% i 100.00% | 100.00% ! 100.00% 100.00%
1

Nondepartmenta! outlays subsume resicual operating expenditures (e.g., annexstion costs and out-of-court settiements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categoricsl percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statisticat rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Reoort of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY 198 Exhibits € and C-+ throuan C-8.

Staif, Commission on Local Govemment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distributiorv2

of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locaiity
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998
[The symool '~' denates the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.|
r : ] = !
? Expenditure i Casmpoel | Caroine !  Camoll | CharesCity = Chariotte i
Category i County i County : County 1 County ! County
; | i ] : !
General Govemment Administration o1 ; : . ! '
Legislative ’ : 0.39% 0.30% i 0.77%) 0.27%! 0.69%
i General and Financial Administration ! 2.15%1 4.37% 2.09% 3.52% 2.81%l1
Board of Elections o 0.15% | 0.18% | 0.28% i 0.32%} 0.32%:
! Sub-Totall 2.69%. 4.85%, 5.16% 6.11%: 3.81%;
Judicial Administration i i : | ; I
Caurts ! 0.85% | 1.09% | 1.36% 259%! 1.87%,
Commonweaith's Attomey | 0.67%) 0.24%; 0.57%! 0.55% | 0.40% |
Sub-Totai 153%, 133%, 1.83%, 324% 2.27%,
[Public Safety [ i : ; ! t
Law Enforcement and Traific Control : 3.61%; 4.09% 3.33% 2.41%; 3.13%
Fire and Rescue Services i 1.50%] 0.87% 1.70% | 1.08% 0.78%.
Correction and Detention i 2.20%; 3.37%] 0.57% 3.36% i 2.53%!
Inspections ] 0.26%! 0.35%| 0.20% | 0.51% | 0.06% !
Other Protection ! 0.46% | 1.97%1 0.20% | 0.62%] 0.97%1
Sub-Totall 7.63% " 30.66% 6.70%, 8.98%, 7.76%
Pupiic Works I l i i :
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewaiks | 0.04% i 0.48%. - - i
Sanitation and Waste Remaval ! 1.19%: 1.28% | 0.04%! 1.18% 2.16% 1
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds | 1.75%i 1.22%; 1.31%1 3.23%. 0.84%
) Sub-Totall 2.98%; 3.68%) 127 % 4.51% 3.00%!
Health and Weifare ; : i i | i
Health S 0.48%! 0.77%! 0.47% | 0.60%, 0.28%
Menta! Heaith and Mental Retardation ; 3.24%] 5.19% 8.65% 0.58% 6.39%
| Welfare/Social Services l 7.33% 6.41%| 7.82%] 7.57% 7.63% |
; Sub-votall T111%, 12.26% 16.95% 8.74% 13.40%,
[Education : ' : 7 : |
Instruction 54.14%. 47.06%| 49.07%] 43.64% | 46.95% |
Administration. Attendance, and Health : 2.45% 2.35%} 2,09% 3.96% 263%}
Pupil Transportation Services | 396%, 5.15%1 4.34% 6.32%1 5.23%,
Operation and Maintenance Services ] 5.84% 7.05%, 597%] 7.11% 9.30%!
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations | 3.62%! 3.26% | 4.04% 258%] 3.51%,
Contributions to Community Colieges ! 0.01%: 0.01% 0.22%| - 0.01%}
Sub-Totall 71.00%, 54.87% 65.54% 63.61%. 57.657
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services ; i 7 ‘ ]
Parks and Recreation 1.12%| 0.56% | 0.40% | 1.92%! 0.03%|
Cuitural Enrichment - =i - -t 0.01%]|
Public Libraries 1.03%! 0.26% | 0.45% 0.51% ! 0.65%1
Sub-Totall 2.15%, 0.82%,; 0.86% 743%, 0.65%
Cor ity Develop 1t | ] j , N 1[
Planning and Community Development 0.82% 1.19%!1 3.38%. 1.42%;. < 0.21%;
Environmental Management 0.01% l. 0.02% | 0.02% I 0.57% 0.03% !
Cooperative Extension Program 0.07%. 0.22% 0.20% 0.39% 0.19%
Sup-Total | 0.91%, 1.43%) 3.60%; 2.37%) 0.43% !
Nondepartmental/1 | ll § | j ‘
Sub-Total | - - —! 0.003% -
H I

Grand Totai ! 100.00% ! 100.00% 100.00% ! 100.00% | 100.00% !

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g.. annexation casts and out-of-count setttements of tost ciaims).

2

In centain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-iotals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i-e.. 100%

because of siatistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Puslic Accounts, Comparative Recort of Local Govermnment Revenues and Expenditures. FY_1998. Exnibits C and C-1 throuah C-3.

Staif, Commission on Local Govemment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2

of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
’ for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998
[The symbot '-' denotes the complete absence of junsdictional expenditures.)
P ! ! ; i !
! Expenditure ; Chesterield Clarke ; Craig i Culpeper | Cumoeriand
i Category { Couny | Coumy !  County ! County |  County
1 : | !
i General Government Administration i | | T -
Legislative 0.14% | 0.26% | o.ss%i : 0.35% 0.44% .
! General and Financiai Administration , 3.68% 461%; 5.23%1 2.51%| 5.17%:
| Board of Elections i 0.11%} 0.30%! 0.68% i 0.14% | 0.25%
| Sub-Totall 3.93%, 517%, 6.56% 3017 5.96%
' Judicial Administration ; i ' i I :
; Couns 1.60% i .55% 0.96% | 1.75%| 2.85%;
! Commonwealth's Attomey 0.44% | 0.88%i 1.02% 0.61%| 0.57%.
! Sub-Totall 2.04%] 1.45% 1.98% 2.36%. 3.27%:
Public Safety ¢ | i i '
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 7.21%]| 4.98%, 6.44% ! 3.42% 3.25%:
Fire and Rescue Services 5.39%| 0.95% 0.43% | 1.00%, 1.37%:
Carrection and Detention 3.00% i 111%] 0.16% , 243%| 253%
Inspections 0.72% 0.56% 0.£2% 0.65%1 0.26%:
Other Protection 0.16% 0.87% | 0.43% 2.23%I £6%)
Sub-Totall 16.49% | 8.48%.1 7.98% 9.77% 7.96%i
Public Works - 1 : [ :
Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges. and Sidewaiks 0.70%! -! —' —! -
Sanitation and Waste Removal 1.23% l 1.06%i 10.85% | 2.13%!1i 261%
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 0.71%,) 2.¢2%| 0.97%i 1.01%.! 1.88%:
Sub-total | 265% 3.48%. 11.82%! 3.13% 4.48%:
Heaith and Welfare . : J f ; .
| Heaith | 56% | 0.60% ! 0.49% ! 0.48% 0.51%
| Mental Hesith and Mental Retardation | 331%] 3.49%! 2.20%] 3.18%! 3.51%:
Welfare/Social Services ! 3.02% 1 3.21%, 5.84%1 7.52%) 7.62%.
Sub-Totall 6.89%., 9.30% 8.63% 11.20%, 11.64%
Education 1 } 1 : :
instruction 48.36% | 48.26% 49.01%] 51.86%} 43.73%:
Administration, Attendance, and Health 2.68% | 5.88% 2.28%: 2.57%: 3.00%:
Pupil Transportation Services 294% 2.04% | 3.13%| 3.38%, 6.30%:
QOperation and Maintenance Services 8.78% E.17% 4.32% 7.29%) 7.76%:
School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations 2.46%: 2.38% 255%: 3.32% : 3.46%.
Caontributions to Community Calleges - 0.04% | 0.05%1 0.01%!| 0.01%;
Sub-Totall 63.20%, 65.77% 61.33%1 68.43% 64.27%.
Parks, Recreation, 2nd Cultural Services | i : ! :
Parks and Recreation 1.38% 3.11%1 —i 0.33%: 0.13%.
Cultural Enrichment 0.09% i 0.02%i - - -
Public Libraries 1.22% | 0.87%) 0.04%, 0.53% | 0.38%
Sub-Tatali 2.69% 300%. 0.04% 0.86% 0.50%
Community Development i ! | 1 i .
Ptanning and Community Deveiopment i 2.06% 1.84% 0.62%} 0.89% =1.56%.
Environmental Management - 0.23%! 0.32% 0.09% | 0.02%]
Coopergiive Extensicn Program 0.06% | 0.29% | 0.72% 0.16% 0.54%.
Sub-Total 2.12%; 2.26% 1.66% ! 1248%1 1.92%.,
Nondepartmental/t ] _ i \ i i i
Sub-Totali - - - - -
i i i i i .
Grand Totall 100.00% 100.00'/.5 100.00% | 100.00% ! 100.00%.
1

Nondeparmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-coun settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categarical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary sfigntly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source; Auditor of Public Accounts, Compargtive Regort of Local Government Revenues and Exvenditures. FY 1998_Exhibits C and C-1 throuah C-3.

Starf, Commission on Local Government



Taole 3.2

Percentage Distnbution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locslity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

{The symbol '~ denotes the complete absance of junsdictional expenditures.|

1

! 1 r
‘ Expenditure i Dickenson ! Dinwiddie ! Essax ; Fairfax i Fauguier :
i Category : Caunty : County I County County : County |
H ‘ : i i :
rf;eneral Government Administration : i i 1 ;
' Legisiative 0.21%| 0.60% 1.69% | 0.15%} 0.34%
| General and Financial Administration 3.05% 2.28% 1 3.51%]| 4.01%| 4.65%:
| Board of Elections : 0.30%! 0.18% | 0.27% 0.08% 0.18%.
Sub-jotal! 3.56%, 316% 5.48% 4.24% 5.20%:
Judicial Administration i | ] | ! . ‘
Courts | 1.97% 1.38%1 1.72% 0.91%! 1.75%
Commanweaith's Attorney i 0.62% | 0.33%! 0.97%] 0.08% 0.50%
Sub-Totall 2.58%; 1.73%; 2.70%. 0.93% 2.26%

Public Safety i ] ]
Law Eniorcement and Traific Control ! 225%]1 5.04% { 527%| 5.28% 4.80% ,
F Fire and Rescue Services 0.66% 1.90% | 0.89%! 4.42% 2.57%1
Carrection and Detention ! 2.88%! 0.23% | 5.40%1 1.80%] 1.05%;
Inspections J 0.20% | 0.74% | 0.58%] 0.49% 1 0.25%]
Other Protection ) ! 0.34% ! 0.33%] 0.39% | 0.39% 1.03%|
Sub-jotall 6.33% 8.24%. 12.53% 1 12.39% 1 9.71%.
| Public Works : I - : ( i
| Maintenance of Mighways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks ! 3.85% 0.70% -i 0.72%} -
Sanitation and Waste Removal | 151% 4.82% 5.46%) 4.26%| 3.43%i
Maintenance of Generzl Buiidings and Grounds ! 0.28% | 1.19% 1.07%!| 1.30% ! 6.24% |
i Sub-Total| 8.34% 6.10% | 6.53% 6.29% 9.37%
Fealth and Welfare : ; | i i anor ]
Health ! 0.46% | 0.41% C.56%! 1.30% 0.38%
Menial Health and Mentai Retardation | 4.80% | 2.39%| 4.30% 3.62% 6.05%;
Welfare/Social Services [ 9.84% | 7.24% 1 5.11%! 7.91% | 4.38%1
Sub-Totall 14.80% : 10.04% 10.98% 12.83% 10.81%.

Education : i T '
! Instruction ; 42.63% | £1.15% ! 44.64% ] 42.9 %! 45.3%%
' Administration, Attendance. and Health ! 3.96% 1.25% | 3.50%| 2.44%| 1.98%:
Pupii Transportation Services i 4.77%| 5.07% | 3.92%| 2.76% 3.63%!
Operation and Maintenarnce Services i 5.87%. 7.30% : 4.98%! 5.47% , 2.B7%]
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations | a4.72%| 3.08%§ 2.77% 1.83% 2.51%!
Contributions to Community Colleges i 0.15%i 0.01% | 0.03% ! 0.01%! 0.03%|
| Sub-Totall 6220% 53.44% | 53.85%. 55.49%. 57.91%.
i Parks, Recreation, and Culturai Services | | | f :
{ Parks and Recreation | 0.34% 6.42% | 0.78% 2.85% | 1.35%
Cultyral Enrichment ! -t - ! 0.04% | -
Public tibraries | 1.08%| 0.45% i 0.46% 1.19% 1.07% |
Sub-Total | 1.42% 0.835% | 1.24%. 409% 2.43%.
Community Deveiopment | | ! ! \ {
Planning and Community Developrment i 0.57% % 1.30% | 0.40% | 3.52% S 2.02%:
Environmental Management ! ~I 0.16% l 0.16% | 0.16% | 0.11%|
Cooverative Extension Program i 0.19% - 0.14% 0.01%!! 0.18%|
i Sub-Totall 0.75% 14770 0.69% 3.69%, 2311
Nondepartmentai/1 : } E i 5
Sub-Totall - - ! - -
: ] | H
i Grand Totall 100.00% 100.00% ! 100.00% | 100.00% 100.00% |

1

Nondepartmentat outlays subsume resicual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-cun saltements i tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-tctals may vary siigntly irom the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%

becsuse of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Report of Local Covernment Revenyes snd Exoenditures. ©Y 1893, Exhibits C and C-1 througn c3.

Statf. Commission on Locai Government



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbel '~ denotes the compiete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. ]

i

i
Floyd i

t i !
: Expenditure Fiuvanna | Franklin ' Frederick : Giles |
I Category County County ! County  ° County |  County |
1 H ! 4 : i !
; General Government Administration \ : : ' i I
| Legistative : 0.19% 0.67%| 0.37%| 0.20% 0.38%|
i General and Financial Administration i 2.97%;: 2.75% 2.35% 2.53% 3.33%5
| Board of Elections i 0.35% 0.24%! 0.20%! 0.92% ! 0.28%
| Sub-Total | 3.51% 3.66% 2.92%: 2.85% . 4.00%
Judicial Administration | ] i i i '
Caunts i 1.20% 2.50%; 1.35% | 1.25%! 2.85%|
I Commonweatti's Attorney ! 1.00% | 0.72% 0.57% 1 0.60%! 0.39%
! Sub-Totall Z20% 332%, 1.92%] 1.88%. 3Z4%
{ Public Safety ; i ] £ !
! Law Enforcement and Traific Control 3.64% | 1.70% 4.31% 4.96% | 4.3-*%;
i Fire and Rescue Services 2.92%} 1.49% | 0.03%! 2.00%| 1.55% |
| Correction and Deteniion 2.06% ! 2.13% | 1.52%; 2.27%| 1.37%
| Inspectians 0.28% | 0.25% | 0.37%! 0.52% | 0.52%|
‘ Other Protection 0.65% | 0.15% 2.81%| —I 0.50%|
i Sub-total| 9.66%; 582%. 8.05%); 9.75%1 829%
i Pubiic Works T i r i i
| Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks - - 0.21%| 0.04% | -
:  Sanitation and Waste Removai 5.43%; 1.12%! 1.02% 4.27%1 204%
i Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 0.59%| 1.81% 0.62%1 0.31%/ 1.22%
i Sub-Totai 3.03% 2.83%, 1.85%, 4.62%, 326%)
i Heaith and Welfare ) i i I »
| Health 0.64%| 0.56% 0.41%; 0.29% 0.42%
| Menal Heaith and Mental Retardation 5.01% 3.10%| 0.17%/ 2.10%| 2.90%;
Weifsre/Sacial Services ! 4.14%, 5.49% ] 6.12%. 4.05% i 5.20%!
| Sub-Total} 9.59%. 10.15% ! 6.70% 6.41% 9.53%;
[Education ] ] ! ! . i
Instruction 49.17% 52.56% 56.24% 52.64%1 55.29%
Administration, Attendance, and Health 2.65%! 2.57% 1.88% | 2.89% 207%;
Pugil Transportation Services £.74%| 5.06%| 4.86%| 4.10% | 3.93%!
! Operation and Maintenance Services 6.27% | 8.17%; 7.05%| £.75%1 6.24%2
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Cperations 3.12% 1 2.72%; 4.23%) 2.71%! 3.35%:
Contributions to Community Colleges 0.02% | 0.01%} 0.04% ! 0.04% | 0.03%:
- SGb-otal 55.95% 7140% 1 74.40% §9.13%, 68.90%
Parks, Recreation, and Guitural Services i ! : i
Parks and Recreation | 0.19%] 1.54% 0.93% 2.52%| 1.84%
i Cultural Enrichment : - 0.01% - - -~
¢ Public Libraries 1.09%} 0.65% 0.69% ! 0.71% | 0.10%]
: Sub-Total 1.28% 220% | 1.62%: 3.34%; 1.94%
| Community Deveiopment ' I : | !
| Planning and Community Development 0.39%} 0.56% 1.40%) 1.83% ! - o.ss:/.:
Environmental Management 0.06% i 0.01% 0.01%! 0.06% | 0.06% i
Cooberative Extension Program 0.32% 0.24% 0.13%!| 0.13% | 0.14%
Sub-total 0.77% 0.82%, 1.54%, 202% 0.84%
Nondepartmentai/{ i ' ' ! ,
Sub-Totall - - - - —:
H H ! H ! i
i Grand Totall 100.00% | 100.00%? 100.00% | 100.00% } 100.00% !
1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residuat operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-oi-court settlements of tort cizims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregare value of the sub-totais may vary siightty from the cumuiative figuse (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Recort of Locs! Government Revenues and Exoenditures. FY 168. Exhivits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Gavernment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distnbutionv2

of

Operaiing Expenditures by Category and Locslity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1928

[The symooi '’ denotes the compiete absence of junsdictional expenditures.}

: ‘ |
Expenditure ] Gioucesier ! Goocnland Grayson ‘ Greene Greensviile i
Categary ; County 1 County ! County i County i County |
i ' ! 1 . t
General Government Administration ! ; ! ' i |
Legislative : 0.62% 1.22%| 0.36%| 0.18%} 0.56%
i General and Financial Administration ! 3.62%) 2.96% 2.44% 2.85%] 3.55%|
! Board of Elections i 0.17%! 0.28% i 0.38%| 0.24%| 0.38% )
i Sun-Totall 4.41% 4.46% | 3.18%i 2.97% 4.39%:
Judicial Administration i i ! i :
Couns 1.41%| 1.59% 1.53% 1.41%: 2.50%
Commonweaith’s Attomey 0.57% | 1.15%! 0.77% 1 0.26% 1.77%)
i - Sub-Totall 1.99%; 2.74%1 2.30% 1 1.77% 4.37%,
Pubiic Safety i i -‘ ) ] !
Law Enforcement and Traffic Controi i 5.02% i 3.03% | 1.93% 1.47%] 3.94%:
Fire and Rescue Services 0.56%; 2.57% 1 1.04% | 1.03% | 1.46%)
Correciion and Detention 1.56%} 1.44% | 1.74% 0.64% 6.21%
Inspections 0.41%] 0.91% | 0.25% 0.57%! 0.75%|
Other Protection 0.52% | 1.93% | 0.60%| 0.32% | 2.60%)
Sub-Total 7.86%, S68%., 5.55%. 7.03%. 14.96%
Public Warks ! . [ i i |
Maintenance of Highways. Streets. Bridges. and Sidewalks i 0.26% | 0.60% | _ - 0.10%!
Sanitstion and Waste Removal ! 0.16% 255% | 3.92% i 250% £.33%!1
Maintenance of Ganeral Buildings and Grounds ! 1.77% | 1.63% | 0.84% | 0.78%| 2.42%!
Sub-1otall 229% 178% 4.76% 327%:i 8.05%,
Health and Welifare i I i i R i
Heaith ; 0.52%, 0.66% | 0.60% 1.22% | 0.39%!
Mental Health and Mental Retsrdation i 4.64% ¢ £.44%| 6.85% 1 3.53%: 2.02%:
Welfare/Social Services ! 4.76%; 7.98% | 7.68% ! 4.61%! 7.23%;

Sub-Totall 3.32%; 14.08% | 15.13% 9.43% 16.63%
Education i ] i : ! |
Instruction ! 51.78% 42.80% | 49.99% | 57.91%: 29.30%:
Administration, Attendance, and Health ; 2.49%; 204% ! 1.86% 4.00% : 2.45%!
Pupil Transportation Services ' 4.25% | 5.14% | 4.78%1 2.54%; 3.80"/.-..I
Operation and Maintenance Services i 7.52%; 6.80% | 5.92%! 5.63% 6.69%:
School Food Services snd Qther Non-Instructional Operstions ! 3.05%: 2.50% 1 3.98%! 2.89% 3.30%,
Conibutions to Community Cofleges | 0.63% 0.04% ! 0.11%| 0.01%! 0.02%|
Sub-Total! €9.7a%. S9322%. 66.64%, 73.08% 45.56% i
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i . - i *
Parks and Recreation \ 1.06% | 1.97%! 0.65% | 0.28% | 0.59%1
Cuttural Ennchment | 0.07%; 0.03% 0.01%] ~- 0.07% |
Public Libraries i 0.57% | 1.17%] 1.22%1 0.64% i 0.86%!
Sub-iotai| 1.68%. 3.16%1 1.88%, 0.92% i 1.61%;
Community Development | ! ! i : 2 I
Planning and Community Development | 1.95% | 1.51%1 0.33%] 1.27% 4.04%]
Environmental Management | 0.06% | 0.07% 0.03% | 0.05% | 0.04%|
Cooperative Extension Program [ 0.10% | 0.18% 1 0.20% 0.20% 0.25%|
Sub-total 2.11%) 1.76% 0.56% i 1.53%; 4.33%,
Nondepartmental/1 [ : 1 |i i |
Sub-Totall - =! _ - -

H | ! ! '
Grand Total! 100.00% 100.00% 4' 100.00'/.." 100.00% ! 100.00'/.!
1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation Costs and out-of-court sertlements of tort claims).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the 2ggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumuiative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Reoort of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures. £ 1998, Exhibits C and C-* throuah C-3.

Staff, Commission cn Local Gevernment




Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbol ‘" denotes the ccmplete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

Hanover

! Expenditure Halifax i Hennco Henry Highiand 1
‘ Category ' Caounty i County I County : County Caunty :
! f ! { :
iv‘ General Gavernment Administration | ! i i '
| Legsiative 0.23% | 0.32%| 0.17% 0.29% 1.63%
| General and Financial Administration 2.05% | 2.94% 6.32%; 2.58% 4.83%:
| Board of Elections 0.17%| 0.17%1 0.15% 0.18% 0.74% 1
i Sub-iotal 2.45%0 3.43%, §65%. 3.06%. 720%,
| Judicial Administration ! i | | !
Courts 1.15% | 0.72%!| 1.00% 1.53%1 2.32%:
Commonwesith's Attamey 0.50% | 0.45% | 0.56%} 0.39%} 1.36% 1
Sub-Total 176%: 1.38% 1.56% 1 1.92%. 3.68% |
Public Safety | | ] ! !
Law Enfarcement and Traffic Control 2.82%]| 5.385%; 9.46%.: 5.34% 9.19%
Fire and Rescue Services 1.03% | 3.51%, 5.43% ! 1.30% 0.68% i
Correction and Detention 2.52%) 2.69% | 4.22%} 1.76% 2.12%}
Inspectians 0.35% | 0.62% | 0.65% | 0.25% i 1.01%:
Other Protection 0.46% ! 0.35%. 0.38% 0.34% 0.16%}
Sub-Totall 7.18%) 13.00% 20.12%. 5.60% | 13.17%)
Public Works ' } ! | : !
Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges. and Sidewaiks —i 0.41% 3.53%1 0.18% ~
Sanitation and Waste Removal ? 1.07%| 1.42%| 1.09% | 1.43% 6.40% i
Maintenance of General Buidings and Grounds ! 1.07% 0.72% 1.12% 0.95% 2.99% |
Sub-Totall 2.18% 2.55% 5.75% 2.55% 3.39%
Heaith and Welfare ' ! i | : i
Health [ 0.45% | 0.36% 0.25%| 0.26% 1.11%!
Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation { 4.36% | 3.26% ! 3.47%} 0.15%: 2.50%.
Welfare/Social Services i 6.01%| 3.72% 3.37%!! 10.20% | 4.71%:
Sub-Total | 10.82%] 733%: 7.09%. 10.60% i 8.32%;
Education j ' : : .
Instruction : 53.80% i 51.45% 39.67%. 52.81%: 41.69%i
Administration, Attendance. and Heaith ! 2.48%] 2.88% ] 2.53%) 1.38%; 252%!
Pupil Transportation Services 4.62%| 3.58% ) 2.33% 4.30% 3.76%
Operation and Maintenance Services 8.40% | 5.35% §.30%! 6.52% 5.38%,
; School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Opersiions 4.04% . 3.85% : 200% . 3,82%: 2.53% :
i Contributions to Community Colleges 0.07%1 - — 0.04% -
' Sub-Totall 73.41%, 67-12%. 52.83%. 63.59% . £6.58%,
| Parks, Recreatian, and Cultural Services ! i ; I
i Parks and Recreaton 0.17% 1.04% | 2.10%} 0.68% -
| Cultursl Enrichment 0.01%] -1 — 0.08% | -
' Public Libraries 0.49% | 1.62%! 1.54% 1.31%! 0.45%.
Sub-Totall 0.67% 2.66%, 3.64%. 2.06% . 0.45%
Community Oeveiopment | ! ‘ : ! - |
Planning and Community Development i 1.36% 2.65%; 2.32%; 2.05% 0.25%
Environmental Management | 0.12%! 0.03% | ! 0.04%1 0.15%}
Cooperative Extensian Program ! 0.12% 0.05% ! 0.06% ! 0.13% 0.73% |
Sub-Totall 1.58%, 2.72%, 28%. 2.22%; T1T%,
' Nondepartmental/1 | ‘ ] l : ;
; Sub-Totai! -~ ~: - - -
H | '
Grand Taotai| 100.00%! 100.00% ! 100.00% ! mo.oo'/.f 100.00%:

T

Nondepanmental outlays subsume residuai operating expenditures {e.g., annexation casts and out-of-court setilements of tort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the cateqarical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totais may vary sligntly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comoarative Reoort of Loczi Government Revenues znd Exvenditures. £Y 1928, Exhibits C and C.3 throyah C-3.

Staff, Commission on Loeat Government




Percentage Distribution/2

Table 3.2

of

for

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1938
[The symbol '~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]
'( i i : i S
: Expenditure i Isleof Wight | Jsmes City i King & Queen : King George ! King William |
! Category County i County II County E County |I County |
' ! ! . H
General Government Administration i i ! .
Legislative 0.43%| 0.21%]1 0.60% 0.56% | 0.30%|
General and Financial Administration : 4.26% | 3.78% 4.19%] 2.86% | 3.58%
Board of Elections i 0.17% 0.22% 1 0.47%| 0.29% i 0.45%
i Sub-votall 3.86%, 320%, 5.26% I71%; 2.33%,
MJudicial Administration i i ! | ! |
Caurns i 1.17%! 2149 .i 1.41% ! ‘4,.. 1.20% |
Commonweaith's Attorney 0.32% | 0.50% ) 1.06% | 0_56% i 0.38%
Soo-Totall 1.49%, 2.65%1 24771 Z29% 1.58%,
Public Safety { ; : : [
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 1.93% 3.88% J 3.27% 4.22%, 3.23%
Fire and Rescue Services 0.52%| 462%! 0.69%| 4.93% 1.51%|
Carrection 2nd Detention 5.09%| 3.49% 1.20% : 4.29%1 2.91%;
Inspections 0.39%! 0.89% ! 0.25%] 0.20% 0.44% |
Other Protection 0.21%] 1.04% | 0.18%. 0.29% | 0.29%|
Sub-Totail 8.14%. 13.91%: 588% 1 11.03% 3.28%
' Public Warks { | l ; !
Maintenance of Highways. Streets. Bridges, and Sidewalks -t — -t - -
Sanitation and Waste Removal 250% | 1.49%| 2.65%| 0.50% 3.82%|
Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds 1.08% i 1.28%| 1.64%! 1.21% 1.44%i
Sub-total 388% 277%: 4325%; 1.71%1 526%.:
Health and Weifare ] i ! i ! i
Health ; 0.77%| 0.50% | 0.62%i 0.52% 0.73%1
Mental Health and Mental Retardation ' 4.22%| 3.44% 5.74%] 4.07%| 4.95%:i
Welfare/Social Services i 5.49%| 3.21%] 7.49% 5.42%! 571%!
Sub-rotali 16,477 7.15% 13.86%, 70.02%, 11.38%
Education i ! ! l !
Instruction 48.47%] 41.49% 44.13% | 50.78% | 44.64%.
Administration, Attendarce, and Health 2.60% | 3.42% 5.23%! 3.36% | 3.96%:!
Pupil Transportation Services 472% | 2.28% 6.18% | 3.85% E 4.82%!
Qperation and Maintenance Services £.23% 6.27% 6.82% l 6.20% .48%!
Schooi Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations 4.44%) 1.78%| 3.47%) 2.23% 3.6_1-% ;
Caontributions to Community Calleges 0.01%1 -1 0.03% | 0.02% | 0.03%!
Sup-Total! 65.57% 1 55.93%; 65.87%, 66.44% 63.54%.
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i j } E
i Parks and Recreation 1.25% 3.28% - ”5%E 0.91% :
! Cutturat Enrichment 0.07% - -

| Pudlic Libraries 0.77%! 3.52% 0.97%! 1.45% | 1.51%!
! Sub-Total 2.19% 6.79%) 0.87%, 2.90%; 2.42%.
Community Development i i i | = .
Planning and Community Deveiopment ] 1.12%| 5.75% 1.01%| 1.15% 2.91%:
Environmental Management ! 0.13%| 0.72% 0.18%; .52% | 0. 04:,4,{
Cooperative Extension Program i 0.12%| 0.12% 0.22%, 0.23%| 0.15%.
Sub-Totall 1.38%, 6.59%, 1.41%, 1.90% 3.10%
Nondepartmental/1 i ! { : i |
Sub-Total! 223%i - - - -
! i ! | :
Grand Totzl; 100.00% 100.00% ! 100.00% ! 400.00% | 100.00% !

1

Nondeparimental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation casts and out-0i-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totais may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

beczuse of statistical rounding,

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Reaort of Locs! Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY 1298 Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3.

Staff, Commission on Local Gavernment



Percentage Distributiorv2

Taole 3.2

of

Operatng Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

{The symboi '~' denoias the comolete absence of junisdictionat expenditures.)

L.audaun !

| .
! Expenditure . Lancaster : Les ! Louisa j Lunenourg
Category County ! Counry £ County County ; County i
; ' i ' i
General Government Administration : | i : i
Legislative : 1.79%] 0.24% 0.38%; 0.25% 0.23%
| Generai and Financial Administration | 3.27%| 1.83% 3.98% , 3.24% | 3.33%:
Board of Elections , 0.28%! 0.25% | 0.23% 0.22% | 0.37% |
Sub-Total] 5.44%; 2.21%) 1.60%. 372% ! 383%
Judicial Administration ! ! ! | !
Counts \ 1.44% | 1.46% | 0.928%1 1.24%1 1.73%
Commonwealth's Attomey ‘ 0.53% 0.50%. 0.49% 1 0.90% 0.83% 1
Sub-Totall 1.97%, 196% | Ta7%. 2.14% i 2.57%),
Public Safety ! ! : |
i Law Enforcement and Traffic Conirot 7.07% E 3.03% I 4.61%)! 5.79%| 3.99%;
| Fire and Rescue Services | 1.63% 0.24% | 2.38%1 2.63% | 0.60% |
| Correction and Detention : 4.14%) 1.19%| 1.81%| 2.81%) 2.80%]
Inspections | 0.27%} 0.17% | 0.95% 0.55% | 0.19% !
Other Protection : 0.25%1 0.18% | 0.20%! 0.48% | 0.17%
Sub-totall 1335% 5.01%. 10.14%. 13.25%; 7.75% i
Public Works i [ i i l ‘L
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks i - 0.60% | 0.98% - -
Sanitation and Waste Removal 2.43%| 2.47%| 0.46% ©.87%! 3.51%]
Maintenance of Generai Buiidings and Grounds j 0.77% | 0.77% | 0.83% ! 1.01%. 0.54%,
Sub-1otal | 2.90%: 3.83%]1 2.37%: 2.88% 1 305%,
Health and Weifare i I : I i |
Heaith i 0.90% ! 0.44%! 0.60%| 1.21%! 0.71%!
Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation ! 4.94% 2.99% | 2.57%; 4.15% | 6.90%
Weifare/Social Services ! 8.40% | 8.53% 5.93%: 5.35%| 5.34%)
Sub-Totat| 14.23%, 11.96%, 3.09%, 10.91%; 12.95%.
Education : | ; ' i i
Instruction ! 42.11% 56.72% | 49.79%1 49.76% | 49.77%
Administration, Attendance. and Health ; 2.79% ! 2.04%, 1.98% ) 3.79% ! 2.89%:
i Pupil Transportation Services : 3.04% | 4.45% i 4.50% 4.82%: 4.01%,
E Operation and Maintenance Services 5.24% 3.52%, 5.78% | 2.91% £.20%.1
| Schoot Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Opersticns 3.28% 4.65% | 1.96% | 3.14%)| 3.80%!
| Contributions ta Community Calleges i 0.04% ; 0.05%! 0.03% 0.02%| -
Sub-totall %6.51%. 73.43%, 54.14%: 64.44% §5.97%.
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i i i | i
Parks and Recreation | 0.77%[ 0.17%1 2.75%! 0.93% | -
Cuitural Enrichment ! 0.07% | -! 0.22% - =i
1 Public Libraries : 0.29%! 0.89% ! 1.84%) 0.63% | 0.37%]
| Sub-Total ! 1429 1.06% . 381%. 1.56% ) 0.37%]
I Community Deveiopment ! ! ; : i 1
i Planning and Community Development ; 4.09% | 0.21%; 2.87%| 0.82%  1.99%:
Environmental Management | 0.23% [ 0.01% 0.28% ! 0.07% | 0.06%1i
Cooperative Extensian Program ! 0.14% | 0.11%| 0.13% 0.21% 0.37%|
Sub-Totail 3.47%, 0.43%, 338%,; 1.10% 1 2.42%,
Nondepartmentat/1 : i ; ] ; i
Sub-Totall =1 - — — -
i ‘ ; ! i |
! Grand Totat} 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% |
1

Nondepartmental outays subsume residual cperating expenditures (e.g.. annexation costs and out-of-caurt setttements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Aczounts. Comparative Reoort of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures. FY 4998. Exhipits C and C-1 throuch C-3.

Staff, Commission on Local Gavernment




Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2

or

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

-Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1958

[The symbol ‘- denotes the complete absence of jurisdictionai expenditures.]

Montgomery ’

) 1 '

! Expenditure i Madison Mathews | Mecklenourg | Middlesex | !
; Category i County ; County : County i County l County ;
1 ' : ! i i
t General Government Administration | ! | ) | :
| Legisiative ! 0.78% | 0.52% i 0.35% ! 0.38%] 0.21%|
|  General and Financial Administration | 1.28% | 5.62% | 2.40%] 5.73%] 3.23%|
' Board of Eiections ! 0.25%| 0.38% | 0.22%! 0.36% | 0.18%!
i Sub-Totall 3.12%: 6.52% 2.97% 5.47%1 3.62%
i Judicial Administration = i | ! !
Cournts 2.58%, 2.30% 2.89%.: 1.23% 1.09% !
l Commonwealth's Attomey 0.85%i 0.78% | 0.66%; 0.52% i 0.42% i
Sub-Total 2.41%;: 3.08% 3.55% 1.76% 1 1.51%:
Public Safety ' : i I . .
Law Enforcement and Traific Control 2.18%, 4.09% | 3.69%! 4.04% 2.63%1
Fire and Rescue Services 1.02%| 1.41% ] 0.85%| 1.56%| 1.62%
Correction and Detention 1.05%| 3.87%) 2.66%| 3.30% 1.45%|

Inspections 0.38% 0.53%| 0.43% 0.68% | 0.19%
Other Protection 0.29% 0.32% | 1.58% | 0.22%] 0.34%|
i Sub-Total 5.91%1 10.23%,; 921%; 9.80% | 6.29%i
{ Public Works ! i i | !
Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges. and Sidewalks - 0.11%| - 0.01%; =
Sanitation and Waste Removal 0.46% | 4.68%| 1.58% | 5.01%} 3.31%,
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 1.04% | 1.65% 217%| 1.11%!1 0.80% i
i Sub-Totall 1.50%; 6.44%; 3.75%: 6.13%. 4.31%,
Health and Welifare i i ! .
Heaith 0.40% 0.89% 1 0.61% 0.97%: 0.44%
Menta! Heaith and Mental Retardation 4.53% l 4.72% | 4.12% 5.06% 4.65%5
Weitare/Social Services 6.97% 5.60% 2574%; 7.39%1 S.36%.
N Sub-Total| 11.91% 11.21%} 10.47%., 13.42%. 10.66% l
Education i ! ‘
Instruction 51.81%] 43.74%| 52.15% 45.85% 54.40% ;
Administration, Attendance, and Heaith 3.25% | 3.53%] 1.77% 2.96% 233%1
Pupil Transportation Services 5.06% 3.31%) 5.61%) 3.95%| 251:4 i
Operation and Maintenance Services 7.65% | 5.79%| 4.96% 5.26% ?-02 Yo
i School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations 2.81%] 2.82%| 3.49% 2.87% .-,.12%!
[L Contributions to Community Colleges 0.01% 0.03%1 0.02% 0.03%| 0.03%!1
: Sub-Toral| 70.63%: 5823%; 67.99%, 60.72% 1 70'414'/' |
| Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services ! i . I . |
i Parks and Recreation 1.14% 0.59%| 0.04% 0.79%: 0.54%!
| Cuitural Enrichment 0.03% | ~i 0.01% 0.01%| 0.01%
! pupiic Libraries 0.27%) 0.81% 0.66% 0.46% | 1.60%.
{ Sub-Totaii 1.44%i 1.40%1 0.71%: 1.26% i 2.15% }

Community Development : | ]

P!annin:znd Com:\unity Development 0.55% ! 1.59% | 1.13% 1.01% i = 1.09:/a !
Environmental Management 1.25% 0.04% | 0.12% 0.25% 0.09"/,-!
Cooperative Extension Program 0.29% | 0.26%| 0.11% 0.18% | 0.07% |
Sub-Total 2.08%; 1.89% | 1.36% | 1.44% 125% -
Nondepantmentai/q | | l ! i ;
Sub-Total! - - — - -
! 7 7 ; :
! Grand Total| 100.00% | 100.00% ! 100.00% | 100.00% ! 100.00% |

1

Nondepanmental outlays subsume residuat operating expenditures (e.qg..

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-

because of statisticat rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY 1998. Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3.

Staif, Commission on Local Government

annexation cosis ana out-of-court settiements of tort ciaims).

totals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)




Table 3.2

Percentage Distributiony2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

{The symbol "~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

Northumberand | Nottaway

| ; '

Expenditure ; Nefson |  NewKent Northampton |
Category ! County | Couny County F Couaty | County !
‘ | l ! !
General Government Administration [ ! i | i :
Legistative ; 0.30%]1 0.55%} 0.18%! 0.84% | 0.78%}
| General and Financial Administration ; 2.98%| 5.38% 2.79%| 4.10% 1.99%}
Board of Elections i 0.34% 0.40% ! 0.27% 0.47%) 0.27%
Sub-Totail 3.62% 6.33% | 3.23%: 5.40% 3.04%,
Judicial Administration | ' i |
Courts | 1.19%| 2.50% | 1.38% 1.90% | 0.69%!
Commonwealth's Attomey | 0.81% | 0.81% | 0.59% 0.91% 0.57%;
Sub-Tatal! 1.99%, 3.21% 1.28%: 2.81%i 126%.
Public Safety ; i I ;
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control “ 3.77%]| 542%: 3.40% 3.76%. 3.42%:
Fire and Rescue Services i 4.24% | 1.04% | 1.25% 1.76% | 1.25%
Correction and Detention 0.98% | 1.19%1 281% 4.43%! 2.25%:
Inspections 0.67%]| 0.49% | 0.29% 0.48% | 0.22%;]
Other Protection 0.42% | 0.95%! 0.34% 0.75%! 0.15%]|
Sub-Totall 10.19% | 9.08% i 3.09%! 11.18%: 7.29%.
Pubtic Works | i i i i i
Maintenance of Highways, Strests, Bridges. and Sidewalks - - _} 0.14%. 0.02%:
Sanitation and Waste Removal 4.52% | 5.26%i 2.45%| 4.11%: 4,39%!
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 1.81%] 1.56% 0.93% | 0.86%! 0.46%;
Sub-Totall 6.33%: 6.33%, 3.38%, 25,11%i 4.837%
Heaith and Welfare | : i | i e
Heaith | 0.0% | 0.58% i 1.09% i 1.03%! 0.33%
! Mental Health and Mental Retardation : 3.50% 0.41% | 7.29%! 4.85%! 3.74%:
i Welfare/Sodial Services ! 4.77% 6.11%} 8.77%! 6.49% 5.40% |
f Sub-Totalt S17%, 7.10% 17.15% 12.37 %) T47%.
Education i ' : i ] i
Instruction : 44.00%! 47.14% 45.50% 45.04% 1 £1.08%
Administration, Attendance, and Heaith ! 3.30%| 4.52%) 2.49% ! 2.25% 3.30%
Pupil Transportation Services 4.81%] 4.63% 3.75%) 4.38%! 3.39%;
Operation and Maintenance Services 6.94% 6.17%; 6.06%| 5.92% 6.02% |
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operatians 3.82%| 2.65%| 4.10% | 2.95%} 5.95% |
Cantributions ‘o Community Golleges 0.005% ! 0.02% ! 0.10% | 0.04% ) 0.01%:
Sob-votall 62.87% §5.13% 62.05% 60,567 | 67.79%
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i ; ' i :
Parks and Recreation 0.37%; 0.003% | 0.63%! 0.45% i 0.07%!
Cuttural Enrichment ! - - 0.07% i
Public Libraries 0.79% 0.29% | 0.33%| 0.40% i 0.52%
Sub-Totail 1.15%, 029%, 0.96%, 0.91% 0.58%
Community Development t I I | - :
Planning and Community Development 4.36% | 1.34% | 2.60%. 1.13%1 T 5.41%.
Environmental Management 0.13%} 0.36% 0.05%} 0.12%| 0.03%,
Caoperative Extension Pragram 0.18% | 0.23% | 0.51%| 0.40% | 0.26%|
Sup-Total 4.67% 1.94%,; 3.15% 1.65%i 5.68%:
Nondegartrmentai/1 ‘; ! i | i h
Sub-Total | - =t _ - -
i ! i t !
Grand Total; ‘.00.00‘/.; 100.0 ’.’-; 100,00'/.'; 100.00‘/-5 100.00%;

1

Nondepartmental outiays subsume residual opersting expenditures {e.q.. snnexation costs and out-oi-court sertlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the acgregate vaiue of the sut-totals may vary slightly from the cumutative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statisticat rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Report of Locs! Government Revenues sad Expenditures. FY 1098 Exhihits C and C-1 throuch C-3.

Staif, Commission on Locai Govenment



Percentage Distributionv2

Table 3.2

ot

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1598

[The symboi "~ denotes the complete absence cf jurisdictional expenditures.]

Pittsyivania |

! !
! Expenditure Orange | Page E Patrick : Pownatan |
| Category County { County i County : County County |
‘ I

.-LGeneral Govemment Administration ; i | . i
| Legislative 9.27% 0.16% | 0.19% | 0.13% 0.35%i
General and Financial Adminisiration 2.70%| 3.47%; 2.65% 2.08%: 3.62%;
| Board of Elections i 0.19% 0.33%] 0.32%1 0.16% 0.27%}
Sub-joral; 36% 3867 3.16%, 2.38%. 4.24%,
z Judicial Administration l \ i : i
i Couns 1.36% 0.37% 0.61%) 1.76%) 1.41%)
| Commonwealth's Attomey F 0.55% 0.59% 0.59%i 0.49% i 0.56% |
r Sub-Total! 2.92% 0.87%, 1.20%1 225% 1.97%,
{ Pubiic Sarety ; ! i ) [
! Law Enforcement and Traffic Control | 3.83% | 4.51% } 4.28% 3.37%1 579!
| Fire and Rescue Services i 1.45% 1.28% | 1.94%! 0.83%: 1.23% |
Carrection and Detention i 0.87% 1.13% | 1.99% | 1.85% -
Inspections ‘ 0.57%| 0.25% | 0.28% | 0.33%! 0.69%
Other Protection | 1.01% 1.14% | 1.49% | 1.39%1 0.32%i
i Sub-total| 7.53% 8.30% | 10.08%, 7.78% 7.52%.

Public Works ; 1 | ,
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks : —l 0.01% --: =i I
Sanitation and Waste Removal : 2.21%) 2.00% 2.61% 1.6%% i -
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds i 0.85% 0.91%] 1.10% 0.87% i 2.23%!1
Sub-Total! 3.07%, 2.92%; 3.72%) 2.56%. 2.23%.
Health and Weifare ] ] f : :
Health : 0.67%| 0.89% 0.51% 0.57%! 0.48%
Menta! Health and Mental Retardation I 4.40% . 3.43%! 0.36% f 4.37%1 4.95%1
i Welfare/Social Services ; 5.04% 10.67% | 5.45%1 8.75% S.11%,
] Sub-Totali 10.10% 14.85% 6.33%. 13.68% 10.54%
1t Education i { i ! ! :
! Instruction | £4.85%]| 49.51% | 53.43%| 53.22% 52.75%|
Administrstion, Attendance. and Heaith i 2.38% ) 2.52%1 1.68% | 2.30%} 3.12%!
Pupil Transportation Services ! 3.80% i 4.17%| 5.62% 4.99% 5.04%|
Operation and Maintenance Services ! 6.34%. £.35% 5.80% ! 5.06% 7.72%1
School Food Services and Other Non-Insiructional Operations | 2.85%]| $.49% '. 4.30%| 3.71%. 2.65%;
Contributions to Community Colleges j 0.01% | - 0.04% | 0.01%: 0.04% |
Sub-Totall 70.33%] 67 24% i 70.88% 1 6929% 7126%)
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i I | i i \
Parks and Recreation ! 1.11%, 0.02% 0.93%; 0.13%; 0.25%
| Culturai Enrichment ! 0.05% | 0.12% 0.01%! 0.07%! i
| Public Libraries i 1.12% ] 0.58% | 1.44%| 0.42% ! 0.23%:
! Sub-Totall 2.28%, 0.72% 2.38% 0.61%, 0.47%
{ Community Development ! { | ‘ i - 1
Planning and Comimunity Development : 1.19% 0.25% .| 1.68% 1.34% '..46%:
Environmental Management i 0.06% | 0.30% 0.31%| 0.01%i 0.18%!
Cooperative Extensian Program ! 0.16% | 0.25% | 0.25% | 0.11%! 0.13% |
Sub-rotal} 1.31% ] 0.90% 225% 1.46% 177%,

Nondepartmental/i i ! |' | !
Sub-Totall — - - - -
L ; ! : ; 'L
i Grand Totall 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% I 100.00% | 100.00%.

1

Nandepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures {e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the calegorical percentages and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary sightlv from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparstive Regort of Locsl Government Revenues and Expenditures. 7Y 1998 Sxhibits C snd C-1 through C-3.

Starf, Commission on Local Government



Taole 3.2

Percentsge Oistribution/2
of
Qperating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998
{The symooi '~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.)

; : 7 -
| Prince Edward | Prince Geoarge ! Prince Willism | Pulaski . Rzopahannock

; Expenditure | !
! Category | County ¥ County County | County ! County !
i ! | : 1 i :
| General Gavernment Administration ‘ | ] : ; !
Legisiative ' 0.28% 0.31%1 0.18% 0.34% 0.28%:
Generai and Financial Administration | 267% 3.23%; 2.8%% 2.37%; 2.08%1
| Board of Elections | 0.29%. 0.23% 0.13%: 0.18% | 0.46%!
: Sub-Totall 3.24%, 3775, 3.20%. 2.88% 381%
" Judicial Administration ! ! ! : ! i
| Couns : | 3.40%, 1.18% | 1.15% | 1.42% | 1.56%
i Commanwealth's Attomey ! 1.09% | 0.52%) 0.36% | 0.70% 1.37%!
I Sub-Total| 4.49% 1.70% 1.50%. 2.92% 2.93%:
i Public Safety [ ] ! ] i i
! Law Eniorcement and Traffic Control ) 3.13%| 572%| 5.42% | 3.49% | 2.86%!
{ Fire and Rescue Services ! 0.92% | 1.11%] 423%] 0.52% | 2.88%)
¢ Correcton and Detention 2.41% | 3.21%1 3.15%| 2.51%]| 3.83%}
Inspections 1 0.15% ! 0.65% ! 0.79%! 0.23%| 0.99%
Other Protection ! 0.20% | 0.40% | 1.16%! 0.41% | 0.42%!
! Sub-Totall 6.81% 11.10% 14.77% 7.33%, 40.88%
Public Works i i | i ; i
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges, and Sidewaiks ‘ - 0.005%; 1.10%; = =
Sanitation and Waste Removal | 221% ! 0.52% 1.67%] 6.23% 411%1
! Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds | 1.46% 1.63% 2.12%| 0.94% 1.50%!
| Sub-Totali 3.67%) 2.23%, 4.89% T.17% 5.60%:
Heaith and Weifare i ! ' i ! ‘
Hezith | 0.55% | 0.32% 0.64%| 0.45% 0.70%.
i Mental Health and Mental Retardation ! 5.23%i 1.40%| 225% 4.23%| 5.61%|
i Welfare/Social Services | 7.11%| 4.20%1 4.73%]| 8.76% 6.03%!
i Sub-Totall 13.60% 6.02% 7.62% 13.44% 1 12.24%]
Education ! i ! : ] !
Instruction t 48.68% £2.03% 46.23% i 48.69% : 41.71%:
Administration, Attendance. and Heaith E 3.55% 3.38% | 2.63%| 2.40% 4.81%
Pupil Transportation Services i 1.54%| 5.22%, 2.95%1 2.89%) 5.02%:
Operation and Maintenance Services 6.11% | 9.23% | 7.42% | £.92% 7.44%)
+  School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations 3.44% 3.31% } 2.22% . 3.28%; 2.82% l
| Contributions to Community Colleges 0.02%| 0.01%! —i 0.03% ! 0.06%
r Sub-Totall 66.24% | 7317%, 61.57% 1 63.21%1 61.55%:
i Parks, Recreation, and Caitural Services ] | ; i i i
| Parks and Recreation | 0.33%: 0.74%; 2.96%| 0.39% 0.10%
| Cultural Enrichment 1 0.01% - - 0.10% | -
{ Public Libraries | 0.32% 0.57%! 1.25%i 0.78%! 0.€0%.
H Sub-Totai| 0.66% . 31% 4.55% 1.27% 0.99% i
Community Development ! ] | | | - !
Planning and Cammunity Development | 0.82% 1 0.62% 1.T7% 2.43%: 0.29%|
; Environmental Management i 0.04%: 0.02% ! - 0.01% 0.06%i
| Cooperative Extension Program ! 0.33% | 0.08% | 0.12%1 0.14% 0.43% |
IL_ Sub-Tatall 1.19% i 0.71% 1.89% . -S8% 0.79%:;
i Nondepartmental/1 ! i R ; |
! Sup-Total - - —. . -
§ Grand Total} 100.00%., 100.00% l 100.00% ! 100.00% ) 100.00% !
3

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of fort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categoricat percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e., 100%)
because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Puplic Accounts. Comparstive Report of Local Covemment Revenues snd Expendityres. FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 throuah C-3,

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 3.2

Percentage Distributionv2

Operating Expenditure!

of

for

s by Category and Locality

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FYr 1998

[The symbol '~ denotes the complate sbsence of jurisdictional expencitures.)

: H |

1 Expenditure Richmond Roanoke I Rockbridge i Rackingham | Russeil ;
stegory Ceunty County E Caunty I' County | County  :
i | ! i
{ General Govemment Administration ' : : | | :
i Legislative f 0.47%:;: 0.18%] 0.19% i 0.13% 0.29%
! General and Financial Administration i 3.17% 3.50%)] 2.62%. 2.61% 2.38%:;
Board of Eiections ! 0.26% | 0.14% | 0.28% | 0.12% | 0.24%
Sub-total | 2.00% | 381%, 3.05% | 2.86% 2.90%
Judicial Administration l f ; ] [
Courts 214%: 1.35% | 0.60% ! 1.16% | 1.22% |
| Commonweaitrs Attomey ! 1.75% | 0.238%! 0.64% | 0.59%1 0.51% |

I Sub-Total| 3.39% 1.74%. 124%]1 1.75% 1.12%
l Public Safety i ] : !
! Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 5.50%| 5.25% 3.20% 2.75% | 2.07%
{ Fire and Rescue Services 1.31%| 3.37%! 4.88%| 2.12%] 0.82%]
Correction and Detention 1.25% 1 3.40% ! 4.80% | 2.27%1 1.94%
Inspections 0.57% | 0.50% | 0.46% | 0.20% | 0.17%!
Other Protection .23% | 0.14% | 0.23% 0.42% | 0.16%
Sub-Total | 9.05%; 12.56% | 13.56% 7.86% 5.16%1
Public Works i I l i !
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewaiks 0.01% - 0.21% 0.0003%: 0.24%1
Sanitation and Waste Removal 3.20%. 4.03% | 6.07% | -0.14% ! 531%
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 1.24% ! 428% ! 0.58% ! 1.08% 0.89% i
Sub-Total; 4.45%, 8.31% 5.86%, 0.94% 7.28%
Health and Weifara ] { ] ) i
Healith 1.14%} 0.31%} 0.65% | 0.47%1 0.83%;
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 4.22% ; 1.36% 6.27% 2.85%) 7.85% :'
Welfare/Sacial Services 8.16% 4.35% | 2.50%! 4.46% | 3.17%1
Sub-Totai! 13.52% 6.01% | 9.42%. 7.79%, 16.54%)
Education : ! i i ! i
Instruction ; 47.77% 49.16% | 37.96% SB.72% | 47.66% i
Administration, Attendance. and Health i 2.42%| 2.95%| 5.21% 2.49%] 1.64% |
Pupil Transportation Services | i 3.73%| 2.99%! 4.37% 4.39%1 3.96%.
Operation and Maintenance Services ! 6.10%1 5_82%] 6.96% ! 7.10% 5.67%:
School Food Services ang Other Non-instructional Operations I 2.30% | 2.22% 2.47%! 3.91%i 3.14%i
Contributions to Community Colleges | 0.38%! ! 0.05%} - 0.24%}
Sub-Total! 63.19% 53.14% 57.02%. 76.61%. 63.40% .,
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services \ i I i : i
| Parks and Recreation I - 1.68% ! 1.49% { 0.77%| C.24% i
Cultural Enrichment i - 0.17% - . 0.04%
Public Libraries ! 0.52% 1.23% | 1.31%! 0.47%. 0.57%1
Sub-Totali 0.52% 3.08% | 279%) 124%]1 0.85% |
Community Developmant [ ; 1 | - !
Ptanning and Community Development ! 1.02% 1.21% E 3.11%| 0.71%! 1.75%
Environmental Management 0.11% ; - 0.39%! 0.11%/ 0.06%
Coaperative Extension Program | 0.26% | 0.04% 0.19%| 0.15% 0.27%]
L Sub-Totall 1.39%; 125%; 3.69% 1 0.96% 2.08%:
[Nondepanmemalﬂ | ’ ] | ! i
! Sub-Total! - - 2.33%! =! -
] H ] i i
! Grand 'rotallI 100.00% | mo.no'/.', 100.00% 5 100.00','.5 100.00% |

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.9., annexation casts and aut-of-court seftiements of tort claims).

2

In centain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly frem the cumuiative figure (i.e., 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Regort of Local Govemment Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1998, Exnibits C and C-1 throuan C-8.

Staif, Commission on Local Gavernment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locslity

for

Counties snd Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

{The symbof ‘~' denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. ]

I

i

i Expenditure f Scott ‘ Shenandoan I Smytn Southampton | Spotsylvania |
! Category ! Counzy | County : County i County 1 County E
! ' i ! i [
' General Government Administration | T i : ! i |
! Legislative : 0.30% ! 0.14% | 0.97% 0.26% 0.16%
’ General and Financial Administration ; 3.25%| 2.13%: 1.88% i 2.18%. 3.38%
| Board of Elections ! 0.32% | 0.41% 0.05% 0.30%; 0.11% |
| Sub-Totall 3.38%, 2.68%, 2.290% 275% 3.65%.;
Judicial Administration I ; i !
Courts 2.06% 0.96% | 1.23% 1.25%! 1.52%
Commonwealth's Attorney 0.54% ) 0.54% 0.57% 0.77%i 0.48%
Sub-Totali 2.61% 1.50% | 1.80% 1 2.02%, 1.99%i
Public Safety ; ‘ | i [
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 3.41% 3.20% 2.77% 3.46%: 2.71%:
Fire and Rescue Services 0.77%| 1.01% 0.50% 1 1.69% 255%|
Comection and Detention 1.30% | 1.39% | 0.57% 5.57%| 1.21%|
Inspections 0.18% | 0.39%] 0.28% | 0.20% | 1.06% 1
Other Protection 0.32%i 1.14% 1 0.29%1 0.61%: 1.05% !
Sub-Total £.98%; 7.13% 5.42% 11.53% 1 8.58%
Public Works : ! : { |
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks 0.001% 1 ~1 -1 0.13%| 0.29%)
Sanitation and Waste Remova! 2.26% 3.27% 3.02%: 3.41% 1.83%1
Maintenance of Generai Buiidings and Grounds 0.61%! 0.49% | 0.68% ! 0.99%| 1.11%.
Sub-Total 2.87% 3.76%1 3T1%, 4.53%] 3.03%]
Heaith and Weifare I ! i ! :
Health 0.53%] 0.45%i 1.04% | 1.09% 0.38%|
Mentat Heaith and Mental Retardation 2.75%) =.39% ) 7.38%. 4.48% | 2.60% |
Weifare/Social Services 7.07% | 3.82% | 8.76% | £.88% | 4.29%|
i Sua-votall 0.35% SE5% ) 17.98% 71.44%; 737%,
| Educatien : ! : : !
Instruction 54.65% 52.01%; 22.75%: 47.01%1 £5.35%
Administration. Attendance, and Heaith 1.66% | 7.51%! 1.66% 247%| 2.71%}
Pupil Transportstion Services 3.80% | 3.81%: ¢ 240%; £.85%, 4.60%
Operation and Maintenance Services{ 8.08% 7.25% ! :':‘52%:; 6.74% 6.39%!
Schoof Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations 3.87%: 2.47% 1 3.53% 3.73%§ 2.65%
[ Contributions to Community Colleges | 0.07% 0.04% | 0.14% - 0.01%:
\ Sub-iotall 71.93% 73.10%; 66.10%: 65.79% i 71.69%
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i ; : | i
{ Parks and Recreation 0.80% | 0.71% ! 0.02%; -t 1.05% |
Cultural Enrichment -! 0.02%| 0.002% | - 0.01% |
limnc Libraries 0.88% 0.45% | 1.37% | Q.75% i 1.70%!
i Sub-Totai 1.58% 1 1.18% 1.39% 0.75%. 2.76%
| Cammunity Development ! | ‘ | - i
‘ Planning and Community Develcpment i Q.47%i 0.70%: 1.33%; 0.98% 0.95%
| Environmental Management | 0.08%; 0.11%, 0.06%; 0.02% 0.01%:
| Cooperative Extension Program i 0.16% 0.17%: 0.12% 0.18%. 0.07%!
] Sub-Total 0.71%; 0.98%, 1.50% 1.18% 1.03%
{Nondepartmentail{ ' | ] ' i I
| Sub-Total! - - _ - .
| I i i ;
Grand Totall 100.00%: 100.00% ! 100.00% 1 100.C0% 100.00% .

1

Nondepartmentai cutlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.9., annexation costs and out-of-court setlements of tort ¢laims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totsls may vary siightly from the cumutiative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Acceunts, Comparstive Repart of Locai Government Revenues and Expenditures. ©Y 1898, Exhitits C and C-1 through €2,

Staff, Commission 6n Local Government




Table 3.2

Percentage Distributiorv/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

[The symbol ' denotes the compiete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. ]

! i

Expenditure ; Staiford | Surry Sussex |  Tazewell ; Warren {
Category County “ County County |  County County |
' i f ; i !
: General Government Administration ] ! | ! |
i Legistative 0.27% 0.50%| 0.48% | 0.12% 0.20% |
! General and Financial Administration 2.7%%]1 3.62% 3.95%! 1.91% 2.77%:
! Board of Eiections ' 0.14%| 0.26% | 0.40% 0.17%i 0.21%
[ Sub-Tcial: 3.20% i 4.38% 4.83% 1 2.21% 3.18%i
I Judicial Administration ; i ! ; ! '
; Couns i 1.15% | 1.19%) 2.05%| +.06%| 0.24% |
| Commonwealth's Attomey ‘v 0.54% 0.49% | 0.82%| 0.50% 0.76%
| Sub-Totall 1.69% 1.67% 2.87%i 1.56% i 171%:
Public Safety i i | i : ;
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control ! 4.48% . 3.05% : 7.11%1 1.64% 1.84% |
Fire and Rescue Services ; 2.87% | 0.77%}! 0.85% | 1.03%} 1.34% ¢
Comrection and Detention : 1.25%| 3.15% 1.50% | 2.66% | 4.4‘-%§
Inspections i 1.36% | 0.43% | 0.37% 0.25% i 0.45% :
Other Protection i 0.28% | 0.42% 0.20% 0.72% 0.95%
| Sub-Totall 1025% 7.82%, 10.02% | 6.29% | 9.00% |
| Public Warks | | | 7 i i
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. ana Sidewalks | 0.16% | - 0.25%] 0.86% 1 0.87%:
i Sanitation and Waste Removal | 1.74% '. 2.88% | 1.16% 2.06% 3.91%:
! Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds | 1.15% 1.86% i 1.32%1 0.69% 0.20%i
i Sub-votal| 3.05%. 474%, 2.74%, 3617 5.07% i
"Health and Welfare ; i i ! { f
Heaith \ 0.26% 0.81%| 0.65% 0.38% | 0.48%
: Mental Health and Mental Retardation : 2.50% | 6.44% . 4.83%]| 5.31% 4.47%i
i Welfare/Social Services I 3.69% 8.51%; 8.22% | 7.64% 7.22%:

Sub-Totail 6.54% 15.77% 13.80% 13.33%. 12.78%
| Education : ) : I ! I
Instruction 54.34%; 42.63% i 43.19%; 53.84% | 46.36% |
Administration, Attendance, and Health i 3.27%: 4.31% 5.09% | 1.76% | 219%:
Pupil Transportation Services i 3.19% 4.21%, 5.89%1 4.23% 283%!
Operstion and Maintenance Services [ 6.40% | 7.34% 4.82%| 6.05% | 8.23%1
School Food Services and Other Non-Insiructional Operations | 318%i 3.85% | 3.88% 3.91% 285%:
! Contibutions to Community Colleges ; 0.005% | 0.004% i 0.28% 0.29% ! 0.04%.
' Sub-Total} 70.49% , 62.34%, 62.94% 70.07% 63.11%
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i | . : i 1
Parks and Recreation | 1.68% 1.35% ’ - 0.45% | 0.28%
Cultural Enrichment : 0.005% | 0.04% 0.06% 0.16% | 0.05% :
! Public Libraries ! 1.62%| 0.58% | 0.64% 0.96% | 0.61%
i Sub-Total | 331%: 1.97%. 0.70% 1.57%., 0.93%.,
Community Deveiopment B | ; ] i
Planning and Community Deveiopment i 1.36% | 1.13% | 1.28% 1.20% 4.60% |
Environmental Management i. 0.01%] 0.04%! 0.57% 0.08% 1 0.12%
Coaperative Extension Program | 0.10% ! 0.14% | 0.25% ! 0.08% | 0.12% |
Sub-Totail 1.46%, 1.31%) 211%. 1.36%: 3.83%1
Nondepartmental/1 ! f | l \ i
| Sub-Totall - - _ - -
; ‘ \ : i 1
! Grand Totail 100.00% | 100.00% ‘ 100.00% ! 100.00% | 100.00% 1

1

Nondeparunental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexaton costs andg out-of-court sertlements of tort claims).

2

in certain cases the sum of the categoricai percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Aczounts. Comparative Reoor of Local Govemment Revenues and Exoenditures, &Y 1898 Exhibits C and C-3 through C-3

Starf. Commission on Local Govemment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distnibutior/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1238

{The symbol ‘=’ cenotes the camplete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.)

! ! : .
i Expenditure ' Washington i Westmoreland l Wise ' Wythe | York !
g Categary | County | County ‘ County i County County
! ; ! | ' .
i General Government Administration i ; I ; :
' Legislative i 0.1 %} 0.19% 0.24% | 0.49% | 0.15% |
I General and Financial Administration : 1.75% 4.71% 1.81%1 1.68% | 3.77%
| Board of Electons i 0.17%| 0.29%) 0.16% | 0.05% 0.23%:
i Sub-Totall 2.06%1 539% Z.30%, 2.20% | 4794%,
j Judicial Administration ! ] : 1
! Couns ! 1.05% 3.40% | 1.25% 1.30% 1.18% |
| Commonweaith's Attomey i 0.49% | 0.82% | 0.60% | 0.41%| 0.53%
; Sub-Totall 1.53% ] 422%, 1.90% 1 171%; 171%.
| Public Safety | [ [ I i :
¢ Law Enforcement and Traffic Controt | 2.54% ! 4.09% | 2.63%)| 4.28% | 3.05% |
| Fire and Rescue Services ; 1.96% | 1.14%; 0.38% | 0.49%! 5.67%.
! Correction and Detention i 1.74% | 1.25%) 2.42% 4.99% | 3.40%;
i Inspections i 0.14% | 0.53% | 0.22%] 0.32% 0.43%
| Other Protection | 0.66% | 0.31%) 0.30%| 0.87% 0.94%]
Sub-Total 6.95% | 7.32% 1 5.96%. 7 95%+ 13.49%
Public Works i i [ |
i Maintenance of Highways, Streets, 8ridges. and Sidewaiks ! 0.01% 0.46% ! 1.05%) ~! 0.22%)
:  Sanitation and Waste Removal i 3.55% | 3.55% ] 5.62%) 7.17%! 3.75%
. Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds | 0.92% | 1.70% 0.75% | 0.82% | 3.67%!
f Sub-Totall 1.45% 572%, 5.42% 8.00% 7.64%
+ Heaith and Weifare : ; ‘ 7 [ g
i Health : 0.51%| 1.02% | 0.57%| 0.60%| 1.74%
i Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation ! 5.23% 5.57%| 3.35% T.77%) 2.54%]
! welfare/Sociat Services ! 6.74% | 8.556% | 8.17% 9.82%. 3.22%
Sub-Total 12.48% 15.26% 1 12.09%) 1B20% 7.50%.
: Education ] : i : :
i Instruction | 51.61% 40.36% | 55.51% 47.29% 44.17%1
i Administration. Attendance, and Health j 2.47% 2.17%! 1.44% 1.16% 2.71%
; Pupil Transportation Services ‘ 3.78% l 4.57% 2.03% I 3.15% | 3.39%:
i Operation and Maintenance Services : 7.41% 7.82% 5.54% | 5.03%} 7.83%1
| School Food Services and Other Nan-Insiructional Operations | 3.72% 2.79%| 3.41%! 2.78%i 1.97%;
! Contributions to Community Colleges i 0.08% 0.03% | 0.07% | 0.08% i -
Sub-Totail 68.76% | 57.84% | 70.01% 58.50%, 60.08% i
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i : | i ; !
Parks and Recreation : 0.79% 1.12% 0.06%| 0.55% 1 0.96%i
Cultural Enrichment | 0.29% 0.15% | 0.02% | 0.02% 0.56% i
Public Libraties i 1.44% 1.10% | 1.64% 0.76% | 0.78%!
i Sab-Total | 2.52% 2.37% | 172% 133%: 2.30%
| Community Development | I i ' !
i Planning and Community Deveiopment 1 1.09% 1.85%, 0.50% | 0.93%3 z 259%i
! Environmental Management ; 0.03% 0.05% | - 0.02% 0.38%
! Coogerative Extension Program : 0.11%! 0.18% | 0.11% | 0.16% 0.07%;
; Sub-Total| 123%; 2.08% 0.61% 1.12%, 314%,
i Nondepartmentai/1 i ! i I |
! Sub-Totali - —: =1 ~ -
i t | ;
: Grand Totaii 100.00% : 100.00% ! 100.00% : 100.00% | 100.00%:

1

Nondepartmental ouilays subsume residual operating expenditures (€.g., annexation costs and out-of-court setilements of tort ciaims).

<

In centain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of siatisscal rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comoarative Renort of Lecsi Government Revenues snd Expenditures. FY 1898, Exnipits C and C-1 throuch C-3

Starf, Commission on Local Government



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2
of
Cperating Expenditures by Category and Locality
for
 Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998

[The symbol '~ denctes the complete sbsence of junsdictional expenditures.]

r H . ] B .
; Expenditure i Alexandria | Bedford | gnstol :‘ Buerg] Visia ; Chadg:ssvme !
: Category : City City \ City | ity h iy
i ! ' ! ! :
TGeneral Government Admunistration : i !
I Legistative " 0.22%| 0.42%, 0.10% 0.10%} 0.20%
| General and Financial Administration | 6.17% | 7.56% | 3.10%| 4.53%1 4.20%
Board of Elections ' 0.16% | 0.38% 0.26% 1 0.32%" 2; g/: !
i Sub-Totall 6.55% 836%, 3.46% 384% 2%
Judicial Admuinistration ] ] ! |
Courts i 3.05% 1.23%| 1.82% | 2.14% 0.89%
Commonwealth's Attorney ! 0.63% 0.10%| 0.52%1 0.48%! 0.65%
Sub-Tota| 3.62% 1.33% 2.32% 2.62% 1.54%
rPublic Sa'fety ] i ,‘ . i o N~ ]
i Law Enforcement and Traffic Conuol ! 10.25% 9.35% | 8.64% 661%i e,
| Fire and Rescue Services | S.80% 2.68%1 5.92%| 0.73%} 4 23:/,“;
Correction and Detention : 2.03%| 0.59% | 4.48% 2.79% 2.88%]
Inspections | 0.88% | 1.37% 0.31% 0.17% 0.40%|
Other Protection | 0.35% | 1.91% | 0.25%! 0.17% 1.05% |
[ Sub-Totall 19.03% 15.90% 19.60% ! 10.47% 16.08% ;
[Public Works i i i |
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, 3ridges, and Sidewaiks I 2.45% 1 Q.20% | 5.07%} 6.27% 5-34“-’“:
Sanitation and Waste Removai | 1.64% | 10.29% | 9.20% 3.23%1 215%i
! Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds i 1.49% ] 6.17%) 0.51%! 1.17%, 1.06% i
| Sub-Total| 8.53%, Z5.76% 14.78% 375, 8.56%
[Health and Werfare ; ; . '. ‘
Peath ' 1.89%| 0.54% | 0.59% 0.29%] 0.75%|
Mental Health and Mentsl Retardaton ; §.23% ! 0.15% 1 4.40% 5.04% 1 5.65% j
WelfarerSocial Services i 10.63% 1.99%| 8.72%) 4.26% | 11.74%
Sub-iotall 18.75%, 2.63%. 11.72%1 355%, I8.15% '
Education | t i !
Instruction o 26.99% ! 23.05% ! 32.26%| 26.90% | 30.95%%
| Administration, Attendance, and Heaith f 2.88% | 4.59% | 1.83%) 1.75% | 2:38%
| Pupil Transporiation Services ! 1.03% | 2.32%) 1.22%| 0.99% 1-‘?30/“
| Operation and Maintenance Services ] 3.42%| 2.50%) 3.76%{ 8.06% 5.50%:
I School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations 1.18%i 0.05% | 1.74%] 7.09%| 1.91%]
. Contibutions 10 Community Colleges ! 0.004%i 0.001%| 0.03%i 0.04% ! 0.01%;
‘ - Sub-Totali 35.45%, 37.52%, 40.95%] 5482%) 12.07%,
' Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services : | ; T . i
Parks and Recreation ! 281%] 4.97% 3.57%| 3.49% 4.87%i
Cultural Enrichment | 0.74%| - 0.02%| - 0.08%
Public Libraries | 1.28%! 1.80% | 0.75% ! 0.66% | g: i“;n.
Sub-Tatall 4.833%] 6.77%, 3.35%, 4.15%, 4%,
Community Oeveioprment i i I ] z s i
Planning and Cornmunity Development 3.03% 1.62% ‘ 2.71%; 2.03% ! 2.21% 3
Environmental Management t 0.07%! 0.06% i 0.09%; - ;l
Cooperative Extension Program , 0.05% | -t - —! 0.03%
Sub-rotai] 315% 168%, 2.80%, 2.03%" 224%)
Nondepartmental/1 i ; [ i : _J\
Sub-Totali - - - -
: ! i i I : i
E, Grand Totai! 100.00% i 100.00% | 100.00% i 100.00% | 100.00%;
1

Nondepartmental outiays supbsume residuat operating expenditures {e.g., annexation costs and out-oi-court settiements of tort claims)

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totls may vary slightty from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Reoort of Local Govemment Revenues snd Expenditures. EY 1988, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3

Staff, Commission on Locai Govenment



Tabte 3.2

Percentage Distributiory2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locaiity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1993

[The symboi "~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

|
1
|

i
Coloniat Haights i

Danviile ‘

' 1 H

Expenditure : Chesapeake ' Clifton Ferge | Covington . ‘
Category : City } City | City ’ City : City

H i !
' General Government Administration T i i ! i .
| Legislative 0.18% ] 0.26% | 0.28%| 0.46% | 0.15%
i\ General and Financial Administration 3.65%. 5.31% 4.25% 3469%.: 2.55%3
| Board of Elections ; 0.11% 1 0.49% | 0.27% 0.42% | 0.13% |
! Sub-Totall 3.94% 6.05% 3.90% 3.56% 2.82%

Judicial Administration i i I i ‘
Cauns ! 1.67%, 1.60% 2.03% | 0.35% 0.26%,
Commonwealth's Attormey ] 0.33% 0.69% 0.68% | 0.05% ( 0.57%;
: Sut-iotail 2.00%] 2.30% 2.71%) 0.47% 5%
Public Safety : | i i
Law Enforcement and Tratiic Control ! 5.61%I 4.92% l, 9.08% 8.58% | 6.87%
Fire and Rescue Services A 2.97% 1.47% | 3.50% | 1.69% 5.80%]
Correction and Detention i 2.82%] 257%] 6.98% | 1.57%) g.m:/: !
Inspections ' 0.48% | 0.12% i 0.57% 0.58% 46% 1
| Other Protection | 0.29% | 0.35% | 0.64% | 0.34% | 0.86% !
Sub-Total! 14.18% 9.43% | 20.78% 1 3277 16.58%}
Public Works y i 7 |
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks | 5.48%i 5.29%;‘ 5.26% | 8.68% |r 5.80%}
Sanitation and Waste Removal f 2.75% | 5.23%| 2.72% 4.83% 3.83%
| Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds | 1.48% | 1,17% | 0.87%! 1.42%1 2.10%!
Sub-votal| 8.72% 11.70%; 8.85% 14.92%., 11.52%,
Heaith and Weilfare i : | : !
Heaith t 1.21%] 0.30% 0.31% f 0.46% | 0.52%
| Mental Health ang Mental Retardation | 221%| 2.25% 3.20%] 4.89%] 4.06%:
| Welfare/Sociat Services ! 4.32%| 5.01%1 3.93%! £.80% i 5.50%
; Sub-Tota| 7.74% 7.56%, 744%, 10.25% 11.08%
!Educauo‘n i ! x' ; ’ ~ . i
i Instruction H 44 53% | 45.77% 41.05% 1 40.87% 33.60%:
| Administration, Attendance. and Health i 2.05% | 3.19%] 2.15% 2.55% 2.64%1
i Pugil Transportation Services | 225%} 3.32%) 0.81%] 1.25% 1.40% |
! Operation and Maintenance Services i 6.29%! 8.17%1 5.05% | 4.33%: 4.52%
| Schaol Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations | 2.02% 2.39% 1.81%| 2.39%: 2.81%:
! Contributions to Community Colleges : 0.02% | 0.02% | 0.01%| 0.02% 0.01%1
] Sub-Totall 57.16% 60.86%1 30.88%, S1.41%. 20.78%
| Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services [ ] i ; |
i Parks and Recreation i 0.81% 1.35% 2.83% 4.30%/ 3.62%i
| Cultural Enrichment i 0.05% | - 0.17%] 0.06% | 0.13%
! Pubiic Libraries i 1.25% | 0.21%, 1.07%; 1.29% ! 0.85%.
i Sub-Totat| 221%; 1.56% | 4.07%: 5.64% . 4.60%
Community Develapment i | | ! | R i
Planning and Community Development 2.28% | 0.54% 1 0.35%: 0.06%. < 1.06%:
! Environmental Management { - —i 0.0 %i 0.01%/ =
| Caooperative Extension Program F 0.0% | - - 0.10% 0.62%|
Sub-Total!l 307% 1 0.54%; 0.37% 0.05%, 1.08%;
Nandepartmentaif1 | ! i | \ |
Sub-Totat| - - -1 - -
: : - ; I
Grand Totai] 100.00% ; 1onlou'/.:! 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%.

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-oi-court settlements of tort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary slightty from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statstical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparative Repont of Locs! Government Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1898, Exhitits C and C-1 througn C3.

Staff. Comnussion on Local Govermment




Percenizge Oistribution/2

Table 3.2

cr

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locsiity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1938

[The symbo! "' denotes the comeiate absence of jurisdictional expenaitures.]

H Expenditure Empona ; Fairfax ! Falis Church Franklin i Fredencksourg [
I Category Ciby i City ! City ! City City i
I ‘ | ] ! i
! General Government Administration - | ; i i
i Legislative 0.59%; 0.35% | 0.32% | 0.65% 0.37%;
I General and Financial Administration 3.72% 7.44% | S5.68% 1 6.05% i 4.00%1
i Board of Elections 0.26% 0.29% | 0.26% 0.34% 0.26% |
| Sub-Totais 4.57%, 812%, 6.26%. 7.04%. 162%,
Judicial Administration i | i ! ! !
Couns i 2.62%) 0.70% 1.40% | 0.28% | 1.84%
Commonwealth’s Attormey i - 0.02% | 0.12%] - 1.02% !
Sub-Total! 2.62%; 0.73% 1.52%, 0.259%1 2.86%
Public Safety ; | i ] i :
Law Enforcement and Traffic Contral ! 10.04% | 12.76% | 8.83% | 8.59%| 9.83% |
Fire and Rescue Services : 1.52%; 9.06% | 3.57% 2.55% | 5.41%}
Correction and Detention 0.58% | 1.09% | 3.14% 2.03% | £.80%
Inspections ‘ 0.63%! 1.41%| 0.37%! 0.69%]| 0.81%|
Other Protection 0.84% | - 0.13%/ - 0.52% i 0.11%;
Sub-Tatal | 13.61% 24.22% 16.03% ; 14.38% 1 21.96%
Public Works i i ] | I i
| Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewaiks 1 6.85% | 8.24%1 4.38%, 8.84% 8.74%|
| Sanitation and Waste Removal i 3.99%; 2.57% 1.95% | 4.11%! 2.63%|
 Maintenance of General Buiidings and Grounds | 1.45% 1.21%) 2.31%! 2.07% 1.79%.
Sub-Total 12.30% 12.13% 3.68%, 15.02% | 13.16%;
[Health and Welfarg | ; | | : i
| Heaith | 0.26%| 0.75%! 0.38%! 077%: 0.26%:
| Mental Health and Mental Retardation [ 7.72%]1 3.02%| 2.28%]1 2.98% 6.65%!
[ Welfare/Social Services ! 6.90% | 2.69% ! 3.79% 4.80% ! 5.40% |
: Sub-total | 14.87% 6.36%. 6.44% 8.55% 12.31%.
| Education : - : j ;
| Instuction | 35.68% 1 30.27%! 34.35% 35.40% ) 29.37%i
| Administration, Attendance. and Heaith ! 1.77%; 261%| 5.00% | 3.80%! 2.21%;i
Pupil Transportation Services ‘ 2.74%! 1.96% ! 0.96% | 1.42% 0.96%
Operation and Maintenance Services ] 4.83% ! 4.33% | £.10%! 4.02% | 3.66%:
School Food Services and Other Non-instructionai Operatons | 2.38%| 1.18% ‘l 3.97%; 2.06%: 1.52%i
Contriputions to Community Colleges ; 0.01%) 0.005% | 0.03% ! - 0.01%;
[ Sub-Totall 48.42% 1 40.37%] 49,42, 46.69%. 37.73%1
| Parks, Recreatian, and Cuitural Services i H ] : ! "
! Parks and Recreation ! 0.84%] 3.55% | 2.78% | 2.20% 2.95%|
Cuityral Enrichment J - 0.11%; 0.11%)] - 0.26% |
| Public Libraries ] 0.68% ! 1.08% | 3.74% 1.01% 1.40%
- Sub-Totall 1.52%. 374%, 6.64% 3.21%, 4.61%1
| Community Deveiopment | | ! : ' ~ I
! Planning and Community Development ! 1.90%: 2.11%. 5.02% | 1.94%, - 2.74%:
l Environmental Management - ﬁ - - 0.02%'1
Caoperative Extension Program ! 0.19%| 0.03% - - —
Sub-Totall 2.09%. 315%, 5.02%. 1.94% 2.75%.
| Nondepartmentali1 | : | } i ;
Sub-Totall - —i - 2.89%: =
f i : |
Grand Totall 100.00%; 100.00% 100.00% | 100.00% ! 100.00%

1

Nondepartmental cutlays subsume residual operating expenditures {e.g.. annexation costs ana out-of-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregaie value of the suo-totals may vary siightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Scurce: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comparstive Recort of Locat Government Revenues and Exoenditures. FY 1698. Exhibits C and C-* throuch C-3

Staff, Commission on Local Govenment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distridutions2

of

Operating Expenditures by Cstegory and Locality

for

Counties and Cites in Virginia

FY 1993

[The symbol '=" denotes the camplete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

[ i ] ! ! !
| Expenditure i Galax : Hamplon | Hamisonourg |  Hopewell ‘ Lexington :
!i Category } City ! City ‘ City i City ; City l
I | 1 i | |
[General Govemment Administration ' | i i i |
! Legislative ! 0.04% | 0.16% | 0.19% 0.26% | 0.18% |
| General and Financial Administration i 587%]| 4.02% | 3.09%1 3.80% 5.35%|
! Board of Elections ! 027% 0.10%| 0.25%| 0.14% | 0.35% |
r Sub-Totall 6.18%, 429%1 353%, 4.21% ! 5.89%
Judicial Administration l i b ! |
Courts i 0.27% 0.53% 0.41%| 0.84% | 0.77%
Commonwealth's Attomey ) ~1 0.58% | 0.12%1 0.59% i ~
) Suo-Total | 027% 1 1 11%1 0.53% 1.43% | 0.77%.
Public Safety | ) f R |
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control | 7.13% 5.93% 6.89%| 6.79% | 8.43%
Fire and Rescue Services 1.18% 3.91% 5.94%i 5.56%i 1.186%:
Carrection and Detention 0.46% 2.98% 1.20% 6.87%]| 2.43%1
Inspections 0.31% 0.61% 0.64% | 0.32% 0.66% |
Other Protecton 0.31%| 0.57%! 0.13%| 0.42% | 0.51%!
Sub-Totail 938% "14.00%; 14389% 19.96% | 13.59%
Public Works | | f i
l Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges. and Sidewalks 8.52% 4.45% 10.76% t 4.54% 7.93%!i
Sanitation and Waste Remaoval 3.86% 3.23% 4.65% | 1.86%: 6.32%
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 4 0.05% 1.83% 0.31%| 2.04% 1.08%
Sub-Total! 13.43% 9.51%, 15.72% 8.54% 15.82%;
Health and Weifare | | [ : l
Health 0.55% ! 0.89% | 0.49% | 0.24% | 1.42%
Mental Health and Menta! Retardation £39% 6.92% | 3.16% | 4.09% | 7.49%
Weifare/Social Services ! 7.27%) 6.02% ! 532%] 511%i 7.12%1
Sub-Totall 13.19% [ 13.83% 9 96% i 9.45% 1 16.04%.
Education ! I ) | : :
| Instruction 37.40% | 36.75% | 39.65% ] 39.65%i 31.06%
! Administration, Attendance. and Health 2.57%) 2.68% 2.83%| 252%) 274%!
! Pupit Transpontation Services 1.32%] 1.54%| 1.39%] 0.79% =
i Operation and Maintenance Services 476%} 4.51%) 4.91%1 6.85% | 240%
! School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Qperations | 5.13%| 228%| 2.07%]| 2.64%, 1.1 1°/ui
| Conwibutions to Community Colleges { 0.05% | - 0.05% | 0.01% | -
Sup-Totall 51.22%; 47.75%| 50.90% ! 52.46% 3727%.
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services | l i H !
| Parks and Recreation ‘; 4.18% 3.18% | 3.69%] 1.81%| 4.89%
i Cultursl Enrichment l 0.27% 1.32%) - 0.005%| -
| Public Libraries : 1.66% 0.78% ! 0.79% | 0.91%) 1.29%]
Sub-1otall 6.11% 528% 2.48% 1 Z2.72% 6.28%
Community Deveiopment | l i ‘.
Planning and Community Development 0.19% 4.04% | 0.79% i 1.23% ! ~ 4.75%]
’ Environmental Management 0.03% 0.16%| "i =i i
Cooperative Extension Program - 0.03% } - =i =
i Sub-Total 022% 3.24% 0.79%. 123%. 475%1
i Nondepartmentai/1 i ; | 1 i !
! Sub-Totall - - — - -
J . r i r
j Grand Totai | 100.00% | 100.00% 100.00% ! 100.00% 100.00%
1

Nondepartmentai outlays subsume residual operating expenditures {e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort claims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categoarical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-tatals may vary siightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of stadstical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Regort of Local Government Revenues snd Exvenditures. EY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3.

Staff, Commission on Local Govemment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distribution/2
of
Operating Expenditures by Category and Locslity
for
Counties and Cities in Virginia
FY 1998
[The symbal "=’ denotes the compiete absence of jurisdictional expenditures. )

! ' ' v 1 ] |

Expenditure j Lynchburg ! Manassas ! Manassas Park | Martinsville i Newpart News |
Categary 1 City ! City | City } City ; City '
! ; - ! i
Generat Government Administration ) i ' ! - .
Legisiative 0.15% 0.40% | 0.69% 0.16% 0.15%.
General and Financial Administration 4.54% 4.44%| 4.69%] 3.53%| 2.83%
Boaid of Elections 0.11% | 0.16% | 0.29% 0.20% i 0.07%
Sub-Total 4.80%; 5.00% 5.67%. 3.89% 3.06%;
Judicial Administration . ] i f :
Courts . 115%] 0.76%| 0.81%! 2.48%| 0.78%:
Commonwealth's Attorney 0.21%| 0.19% ! 0.17%| 0.73%] 0.51%:
Sub-Totai| 2.06% i 0.85% 0.98%., 321%, 129%:
Pubtic Safety I ] |
Law Enforcement and Traific Controf 8.05% 7.76% 7.22%, 9.74% i 7.31%:
Fire and Rescue Services 6.71% 1.97% | 3.14% 3.23%| 5.08%!
Carrection and Detention 4.00% 2.02% | 1.14% 5.13%| 2.40%1
inspections 0.44% | 0.77% 0.50% 0.51%| 0.43%
QOther Protection 0.14% | 1.14% | 0.34%1 0.13%| 0.35%i
Sub-Totai| 19.34% 1 13.66% | 12.35% 18.74% i 15.58%1
Public Works ;
i Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewatks 6.61% 5.07%) 1.68% 5.69%]| 368%.
| Sanitation and Waste Removal 2.81% 216% | 2.22% 3.64%: 276%.;
{_ Maintenance of Generaf Buiidings and Grounds 1.92% | 0.49%| 2.94% 2.16% | 1.09%.
! Sub-Total 11.03%] 7.02% 6.85%1 11.49%; 7.23%,
Health and Welfars i ] : i
| Heaith 0.48% | 0.57%| 0.17% .32% | 0.56%!
| Mental Health and Mental Retardation 4.01% | 3.01%/ 2.63% 0.12%: 4.45%.
|  Welfare/Social Services 8.16% | 5.01% | 8.25% ! 5.71% 9.81%
i Sub-jotall 12.65%. 8.59% 11.04%, 6.15% 14.82%
* Education | ) i i
Instruction 32.04% I 45.42% 43.89%, 36.86% 26.12%i
Administration, Attendance. and Health 1.42%; 3.35%] 3.92%) 5.63%, 216%;
Pupil Transportation Services 1.58% 2.33% 3.15% 1.28% | 2.40%:
Operation and Maintenance Services 4.06% 5.52% | 4.63% 4.38%| 4.57%)
i School Food Services and Other Non-instructional Operations 1.74% 1.83% | 1.88% 2.15% | 15.74%:
Contributions to Community Colleges 0.001% - 0.03%) 0.03% -
Sub-Totaf! 40.82% ; 58.46% | 57.60%) 50.31%. £0.98%.:
Parks, Recreation, and Cuitural Services i l :
Parks and Recreation 2.65% 1.48% 2.72%1 0.92%| 2.59%,
Cuttural Enrichment 0.18% 0.53% - - 0.28%]
| Public Libraries 0.89% 1.08% 1.73%] 1.08% | 0.76%:
Sub-Tatal! 3.72% 3.98%, 4.45%,1 2.00% | 4.03%.
Community Development | | 1
Planning and Community Oevelopment 5.56% 1.50% 0.95% 4.21% = 2.63%.
Environmental Management 0.01% 0.01% —i - : 0.02%:
Cooperative Extension Program 0.02% 0.13% 0.11% - 0.05%
Sub-Totail 5.58% 1.63% 1.06% 4.21%} 2.70%:!
Nondepartmental/1 i l [ ! | !
Sub-Total| - - ! - -
| ! i i [
[ Geand Total| 100.00% | 100.00% { 100.00'/.{ 100.00% I 100.00%:

1

Nondeparumental outiays subsume residuai operating expenditures (€.g., annexation costs and out-oi-court settlements of tort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate vaiue of the sub-totals may vary stightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)
because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Loca!l Government Revenues and Exoenditures. FY 1€98. Exhibits C and C-1 through C3.

Staff. Commission on Locai Government



Percentage Distribution/2

Table 3.2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locaiity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FYy 1998

{The symboi "~ denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

l Expenditure Norfolk ‘ Norton Petarsburg | Poquoson i Portsmouth !
Category City i City City 5 City ! City '

' i ! I

General Government Administration : i : |
Legislative 0.17% 0.16% 0.16%| 0.23%1 0.22% |
General and Financial Administration 2.80%| 4.53%| 2.19%| 4.48% | 5.30% |
Board af Elections 0.08% 0.61% ! 0.16% 0.43% ! 0.12%]
Sub-Totai! 3.05%; 5.20% 2.51%. 5.14% 1 5.63%|

Judicial Administration l !

Courts 1.03% 1.57% 1.91% 1.33% | 1.14%1
Commonwealth's Attomey : 0.71% 0.13% 0.90% ! = 0.65% |
Sub-votal! 74%1 1.70% ZB1%, 1.33% 175%)

Public Safety | ] } !
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 8.44% 9.51% 7.47%| 5.42%| 6.67%}
Fire and Rescue Services £31%! 0.93% | 5.67%| 5.38% | 4.53%|
Correction and Detention 3.74% 0.54% 7.12%! 1.52% 3.68%
Inspections 1 0.74% 0.43% 0.03% 0.44% | 0.92%
Other Protection ; 1.35% | 0.53% 0.12% | 0.21% 1.33%|
Sub-Totall 19.58% | 11.94% 20.41%, 12.97% ! 17.14% )

Public Works i ] |
Maintenance of Highways, Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks 4.25% 15.38% 3.64% 3.97%, 256%|
Sanitation and Waste Removal 2.26% 3.31% 1.20% | 1.92% 3.47%
Maintenance of General Builgings and Grounds . 2.20% 1.16% 2.06% ! 0.28% | 1.66%.
Sub-Totall 8.71%, 20.05% 6.89% 6.16% i 7.70%1

Health and Weifare ! ] | ! I,
Health 1.10% 0.37% 0.91%| 0.76% 0.68%.
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 269% 3.42%| 2.17%i 2.23% | 4.03%|
Welfare/Social Sefvices 8.09% 7.63% ] 12.71%1 0.48% 7.91%
Sub-Total: 11.87% 1 11.42%1 15.80%., 3.46% 12.62%

Education | i H l 1
Instruction 36.73% 35.64% | 36.13% 50.54% | 28.26%
Administration, Attendance, and Health 2.00% 2.20% 2.64%]| 4.61%] 2.18%!
Pupil Transportation Services 1.34% 0.95% 1.32%] 2.38%| 1.46% |
Operation and Maintenance Services 4.72%| 3.91%]| 4.89% 6.19% | 5.69%
School Food Services and Other Non-Instructional Operations 2.45%| +.96% | 2.80%] 169%! 3.03%
Contributions to Community Colleges : 0.001% ! 0.05%| - -! —i
Sub-Totall 47 24% BI2%, a7 77%, 65.41%) 50.62%

Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i | | ! !
Parks and Recreation 2.70% | 213%] 1.59%; 257%| 2.24%
Cultural Enrichment 1.86% 0.13% | - = 0.60% |
|_Public Libraries 0.91% | 0.65% | 0.81% 1.81% ) 0.66%|
i Sub-Total: 5.46%; 291% ] 235%, 338% 360%

Community Develooment i i i ]

Planning and Community Development 2.35% | 1.97% 1.42%| 1.14%] - 0.80%
Environmentai Management - - - 0.01% | i
Cooperative Extenision Program - - - —: —=:
Sub-Tatai! 2.35%| 1.87%]1 1.42% 1.15% 0.30% |

| Nondepartmentai/{ J ! ] |
[ Sub-Total i - — ., — -
L ! ! : i !
| Grand Total; 100.00% ! 100.00% | 100.00% ! 100.00% | 100.00% !

1

Nondepartmentai outiays subsume residual operating expenditures (2.9., annexation costs and aut-of-court settiements of tort ciaims).

2

In cenain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary stightly from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)}

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts. Comuarative Repor of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-3.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 3.2

Percentage Distributiorv2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Locality

for

Caunties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbot - denotes the complete absence of jurisdictional expenditures.]

— - J ! j
! Expenditure i Radford Richmond ,[ Roanoke | Salem Staunton !
' Category i City ! City 5 City | City f City J
f { ] I ‘ }
General Government Admnistration | l 1 ! | .
| Legislative ; 0.24% | 0.20% | 0.27%} 0.46% 0.31%|
. General and Financial Administration l 5.48% I 4.12% 3.91% 4.39%: 3.67%!
i Board of Elections ! 0.29%! 0.11% 0.08% | 0.22% 0.14%1
Sub-Total] 6.00% | 4.43% 1 426%1 5.08%, 4.12%
Judicial Administration | i I |
Courts 202% 1.40% 0.88% 1.61%! 1.46% I
Commonweaslth's Attormey l 0.77%| 0.54% 0.58% 0.51% 0.62% |
Sub-Total] 279% 1.94%1 1.46% | 2.13%, 2.08%,
Public Safety f ! 1
Law Enforcement and Traffic Control 7.80% 10.19% 6.19% 7.76% 1 7.45% '
Fire and Rescue Services 4.88% ! 7.78% 6.52% 5.99%| 2.91%|
! Comection and Detention 1.87% | 3.63% 3.59% 0.45% | 1.85% |
| Inspections 0.41% 0.65% 0.45% 0.65% 0.40% |
Other Protection 0.21% 0.13% 1.24% 0.58% i 0.06% |
Sub-Totai! 15.26% 1 22.38% 17.99% | 15.44% 12.67%1
Public Works | i |
Maintenance of Highways, Streets. Bridges, and Sidewalks 8.63% 3.60%! 3.76% 7.69% 6.46%
i Sanitation and Waste Removal 5.52% 287%]| 4.61% 7.83% | 4.79% 1
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 0.49% 1.15% | 2.58% 1.79%i 4.10% |
Sub-Total! 14.74%; 7.63% 1 10.95% 1 17.30%; 15.35% 1
Heaith and Weifare ? i ! |
Heaith 0.20% | 1.20% | 0.44% 0.45% 0.51%
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 5.39% : 381% 4.21% 3.65% | 7.71%!
Welfare/Social Services 4.78% | 10.92% 10.37% | 2.05%} 7.80%
| Sub-Tatal! 10.47% 15.93% | 15.03%! 6.15% 16.02% |
! Educaticn i ' i \ i
i Instruction ; 35.92% 20.95% | 35.15%1 38.25% 36.09%|
| Administration. Attendance, and Health i 2.29% | 265% | 1.62% 1.87%1 2.05%:
i Pupil Transportation Services ! 0.37%, 2.34% 1.45% 1.23%i 0.93% I
i Operation and Maintenance Services 4.93% 4.82% 5.16% | 3.88%! 3.32%/
School Food Services gnd Other Non-[nstructional Operations 1.51% i 1.85% 1.85% 1.94% 1 1.88% |
Contributions to Cammunity Coileges i - 0.01% -l 0.04% | 0.05% |
Sub-Totalil 45.02% | 41.62% | 45.23%1 47.20% 44,42% }
Parks, Recreation, and Culturai Services ! |
Parks and Recreation 2.36% 241% 1.97% 4.98%! 1.90%::
Cultural Enrichment - 1.01% 0.25% 0.15% 0.11%
Public Libraries 1.80% 0.74% 0.93% 1.12% 1.77%|
Sub-Total 4.16%, 41T%, 395%, 625%: 378%
Community Development l | . _
Planning and Community Development 1.43% | 1.80% 1.90% | 0.42% 1 1.57%
Environmentai Management 0.12% I 0.11% - - -
Cooperative Extension Program = - 0.03% 0.03% -
Sub-Total 1.55%, 191%] 1393%, 0.45% 1.57%
! Nondepartmentai/1 ] ‘ [ [ | :
! Sub-Total| - -i - =! =!
; I i ] | : i
! Grand Tatall 100.00% | 100.00%. ] 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures (e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightty from the cumulative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statsticai rounding.

Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comoarative Renort of Local Govermment Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commissicn on Local Govermment



Table 3.2

Percentage Distributiorv2

of

Operating Expenditures by Category and Loczlity

for

Counties and Cities in Virginia

FY 1998

[The symbot '—' denotes the complete absence of jurisdictionat expenditures.}

| !
Expenditure | Suffolk Virginia Beach Wayneshoro Wiliamsburg | Winchester !
Category City City City City | City ;

[}

General Government Administration i |
Legistative 0.25% 0.10% 0.53%| 0.62% i 0.08%|
General and Financial Administration \ 3.67%! 2.88% 3.71%| 5.48%. 3.71%¢
Board of Elections | 0.12%]1 0.09% 0.37% 0.38% | 0.15%:

Sub-Totall 4.04% 3.08% | 4.61%1 6.47%: 3.94%;

Judicial Administration ) |

| Counts 1.96% 0.51% 1.39%! 0.76% 1.71%1
{ Commonwealth's Attormey 0.92% 0.48% 0.67%| Q0.26%! 0.73%
| Sub-Tatal 2.88%1 0.98% 2.06%} 1.02%1 2.44%,

Pubtic Safety i
Lsw Enforcement and Traffic Control 5.77% 7.39% 6.77% | 10.81% 9.40%1
Fire and Rescue Services 4.93% 3.19% 4.24% 8.60% 3.63%!
Correction and Detention 3.61% 1.53% 1.37% 8.34% 4,85%!
Inspections 0.89% 0.20% 0.50% 0.69% 0.72%|
Cther Protection 0.56% 0.52% 1.86% 0.08% | 0.34%,

Sub-Total 15.85% 12.82% 14.74% | 28.52% i 18.97%]1

Public Works |
Maintenance of Highways. Streets, Bridges, and Sidewalks 2.22% 4.44% 6.07% 4.83% 3.74%
Sanitation and Waste Removal 1.00% 2.94% 3.41% 2.08% 1.74% i
Maintenance of General Buildings and Grounds 1.15% 3.07% 0.74%1 3.41%| 1.36%:

Sub-Total 4.37% 10.45% 10.22% i 10.32% 6.84%:

Heaith and Weifare v 1
Health 3.34% 0.30% , 0.59% 0.65% | 0.36%|
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 3.21% 2.66% | 5.90% 5.01%)| 3-21%i
Welfare/Social Services 6.44% 3.48% | 7.99% 4.43%] 8.28%

Sub-Totai} 12.98% 6.43% 1 14.49% 1 10.09% 11.86%;

Education ] i
Instruction 41.92% 46.16% 37.71% 19.13% 39.66% 3
Administration, Attendance. and Health 2.83% 1.53% 1.86% 203% | 2.52%5
Pupil Transportation Services 262% 2.12% 0.93% 1.80% | 1.39%:
Operation and Maintenance Services 5.03% 5.37% 4.89% 3.76%1 5.96%
School Food Services and Other Non-instructionat Qperations 3.23% 2.92% 2.12% 1.08% 1.91%i
Contributions to Community Colleges - 0.001% | 0.06% - 0.03%|

H Sub-Total! 55.63%: 58.09%: 47.56%1 27.79% 51.57%
| Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services i :
| Parks and Recreation 1.81% 2.23% 266% | 4.42% 2.34%]
| Cuitural Enrichment - 0.87% 0.18% 1 0.33% 0.06%:
! Public Libraries 0.61% 1.27% 2.08%| 2.74% 0.84%

Sub-Tatal 2.42% 4.37% 1 4.92% | 7.50% | 3.24%)

Community Development ] i R !
Planning and Community Development 1.77% 3.74% 1.34% | 8.28% | 1.15% |
Environmental Management - 0.01% 0.07%| 0.01%] N

Coaoperative Extension Program 0.06%, 0.03% —! - s
Sud-Total 1.83% 3.78% 1.41%) 3.28%i 1.15%,

{ Nondepartmentai/1 l i | i
Sub-Tatal - - - - -

’ [ | | ol ol
1 Grand Tatal 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%: 400.00%,

1

Nondepartmental outlays subsume residual operating expenditures {(e.g., annexation costs and out-of-court settlements of tort ciaims).

2

In certain cases the sum of the categorical percentages and/or the aggregate value of the sub-totals may vary slightly from the cumuiative figure (i.e.. 100%)

because of statistical rounding.

Data Source: Auditar of Public Accounts. Comoparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures. FY 1998, Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Saff, Commission on Local Government



Table B3.1
Mean Per Capita Level
of
State Categoricsl Aid in Support of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

2
Countles $41.12 $40.17 $38.70 $37.63 $40.41 $43.63 $47.01 $51.59 $55.9
Cities $17.66 $20.92 $19.53 $23.69 $24.33 $26.65 $29.32 $32.88 $41.92
Al Jurisdictions $34.17 $34.47 $33.02 $33.50 $35.64 $38.60 $41.77 $46.05 $51.77
Table B3.2
Median Per Capitas Level
of
State Categorical Aid in Support of Local Operating Expenditures
for

Public Safety

Jurisdictional Class

FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties $39.12 $38.82 $37.87 $37.32 $37.71 $41.11 $44,03 $46.63 $49.82
Cities £16.58 $20.98 $18.36 $20.73 $23.47 $25.13 $23.36 $26.50 $35.20
All Jurisdictions $34.08 $34.20 $33.91 $34.88 $35.66 $38.14 $41.94 $45.31 $4B.15

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the per cepita values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take ceognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halijfax County. \
Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through €-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table B5.1
Mean Per Capita Level

of
State Cateyorical Aid in Support of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictionat Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class :
Counties $32.05 $36.96 $35.83 $34.70 $39.09 $41.38 $43.82 $46.72 $47.74
Cities $37.64 $47.64 $47.18 $47.66 $54.08 $57.87 $63.76 $67.60 $76.11
ALl Jurisdictions $33.71 $40.13 $39.19 $38.54 $43.53 $46.27 $49.73 $52.91 $56.15
Teble B85.2
Median Per Capita Level
of
State Categorical Aid in Support of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Kealth and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties $29.09 $33.82 $33.83 $32.18 $35.62 $37.80 $42.51 $42.28 $44.79
Cities $38.18 $48.02 $46.36 $48.33 $55.76 $55.83 $60.96 $65.63 $74.24
ALl Jurisdictions $29.42 $36.30 $36.37 $35.47 $40.01 $41.04 $44.34 $47.08 $50.49 B

The meen and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the per capita values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996:98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdictfon as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8,

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table B5.3
Hean Per Capita Level
of
Direct State Operating Expenditures on Behalf of Local Government
for
iealth and Welfare
by -
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 Fr1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
:;;:t;:s ° $23.42 $23.01 $25.48 $24.99 $24 .40 $25.16 $21.76 $20.58 $18.02
Cities $31.39 $30.37 $34.75 $35.21 $35.48 $35.58 $41.87 $28.43 $28.04
All Jurisdictions $25.79 $25.19 $28.23 $28.02 $27.69 $28.25 $27.71% $22.91 $20.99
Table B5.4
Median Per Capita Level
of
Direct State Operating Expenditures on Behalf of Local Government
for
Health and Welfare
by
durisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties $21.01 | $20.19 $22.99 $22.68 $21.03 $22.77 $19.52 $18.32 $16.68
Cities $32.90 $33.54 $36.76 $36.95 $36.52 $38.55 $33.43 $30.59 $29.51
Att Jurisdictions $23.88 $21.56 $24.,65 $24.86 $22.81 $24.16 $21.86 $20.44 $17.17

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval sre based upon the per capita values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscel Date Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8. \

Staff, Commission on Local Goverrment



Table B6.1
Meen Per Capits Level

of
State Categorical Aid in Support of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Countfes $401.73 $4628.16 $410.42 $425.62 $427.45 $453.12 $467.87 $500.66 $509.90
Cities $332.51 $356.10 $357.37 $374.58 $380.44 $406.66 $435.36 $466.60 $478.61
All Jurisdictions $381.22 $406.81 $394.70 $410.50 $413.52 $439.36 $458.23 $490.57 $500.63
Table B6.2
Hedian Per Capita Level
of
State Categorical Aid in Support of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictionat Class
Counties $402.78 $432.59 $427.34 $441.08 $443,06 $473,10 $483.42 $522.34 $528.39
Cities $335.99 $368.81 $370.30 $374.76 $385.04 $404.71 $432.03 $454 .88 $483.18
ALl Jurisdictions $383.54 $419.05 $412.53 $432.41 $432.75 $462.90 $47T7.68 $514.28 $520,52

The mean and medfan statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upen the per capita values for 95 countles
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance
of the tatter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8. ,

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 86.3
Mean Per Capita Level

of
Direct State Operating Expenditures on Behalf of Local Government
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
[ Fiscal Period
£Y1990 FY1991 fY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties $.06 $.05 $.04 $.05 $.06 $.03 $.03 $.03 $.03
Cities $.06 $.07 $.05 $.06 $.07 $.06 $.04 $.05 $.04
All Jurisdictions $.06 $.06 $.04 $.05 $.06 $.04 $.03 $.04 $.03
Table B6.4
Medien Per Capita Level
of
Direct State Operanting Expenditures on Behalf of Local Government
for .
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

durisdictional Class

Counties $.04 $.04 $.03 $.04 $.04 $.02 $.02 $.02 $.02
Cities $.04 $.05 $.04 $.04 $.03 $.02 $.02 $.02 $.02
ALl Jurisdictions $.04 $.04 $.03 $.04 $.04 $.02 £.02 $.02 $.02

L. !

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the per capite values for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Comnission on Local Government



Table B9.1
Mean Per Cepita Level
of
Stete Categorical Aid in Support of Total Local Operating Expenditures
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counti $502.12 $534.53 $511.28 $526.14 $536.13 $569.40 $592.36 $635.83 $652.06
C?:?eses $475.29 $513.42 $510.09 $533.46 $555.01 $592.44 $633.84 $677.77 $713.25
All Jurisdictions $494.17 | $528.27 | $510.93 $528.31 $561.73 $576.23 $604.65 $648.26 $670.19
Table 89.2
Median Per Capita Level
of

State Categorical Aid in Support of Total Local Operating Expenditures
b

4
durisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class .
Counties $500.80 $537.68 $521.48 $531.19 $540.02 $576.38 $598.96 $638.34 $655.46

Cities $473.23 $512.40 $508.07 $529.19 $546.99 $590.74 $648.68 $698.08 $725.57
All Jurisdictions $488.20 $532.68 $519.86 $531.19 $542.15 $578.37 $606.39 $655.58 $680.08

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the per capita values for 95 counties
end 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span taoke cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction es a subordinate town wWithin Halifax County,

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through €-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table £3.1
Mean Percentage

of
Local Operating £xpenditures
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdicticnal Class
FY1990-98
]
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

-

Jurisdictional Class .
Counties 7.78% 7.72% 7.73% 7.93% B.04% 8.35% 8.69% 8.83% 9.22%
Cities 15.55% 15.67% 15.42% 15.51% 15.47% 15.60% 15.51% 16.02% 16.32%

ALl Jurisdictions 10.08% 10.08% 10.01% 10.18% 10.26% 10.50% 10.71% 10.96% 11.32%

Toble E3.2
Median Percentage
of
Local Operating Expenditures
for
public safety
by
Jurisdictional Ctass
FY1990-98

Eiscal Period

£Y1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 7.08% 7.35% 7.28% 7.56% 7.6 B.17% 8.45% 8.56% 8.58%
Cities 15.37% 15.26% 164.23% 15.09% 15.15% 14.94% 14.73% 15.31% 15.72%
AL Jurisdictions 8.63% 8.60% 8.56% 8.49% 8.64% 9.26X 9.48% 9.71% 9.80%

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance
of the iatter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County. !

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Govermment Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Comnission on Local Government



Table E5.1
Hean Percentage

of
Local Opersting Expenditures
for
Health end Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Cless
Counties 8.19% 9.04% 9.46% 9.46% 9.81% 10.22% 10.49% 10.91% 11.08%
Cities 7.75% 9.01% 9.48% 9.68% 10.09% 10.17% 10.26% 10.41% 11.08%
All Jurisdictions 8.06% 9.03% 9.47% 9.52% 9.89% 10.21% 10.42% 10.76% 11.08%
Table E5.2
Median Percentage
of
Local Operating Expenditures
for
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY199C-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Cguqties 7.94% 8.50% 8.99% 9.09% 9.64% 10.17% 10.56% 10.85% 10.70%
Cities 7.59% 8.45% 9.06% 9.49% 10.04% 9.74% .77% 10.25% 11.25%
All Jurisdictions 7.90% B.49% B.99% 9.22% 9.80% 10.16% 10.34% 10.60% 10.82%

The mean snd median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizence
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County. !

Fiscal Dota Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Govermment Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Goverpment



Table E6.1
Mean Percentage
of
Local Operating Expenditures

for

Education
by

durisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

i ? 65.68% 65.21%
Counties 70.68% 69.81%4 69.24% 69.26% 67.79% 67.09% 66.44%
Cities 50.80% 50.34% 50.79% 50.45% 49.52% 49.38% 49.03% 48.73% 48.06%
All Jurisdictions 64.79% 64.04% 63.77% 63.69% 62.38% 61.84% 61.28% 60.66% 60.13%
Table E6.2
Median Percentage
of
Local Operating Expenditures
for
Education
by
Jurfisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY199Q FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 71.46% 71.11% 70.51% 69.94% 67.80% 67.41% 66.65% 66.647% 65.73%
Cities 51.18% 50.62% 50.64% 51.50% 50,23% 49.21% 48,83% 49.80% 48.10%
Lil‘ Jurisdictiens 68.52% 67.32% 66.55% 67.02% 65.74% 64.19% 63.97% 63.06% 63.11%

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties

and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations refative to the FY1994-98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table F3.1

Mean Level
of
State Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictionat Class
FY1990-98
B Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 56.19% 52.05% 49.80% 45.68% 45.72% G4 69% 44.35Y% 45.83% 44,387,
Cities 8.13% 8.75% 8.09% 9.22% B.97% 9.21% ?.51% 10.12% 11.80%
ALl Jurisdictions 41,95% 39.22% 37.44) 34.887% 34.83% 34.18% 34.03% 35.25% 34.73%
Table F3.2
Hedian Level
of
State Categorical Aid as & Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY199G FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 61.37% 56.18% 54.92% 50.38% 4B.36% 45 .87% 47.59% 45.18Y 43.74%
Cities 6.72% 7.88% 7.95% 8.77% 8.95% 8.65% 8.78% 9.64% 11.49%
ALl Jurisdictions 52.36% 44.78% 44 .87% 40.55% 41.76% 39.28% 39.64% 39.07% 38.307%

The meon and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1994-98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County,

Fiscal Dats Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
exhibits C and C-1 through ¢-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table F5.1
Mean Level

of
State Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Locat Operating Expenditures
for
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
C;unties 36.15% 36.08% 33.59% 31.48% 32.95% 31.59% 31.45% 30.67% 29.23%
Cities 33.81% 34.85% 32.58% 31.16% 32.55% 31.80% 32.49% 32.06% 31.75%
ALl Jurisdictions 35.46% 35.71% 33.29% 31.38% 32.83% 31.65% 31.76% 31.09% 29.987% |
Table F5.2
Median Level
of
State Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 37.710% 36.30% 33.23% 32.17% 33.61% 31.40% 39.65% 30.07% 28.46%
Cities 35.45% 36.74% 34.49% 32.09% 33.68% 32.88% 33.81% 31.57% 32.38%
Li\ll Jurisdictions 3711 36.38% 33.31% 32.15% 33.61% 31.72% 32.17% 30.99% 29.24%

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance
of the lotter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Date Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of tocal Government Revenues and Expendi tures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Direct Expenditures ns & Percentage of State Operating Outlays in Support of

of

for

Table F5.3
Mean Level

Health ond Welfare

by

Jurisdictional Class

FY1990-98

Local Government*

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class ,
Counties 43.31% 38.09% 41.26% 41.51% 37.64% 37.57% 32.57% 30.33% 26.40%
Cities 46.20% 38.67% &1.76% 41.17% 39.09% 37.74% 32.88% 28.827% 25.47%
Al( Jurisdictions 44,145 38.25% 41.40% 41.61% 38.05% 37.62% 32.66% 29.90% 26.13%
Table F5.4
Median Level
of
Direct Expenditures as a Percentage of State Operating Outlays in Support of Local Government*
for
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Peried
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 39.46% 36.66% 40.63% 41.59% 37.57% 36.81% 31.70% 29.83% 27.35%
Cities 41.20% 36.84% 41.18% 41.31% 40.14% 37.91% 31.83% 27.94X% 24 . 49%
Eﬁi Jurisdictions 40.58% 36.70% 40.64% 41.59% 38.11% 37.65% 31.77% 29.62% 26.92%

The mean and median statistics rest upon data for all counties (N=95) and 38 independent cities (excluding Bedford, Fairfax,
and South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the latter jurisdiction as a
subordinate town within Hatifax County. The cities of Bedford and Fairfax, cach of which realized no intergovernmental outlays
during FY1990, have been entirely omitted from the Commission's tabulations.

*Cperating outlays are the sum of categorical aid payments and direct expenditures,

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-B.

Staff, Commission on Local Goverrment



Table F6.1

Mean Levet
of
State Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
' for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 {__FY1994 FY1995 Y1996 FY1997 FY1998
-
fsdicti l Class
JEZL:t;gs1ona . 54.58% 56.75% 53.33% 53.70% 52.77% 53.58% 53.60% 55.09% 53.59?
Cities 45.66% 46.15% 45.80% 46.317% 45.74% 46.29% 46,947 47.76% 46.85%
ALl Jurisdictions 51.94% 52.20% 51.10% 51.51% 50.6%% 51.42% 51.63% 52.92% 51.59%
Table F6.2
Median Level
of
State Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 £Y1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 56.46% 57.61% 55.82% 56.60% 56.16% 56.71% 56.47% 55.95% 55.85%
Cities 49.60% 49.70% 49.75% 49.42% 48.58% 50.78% 51.34% 50.447% 50.46%
ALl Jurisdictions 53.63% 53.54% 53.77% 52.92% 52.31% 53.26% 53.74% 54.69% 53.12%
— ot

The mean and medien statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties
end 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston), The computations retative ta the FY1996-98 time span take cognizence
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town Within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through C-8.

Stoff, Commission on Local Government



Table F6.3

Mean Level
of

Direct Expenditures as a Percentage of State Operating Outlays in Support of Local Government*

for

Education
by

Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

£Y1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 i FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties .02% .01% .01% 01X .02% L01% L01% .01? .01%
Cities .02% .02% .02% .02% .03% .02% L01% .03% .02%
All Jurisdictions .02% .02% L01% .02% .02% L01% .01 .02% .01%
Table F6.4
Hedian Level
of
Direct Expenditures as a Percentage of State Operating Outlays in Support of Local Government*
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties L01% L0t L01% .01% 014 .00% .00% .00% .00%
Cities 01% L01% L01% .01% .01% .01% .00% L0174 .00%
ALl Jurisdictions .01% L01% .01% .01% 01 .00% .00% .00% .00%
—_

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties

and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizence
of the latter jurisdiction as & suberdinate town within Halifax County. '

*Operating outtays are the sum of categorical aid payments and direct expenditures.

fiscal Data Source: Auditor of PuBlic Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table G3.1

Mean Level
of

Federal Categorical Ald as a Percentage of Locel Operating Expenditures
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 £Y1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties .59% L69% .B5% .94 1.03% 1.13% 1.37% 2.23% 2.58%
Cities 42 L51% 754 1.70% .BT% 1.06% 1.29% 2.02% 1.85%
ALl Jurisdictions .56% .647% .B2% 1.16% .987% 1.11% 1.35% 2.17% 2.367%
Yable 63.2
Median Level
of
federal Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FYi992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties .32% 2% .35% 49U .50% 56% JTAY 1.63% 1.93%
Cities .25% .30% .48% 394 674 LT3% 1.02% 1.52% 1.41%
ALl Jurisdictions .29% .28% 374 .48% .56% NYpA T 1.53% 1.67%

The mean snd median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 countics
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1995-98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County. '

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C ond C-1 through ¢-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table G5.1

Mean Level
of .
Federal Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
llealth and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class . .
Counties 27.53% 27.03% 27.23% 28.83% 27.86% 26.39% 26.46% 27.04% 28.50%
Cities 24 41% 23.17% 23.74% 24 L4, 23.85% 23.38% 22.54% 23.90% 25.21%
All durisdictions 26.61% 25.88% 26.20% 27.53% 26.67% 25.50% 25.30% 26.11% 27.53%
Table 65.2
Median Level
of
Federal Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
llealth and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
.
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 27.50% 26.92% 27.91% 28.847% 27.63% 25.44% 26.24% 26.84% 27.69%
Cities 26.35% 25.35% 25.70% 26.36% 25.50% 24.97% 26.,11% 23.95% 25.65%
ALl Jurisdictions 26.73% 26.61% 27.58% 28.73% 26.98% 25.43% 25.51% 25.97% 27.13%

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percenteges for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within talifax County.

Fiscal Date Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table G5.3
Mean Level
of
Direct Expenditures as a Percentage of Federal Operating Outlays in Support of Local Government*
for
liealth and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

i ” ’ ¥ 40% 19.76%
Counties 44.01% 40.49% 41.14% 37.69% 34.06% 33.47% 27.59% 25.4
Cities 45.35% 38.12% 39.65% 37.43% 36.03% 34.62% 32.19% 26.47% 22.10%
ALl Jurisdictions 44.40% 39.81% 40.72% 37.62% 34.62% 33.80% 28.90% 25.71% 20.43%
Table GS5.4
Median Level
of
Direct Expenditures as a Percentage of Federal Operating Cutlays in Support of Local Government*
for

ltealth and Welfore

Y
Jurisdictional Class

FY1990-98
Fiscal Period
FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 * FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 46.87% 41.71% 42.71% 39.09% 35.78% 364.33% 29.39% 25.447% 19.56%
Cities 4B.62% 42.42% 44,337 40.98% 40.58% 38.83% 33.53% 29.33% 23.27%
ALl Jurisdictions 47.72% 41.71% 42.87% 39.81% 36.98% 36.15% 31.19% J 26.28% 20.19%

The mean and median statistics rest upon data for all counties (N=95) and 38 independent cities (excluding Bedford, Fairfax,
ond South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996-98 time span take cognizance of the latter jurisdiction as a
subordinate town within Halifax County. The cities of Bedford snd Fairfox, each of which realized no intergovernmental outlays
during FY1990, have been entirely omitted from the Commissionts tabulations. '

*Operating outlays are the sun of categorical aid payments and direct expenditures.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Goverruent



Toble G6.1

Mean Level
of

Federal Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures

for

Education
by

Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 6.51% 6.71% 7.70% 8.05% 7.87% 7.29% 6.84% 6.60% 6.68%
Cities 5.63% 5.95% 7.05% 7.38% 7.23% 6.93% 6.46% 6.10% 6.51%
Atl Jurisdictions 6.25% 6.49% 7.51% 7.85% 7.68% 7.18% 6.73% 6.46% 6.63%
Table G6.2
Median Level
of
Federal Categorical Aid as a Percentage of Local Operating Expenditures
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Fiscal Period

FY1990 FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998

Jurisdictional Class
Counties 5.85% 6.18% 7.24% 7.63% 7.42% 6.86% 6.43% 6.32% 6.39%
Cities 5.74% 5.73% 6.71% 7.48% 6.58% 6.61% 6.55% 5.70% 6.53%
ALl Jurisdictions 5.794 6.11% 7.23% 7.63% 7.38% 6.80% 6.43% 6.13% - 6.39%

The mean and median statistics across the FY1990-95 interval are based upon the percentages for 95 counties
and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY1996;98 time span take cognizance
of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Pubjic Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through €-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Goverrment



Table 13.1
Mean Percentage Change
in
Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for
public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FY90-FY91 FY91-FY9P2 FY92-FY93 FY93-FY94 FYQL-FYD5 FY95-FYP6 | FYD6-FY97 | FYO7-FY98 FY90-FY?8
Jurisdictional Class ' . I 7457
Counties 7.62% 1.30% 7.14% 6.85% 10.53% 9.59% 7.96% 1.64% -37%
Cities 8.14% -.51% 5.20% 4. TT% 7.47% 5.14% 9.82% 8.66% 57.29%
ALl Jurisdictions 7.77% L76% 6.56% 6.23% 9.53% 8.27% 8.50% 10.76% 69.45%
Table 13.2
Median Percentage Change
in
Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for

pPublic Safety

Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FY90-FY91  FYP1-FY92 | FYP2-FY93 | FYD3-FYP4 | FYQ4L-FYP5 | FYD5-FYP6 | FYD6-FYQ7 | FYP7-FY9B | FY90-FY98

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 4. 68% .23% 4.29% 5.19% 8.63% 7.84% 6.30% 9.96% 68.55%
Cities 6.70% S 3.53% 4.58% 6.43% 4.38% 9.01% 6.47% 53.69%
All Jurisdictions 5.54% .26% 3.79% 5.16% 7.96% 6.49% 7.58% 8.67% 63.31%

The mean and median statistics across the FYP0-FY95 period are based upon the rates of change for 95 counties and
40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY95-FY98 time span take cognizence of the
latter jurisdiction os & subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8. ' '

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Tabte 13.1A
Mean Percentage Change
in
Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FYQO0-FY91 | FYP1-FY92 | FYP2-FYP3 | FY93-FY94 | FYQ4L-FYOS | FY95-FYQ6 | FY96-FYQT7 | FYQT-FY9B | FY90-FY98

Jurisdictional Cless

13.89% 137.93%
Counti 21.46% 4.51% 19.27% 7.10% 14.61% 12.03% 6.49% ’
C?:?eses 7.32% .07% 2.62% 6.75% 6.69% 4.57% 8.34% 6.44% 48.18%

ALl Jurisdictions 17.27% 3.19% 14.34% 7.00% 12.26% 9.82% 7.04% 11.68% 111.34%

Teble 13.2A
Median Percentage Change
in
Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for
Public Safety
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FYO0-FY91 | FYQ1-FY92 | FYD2-FY93 | FY93-FY94 | FY94-FY95 | FY95-FY96 | FY96-FY97 | FYoz-rv9s | ry9o-ryos

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 18.29% 3.75% 12.33% 6.11% 13.71% 6.50% 8.99% 10.54% 14.51%
Cities 6.53% 847 3.14% 3.54% 6.76% 4.63% 7.44% 4.81% 46,947
All Jurisdictions 11.24% 2.01% 6.75% 4.68% 8.65% 5.63% 8.54% 8,94% 90.26%

Adjusted outlays capture the difference between a tocality's overall expenditures snd the sum of its categorical aid from
federal and state sources. The mean and median statistics across the FY90-FY95 period are based upon the rates of change for
95 counties and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY95-FY98 time span take
cognizance of the (atter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Dats Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € ond €-1 through C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 15.1

Mean Percentage Change

in

Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita

for

teatth and Welfare

by

Jurisdictional Class

fY1990-98

Heasurement Interval

FYP0-FY91 FYP1-FY92 FY92-FY93 FY93-FY94 FY94-FY95 FY9S-FY96 | FYR6-FYFT7 | FYP7-FY98 FY90-FY98
Jurisdictional Class § 99.65%
Counties 23.67% 4.57% 3.37% 9.42% 10.29% 7.17% 10.27% 7.04% N A
Cities 30.57% 6.93% 7.11% 11.97% 8.64% 7.59% 7.18% 12.20% 121.32%
Al{ Jurisdictions 25.71% 5.27% 4,48% 10.17% 9.80% 7.30% 9.35% B.57% 106.07%
Table 15.2
Median Percentage Change
in
Local Operating Expenditures Per Copita
for
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictionat Class
FY1990-98
Measurement Interval
FY90-FY91 FY91-FY92 FY92-FYP3 FY93-FY94 FYQ4-FY95 FYS3-FY96 FYP6-FYO7 FYQ7-FY98 FY90-FY9B
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 11.30% 4.02% 3.91% B.59% 10.21% 7.23% 7.82% 7.02% 86.22%
Cities 14.35% 5.10% 6.21% 9.64% 9.03% 6.90% 7.05% 10.84% 118.34%
{fll Jurisdictions 12.00% 4.42% 4, 70% 8.92% 9.514% 7.064% 7.63% 7.96% 91.63%

The mean and median statistics scross the FY90-FY®5S period are based upon the rates of change for 95 counties and
40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY95-FY98 time span take cognizence of the
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues ond Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 thHirough C-8.

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table I5.1A
Mean Percentage Change

in

Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita

for

Health and Welfere

by

Jurisdictional Class

FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

EYO0-FYS1 | FY91-FY92 | FY92-FY93 | FY93-FY94 | FYO4-FYS | FY95-FY96 | FY96-FYF7 FYS7-FY9B | FYS0-FY98
isdicti { Class
Jggbifzzglona * 29.39% 13.78% 6.11% 9.26% 15.70% 8.10% 11.23% .?B? 141.92%
Cities 35.90% 164,00% 10.35% 11.21% 12.62% 9.08% 5.35% 9.37% 161.97%
ALl Jurisdictions 31.32% 13.84)% 7.36% 9.83% 14.79% 8.39% P.49% 3.33% 141.70%
Table [5.2A
Median Percentage Change
in
Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for ’
Health and Welfare
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Measurement Interval
FYQ0-FYP1 FYP1-FYQ2 FY92-FY93 FY93-FY94 FYP4-FY95 FY95-FY96 FYPH-FYR7 FY97-FY9B FY90-FY98
Jurisdictional Class
Countles 14,015 10.38% 3.54% 9.01% 18.59% 7.95% 10.83% 5.40% 122.55%
Cities 23.56% 10.74% 9.10% 7.97% 12.54% 8.06% 7.29% 7.01% 135.60%
All Jurisdictions 17.34% 10.64% 5.22% B.B4Y 16.71% 8.04% ?.36% 5.70% 123.03%

Adjusted outlays copture the difference between a locality's overall expenditures and the sum of its categorical aid from
federal and state sources. The mean and median statistics across the FY90-FY9S period are based upon the rates of change for
95 counties and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the' FY95-FY98 time span take

cognizance of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within !alifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
g£xhibits € and C-1 through C-8.

Staif, Commission on Local Government




Table 16.1

Mean Percentage Change

in

Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita

for
Education
by

Jurisdictional Class

FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FYP0-FY91 FY91-FY92 FYP2-FY93 FY93-FY94 FY94-FY9S FYP5-FY96 FY96-FYP7 { FYOT-FYS8 FY90-FY9P8
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 6.35% -.95% 3.12% 2.48% 4.58% 3.19% 4.76% 4.85? 31.52%
Cities 6.00% 3.90% 3.29% 2.90% 5.59% 5.24% 5.54% 4.82% 43.63%
ALl Jurisdictions 6.25% 4B, 3.17% 2.60% 4.88% 3.80% 4.99% 4.84% 35.11%
Table 16.2
Median Percentage Change
in
Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for
£ducation
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Measurement Interval
FY90-FYP1 FYP1-FYP2 FY92-FY93 FY93-FY94 FY94-FY95 FY?5-FY96 FYP6-FY97 FY97-FY98 FY90-FY98
Jurisdictional Class
Counties 6.29% -.89% 3.35% 2.68% 4.30% 3.11% 5.40% 3.76% 30.26%
Citfes 7.03% 53% 3.61% 3.29% 5.36% 4.51% 6.01% 4,387 39.627%
ALl Jurisdictions 6.39% -.39% 3.37%4 2.75% 4.63% 3.46% 5.67% 3.88% 34.,16%

The mean and median statistics across the FY90-FY95
40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The co
latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halif

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts,

Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

Staff, Comission on Local Government

period are based upon the rates of change for 95 counties and
mputations relative to the FY95-FY98 time span teke cognizence of the
ax County.

Comparsative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,




Toble 16.1A

Mean Percentage Change

in

Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita

for
Education
by

Jurisdictional Cless

FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FY90-FY91 FY91-FY92 FY92-FY93 FYP3-FY94 FY94-FY95 FY95-FY96 FY96-FYQ7 | FY97-FY98 FYQ0-FY?8
Jurisdictionat Class .
Counties 4.78% 36% 1.31% 9.07% 6.21% 5.07% 2.43% -1.58% 35.61%
Cities 3.76% RI1YA 1.95% 5.17% 5.14% 6.36% 3.85% 6.90% 34.81%
All Jurisdictions 4.48% RY44 1.50% 7.92% 4.49% 5.45% 2.85% L93% 35.37%
Table 16.2A
Median Percentage Change
in
Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for
Education
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Measurement [nterval
FY90-FY91 | FY91-FY92 | FYF2-FY93 | FYD3-FY94 | FY94-FY95 | FY95-FY96 | FYD6-FYOT | FYQ7-FY98 | FYS0-FYSB
durisdictional Class
Counties 5.59% -.52% .83% 4,46% 2.91% 4.37% 5.30% 6.14% 35.90%
Cities 5.49% .98% 1.65% 5.77% 3.25% 5.42% 4,677 5.83% 36.28%
ALl Jurisdictions 5.59% -.51% 1.15% 4,947 2.95% 4,497 4.93% 6.11% 35.90%

Adjusted outlays capture the difference between a locality's overall expenditures and the sum of its categorical aid from
federal and state sources. The mean and median statistics across the FYP0-FY95 period are based upon the rates of change for
95 counties end 40 independent cities (exctuding Scuth Boston). The computations relative to the FY?5-FY98 time span take

cognizence of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

staff, Conmission on Local Government




Table [9.1
Mean Percentage Change
in
Total Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Measurement Interval

FY90-FY91 EYP1-FY92 FY92-FY93 FY93-FY94 FY94-FY95 FY95-FY96 FYD6-FY9T7 FY97-FY98 FYQ0-FY98
Jurisdictional Class . 5. 30 42.15%
Counties 7.69% - 2% 3.06% 4.74% 5.62% 4.16X% S.BBf L39% L 15%
Cities 7.12% 1.15% 4.14% 4.81% 5.95% 6.01% 6.08% 6.40% 49.58%
ALl Jurisdictions 7.52% .20% 3.38% 4.76% 5.72% 4.71% 5.94% 5.69% 44.35%.,J
Table 19.2
Median Percentage Change
in '
Tota{ Local Operating Expenditures Per Copita
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98
Measurement Interval
FYQ0-FY91 FY91-FYP2 FY92-FY93 FYP3-FY94 FY94-FY95 FYP5-FY96 FYP6-FY9T FYQ7-FYS8 FY90-FY98
durisdictionat Class
Counties 7.75% -.05% 3.04% 4.92% 5.61% 4.23% 6.47% 4,647 42.26%
Cities 7.40% .29% 4.40% 4,63% 5.10% 6.14% 5.43% 6.74% 67.67%
ALl Jurisdictions 7.50% -.03% 3.41% 4.7 5.27% 5.074 6.17% 4.,90% 42.83%

The mean and median statistics

40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY95-FY98 time

across the FY90-FY95 period are based upon the retes of change for 95 counties and
span take cognizaence of the

latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax County.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Repurt of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits C and C-1 through C-8.

1

Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 19.1A
Mean Percentage Charge
in
Total Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
by
Jurisdictional Class
FY1990-98

Measturement Interval

FYQ0-FY91 | FYQ1-FY92 | FYP2-FYP3 | FYP3-FYP4L | FYPL-FYP5 | FYDP5-FYQ6 | FYQ6-FYQ7 | FYP7-FY98 [ FY90-FY98

Jurisdictional Class

i 7 9.07% 53.36%
Counties 7.98% 2.44% 2.12% 9.08% 6.24% 5.29% 4.55?
c?t?e;E 5.37% 1.11% 3.20% 5.70% 6.03% 6.30% 5.30% 6.79% 45.63%
All Jurisdictions 7.21% 2.05% 2.64% 8.08% 6.18% 5.59% 4.80% 8.40% 51.07%
Table 19.2A
Hedian Percentage Change
in
Total Adjusted Local Operating Expenditures Per Capita
by
Jurisdictional Class
£Y1990-98

Measurement Interval

FYQO-FYO1 | FYQ1-FY92 | FYP2-FY93 | FY93-FY94 | FY94-FY5 | FY95-FY96 | FY96-FYO7 FY97-FYP8 | FYS0-FY98

Jurisdictional Class

Counties 7.69% 2.18% 2.08% 8.00% 4.19% 5.02% 5.46% 6.62% 53.74%
Cities 6.19% Q1% 3.40% 5.69% 3.73% 7.00% 5.64% 5.98% 46.18%
ALl Jurisdictions T.12% 1.63% 2.29% 7.08% 3.92% 6.01% 5.46% 6.44% 49.47%

S

Adjusted outlays capture the difference between n tocality's overall expenditures and the sum of its categorical aid from
federal ond state sources. The mean snd median statistics across the FY90-FY95 period ore based upon the rates of change for
95 counties and 40 independent cities (excluding South Boston). The computations relative to the FY95-FY98 time span take
cognizance of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate town within Halifax Caunty.

Fiscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, FY1990-98,
Exhibits € and C-1 through C-8,

Staff, Commission on Local Goverpment




Mean Per Capita Level of Local Operating Expenditures by Calegory and Jurisdictional Class, FY1990 and FY 1998

Mean Per Caplta Expenditure Level Percentage Change
FY1990 FY1998 FY1990-98
Expenditure Al All Al
Category Counties | Citles {Jurisdictions| Counties | Citles _{Jurisdictions| Counties Cities  |Jurisdictions
General Government Administration $50.79 $85.17 $60.98 $60.31f $104.66 $73.45| 18.76%{ 22.88% 20.46%
Judiclat Administration $19.45 $22.07 §$20.23 $32.09 §37.97 $33.83] 64.98%) 72.02% 67.26%
Public Safety $86.03| $225.10 $427.24] $141.86] $351.61 $204.01] 64.89%| 56.20% 60.33%
Publlc Works §42.40f $173.31 $81.18 $70.08] $236.55 $119.41] 65.30%} 36.49% 47.08%
Health and Welfare $67.90] $111.93 $95.02] $166.85] $238.11 $187.97| 89.82%| 112.74% 97.82%

Education $745.70f $725.13 $739.61] $971.90{$1,019.81 $986.09] 30.33%] 40.64% 33.33%
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services $18.12 $61.57 $30.99 $29.64 $90.25 $47.59] 63.57%] 46.59% 53.57%
Community Davelopmant $17.15 $26.61 $19.95 $30.64 $48.81 $36.02| 78.65%| 83.41% 80.53%
Nondeparimental Obligations* $1.08 $1.57 $1.23 $0.76 $1.89 $1.10} -29.29%| 19.95% -10.55%

All Categories $1,068.62]$1,432.46] $1,176.42]$1,504.13}$2,129.65] $1,689.47} 40.75% 48.67% 43.61%

Modlan Per Capita Level of Local Operating Expenditures by Category and Jurisdiclional Class, FY1990 and FY1998

Median Per Capila Expenditure Level Percentage Change
FY1990 FY1998 FY1990-98
Expendifure All All All

Category Counlies [ Clties |Jurisdictions| Counties | Cities |Jurisdictionsi Counties { Cities {Jurisdiclions
General Government Administration $46.74 $76.01 $52.88] $53.37 $99.50 $64.99} 14.19%| 30.90% 22.89%
Judicial Administration $18.52 $22.11 $18.64 $28.95] $38.13 $30.17f 56.33%| 72.41% 61.84%
Public Safely $74.16] $216.36 $85.48| $119.41] $327.76 $160.79| 61.03%| 51.48% 88.09%
Publlc Works $32.57| $168.30 $44.12 $55.53] $218.48 $80.87] 70.48%| 29.81% 83.30%
Health and Welfare $79.47] $106.13 $86.03) $157.31] §232.16 $171.147 97.95%| 118.76% 98.94%
Education §722.53] $727.60 $722.53| $950.15/$1,032.16 $977.08{ 31.50%{ 41.86% 35.23%
Parks, Recreation, and Cullural Services $13.42] $55.69 $17.02 $20.191 $86.83 $31.03] 5047%{ 55.92% 82.32%
Community Development $11.99 $18.68 $15.17 $21.83] $42.48 $24.94| 82.04%| 127.31% 64.44%
Nondeparimental Obligations* $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 N.A. NA. N.A.
All Categories $995.80]$1,378.09] $1,081.80]$1,420.75{$2,160.40( $1,568.32) 42.67%| 56.77% 44.97%

The mean and median stalistics for FY1990 are based upon per capila values across 85 countles and 40 Independent cllies (excluding South
Boston). The computations relalive to FY 1998 take cognizance of the latter jurisdiction as a subordinate lown within Halifax County.

*This category subsumas, for example, the costs of annexalion proceedings and disbursements required by the out-of-court setllement of tort clalms.
Flscal Data Source: Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparalive Report of Local Govemment Ravenues and Expenditures, FY1990 and FY1998.

Stalf, Commisslon on Local Government




Moan Per Caplla Lavai ol Adjusted Local Operating Expendllures by Category and Jurisdictional Class, FY 1930 and FY 1998

Maan Per Capita Expenditure Level

Percentage Change

FY1990 FY1998 FY1990-98
Expendilure All Alt All

Calegory Countias | Citles {Jurisdictions| Counties | Cllies {Jurlsdictions| Counlies | .Cilles  |Jurlsdiclions
Gaeneral Government Administration $40.27 $74.34 $50.37{ $49.00{ $91.66 $61.73] 21.66%| 23.71% 22.56%
Judictal Administration $7.28 $11.08 $8.48 $12.61 $18.70 $14.41 70.88% 68.75% 70.06%
Public Salely $44.38| $206.43 $92.40 $82.47| $302.66 $147.11 85.82%| 46.61% 59.87%
Public Works $40.20f $111.87 $61.43 $67.53] $157.95 $94.32] 65.00%{ 41.18% 53.53%
Health and Welfare $32.76 $46.24 $36.76 $71.92 $99.17 $79.99| 119.51%| 114.46% 117.63%
Educalion $295.59| $351.28 $312.09| $397.80{ $§473.97 $420.43( 34.61%| 34.93% 34.711%
Parks, Recreallon, and Cullural Services $16.09 $57.49 §$28.36 $25.95 $85.28 $43,53) 61.25%] 48.35% 53.50%
Community Development $15.28 $24.60 $18.05 $25.76 $41.11 $30.31 68.57%) 67.10% 67.97%
Nandepartmental Obligations* $1.08 $1.57 $1.23 $0.76 $1.89 $1.10f -29.29% 19.95% -10.55%
All Categorles $493.03{ $884.52 $609.15( $733.88{$1,272.70 $003.53] 48.85%| 43.82% 46.69%

Madlan Per Capila Level of Adjusted Local Opoerating Expendilures by Calegory and Jurisdlclional Class, FY1990 and FY 1998

Medlan Per Caplilta Expenditure Level

. Percontage Change

FY1990 FY1998 FY1990-98
Expenditure All All All

Calegory Counllas Cillas  |Jurlsdictions| Counlies Cities [Jurisdictions] Counlies Cittes | Jurlsdictlons
General Government Administralion $32.71 $63.94 $42.63 $43.48 $85.82 $53.26| 32.93%| 34.22% 24.91%
Judicial Adminislration $6.51 $6.54 $7.00 $12.08 $18.60 $12.48¢ 85.50%| 117.74% 78.33%
Public Safely $27.35|] $194.32 $38.91 $62.90( $206.65 $92.86{ 129.98%[ 53.69% 138.64%
Public Works $31.38| $106.81 $42.78 $54.721 $137.47 $73.350 74.36%| 28.31% 71.49%
Heallh and VWellare $25.88 $36.49 $29.23 $66.63 $93.90 $70.00( 157.44%| 157.31% 139.51%
Educalion $252.581 $329.05 $278.50% $360.24| $437.90 $391.09{ 42.63%| 33.08% 40.43%
Parks, Racreation, and Cullural Services $10.96 $53.89 $14.20 $18.16 $81.67 $27.59) 65.79%¢{ 51.55% 04.26%
Community Developmaent $10.23 $18.03 $13.52 $18.77 $32.24 $21.04{ 83.52%{ 78.81% 55.63%
Nondoparimenlat Obligations* $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 N.A. N.A. N.A.
All Calegories $414.66| $823.07 $531.70f $626.88{$1,205.29 $608.82| 51.18%] 46.44% 52.12%

Adjusted oullays caplure the dilferenca between a localily's overall expenditures and lhe sum of lis categarical aid from federal and state sources.
The mean and median slalistics for FY 1890 are based upon per capita values across 85 counties and 40 Independent cilies (excluding South
Boslon). The compulations relalive to FY 1998 1akae cognizance of the lalter Jurisdiclion as a subordinale lown within Halifax Counly.

*This category subsumes, for example, the costs of annexation proceedings and disbursements requirad by the out-of-court selllement of tort clalms.

Fiscal Dala Source; Auditor of Public Accpunts, Comparalive Report of Local Government Rovenues and Expanditures, FY 1990 and FY 1998,

Exhlblts C and C-1 through C-8,

Staff, Commisslon on Local Governmenl
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Chart A3.1A
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Chart A6.1
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Table 5

Median Adjusted Gross Income on All State Tax Returns by Locality, 1997

Rank Scores Relative Stress Scores
1=Lowest Income 62.88=Highest Stress
135=Highest Income 34 _82=Lowest Stress
Median
Adjusted

Gross Relative

Income, Rank Stress
Locality 1997 Score Score
Accomack County $15,019 2.0 61.78
Albemarle County $29,911 117.0 48.95
Alleghany County $24,768 100.0 53.38
Amelia County $22,418 82.0 55.40
Amherst County $22,066 79.0 55.71
Appomattox County $20,049 58.0 57.45
Arlington County $33,937 127.0 45.48
Augusta County $25,604 102.0 52.66
Bath County $21,331 65.0 56.34
Bedford County $27,318 108.0 51.18
Bland County $22,562 85.0 55.28
Botetourt County $28,441 111.0 50.21
Brunswick County $17,137 11.0 59.95
Buchanan County $18,466 29.0 58.81
Buckingham County $18,857 34.0 58.47
Campbell County $22,686 87.0 55.17
Caroline County 321,947 78.0 55.81
Carroll County $19,420 49.0 57.99
Charles City County $23,467 90.0 54.50
Charlotte County $18,165 23.0 59.07
Chesterfield County $34,365 129.0 45.11
Clarke County $26,796 106.0 51.63
Craig County $23,894 94.0 54.13
Culpeper County $24,380 97.0 53.71
Cumberland County $18,730 33.0 58.58
Dickenson County - $17,257 12.0 59.85
Dinwiddie County $23,039 88.0 54.87
Essex County $19,363 46.0 58.04
Fairfax County 340,097 134.0 40.17
Fauquier County $34,202 128.0 45.25
Floyd County $21,607 71.0 56.10
Fluvanna County $26,638 104.0 51.77
Franklin County $21,339 66.0 56.33
Frederick County $27,060 107.0 51.40
Giles County $22,476 83.0 55.35
Gloucester County $23,675 93.0 54.32
Goochland County $29,558 116.0 49.25
Grayson County $18,396 28.0 58.87
Greene County $26,507 103.0 51.88
Greensville County $17,560 15.0 59.59
Halifax County $19,095 41.0 58.27
Hanover County $34,388 130.0 45.09

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 5

Median Adjusted Gross Income on All State Tax Returns by Locality, 1997

Rank Scores Relative Stress Scores
1=Lowest Income 62.88=Highest Stress
135=Highest Income 34.82=Lowest Stress
Median
Adjusted

Gross Relative

Income, Rank Stress
Locality 1997 Score Score
Henrico County $28,313 110.0 50.32
Henry County $19,115 42.0 58.25
Highland County $18,004 20.0 59.21
Iste of Wight County $25,552 101.0 52.70
James City County $29,319 115.0 49.46
King and Queen- County $21,663 73.0 56.05
King George County $27,704 109.0 50.85
King William County $28,756 113.0 49.94
Lancaster County $18,494 30.0 58.79
Lee County $16,436 7.0 60.56
Loudoun County $46,305 135.0 34.82
Louisa County $22,651 86.0 55.20
Lunenburg County $16,087 5.0 60.86
Madison County $22,083 80.0 55.69
Mathews County $22,416 81.0 55.41
Mecklenburg County $17,750 17.0 59.43
Middlesex County $19,577 54.0 57.85
Montgomery County $21,569 70.0 56.14
Nelson County $21,543 69.0 56.16
New Kent County $33,486 125.0 45.87
Northampton County $13,743 1.0 62.88
Northumberland County $18,724 32.0 58.59
Nottoway County $16,833 9.0 60.22
Orange County $23,330 89.0 54.62
Page County $19,506 52.0 57.91
Patrick County $19,917 55.0 57.56
Pittsylvania County $21,375 67.0 56.30
Powhatan County $33,608 126.0 45.76
Prince Edward County $17,920 19.0 59.28
Prince George County $28,989 114.0 49.74
Prince Witliam County $35,095 131.0 44.48
Pulaski County $21,664 74.0 56.05
Rappahannock County $24,657 98.0 53.48
Richmond County $18,985 39.0 58.36
Roanoke County $28, 689 112.0 50.00
Rockbridge County $21,390 68.0 56.29
Rockingham County $23,666 92.0 54.33
Russelt County $18,95% 37.0 58.38
Scott County $21,053 63.0 56.58
Shenandoah County $21,893 77.0 55.86
Smyth County $19,006 40.0 58.34
- Southampton County $21,628 72.0 56.08

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table §

Median Adjusted Gross Income on Atl State Tax Returns by Locality, 1997

Rank Scores Relative Stress Scores
1=Lowest Income 62.88=Highest Stress
135=Highest Income 34.82=Lowest Stress
Median
Adjusted
Gross Relative
Income, Rank Stress
Locality 1997 Score Score
Spotsylvania County $31,243 120.0 47.80
Stafford County $36,228 132.0 43.51
Surry County $19,927 56.0 - 57.55
Sussex County $17,889 18.0 59.31
Tazewell County $19,406 48.0 58.00
Warren County $24,305 95.0 53.78
Washington County $21,112 64.0 56.53
Westmoreland County $18,035 - 21.0 59.18
Wise County $18,951 36.0 58.39
Wythe County $19,509 53.0 57.91
York County $29,938 119.0 48.92
Alexandria City $31,245 121.0 47.80
Bedford City $17,647 16.0 59.52
Bristol City $19,220 44.0 58.16
Buena Vista City $20,316 61.0 57.22
Charlottesville City $18,866 35.0 58.46
Chesapeake City $26,784 105.0 51.64
Clifton Forge City $17,060 10.0 60.02
Colonial Heights City $24,686 99.0 53.45
Covington City $18,382 27.0 58.88
Danville City $17,348 14.0 59.77
Emporia City $15,468 3.0 61.39
Fairfax City $33,326 123.0 46.01
Fatls Church City $37,171 133.0 42.69
Franklin City $18,127 22.0 59.10
Fredericksburg City $21,671 75.0 56.05
Galax City $16,269 6.0 60.70
Hampton City $21,684 76.0 56.04
Harrisonburg City $19,487 51.0 57.93
Hopewell City $19,378 47.0 58.02
Lexington City $20,060 59.0 57.44
Lynchburg City $18,968 38.0 58.38
Manassas City $32,994 122.0 46.29
Manassas Park City $29,919 118.0 48.94
Martinsville City $17,300 13.0 59.81
Newport News City $19,967 57.0 57.52
Norfolk City $16,745 8.0 60.29
Norton City $18,174 24.0 59.06
Petersburg City $15,859 4.0 61.06
Poquoson City $33,411 124.0 45.93
Portsmouth City $18,211 25.0 59.03
Radford City $19,243 45.0 58.14

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 5

Median Adjusted Gross lncome on Ail State Tax Returns by Locality, 1997

Rank Scores Relative Stress Scores
1=Lowest lncome 62.88=Highest Stress
135=Highest Income 34.82=Lowest Stress
Median
Adjusted
Gross Relative
Income, Rank Stress
Locality 1997 Score Score
Richmond City $19,455 S0.0 57.96
Roanoke City $18,296 26.0 58.96
Salem City $23,480 91.0 54 .49
Staunton City $20,132 60.0 57.37
Suffolk City $22,536 84.0 55.30
Virginia Beach City $24,322 96.0 53.76
Waynesboro City $20,765 62.0 56.83
Williamsburg City $18,588 31.0 58.70
Winchester City $19,216 43.0 58.16

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 6.3

Composite Fiscal Stress Index Scores and Classifications by tocality, 1997/98

I CLG CLG
Fiscal Stress Fiscal Stress
Index Score, Classification,

Locality 1997/98 1997/98
Norfolk City 187.40 High Stress
Emporia City 183.78 High Stress
Portsmouth City 183.70 High Stress
Newport News City 183.17 High Stress
Petersburg City 182.87 High Stress
Covington City 182.12 High Stress
Hopewell City 180.85 High Stress
Clifton Forge City 180.53 High Stress
Lynchburg City 179.29 High Stress
Richmond City 179.03 High Stress
Galax City 178.86 High Stress
Hampton City 178.48 | High Stress
Roanoke City 178.12 High Stress
Franklin City 178.02 High Stress
Bristol City 177.99 High Stress
Martinsville City 177.73 Righ Stress
Charlottesville City 177.45 High Stress
Buchanan County 176.34 High Stress
Buena Vista City 176.25 High Stress
Norton City 176.19 High Stress
Greensville County 175.77 High Stress
Lexington City 175.72 High Stress
Bedford City 175.72 : High Stress
Waynesboro City 175.41 High Stress
Danville City 174.61 Above Average Stress
Sussex County : 174 .21 Above Average Stress
Radford City 173.96 Above Average Stress
Northampton County 173.76 Above Average Stress
Staunton City 173.35 Above Average Stress
Suffolk City 172.66 Above Average Stress
Lee County 172.46 Above Average Stress
Williamsburg City 172.44 Above Average Stress
Lunenburg County 172.38 Above Average Stress
Dickenson County 172.25 Above Average Stress
Fredericksburg City 172.03 Above Average Stress
Harrisonburg City 171.44 Above Average Stress
Accomack County 171.10 Above Average Stress
Salem City 170.43 Above Average Stress
Wise County 170.37 Above Average Stress
Nottoway County 170.25 Above Average Stress
Smyth County 169.53 Above Average Stress
Brunswick County 169.52 Above Average Stress
Prince Edward County 169.50 Above Average Stress
Vvirginia Beach City 169.47 Above Average Stress
Charlotte County 169.34 Above Average Stress
Winchester City 168.61 Above Average Stress
Russell County 168.43 Above Average Stress

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 6.3

Composite Fiscal Stress Index Scores and Classifications by Locality, 1997/98

CLG CLG
Fiscal Stress Fiscal Stress
Index Score, Classification,

Locality 1997/98 1997/98

Charles City County 168.42 Above Average Stress
Chesapeake City 168.17 Above Average Stress
Alleghany County 167.76 Above Average Stress
Colonial Heights City 166.73 Above Average Stress
Tazewell County 166.63 Above Average Stress
Carroll County 166.62 Above Average Stress
Wythe County 166.51 Above Average Stress
Buckingham County 166.38 Above Average Stress
Grayson County 166.28 Above Average Stress
Henry County 165.98 Above Average Stress
Pulaski County 165.86 Above Average Stress
Page County 165.79 Above Average Stress
Southampton County 165.62 Above Average Stress
Manassas Park City 165.57 Above Average Stress
King and Queen County 165.53 Above Average Stress
Montgomery County 165.36 Above Average Stress
Carolipe County 165.16 Above Average Stress
Dinwiddie County 165.12 Above Average Stress
Cumberland County 165.05 Above Average Stress
Richmond County 164.998 Below Average Stress
Scott County 164.95 Below Average Stress
Giles County 164.82 Below Average Stress
Westmoreland County 164.34 Below Average Stress
Mecklenburg County 164.25 Below Average Stress
Amelia County 163.96 Below Average Stress
Patrick County 163.94 Below Average Stress
Amherst County 163.84 Below Average Stress
Rockbridge County 163.73 Below Average Stress
Washington County 163.70 Below Average Stress
Isle of Wight County 163.67 Below Average Stress
Appomattox County 163.65 Below Average Stress
8land County 163.65 Below Average Stress
Gloucester County 163.56 Below Average Stress
Campbell County 163.52 Below Average Stress
Pittsylvania County 163.36 Below Average Stress
King George County 163.30 Below Average Stress
Shenandeah County 162.59 Below Average Stress
Rockingham County 162.45 Below Average Stress
Floyd County 162.28 Below Average Stress
Culpeper County 161.87 Below Average Stress
Halifax County 161.85 Below Average Stress
Essex County - 161.61 Below Average Stress
Madison County 161.39 Below Average Stress
Highland County 161.12 Below Average Stress
Nelson County 161.10 Below Average Stress
Warren County 161.03 Below Average Stress
Frederick County 161.00 Below Average Stress

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government



Table 6.3

Composite Fiscal Stress Index Scores and Classifications by Locality, 1997/98

CLG CLG
Fiscal Stress Fiscal Stress
Index Score, Classification,

Locality 1997/98 1997/98

York County 160.63 Below Average Stress
Greene County 160.45 Below Average Stress
Prince ‘George County 160.44 Below Average Stress
Franklin County 160.42 Below Average Stress
Orange County 160.19 Below Average Stress
Craig County 159.88 Below Average Stress
Roanoke County 159.84 Below Average Stress
Mathews County 159.70 Below Average Stress
Manassas City 158.70 Below Average Stress
Augusta County 158.63 Below Average Stress
Prince Wiltiam County 158.60 Below Average Stress
Fluvanna County 158.51 Below Average Stress
Henrico County 158.48 Below Average Stress
Middiesex County 157.88 Below Average Stress
Northumbertand County 157.83 Below Average Stress
Lancaster County 157.71 Below Average Stress
Spotsylvania County 156.83 Below Average Stress
Clarke County 156.08 Below Average Stress
Bedford County 155.79 Below Average Stress
King William County 155.66 Below Average Stress
Poquoson City 155.38 Below Average Stress
Botetourt County 155.32 Below Average Stress
Alexandria City 155.05 Below Average Stress
Louisa County 154 .85 Low Stress
James City County 154.78 . Low Stress
Stafford County 154.28 Low Stress
Chesterfield County 154 .25 Low Stress
Fairfax City 152.76 Low Stress
Albemarle County 152.37 Low Stress

New Kent County 151.54 Low Stress
Powhatan County 151.39 Low Stress
Fauquier County 150.89 Low Stress
Rappahannock County 149.89 Low Stress
Artington County 149.82 Low Stress
Hanover County 149.41 Low Stress
Fairfax County 146.88 Low Stress
Goochland County 146.33 Low Stress
Surry County 144.03 Low Stress
Falls Church City 143.52 Low Stress
Loudoun County 139.45 Low Stress

Bath County 123.62 Low Stress

Source: Staff, Commission on Local Government
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Virginia First Cities
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~ Charlottesvﬁi‘;m -
> Danville

> Hampton
> Hopewell
> Lynchburg

> Newport News > Richmond
> Norfolk > Roanoke
> Petershurg > Staunton

> Portsmouth > Winchester




1st Cities Fiscally

e Demographics drive high service
responsibilities
e Limited revenue capacity
2 Growth restrictions
2 Economiic restrictions
O State restrictions
 Highest tax burdens
Expenditure Drivers




Demographics in the
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% Free and Reduced Lunch
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Economic Realities
Oid vs New
> Manufacturing/ > Finance/technology
agriculture based based
> Local commerce > Global commerce
> Wealth=property > Wealth=finance
capital
> Wages primary - > Wages only 50% of
form of income income
> Growing income
disparity

Local Revenue Sources

SRR S

Local FIexnblllty State Restrlcted

B e AR el o B Y

* Real Estate * Personal Property
e Machinery & * Local Sales
Tools » Business Licenses
e Consumer Utility
* Meals
* Lodging

* E-911 (proposed)
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1st Cities Personal
Income Dlstrlbutlon
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State Allocation Formulas
Hurt Cltles
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Education Funding

S o R I TSI |
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e State ranks 49th in spending per
$1,000 in income

e Localities rank 23rd

e All localities average 58% more
than SOQ requirement

e 1st Cities average 93% more than
SO0Q requirement




State Funding Formula Flawed
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e
S R SR

Composite Index drives state dollars
* Income is a key measure of tax capacity

* AGI per capita presumes similar and
even distribution patterns

* Tax capacity is overestimated
* State aid is reduced

DOUBLE WHAMMY

Income used as a measure of tax capacity
but the locality cannot use the income tax as
a revenue source.

If State Had a 1st City
Profilg

RS RS o iy e e e

LAY, T e e e e LR e L T e e S TP

e oy - Pt ¢

e $ 5.6 Billion Less Revenue for
Biennium Budget

e Higher Costs for:
* Education
* Prisons and Law Enforcement
« Human Services
* Unemployment
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Local Government
Challenges Generally

BT R S e e ”"M

g

mw AT

* More respon5|blllt|es transferred
to the local level, especially
education

* Expenditure demands outpace
local tax revenue growth

* Local tax structure misaligned
with economy

 Local revenue sources limited by
State

R T R R N L R TR R I

Summary - 1st Cities

B S U T T A

e Population proflle demands hlgher service
responsibilities
2 High poverty levels

> High crime rates
2 Aging physical infrastructure

e Narrowing and already strained tax base
2 Stagnant real estate and sales tax growth
> Higher real estate tax rates

2 Income growth slow and not evenly
distributed
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Requests

RIS ST mm&mﬂm

; Work through the Tax Structure

Commission to align tax structure with
the new economic realities

* Increase State funding share for
education, Comprehensive Services
Act, and public transit

 Fund housing revitalization initiatives
and tax credits

mﬁ;m!ﬂ%a@ &Ltéfd"%""‘ fxawﬁ’ AR

PN

ChaHenge

eN e F e
TR e o T S A S s <

Level the pIa ying fleld so
that Virginia’s Cities can
compete.
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Data Sources

e R e A L M B R T T A S s TR s

e Auditor of Public Accounts
Comparative Cost Report

e Bureau of the Census
e Virginia Dept of Education
e Virginia Dept of Taxation

e Virginia Employment
Commission

Data is unweighted.

Other Data Not
Presented

P Gy
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1996 Tax Burden

b e S e R s T A e

e Virginia ranks 48th in state
taxes per $1,000 of income

e Localities rank 32nd in tax
burden

e Combined state and local tax
burden is 48th lowest

Fiscally Stressed
Households

T e e IO e G e P e

R e st PR =

B A R S Y S TR

RS

% pop.| % pop.in

under $30K poverty

Danville B 55% 21%
e | awl e
Lynchburg ' 52%  18%
Newport News 44% 16%
Norfolk  4a6%|  23%
Petersburg 62% 26%
Portsmouth 50% 21%
Richmond 54% 24%
Roanoke | . 58% . 20%

* percent of retum filing population
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Capital Expenditure, Debt Service and Local Gross Debt for Education

Virginia Local School Divisions, FY 1981-1999'

Gross Debt for Education as
a Percentage of Total Local
Gross Debt for all Functions

Total 1981 89
% increase

1981-1989

FY 1980
FY 1991
FY 1892

Fy 1993 |
FY 1994 |

FY 1995
FY 1996

| $1.478,373,982

205.56%

_$898,696,516

_A47.26%)

$538,907,545

69.89%

Capital
Expenditure  for
o Education Debt Service for Education

“: - o | Redemption Interest Paid | Total Debt Service’
FY 1981 _ $118,701,824] _ $85,473,545| _ $50,164,999| _ $135,638,544|  §
Fy 1982 ,M@ZQ,ﬁﬂ@_‘iﬁ _$85,745,114|  $50,156,280| _ $135,901,394
FY 1983 _$125,290,065|  $92,249,722|  $55,198,593) $147,448,315|
FY 1984 $76,274,651  $90,921,861|  $55,863,814)  $146,785,675]
FY 1985 . ._$71,325,987) $9§L§§ﬂ.9?§ $53,758,025| _ $152,142,953,
FY 1986 $154,772,545| $114,960,825|  $55,525,169|  $170,485,994
FY 1987  $203,075,154|  $100,953,759| _ $62,715,410|  $163,669,169|
FY 1988 $286,883,932] $104,139,690|  $70,299,177| _$174,438,867,
FY 1989 $362,701,875| _ $125,867,072|  $85,226,078 $211,093,150]

| $1,437,604,061

__,,§§:§§°./°_

_$1,758,417,577

442,081,690

.$350,448,411;
. $401,911,790;
_$469,042,687

_ $487,761,076]

$564,482,585

-
_ $177,223,988|
$150,705,343)
$229,485,111|

$566,927,431]

__$99,930,535|
_$116,835,177 _

$277,154,523|

$1,956, 117 112

$267,540,520

_ $141,660,038

 $599,703,479

$512,716,449|

_$275,645,881
$273,882,564

$160,040,419

$132,072,814)

$143,217,481(

$361,557,925

$710,144,912

$706,142,623]

~$2,542,743,236

—T
H
{

__$3,192,340,408

$435,686,300

$180,252,850

$454,135,414

Fy 1997 . _
Fy 1998 _ .
FY 1999

$668,767,263

$773,004,178

$635,769,393]

—$291,975,053

$487,608,187

Total 1990-99

% increase
1990-1999

$5,341,156,416

... 74.88%|

_$3,492,495,563

175.14%

_$194,763,753|

$474,559,420] $204,760,614

1- Includes Total Cities, Countles and Two Towu School Divisions
2-Debt Service for Education is the Total of Redemghon of Debt and Debt Interest Costs

__$486,738,806|
$679,320,034)

_$1, 046 641, 040 )
$1,032,813,571|
 $1,195,266,162]
$1,278,434,467|

$1,511,740,763|

68.03%|

$2,233,169,469|

_ $2,878,083,284}

$3,429,439,373|
$3,793,189,879|
$4,009,780,820|
_$4,255,737.540|

. . 39.36%
.. 3758%
. 34.32%

33.42%
30.14%
32.20%
31.57%
33.27%
34.75%

. 3518%
e 35.03%

i §§752%
o _ 35, 76%
o N _3_4_18%

__.35.16%
... 3585%
.. ..35.55%
. 35.42%

Exhibits E, F, and G, FY 1981-FY 1999

$213,031,103| $700,639,290|  $4,656,512,160)  __ _ __ 36.29%

_$1,586,564,784)  $5,079,060,347 B} S

_113.18%, _  152.80%| __ 188.05%| __.

e e

Source: Vlrglnla Auditor of Public Accounts Comparative Report ‘of Local Govemment Revenués ;—;68' Expendnures‘,ﬁ'“_ "_miiﬁ

Staff, Tax Study Commission, 5 September 2000
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APPENDIX M

STATE ASSUMPTION OF SELECTED SOCIAL SERVICES
AS REPORTED BY ADMINISTERING STATE AGENCIES



Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Mandated Social Services

Table 1.

Comprehensive Local Health Community Local and Regional | |Social Services | Locality

Services Act Departments1 Service Boards® Jails® Departments Total

1999 Local FYQO0 Locat 2000 Local FY98 Local FY98 Local

Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions
CITIES :
Alexandria $3,450,106 $2,218,750 $385,096 $6,218,029 $4,539,880] | $ 16,811,861
Bedford 103,405 56,217/ 10,335 0 61,228 | § 231,185
Bristol 109,132 216,323 87,407] 342,850] 310,659, | $ 1,066,371
Buena Vista 44,682 37,683 31,156| 72,195 11,956 | $ 197,672
Charlottesville 959,902 372,558 167,733 440,549 1,512,069' | 8 3,452,811
Chesapeake 1,167,770 1,089,066 479,364 7,357,912 2,773,727, 'S 12,867,839
Clifton Forge 14,463 28,414 8,536 75,854 70,7051 ; § __ 197,972
Colonial Heights 42,614 82,056 75,487 1,134,009 19,799 : $ 1,353,965
Covington 78,473 o 67,857 29,131 0 27,520/ 1§ 202,981
Danville 227,809 505,990 191,931 1,407,965 823.573| | S _ 3,157,268
Emporia 7,997/ 45,585 64,968 0 96,361| | $ 214,911
Fairfax City 318,925 133,319 | 25007 0 467,365| | $ 944,616
Fatls Church B 151,869 63,485 3 11,845 220,290 222,555/ | § 670,044
Franklin B 33,896 101,631 32,624 0 192,302] | § 360,453
Fredericksburg 170,837 2256721 73,939 600,371 313,259/ | $  ""1,384,078
Galax 30,799; 77,312 25,180 ‘ 0 138,187| | § 271,478
Hampton 1,290,111 1,159,772 555,772 4,857,805 1,879,824 | § 9,743,284
Harrisonburg | 518,543 176,025| 117,141 ] 0 53,788| | § 865,497
Hopewell | 301,126 142,207 76,724 | 1,436,526 414,495! | s 2,371,078
Lexington 7,073 38,322| | 35,607 | 0 11,544! | 8 92,546

UUR S B | i

Lynchburg 875,342, | 700,473 235,9/6 240,306] 1,335,852/ | $ 3,387,949
Manassas 515,813] | 163,761 87,243| 772,996| | 637,651 | § 2,177,464
Manassas Park 277,532 17,550 21,930 58,280 222,614 | § 597,906
Martinsville 126,963 139,093 50,178 542,312 78,971 | $ 937,517
Newport News 3,448,003 + 1,886,321 496,827 4,856,845 4,598,307| | $§ 15,286,303

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000




Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Manaated Social Services

Table 1.

Comprehensive Local Health Community Local and Regional { [Social Services Locality
Services Act Departmen:s1 Service Boards? Jails® Departments Total
1899 Local ] FYO00 Local 2000 Local FY98 Local FYg8 Local
Contributions L f Contributions Contributions l Contributions Contributions
Norfolk 1,861,000 2,979,758 840,961 6,679,553 5,258,5481 $ 17,619,820
Norton 1,475 41,999 20,514 0 123,258] | § 187,246
Petersburg 1,008,491 525,984 100,237 2,467,503 996,274| | § 5,098,489
Poguoson 28,403| 40,425 26,223 57,253 131,975| | $ 284,279
Portsmouth 628,621 983,994 471,714 1,558,740 2,644,869 | $ 6,287,938
Radford 62,439 59,000 57,450 5,118 169,982| | $ 353,989
Richmond City 4,513,509 2,394,581 962,007 4,724,764 5,580,295 | $_ 18,175,156
_|Roanoke City 2,656,342 984,857 472,504 960,197 2,095,457 | $ 7,169,357
Salem 171,705 149,525 101,305 154,877 180,696/ | $ 758,108
Staunton 286,653 206,242 182,398 127,523 301,169/ 1 $ 1,103,985
Suffolk 211,473 536,800 158,126 0 1,179,685/ | $ 2,086,084
Virginia Beach 2,088,611 1,810,026 733,755 1,363,763 4,748,106{ 1 $ 10,744,261
Waynesboro 547,146 130,834 117,089 100,232 _ 287,734]| | $ 1,183,035
Williamsburg 12,929; | 95,000 57,538 487,969 190,116/ | § 843,552
Winchester 926,459 165,450 72,437 373,741 263,416 | $ 1,801,503
____ 435,120 $ 435,120
: i

City Total _ $29,278,441 | $20,849,917 $7,751,395 $50,131,447 $44,965,771] 1 $ 152,976,971
COUNTIES kg; IR T -
Accomack __$166,681] | 352,783 165,010 $224,009 $534,159! | $ 1,442,642
Albemarie 1,530,632 396,000 131,555 226,998 995,627| | $ 3,280,812
Alleghany 109,450 : 74,820 _ 69,039 0 216,466| | § 469,775
Amelia 11,964 91,243 31,437 0 138,920 | $ 273,564
Amherst 90,180 240,732 46,937 271,433 289,030 | § 938,312
Appomattox 27,429 96,170 17,225 106,885 162,710 | § 410,419

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000



Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Mandated Social Services

Table 1.

__Comprehensive Local Health Community Local and Regional | |Social Services Locality

Services Act Departments’ Service Boards® Jails® Departments Total

1999 Local FY00 Local 2000 Local | FY98 Local | | _FY98 Local

Contributions Contributions Contributions 1 Contributions Contributions __| .
Arlington 3,048,189 2,096,725 562,639 13,106,538 5,301,500 | § _ 24,115,591
Augusta 220,250 361,895 160,473 227,856 441,679 | § 1,412,153
Bath 73,440 57,732 24,480 27,984] | 85,074 | $ 268,710
Bedford 569,871 295,136| 45,214 0 551,050/ | $ 1,461,271
Bland 9,113 23,927 10,301 0 77,851 | $ 121,192
Botetourt NN 212,664 245,427 37,800 202,431 172,378] | $ 870,700
Brunswick N 57,248 102,979 58,149 245,764 237,069| | $ 701,209
Buchanan 155,323 212,058 120,712 325,998 503,132 | $ 1,317,223
Buckingham 79,595 73,106 14,573 0 165,039; | $ 332,313
Campbell 363,105 322,319 74927 | ol _ee63290|S$ 1,426,680
Caroline 128,766 208,345 40,498 ol | 283639l [§ 661,248
Carroll 143,145 148,210 101,484 .0 295,901 | $ 688,740
CharlesCity | 81,783 76,038 4,736 . 182,761| | 181,103| | § 526,421
Charlotte B 47,296 78,327 40,597| | 90,348 251374 |'§ 507,942
Chesterfield 1,181,014 1,324,729 383,031 4,941,169 2,710,040! | $ _ 10,539,983
Clarke 152,656 109,958 25,030 80,838 201,399| | 569,881
Craig 14,458 38,981 i 9,828 0 87,530 | S 150,797
Culpeper 225,692 253978 |  85,937| 676,381 “365,078! | $_ 1,607,066
Cumberland N 34,189 64,995 15,614 m 0 433,230 | s 248,028
Dickenson 112,415 152,598 90,120 179,269 294,190| | $ 828,592
Dinwiddie 170,998 168,957 55,068 196,511 2854001 | s 876,943
Essex B B 2 %5 W 100,936 17,016 241,330 158,597| | $ 691,896
Fairfax 14,716,108 | 6,151,703| 1,279,292 43,435,351] | 21,565.546] | § 87,147,998
Fauquier 630,279 w{wv 379,477 144,152 1,215,555 467,379| | $ 2,836,842
Floyd 9.887| | 93,753 | 40,553 2,595{ 97.036| | § 243,824
Fluvanna 169,775 | 116,568 | 19,322 o] | 203,699] | $ 509,364

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000




Table 1.

Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Ma.,uated Social Services

Comprehensive Local Health Community | Local and Regional | {Social Services ' Locality
Services Act Departments' Service Boards® Jails® Departments l Total
1999 Local FY00 Local | 2000 Local FY98 Local FY98 Local _
__Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions .

Frankiin 209,076 235,146 59,671 237,532 399,924] |'s 1,141,349
Frederick 970,964 255,510 81,538 338,564 440,863] | $ 2,087,439
Giles 71,806 112,440 43,510 1,689 182,243] | $ 411,688
Gloucester 135,060 275,924 62,003 283,495 573,993] | $ 1,330,475
Goochiand 372,588 148,095 81,488 315,304 174,168| | § 1,091,643
Grayson 120,448] 80,083 43,493 0 231,642] | $ 455,666
Greene 100,238 79,923 24,255 o] 180,446/ | § 384,862
Greensville 45,905 62,132 81,674 534 195,5314 $ 386,776
I R

Halifax __.153,243] 235,403 116,036 I 436,863] | S 941,545
Hanover 1,072,391 453,772| 211,498 0 519,834/ | § 2,257,495
Henrico 1,743,522 1,134,755 464,574 11,547,212 2,258,998 | § 17,149,061
Henry 140,472 244,556 94,389 578,589 601,919] | § 1,659,925
Highland . 23,760 41,179 6,531 2,291 50,465, | $ 124,226
Isle of Wight | 67,963 367,913 95,541 o] | 538627/ |$ 1,070,044
James City j 69,284 187,557 155,086 880,949 823,757 | $ 2,116,633
King & Queen 89,864 57,393 12,121] 157,392 125,214| | $ 441,984
King George 77,409 73,850 23,930 148,935 168,195/ | § 492,319
King William 166,033 79,715 23,309 157,302  133,856| | & 560,215
Lancaster 110,943 149,823 20,745 171,024 160,612 | § 613,147
Lee 44,693 202,878 62,320 230,601 481,549] | & 1,022,041
Loudoun 1,827,751 736,367 234,858 1,710,746 3,219,707| | § 7,729,429
Louisa 113,123] 236,045 46,867 0 254,568| | $ 650,603
Lunenburg 62,243 74,674 39,348 0 128,081] | § 304.346
Madison 109,708 116,797 34,999 0 144,970 | § 406,474
Mathews 30,423 101,650 16,783 157,847 111,817] | 8 418,520
Mecklenburg 161,930 219,590 86,310 419,054 263,967 $ 1,150,851

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000



Table 1.

Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Mandated Socia! Services

| Comprehensive | | Local Health | | Community | »_J_chal and Regional | [Social Services | | Locality
Services Act | Departments1 f Service Boardszf | Jails® Departments ] { Total
| 1999 Local FY00 Local | 2000 Local | | Fyes Local FY98 Local | | -
Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions __Contributions
Middlesex 136,017 123,931 17,249 162,007 112,740| | 8 551,944
Montgomery 284,536 348,817| 180,376 278,767 482,662| | $ 1,575,158
Nelson 58,288 131,023 21,378 33,980 148,005| | $ 392,674
New Kent 71,004 108,098 4,262 161,120 103,849 | § 448,333
Northampton 214,914 261,480 76,236 336,201 298,879 { $ 1,187,710
Northumberland 6,969 129,462 21,212 | 109,803/ | 203553 'S 470,999 |
Nottoway - 61,909 | 77,000 26,232 0 156,154. 8 321,295
Orange 112,281) 235,776 61,681 o 230,467) 'S 640,205
Page | 342.914] 171,812 38,683 74,373 | 224,046/ | $ 851,828
Patrick . 18,758 119,200 66,723 72,516 __178603| | $ 456,800
Pittsylvania _384,238] | 448,720 | 154,515 413,880 539,695/ | $ 1,941,048
Powhatan ~153,790| 13_7,5_59;__‘“%, 81,488 7,587 133,006| | 8 503,321
|
Prince Edward | 42,284 | 123,960 40,389 | o] 219.307| | § 425,940
Prince George | 161 ,2881‘ i 187,029] — _ 36,506 468,244 _243,241] | $ 1,076,808
Prince Willam | 1,192,860 1,402,769] | 367,564 5,226,705 4,973,775, | $ 13,163,673
Pulaski | 225537 227,058/ | 100,538 | 0 458,133 | § 1,011,266
Rappahannock 73,283 1 85,596 19,405 19,226] 79,463 | § 276,973
Richmond County | 49,865 98,922 ~ 13,286| 0 122,849] . § 284,922
Roanoke County 658,673 354,055 199,037 1,189,104] 618,843/ | § 2,919,712
Rockbridge 63,931 137,216] | 94211] | 249,265 201,831 | 8 746,454
Rockingham 654,389 | 374,997 | 185,550, | 0 617,846 | s 1,832,782
Russei 93016l 270,954 | 103,373| _ 209,912 393,083 | $ 1,070,338
|
Scott 46,891 1915000 | 51.154] | 116.763 323.6241 | 729,932
Shenandoah R 425,469 213,583 | 99,742 213,523 243,138/ | $ 1,195,455
Smyth 4 81177i 382,8321 108,392 | 141,334: | 5247581 | § 1,233,493
Southampton 10,892 | 024 154 | 46,605/ Ca723l | 300,223 | § 585,597

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000




Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Mandated Social Services

Table 1.

Comprehensive Local Health Community Local and Regional | |[Social Services Locality
Services Act Departments1 Service Boards® Jaits® Departments Total
1999 Local FY00 Local 2000 Local FY98 Local FY98 Local

Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions
Spotsyivania 862,815 431,041 79,768 493,967 983,069 $ 2,850,660
Stafford 618,906 330,464 88,358 730,905 952,556] | $ 2,721,189
Surry 71,904 164,250 70,537 220,794 298,944] | $ 826,429
Sussex 24,803 129,756 56,924 273,548 233,116 $ 718,147
Tazewell ) 221,899 261,252 109,708 0 _ 613,588 $ 1,206,448
Warren 625,267 184,552 61,817 484,737 229,183/ | $ 1,585,556
Washington 200,603 349,580 166,682 127,619 559,037’ : 8 1,403,521
Westmoreland 82,332 178,000 29,370 324,178 273,175, ¢+ S 887,055
Wise 134,332 374,181 125,939 508,613 569,681 ,,E_S,L 1 71_2756
Wythe . 336,776) _ 250,240 97,669 ) 0 | 342,949, | $ ,J.'O,?Lﬁi“_
York 320,104 ) 288,290 142,131 955,523 667,873 | $ 2,373,921

— b e 34,778 My 465,607| | _1.$ 500,283
County Total $41,934,864] $29,932,775 $9,320,092 $97,620,488 $68,776,917| | § 247,585,136
Grand Total B $71.213,305 $50,782,692  $17,071,487 $147,751,935° | $113,742,688] | $400,562,107
QC=0ther Coniractuals C8H=Central Stale Hospital
ARJ=Rappahannock Regional Jail

* Where services in a functlonal _area were operated and funded jointly by Iocaht;es the individual locality contributions

i

_were estimated on a per capita basis. | L !

Joint services under CSA were provuded by the Clty of Empona and Greensville County, and the Cities of Fairfax and Falis Church
with Fairfax County. | e | B |

_Joint services under local heaith depanment;s were provided by Bedford City and Bedford County, and the Cities of Fairfax and Falls |

]

Church with Fairfax County. L] ] | [ ] ?
Joint services under social services were provided by Bedtord City and Bedford County; by the Cities of Fairfax and Falls Church with |

Fairfax County; by the City of Emporia and Greensville County; by the City of Poquoson and York County; and by the City of Salem and Roanoke County.

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000



Table 1.
Local Cost in Selected Functional Areas of Mandated Social Services

1 ; - - : "
The column total is reported in the Health Planning Region totals. In addition to the total listed above, locali governments reported funding

for non-mandated public health services; in FY 2000, those funds totaled $6,277,812 for all cities and counties. Further, local

governments spent an unidentified amount for local health services, which was not recorded in the state's accounting system.

[ ] !

2 Because mandated dollars are only calculated at the Community Service Board level,

locality figures are computed by apportioning the mandated match with percentage disit_rigl{tions in reported

FY2000 Tax Match dollars. Column total is reported in FY 2000 Local Tax Match.

| .

% According to Compensation Board officials, the absence of any reported expenditure for some localities may have been due to the fact that

the regional jails in which those localities participated did not impose a cost on their member jurisdictions in FY98. Such situations occur in
certain years when regional jails receive adequate funds from other sources. '

4 Compensation Board officials have indicated that, due to peculiarities in accounting and reporting procedures, |
total local expenditures for the operation of local and regional jails in FY98 may have exceeded the reported figure by as much as 10%.

. Source: Data provided by the administering state agencies. ]
T 1
|

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, October 5, 2000




Table 2.

!

|

rotal Taxable Real Estate Fénr Markét Value

i

i

and Projection of Revenue Raised by One Cent on Real Estate Tax Rate

Total Taxable Real Estate

__New Revenue Ralsed

Fair Market Value *

by One Cent on

Real Estate Tax Rate

2,332,248,200

CITIES

Alexandria $10,559,774,400 R $1,055,977
Bedford 222,488,800 o 22,249
Bristol 544,151,200 54,415
Buena Vista 152,257,540 15,226
Charlottesvilie 1,829,167,500 182,917
Chesapeake 8,358,203.649 835,820
Clifton Forge 95,384,700 9,538
Colonial Heights 754,270,700 75,427
Covington . 181,977,130 18,198
Danville 1,449,210,900 144,921
Emporia___ 202,444,400 20,244
Fairfax 1,874,256,196 187,426
Falls Church 1,114,004,200 111,400
Franklin 296,096,000 29,610
Fredericksburg 1,131,212,000 113,121
Galax 219,160,347 21,916
‘Hampton 4,836,763,000 483,676
Harrisonburg 1,452,377,200| | 145,238
Hopewell 737,955,100 | 73,796
Lexington 261,779,100 26,178
Lynchburg 2,291,232,775 229,123
Manassas 1,918,503,900 191,850
Manassas Park 365,118,500 36,512
Martinsville 485,331,000 48,533
Newport News 6,398,179,027 639,818
Norfolk 7,008,307,530 700,831
Norton 125,636,300 12,564
Petersburg 844,370,100 84,437
Poquoson 590,969,508 59,097
Portsmounth 2,711,962,340 271,196

[

Radford 411,614,670 41,161
Richmond 8,569,684,052 856,968
Roanoke 3,403,990,800 340,399
Salem 1,014,195,800 101,420
Staunton ] 801,901,294 80,190
Suffolk

233,225




Table 2.

_|. Total Taxable Rea! Estate

Fair Market Value

New Revenue Raised

by One Centon __

— |

Real Estate Tax Rate

Virginia Beach __

$18,938,810,244}

© $1,893.881

Waynesboro 712,508,930 - e ; .. 71,251
Williamsburg ..._...742,773,900 L S 14277
Winchester 1,294,292,800 : . 129,429
Total Cities | 1 $97.234,566,732) _ | $9,723,457
COUNTIES _ . R
Accomack $1,201,957,650 _ $120,196
Albemarle o 5,094,331,860 509,433
Alleghany _ 427,754,910| 42,775
Amelia .389,470,064] | 38,947
Amherst 971,873,700 97,187
Appomattox 457,785,550 45,779
Arlington 18,545,587,900 .. 1,854,559
Augusta 2,760,804,010 276,080
Bath 329,758,300 a e __..32,978
Bedford 2,562,386,294 _..256,239
Bland 167,857,700 e _..1B,786
Botetourt 1,135,673,727 ....118,587
Brunswick 479,308,896 o 47,931
Buchanan 917,920,600 91,792
Buckingham B 408,645,100 e ...._._40,865
Campbell 1,649,071,373 164,907
Caroline 849,271,187 84,927
Carroll 769,043,750 76,904
Charles City 309,849,595 30,985
Charlotte 430,230,420 o _._...A3,023
Chesterfield | _11,640,585,526! | 1,164,059
Clarke o 724,472,224] 72,447
Craig 168,850,900 16,885
Culpeper 1,470,048,012 _ 147,005
Cumberland 315,603,418| 31,560
Dickenson 496,489,513 __;_W o ________;4_9.‘@4,9
| Dinwiddie -  860,023,948| o 86,002
Essex 629,730,610 62,973
Fairfax 72,921,126,280 o 7,292,113
Fauguier 3,475,894,400 o _.347.589
|
Floyd - 472,802,900! . 47280
Fluvanna 724,904,205 72,490
Franklin 2,089,090,664 B 208,909
Frederick 2,744,965,556] 497

274,497




Table 2.

New Revenue Raised

Total Taxable Real Estate

Fair Market Value

by One Cent on

Real Estate Tax Rate

Giles $429,033,000 $42,903
Gloucester 1,427,695,213 142,770
Goochland 1,258,156,653] 125,816
Grayson 428,660,540 42,866
Greene 545,079,400 _ 54,508
Greensville 309,453,010 30,945
Halifax - 1,125,593,300 112,559
Hanover 4,406,381,300 440,638
Henrico 12,438,859,000 1,243,886
Henry 1,690,700,347 169,070
Highland 192,815,600 19,282
Isle of Wight 1,298,143,685 129,814
James City 3,443,159,310 344,316
King & Queen 319,127,100 31,913
King George 746,951,600 74,695
King William 576,089,664 57,609
Lancaster 1,040,002,681 104,000
Lee 472,931,719 47,293
Loudoun 10,674,683,070 1,067,468
Louisa 1,188,290,000 118,829
Lunenburg 334,048,300 33,405
Madison 577,577,700 57,758
Mathews 606,207,250 60,621
Mecklenburg 1,113,228,253 111,323
Middlesex 785,300,500 78,530
Montgomery 2,207,838,760 220,784
Nelson 1,037,142,976 103,714
New Kent 691,584,608 69,158
Northampton 615,673,400 61,567
Northumberland 952,062,202 95,206
Nottoway 373,472,232 37,347
Orange 1,273,079,833 127,308
Page 814,104,700 81,410
Patrick 619,830,516 61,983
Pittsylvania 1,442,858,400 144,286
Powhatan 865,460,900 86,546
Prince Edward 578,792,234 57,879
Pr!nce George 952,528,053 95,253
Prince William 12,751,498,800 1,275,150
Pulaski 947,972,040 94,797
Rappahannock 527,549,200 52,755




Table 2.

| Total Taxable Real Estate

Fair Market Value

Richmond $362,859,5401 | $3G 286
Roanoke 3,771,709,4001 37747
Rockbridge 1 902,404,630 | 94,240
Rockingham 2,582,210,8000 . 258.221
Russell . 632,685,955 i _ .. 63,259

Scott 459,498,548 | 45,950
Shenandoah - 1,722,309,600] __4 172,231
Smyth 746,205,751 B - 74,821
Southampton 707,644,400_,7; o 0.764

Spotsylvania

4,036,935,795

x
x
i
i
b [ F
l

New Hevanus
by Cne Cent on |
Real Estale Tax Rate

Stafford 4,082,846,600 o o 408,285
Surry 339,165,700 | 33,917
Sussex 379,963,960, | . ..37,996
Tazewell 1,195,101,000 L ‘1Q 10
Warren 1,388,945,000 - 138,895
Washington 1,618,015,800 - 161,802

Westmoreland

862,864,400|

Wise

1,017,573,736

—...86,288
101,757

‘Wythe

876,381,100

. 87,638

York

2,983,357,218

298,336

Total Counties

$243,341,366,724

$24 334, 137

Total Revenue

$340,575,933,456

Total Additional Revenue

i

1

i

*Reporting years vary for localities; they are either calender year 19-9-7_"Qr___f_?_Y9_7_/éEi________

|

Source: Virginia Department of Taxation, Annual Report |

FY 1998

Staff Vlrgm a Tax Study Commission
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Table 3.

Impact of State Assumption of Selected Social Services on Local Real Property Tax Rate _
Total Savings by Revenue Yield per Potential Reduction Nominal Property |Potential Reduction
Locality with State $0.01 Tax on Real in Real Property Tax Rate (1999)° |as a Percentage of
Assumption of Select Property (1997/98)° Tax Rate the 1999 Nomial
Mandated Servicest Property Tax Rate
Alexandria $ 16,811,861 $ 1,055,977 0.16 $1.11 14%
Bedford $ 231,185 3 22,249 0.10 0.76 14%
Bristol $ 1,066,371 $ 54,415 0.20 1.10 18%
Buena Vista $ 197,672 $ 15,226 0.13 1.14 11%
Charlottesville $ 3,452,811 $ 182,917 0.19 1.11 17%
Chesapeake 1$ 12,867,839 $ 835,820 0.15 1.26f . 12%
Clifton Forge $ 197,972 $ 9,538 0.21 1.13 18%
Colonial Heights $ 1,353,965 $ 75,427 0.18 1.25 14%
Covington $ 202,981 $ 18,198 0.11 0.80 14%
Danvitle $ 3,157,268 $ 144,921 0.22 0.8125 27%
Emporia $ 214,911 $ 20,244 0.11 0.84 13%
Fairfax City $ 944,616 $ 187,426 0.05 1.00 5%
Falls Church $ 670,044 $ 111,400 0.06 1.10 5%
Frankiin $ 360,453 $ 29,610 0.12 0.90 14%
Fredericksburg $ 1,384,078 $ 113,121 0.12 1.16 1%
Galax $ 271,478 $ 21,916 0.12 0.79 16%
Ham.pton $ 9,743,284 $ 483,676 0.20 1.25 16%
Harrisonburg $ 865,497 $ 145,238 0.06 0.62 10%
Hop_ewel\ $ 2,371,078 3 73,796 0.32 1.14 28%
Lexington $ 92,546 $ 26,178 0.04 0.72 5%
Lynchburg $ 3,387,949 $ 229,123 0.15 1.11 13%
Manassas $ 2,177,464" $ 191,850 0.11 1.24 9%
Manassas Park $ 597,906 $ 36,512 0.16 i.44 11%

Source: Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission
December 11, 2000



Table 3.

Total Savings by

' Revenue Yield per

|Potential Reduction

| Nominal Property_: Potential Reguctici]

Localily with State $0.01 Tax on Real in Real Property Tax Rate (1539)° ias a Peicentage of:
Assumption of Selaci Property (1997/98)° Tax Pate ‘the 1999 Nomal
i [ | B

_____ Mandated Services1 - , E!QP?_-"JYA.B}Z_L*_?_‘%”

Martinsville $ 937,517 $ 48,533 0.19] 0.94] 2%
Newport News $ 15,286,303 3 639,818 0.24 1.24 19%
Norfolk B 17,619,820 | | § 700,831 0.25 1.40 18%
Norton $ 187,246 3 12,564 0.15 0.70 21%
Petersburg $ 5,098,489 $ 84,437 0.60 1.43 __42%
Poquoson $ 284,279 $ 59,097 0.05 1.12 4%
Portsmouth $ 6,287,938 $ 271,196 0.23 1.36 17%
Radford $ 353,989 $ 41,161 0.09 0.74 12%
Richmond City $ 18,175,156 $ 856,968 0.21 1.43 15%
Roanoke City 3 7,169,357 $ 340,399 0.21 1.22 17%
Salem $ 758,108 | | § 101,420 0.07 1.18] 6%
Staunton $ 1,103,985 $ 80,190 0.14 1.00 14%
Suffolk $ 2,086,084 | | $ 233,225 0.09 1.03 9%
Virginia Beach $ 10,744,261 $ 1,893,881 0.06 1.22 5%
Waynesboro | $ 1,183,035 3 71,251 0.17 0.97 17%
Williamsburg 3 843,552 $ 74,277 0.11 0.54 21%
Winchester $ 1,801,503 $ 129,429 0.14 0.64 22%
Accomack $ 1,442 642 $ 120,196 0.12 0.62 19%
Albemarle $ 3,280,812 $ 509,433 0.06 0.72 9%
Alleghany $ 469,775 $ 42,775 0.11 0.76 14%
Amelia $ 273,564 1% 38,947 0.07 0.60 12%
Ambherst $ 938,312 3 97,187 0.10 0.55 18%
Appomattox $ 410,419 $ 45,778 0.09 0.55 16%
Arlington $ 24,115,591 ¢ $ 1,854,559 0.13 0.998 13%
Augusta $ 1,412,153 $ 276,080 0.05 0.58 9%

Source; St

aff, Virginia Tax Study Commission
December 11, 2000



Table 3.

Total Savings by

Revenue Yield per

Potential Reduction

Nominal Property

Potential Reduction

Locality with State

$0.01 Tax on Real

in Real Property

Tax Rate {1999)°

as a Percentage of

2

Assumption of Select Property (1997/98) Tax Rate the 1999 Nomial

Mandated Services1 Property Tax Rate
Bath $ 268,710 $ 32,976 0.08 0.50 16%
Bedford $ 1,461,271 $ 256,239 0.06 0.64 9%
Bland $ 121,192 $ 16,786 0.07 0.69 10%
Botetourt 3 870,700 $ 113,567 0.08 0.70 11%
Brunswick $ 701,209 $ 47,931 0.15 0.59 25%
Buchanan $ 1,317,223 $ 91,792 0.14 0.59 24%
Buckingham $ 332,313 $ 40,865 0.08 0.48 17%
Campbell $ 1,426,680 $ 164,907 0.09 0.51 17%
Caroline $ 661,248 $ 84,927 0.08 0.71 11%
Carroll $ 688,740 3 76,904 0.09 0.53 17%
Charlgs City $ 526,421 $ 30,985 0.17 0.72 24%
Charlotte $ 507,942 3 43,023 0.12 0.65 18%
Chestertield $ 10,539,983 $ 1,164,059 0.09 1.08 8%
Clarke $ 569,881 $ 72,447 0.08 0.87 9%
Craig $ 150,797 $ 16,885 0.09 0.62 14%
Culpeper $ 1,607,066 $ 147,005 0.11 0.74 15%
Cumberland $ 248,028 $ 31,560 0.08 0.56 14%
Dickenson $ 828,592 $ 49,649 0.17 0.65 26%
Dinwiddie $ 876,943 $ 86,002 0.10 0.74 14%
Essex $ 691,896 $ 62,973 0.11 0.52 21%
Fairfax $ 87,147,998 $ 7,292,113 0.12 1,23 10%
Fauquier $ 2,836,842 3 347,589 0.08 1.00 8%
Floyd $ 243,824 $ 47,280 0.05 0.685 7%
Fluvanna $ 509,364 $ 72,490 0.07 0.64 11%
Franklin $ 1,141,349 $ 208,909 0.05 0.55 10%
Frederick $ 2,087,439 $ 274,497 .08 0.59 13%

Source: Stalf, Virginia Tax Study Commission
December 11, 2000



Table 3.

Total Savings by

Revenue Yield per

Potential Reduction

Nominal Property

Potential Reductio

Locality with State

$0.01 Tax on Real

in Real Property

Tax Rate (1 999)3

as a Percentage of

Assumption of Select Property (1997/98)2 Tax Rate the 19938 Nomial

Mandated Services1 Property Tax Rate
Giles $ 411,688 $ 42,903 0.10 0.59 16%
Gloucaster $ 1,330,475 $ 142,770 0.09 0.91 10%
Goochland $ 1,091,643 $ 125,816 0.09 0.90 10%
Grayson $ 455,666 $ 42,866 0.11 0.71 15%
Greene $ 384,862 $ 54,508 0.07 0.76 9%
Greensville $ 386,776 $ 30,945 0.12 0.61 20%
Halifax $ 941,545 $ 112,559 0.08 0.31 27%
Hanover $ 2,257,495 $ 440,638 0.05 0.73 7%
Henrico $ 17,149,061 $ 1,243,886 0.14 0.94 15%
Henry $ 1,659,925 $ 169,070 0.10 _0.80 16%
Hightand $ 124,226 | | $ 19,282 0.06 ] 0.60 11%
sle of Wight $ 1,070,044 $ 129,814 0.08 0.72 11%
James City $ 2,116,633 $ _ 344,316 0.06 0.87 7%
King & Queen N 441,984 ! 1§ 31,913 _0.14 0.75 18%
King George 5 492,319 $ 74,695 | 0.07 0.70 9%
King William $ 5602151 '§ 57,609 0.10 0.82 _12%
Lancaster $ o 613_,147“_;3 $ 104,000 0.06 0511  12%
Lee S 1022041 18 47,293 | 0.22 0.6 33%
Loudoun $ 7,729,429 | | $ 1,067,468 _0.07 1.91] 7%
Louisa $ 650,603 | |'§ 118,829 ~ 0.05 0.67; 8%
Lunenburg 3 304,346 | | § 33,405 __oosf | _0.50] _ 8%
Madison 5 406,474 | |8 57758 | | 0.07 0.65 11%
Mathews $ 418,520 | |'$ 60,621 0.07 0.68 10%
Mecklenburg $ 1,1 50,851__7_'_35 111,323 0.10 0.35 30%
Middlesex $ 551,944 |8 78,530 0.07 0.52i 14%
Montgomery $ 1,575,158 | | § 220,784 0.07 0.76! 9%

Source: Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission

December 11, 2000



Table 3.

Total Savings by Revenue Yield per Potential Reduction Nominal Property |Potential Reductior]
Locality with State $0.01 Tax on Real in Real Property Tax Rate (1999)° las a Percentage of
Assumption of Select Property (1997/98)° Tax Rate the 1999 Nomial
Mandated Services1 Property Tax Rate
Nelson $ 392,674 $ 103,714 0.04 0.67 6%
New Kent $. 448,333 $ 69,158 0.06 0.82 8%
Northampton $ 1,187,710 $ 61,567 0.19 0.58 33%
Northumberland $ 470,999 $ 95,206 0.05 0.56 9%
Nottoway $ 321,295 $ 37,347 0.09 0.66 13%
Orange 3 640,205 $ 127,308 0.05 0.70 7%
Page s 851,828 | | § 81,410 0.10 0.54 19%
Patrick $ 456,800 $ 61,983 0.07 0.52 14%
Pittsylvania $ 1,941,048 $ 144,286 0.13 0.48 28%
Powhatan $ 503,321 3 86,546 0.06 0.79 7%
Prince Edward $ 425,940 $ 57,879 0.07 0.59 12%
Prince George 3 1,076,808 $ 95,253 0.11 0.90 13%
Prince William $ 13,163,673 | [ $ 1,275,150 0.10 1.36 8%
Pulaski | |'§ 1,011,266 $ 94,797 0.11 0.62 17%
Rappahannock $ 276,973 $ . 52,755 0.05 0.78 7%
Richmond County | § 284,922 $ 36,286 0.08 0.50 16%
Roanoke County 3 2,919,712 $ 377,171 0.08 1.13 7%
Rockbridge $ 746,454 $ 90,240 0.08 0.63 13%
Rockingham $ 1,832,782 $ 258,221 0.07 0.68 10%
Russell $ 1,070,338 $ 63,259 0.17 0.64 26%
Scott $ 729,932 $ 45,950 0.16 0.69 23%
Shenandoah $ 1,195,455 $ 172,231 0.07 0.61 11%
Smyth $ 1,233,493 $ 74,621 0.17 0.75 22%
Southampton $ 585,597 | | $ 70,764 0.08 0.61 14%
 Spotsylvania $ 2,850,660 $ 403,694 0.07 1.02 7%
Staftord $ 2,721,189 $ 408,285 0.07 1.08 6%

Source: Stalf, Virginia Tax Study Commission
December 11, 2000



Table 3.

Total Savings by -

Revenue Yield per

Potential Reduction

Nominal Property

Potential Reduction

Locality with State

$0.01 Tax on Real

in Real Property |

2

Tax Rate (1999)°

as a Percent

age of

Assumption of Select Property (1997/98) Tax Rate the 1999 Nomial

Mandated Services1 Property Tax Rate
Surry $ 826,429 $ 33,917 0.24 0.68 36%
Sussex $ 718,147 $ 37,996 0.19 0.60 32%
Tazewell $ 1,206,448 $ 119,510 0.10 0.56 18%
Warren $ 1,585,556 $ 138,895 0.11 0.68 17%
Washington $ 1,403,521 3 161,802 0.09 0.66 __13%
Westmoreland $ 887,055 $ 86,286 0.10 0.64 _ 6%
Wise $ 1,712,746 $ 101,757 0.17 0.52 132%
Wythe $ 1,027,634 $ 87,638 0.12 0.65 _18%
York $ 2,373,921 $ 298,336 0.08 0.86 9%

'Source: State Assumption orf__ieiec;;Sociai Services, Virginia Tax Study Comm. Document, October 5, 2000.

2Source: Computation on Total Taxable Real Estate FMV as reported in Department of Taxation

Annual Report , FY98.

See Virginia Tax Study Commission document, May 12, 2000.

[

ISource: 1999 Tax Rates s

18th Edition, Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service

l

|

l

!

Source: Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission

December 11, 2000



Table 4.
State Assumption of Select Social Services

I I I L } i

Core Cities Local Contributions as a Percentage of Total Community Service Board Contributions for All Localities

Core Cities Community Service Community Service
Boards Board Contibutions as a
2000 Local Percentage of Total
Contributions Locality Conltributions
Charlottesville; $167,733 0.98%
Hopewell | 76,724 0.45%
Newport News 496,827 2.91%
Norfolk 840,961 4.93% e —
Portsmouth 471,714 2.76% R
Richmond City 962,007 5.64% e
Roanoke City 472,504 2.77% o
Core Cities Total $3,488,470 20.43% -
All Localities $17,071,487 100%
fﬁéé?é?:??cnies constitute in number 17.5% of Virginia's 40 cities.
Source: Data provided by administering state agencies
|

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, July 10, 2000



State Assumption of Select Social Services

Table 4.

l

E

l

e

l

L .

|Core Cities Local Contributions as a Percentage of Total Comprehensive Services Act Contributions for all Localities

§ore Cities

Comprehensive

CSA Contributions

Services Act

as a Percentage

1999 Local

of Total Localily

Contributions

Contributions

Charlottesville $959,902 1.35%

Hopewell 301,126 0.42%

Newport News 3,448,003 4.84%

Norfolk 1,861,000 2.61%

Portsmouth 628,621, 0.88%

Richmond City 4,513,509 6.34%

Roanoke City 2,656,342 3.73%

Core Cities Total | $14,368,503 i 20.18%.

All Localities $71,213,305| ) 100% ) N

's 40 cities.

_iSource: Data provided by administering stafiégencies
i

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, July 10, 2000



Table 4.
State Assumption of Select Social Services

I I i l I .

Core Cities Local Contributions as a Percentage of Total Social Service Contributions for all Localities

Care Cities

Social Service

Social Service

FY98 Local

Local Contributions

Contributions

as a Percentage

of Total Locality
Contributions

Charlottesville $1,512,069 1.33%
Hopewell 414,495 -0.36%
Newport News 4,598,307 4.04%
Norfolk 5,258,548 4.62%
Portsmouth 2,644,869 2.33%
Richmond City 5,580,295 4.91%
Roanoke City 2,095,457 1.84%
Core Cities Total $22,104,040 19.43%
All Localities $113,742,688 100%

These Core Cities constitute in number 17.5% of Virginia's 40 cities.

Source: Data provided by administering state agencies.

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, July 10, 2000



Table 4.

State Assumption of Select Social Services

T

T
|

! 1 '

Core Cities Local Contributvi-c\).t;s as a Percentage of Total Local Health Department Contributions for All Localities

Core Cities Local Health Health Contributions‘
Departments as a Percentage _
FYO0O0 Local of Total Locality

Contributions

Contributions

Charlottesviile $372,558 0.73%

Hopewell 142,207 0.28% e
Newport News 1,886,321 3.71% e
Norfolk 2,979,758 5.87% L
Portsmouth 983,994 1.94% o
Richmond City 2,394,581 4.72% .
Roanoke City 984,857 1.94%

Core City Total $9,744,276 19.19%

All Localities $50,782,692 100%| B

These Core Cities constitute in number 17.5% of Virginia's 40 cities.

state agencies

Source: Data provided by administering
T

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, July 10, 2000



Table 4.

State Assumption of Select Social Services

1

l ]

|

Core Cities Local Contributions as a Percentage of Total Local and Regional Jails Contributions for All Localities

Core Cities

Local and Regional

Jail Local

Jails

Contributions as

FY 1998 Local

a Percentage of Total

Locality Contributions

Contributions
Charlottesville $440,549 0.30%
Hopewelt 1,436,526 0.97%
Newport News 4,856,845 3.29%
Norfolk 6,679,553 4.52%
Portsmouth 1,558,740 1.05%
Richmond City 4,724,764 3.20%
Roanoke City 960,197 0.65%
Core Cities Total $20,657,174 13.98%
All Localities $147,751,935 100%

These Core Cities con?litute in_ number 17.5% of Virginia's 40 cities.

Source: Data provided by administering state agencies.

Staff, Virginia Tax Study Commission, July 10, 2000






APPENDIX N

Virginia's Fiscal Fulwre: A Long-Term Perspective

Tahle of Contents
November 4, 1998

Mr. Henry H. Harrell

Chairman & Chief Executive Officer
Universal Corporation

P.O. Box 25009

Richmond, VA 23260

Dear Henry:

Thank you for providing me a copy of the draft report, "Virginia's Fiscal Future: A Long-Term Perspective” being prepared by consultants for
review by the Virginia Business Council. At your request, my staff has reviewed and prepared an analysis of the report and the technical data
submitted to us, and I am enclosing that document.

There are serious technical flaws my staff has identified in revenue projections, demographic projections and the identification of needs._l\r.iuch
of the data contained in the report's conclusion is outdated, erroneous or misleading. Unfortunately, because this report came to the public's

attention without adequate professional review, it created a distinctly wrong impression, and will have little credibility after these errors are
revealed.

In addition to the use of wrong data, which leads to wrong conclusions, the report also begins with wrong assumptions relating to government
taxing and spending. :

Analysis of government taxing and spending, like the analysis of a household budget, is a highly subjective enterprise, We prioritize between
what is and what is not truly a "need” based in large part on the fiscal constraints that exist even in the best of economic times. As every family
in Virginia knows, no matter how large the stream of income at one's disposal, or how fast its rate of growth, there will always be more
arguably worthwhile things to buy than there is money with which to buy them.

The draft repor fails to make a serious effort to distinguish "needs" from proposed expenditures of less importance. The report then argues
that the potential inability of those combined expenditures to be contained within projected future fiscal constraints suggests that the
Commonwealth may have insufficient revenues within the next ten years.

As a technical point, the report substantially understates future revenues. More fundamental, however, is its failure to adequately analyze the
Commonwealth's future "needs." The report assumes that ail expenditures currently in the budget will continue to be "needs” which will .
continue to grow. This assumption is unsound. The budget contains many one-time expenditures that need not be repeated. More importantly,
over time, public needs will change and current programs will be abandoned as no longer responsive to current probiems.

The report also attempts to assess “unmet needs” by in part reviewing "budget hearing data, reports and studies, as well as topics that have been
the subject of debate and discussion by Virginia officials.” Of course, the annals of government are filled with proposed programs that, though
seriously discussed and debated, were never adopted and have not been missed. Indeed, it is in the natre of the political process to present the
voters with choices in programs and expenditures to reject and accept.

For example, had this ten year assessment been completed five years ago, it would have failed to take into account both the abolition of parole
and the abelition of the car tax, as well as the significant reduction in the size of govemnment that occwred during those years. Such omissions,
however, call into question both the method by which future "unmet needs” are identified as welt as the assumption that current spending
patterns wiil continue into the future.

The report also tacitly assumes that services offered by Virginia government cannot be more efficiently provided in the future atlower cost.
Virginia is currently in the midst of a technological revolution. Today, it can proudly claim to be the Intemet capital of the nation and the world.

Within Virginia's borders are a large and growing number of technology firms that everyday develop new breakthroughs that change the way
we live and do business. ‘

Like private businesses and individuals, over the next ten years state government will dramatically change the way it does everything, from
education to procurement. The technological progress ushering in the new century promises to provide unprecedented opportunities to make
government more efficient, more responsive, and less costly. Yet with govemment, more so than with private businesses and individuals, change
does not come easy. Unless we pian today for a less costly, more efficient state government, we will not have one tomorrow.

I'am looking forward to speaking to the Council on Friday and further discussing the future of Virginia's government.

Very truly yours,

|[®]roco

James 8. Gilmore, IIT

JSGI/Im

http://www.virginiaforward.com/fiscal/w179014.HTM Page 1 of§
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enclosure

Analysis of the Draft Report
“Virginia's Fiscal Future: A Long-Term Perspective”

Summary

The draft report entitled “Virginia's Fiscal Future: A Long-Term Perspective” suffers frem numerous technical flaws. These include the use of
misleading and incorrect demographic data, the use of outdated or incorrect numbers relating to revenue, and invalid assumptions of need.

Attached is a detailed analysis of the draft report's problems. The draft repor:
e understates projected tax revenue by more than $3.5 billion over ten years,

® Had the report based its revenue projections on actval 1998 revenue collections, it would have shown estimates ranging from a $3
billion dollar surplus to 2 $400 million shortfall in 2008 (depending upon the various spending scenarios in Appendices A through D),

e does not use official growth rates (although it purports to do so) and ignores large budget surpluses in 1998 which change the baseline,

® overstates essential "needs” by including hundreds of millions of one-time expenditures such as capital outay, the Revenue
Stabilization Fund, and contributions 1o non-state agencies,

® uses unaudited reports from school superintendents as the definition of unmet school construction needs, and ignores the hundreds of
millions in state aid in loans, grants, and Virginia Public School Authority Bonds, which localities currently use for school construction,

e cites inaccurate and misleading demographics of the elderly in projecting future needs,

e incorrectly claims the elderly are responsible for 70% of Medicaid expenditures, when acrual expenses are just over 30%,

® ignores the over $570 million rainy day fund balance and the over $5 billion debt capacity for capital projects,

o underestimates by $71 million per year on average the additional federal highway money being received over the next six years,
® incorrectly adjusts program allocations (revenues) for secondary and urban roads, and

e misleads by using the term "balance to complete” for road construction projects without including 1997-98 six year funding
allocations.

Dara On Which The Report Is Based Is Flawed

Economic analysis is only as good'as the data underlying it. A review of this report reveals numerous flaws in the data on which its
conclusions are based. In some cases the data are out-dated. In other cases the data provided are misleading, suspect or erroneous.

Tax Revenue Projections are Erroneous

The report significantly understates the Commonwealth's projected tax revenue by more than $3.5 billion for the ten-year period (1998-2008).
The understatement appears to result from some very rudimentary errors.

First, the report's tax revenue projections are inconsistent with the Commonwealth's official tax revenue forecasts. The Commonwealth's official
revenue forecasts are for tax collections to increase 5.5 percent in FY 2001 and 5.8 percent in FY 2002, but the report appears to assume

growth rates of 5.1 percent and 5.9 percent for those years. The loss of .4 percent in FY 2001 increases to over $300 miilion when
compounded through FY 2008.

Second, the report fails to account for large surpluses in the actual tax collections for FY 1998. The current Appropriation Act includes $168.2
million for FY 1999 and this will increase by an additional $156 million in the budget amendments for the 1999 Session of the General

Assembly based on higher than expected tax collections in FY 1998. By omitting these figures from its revenue growth calculations, the report
reduces the effective revenue growth over the next ten years.

. The report also fails to recognize that, because actual tax collections for FY 1998 exceeded official forecasts by about 2 percentage points, a
smaller growth rate is needed to meet official revenue projections in future years. Virginia's strong fiscal year-to-date tax collections for FY
1999 support an upward revision of official forecasts this upcoming December. If that occurs, accounting for the surpluses noted above in the

base budget, then the report’s projections will be understated by more than $3.5 billion over the ten-year period when compared to official
revenue forecasts.

The report also uses conservative revenue growth rates (the report calls them "positive” growth rates and sources them to the official estimates
of the Secretary of Finance). The report claims (at 26) to base its projections on a growth rate of "approximately 6 percent annually.” In fact,

hitp://www.virginiatorward.com/fiscal/w179014 . HTM Page 2 0t 5
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the report's revenue projections reflected in Appendices A-D) reflect growth rates significantly below 6 percent, and they do not match the
official estimates of Virginia's Secretary of Finance. Had the report used 6 percent annual growth rates as represented for all years FY 200i
through FY 2008, the surplus wouid have been $300 million higher in FY 2001 and increased to over $800 million by FY 2008.

Additionally, the report commits a critical accounting error (see Appendices A-D) by comparing only projected revenues to all "resources
available for appropriation” in the base budget for FY 2000. Also, had the report used actual 1998 tax collections and then grown revenues by 6
percent annually thereafter, the surplus would have been almost $400 million higher in FY 2001 and increased over $900 miilion in FY 2008.

Projections of Future Spending "Needs "Are Highkly Subjecrive, Misleading and Overstated

At the outset the report admits (at 13) that "it was not possible to conduct a definitive, all encompassing needs assessment for the )
Commonwealth.” Instead of engaging in any kind of ngorous analysis of true programmatic necessities in government, the report engages in a
highly subjective process of culling public documents and examining "topics that have been the subject of debate and discussion by Virginia
officials” (at 27). From that process the repart projects substantial "unmet needs"” requiring new government spending.

The report assumes that Virginia's current state budget contains nothing but the most essential "needs” that must continue to be funded at
increasing rates year after year. The spending projections of the report include capital outlay even though it is generally considered a one-time
_ expenditure. This implicitly means that the cut-year projections fully fund an ever-increasing capital budget. There is nothing wrong with this
methodology per se, except that certain capital outlay amounts for higher education are added again to the equation and extra "unmet needs.”
The inclusion of capital, once in the baseline projections and again in the unmet higher education "needs,” seems to double count at least some

portion of capital outlay projects over the next decade and presumes that government will continue to build more and more government
buildings. °

There are other one-time expenditures in the FY 2000 baseline budget that are not taken out of the report's spending projections for the funre.
For example, the Appropriation Act contains $115 miilion for the Revenue Stabilization Fund in FY 2000 and there 1s another $17.7 million
for non-state agencies. The report appears to continue funding these kinds of spending items year after year at accelerating rates of increase,
thereby artificially inflating thc spending requirements by more than $1 billion.

In one scenario, the report proposes that there is an "unmet need" of $2.2 billion to construct or renovate local schools. The report suggests
that the state should increase spending to cover the entire $2.2 billion over the next five years. However, the survey cited by the Department of
Education contains data reported by local school superintendents, not local governing bodies. The "needs” reported have never been audited for
accuracy. Nor has anyone ever attemnpted to determine which dollar requests are for "desirable" renovations as opposed to those that are
“necessary” for the safety of children or for effective education. A detailed survey requesting objective data on school buildings, square footage
and student populations was recently mailed to all local school divisions by the Commission on Infrastructure in an effort to objectify claims of
actual "need” through quantifiable measures of space, envollment, and health and safety violations.

Moreover, the report assumes that state government will assume full responsibility for the claimed "need." This assumption does not take into
account the growth in local government tax revenues which have been increasing approximately 6.4 percent annually statewide over the last five
years (that's double the rate of inflation and it exceeds inflation plus population growth). Nor does it take into account hundreds of millions of
dollars in state aid for schoot facility maintenance, Literary Fund loans, technology grants, and Virginia Public School Authority bonds which
localities use every year to finance local school constructicn projects.

The report asserts (at 30) that “[1] arge tuition hikes have been enacted to partially fill the void left by the cuts” during the recession of the early
1990s. According to analysis by Virginia's Department of Planning and Budget, reductions in state tax spending on colleges and universines
totaled $101 million, while college and university administrators raised student tuition and fees by a total of $210 million over the same period
of ume. The chart on college funding (at 31) is highly misleading. Its imeline stops in 1998 at $4,299 in per student general fund support.
However, general fund appropriations through FY 2000 show general fund spending per student rsing to $5,122 when counting both in-state
and out-of-state students. That chart also fails to reflect a policy change in 1993 in which state tax dollars stopped subsidizing out-of-state

s:udgnts. If you account for that policy change, state tax support for in-state students is at an all-time high of $6,701 per in-state student in FY
2000. -

Additionally, the report hardly justifies an additional $160.6 million in additional tax spending on colleges and universities. The report cites 2
recommendation of the State Council of Higher Education (SCHEV) last year to the General Assembly. However, as the report notes, the

General Assembly saw fit to fund only 70 percent of that recommendation in the 1998-2000 biennium. So why would we now assume that all
SCHEYV recommendations are absolute "needs"?

Demagraphic Trends and Conclusions are Overstated

The repart points to the aging of Virginia's “baby boom" generation as an indicator of greater "need” for government spending over the next
decade. The fact is that the "baby boom"” generation will be between 51 and 79 years of age by 2015. It is inappropriate to place
disproportionate attention on this issue over the next decade since this generation cohort will be at their peak earning years over the next ten
years and will consume relatively less govemment services.

The report’s attention to a demographic measure called the dependency ratio is also misplaced. While Virginia will experience an increase in
that measure beginning in 2025, the report fails to mention that the U.S. Bureau of Census is projecting Virginia's dependency ratio as the
most favorable in the nation. The report also fails to note that the projected dependency ratio in 2025 sull will be dramatically lower than i(s
1962 high of 1.64. Moreover, the implicit assumption when using this measure alone is that the majority of those over age 65 will be
“dependent” on those who are younger. This assumption ignores the current trend toward longer careers owing largely to medical and
technological advances. A more balanced approach would have been to contrast the projected dependency ratio with the projected working age
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population.

Even so, the report overestimates the impact of Virginia's elderly on the state's Medicaid program. The report incorrectly claims that the q!d;rily
are responsible for 70 percent of all Medicaid expenditures. Not so. In fact, the elderly were responsible for just over 33 percent of Medicaid's
expenses in 1998. The report ignores the fact that Medicare subsidizes much of the elderly generation's health care costs.

The report further claims that Medicaid expenses are especially sensitive to the business cycle. It quotes unnamed experts as having said thata
one-percent decrease in unemployment causes a six percent increase in Medicaid expenditures. To evaluate such a statement one has ta first
realize that only one of the three generally recognized Medicaid populations, those eligible for TANF benefits, are susceptible 10 the risks from
economic downturns. This group hardly accounts for one-third of the program’s costs. Even if this were not the case, since elasticities are
constant for increases as well as decreases in the independent variable, we should have experienced much larger decreases in Medicaid
expenditures than we have experienced today, were this assertion true, given our current period of low unemployment. In other words, if
Medicaid expenditures to those eligible for TANF benefits are as sensitive to the business cycle as the report suggests, the Commonwealth
should have experienced greater Medicaid savings than it in fact has in these economic good times.

The report projects (at 21) an enroliment increase in Virginia's public schools of about 25,000 children statewide over the next five years and
then projects that K-12 enrollment will remain the same at about 1,130,000 children. The report concludes (at 20) that “[a]lthough this growth
will level out over the next 10 years, there will be on-going costs to educate this large demographic group.” That projection is inconsistent with
the Virginia Department of Education's projections which show student enrollment beginning to decline 38,7C6 students between 2002 and
2009. Declining enroliments mean less need, not more.

Highway Construciion Analysis Based on Outdated Information and Unexplained Extrapolation )

The Highway Construction chapter of this report does attempt to address the fact that past so-called needs assessments are 2 combination of
true needs, and other items that, while arguably desirable, are of lower priority. However, the data relied upon is nonetheless outdated and
incomplete and appears to be accompanied by incorrect application in at least two instances. The analysis relies upon an assumption of federal
funds to be received by the Cornmonwealth from the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, known as TEA-21, that is $71 million per
year on average less than what Virginia will receive (at 40); the report does not account for the upward adjustment of Virginia's official state
revenue estimates in December; and the numbers reiied upon from the Commonwealth Transportation Board's (CTB) Six Year Improvement
Program (SYTP) are less than the funding included in the CTB budget.

It is nat a generous underestimate of transportation “needs” to rely upon the "moderate,” as opposed 1o "aggressive” scenario. This report
notes that there are two modes of analysis for highway construction, the "aggressive” scenario and the "moderate” scenario. These Iwo
scenarios are national standards for purposes of analysis and comparison; each provides different triggers for when construction pianning may
be necessary, such as the number of cars that may travel through a given intersection per day before additionat construction is deemed
necessary. It is understood that the "aggressive" scenario incorporates true needs together with items of lower priarity, while the "moderate”
scenario is a more realistic assessment of true need. The SYIP, also known as the Six Year Plan, is the "moderate" scenano.

Based on current funding and projects in the CTB Six Year Plan, and adopting the approach taken in this Repor, total need for the moderate
scenario is equal to total available revenue, as explained below. Using the same material upon which this Report is supposed to be based and
following the same logic espoused in the Reports, i.e., relying on the Commission on the Future of Transportation's Interim Report (HD12)
and incorporating the revenue adjustments - such as including all construction funding sources - recommended by former Secretary of )
Transportation Robert Martinez, the $26 biilion dollars of unfunded need (Figure 29 at 40) identified in this Report and in COFT's Intefim
Report (HD12 at 14 and 15) is actually funded over twenty years as follows:

Needs Estimates:
Category I needs (HD12 at 14 and 15): $6.5 billion
Category 1 needs (HD12 at 14 and 15): $19.5 billion
(funded for feasibility studies)
Total Need for Category I and II projects: $26.0 billion

Revenue Estimates:
-Revenue estimates in the COFT Interim
Report, HD12, for the 20 year period totaled: $20,786.9 billion
-Add $2 billion in State debt proceeds (at 41-42) $2,000.0 billion

- Locai debt proceeds (at 41-42) $1,700.0 biilion -
- Private financing through the Public Private
Transportation Act (PPTA) $2,000.0 billion

Total for Revenue for Category I and II projects: $26.0 billion

Furthermore, the impacts of TEA-21 revenues and additional State revenues have not been incorporated into this Report. An important point
about TEA-21 is that the federal revenues flowing to highway construction in the Commonwealth grow each year in the bill — from a low of

3576 miltion in FY98 to a high of $714.9 million in FY03. Extrapolated over the twenty year period designated in the report, a steady annual
increase in funding is significant.

The chart found in Figure 31 of the report (at 42), and the conclusions based thereon are fundamentally wrong because the chart is drawn
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using the numbers derived from the two misleading calculations explained above: (1) the 25% funding reduction for urban and secondary
programs; and (2) the “balance to complete” figures that do not include 1997-1998 funding atlocations from the SYIP. Furthermore, as in other
parts of Chapter V, Figure 31 does not include the increased federal transportation funds Virginia receives under TEA-21,

® The 25% adjustment purported to be used to allow for any overestimate in "needs” in the urban and secondary programs category 15
actually used to reduce funding allocations for the programs, not "needs”. According to the Technical Appendix, the Report makes a
“Twenty-five percent reduction in the funding allocation for urban/secondary roads to reflect possible overestimates of future.need in
the secondary system.” (Appendix at 11) The adjustment reducing program allocations, which are revenues, for secondary and urban
systems is incorrect. The funding allocations for secondary and urban systems are dictated by statute — even if a need did not exist,
the revenue would continue to be allocated as required by statute. Hence, instead of reducing the need estimate for funding of urban
and secondary systems, the analysis in this report assumes a 25% reduction in funding that will not occur.

® The “balance to complete” numbers for construction projects do not include funding allocated to the programs in the 1997-1998 SYIP.
The right column in Table 1 of the Technical Appendix at page 12 refers to the "balance to complete,” indicating that the number in the
column is the balance of funds required to be allocated to complete construction of a project. However, the number used is not the
balance to complete as defined in the Commonwealth Transportation Board's Six Year Improvement Program (SYIP); instead the
number used is the total additional funding required, which means that the figure used in the Technical Appendix does rot credit to
each project funds allocated in the 1997-1998 SYIP. For example, in the Bristol District listing, the Technical Appendix at page 12
Lists a "balance o complete” of $163.7 million. The actual balance to complete after the funding allocations in the 1997-1998 Six Year
Improvement Program total $89.9 million. At a minimum, at least one year of funding, FY 98, is completely ignored.

Uncenainties in the methodology used to develop the report include: (1) it cannot be determined how the revenue/allocation level was

forecasted beyond fiscal year 2003; (2) the Report relies on an unexplained estimate for which no details are provided as its twenty year
projected revenues instead of using data from the Commission on the Future of Transportation's Interim Report (HD12 at 11, Table B), which
corresponds o the "State Needs” number of $57.8 billion (adjusted for inflation to $74.6 billion) being used on page 39 of the Report; and (3)

the Report was commissioned "to lock 10 years into the future” (Preface), and it is unclear why a twenty year forecast is used to examine a ten
vear period.

The report ignores the Commonwealth's rainy day fund balance and 35 billion debt capacity for capital projects

Although the report alludes to the possibility of an economic downtun, it omits any discussion of the Commonwealth's Revenue Stabilization
Fund (or “rainy day” fund). By the end of FY 2000, the state's rainy day fund will hold over $570 million. Those tax dollars will be available to
fund programs in the event of a revenue downturn during a recession.

The report omits any calculation of Virginia's debt capacity to fund various capital projects over the next decade. The most recent report of
Virginia's Debt Capacity Advisory Committee indicates that Virginia's debt capacity is at its highest level in two decades. With more than $500
million of additional debt capacity avaitable each year for the next ten years currently projected, this omission from the report is glgmﬁcnm
because it fatls to recognize the ability of the Commonwealth to utilize its total financial resources responsibly in addressing capital
requirements over a long period of time.
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Response to Governor's Office Comments
Virginia's Fiscal Fixture: A Long-Term Perspective

Revenue Projections

FY 1998 Data. A concern repeatedly noted in the comments from the Governor's Office is that actual FY 1998 revenue data was not used in
the study. This is true. However, this data was not available when the study was conducted. As you know, the study was cor}ducted earlyin
1998, and the study findings were presented to the Virginia Business Council on May 8, 1998. Our written report was provided to the Council
on June 30, 1998 when our consulting engagement concluded. Actual FY 1998 data was not available until August 1998.

Similarly, regarding such areas as projected surpluses, unspent balances, additions to the balance, and transfers, the study included data
provided by the Department of Planning and Budget that was available at the time the study was conducted. The figures and projections

contained in the report are accurate and appropriate, but are subject to updating, as is any study, as new data and financial figures become
available each year.

Official Revenue Growth Figures. The comments question whether we use official revenue growth figures, especially for FY 2001 and FY
2002. Official projected revenue growth rates, as reported in The December Standard General Fund Forecast for FY 2001- 2004 (December
19, 1997), were used in making the report’s projections.

Use of the Term "Approximately 6 Percent Annually." The Governor's Office questions the phrase "approximately 6 percent annually” used
in the report to describe revenue growth rates. The phrase was used in reference to official growth rates ranging from 5.5 percent through 6.1

percent, and is appropriate. As previously noted, the Commonwealth's official revenue growth rates were used for all projections and this is
stated repeatedly in the report.

Projections of Future Spending Needs

Treatment of Capital and Nonstate Agencies. Assumptions were made for this study that the Commonwealth will continue to address
infrastructure and nonstate agency needs, but at a fixed level, not at an accelerating rate of increase as claimed in the comments. For study
projections, capital and nonstate agency expenditures were explicitly excluded from the expenditure base before growth rates were applied.
They were not compounded in any way. This is explained on page three of the technical appendix to the report.

Further, as explained in the report, significant reductions to higher education capital figures were made to minimize duplication between the
higher education estimate of unmet need and the capital budget figures.

Local School Needs. The Governor's Office comments are critical of the use of the Department of Education’s survey of local school needs.
(DOE's survey report estimated that unmet needs could exceed $8.2 billion.) This survey represents the best available data at the time of the
study. Because it was unaudited, the lowest estimate of need cited in the report ($2.2 billion) was used for the fiscal future analysis. The survey

currently being conducted by the Commission on Infrastructure will hopefully bring new and helpful data to the table for upcoming important
discussions on this issue.

The comments also criticize our study for not taking into account various sources of revenue available to fund school maintenance and
construction. The study did take these sources into consideration. This consideration was factored into the Department of Education’s survey
instrument itself. In the instrument, school officials were directed to estimate their anticipated budget for the period addressed by the survey,
and 1o consider such items as Literary Loans, Virginia Public School Authority Bonds, and local bonds. This was noted on page 29 of our
report. These considerations were therefore factored into the Department of Education's unmet need calculation. For us to again factor these
considerations in would have resulted in an inappropriate duplicated calculation.

Higher Education. The Governor's Office makes several comments regarding the higher education figures in the report. Three items should
be noted in response. First, our study factors in $77 million per year in unmet higher education need, not $160 million as stated in the
comments from tbe Governor's Office.

Second, the comments question why the State Council of Higher Education's (SCHEV) recommendations should be viewe:d as needs. The
need estimate was based on these recommendations because SCHEV is defined by statute as the body to determine needs in higher education
and make finding recommendations for Virginia's public colleges and universities. Further, the 1996 General Assembly, reaffirmed by the
1997 General Assembly, gave SCHEV specific guidance as to how to arrive at needs:

"It is the objective of the General Assembly that funding for Virginia's colleges and universities shall be based primarily on criteria
such as staffing comparisons to similar institutions nationally, as adjusted to reflect restructuring objectives; average faculty
salaries that seek the 60th percentile of similar institutions nationaily; student financial aid that meets 50 percent of the student need
after all other sources of aid have been considered; and such other criteria as may be recommended by the State Council of Higher
Education. It is also the objective of the General Assembly that Virginia establish a tuition and fee policy whereby Virginia
undergraduate students pay not more than one-third of the cost of their education in senior institutions and one-fourth of such cost
in the community colleges.” (1997 Virginia Acts of Assembly, Chapter 924, Section 4-2.00b)

Third, the higher education need number is more of a proxy than some of the other numbers in this report. Several considerations that help
account for this are noted on Page 33 of the report.
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Demographic Trends

Regarding the Govemor's Office comments that demographic trends and conclusions are overstated, we note that glemographic trend
information is provided from a variety of experts and state and national sources. This information is not factored into any of the fiscal
projections in the report.

The Elderly Population. Regarding the demographics on the elderly population, most of these data are projections obtained from federal
government sources. The Governor's Office appears to question the validity or importance of these data. Again, it should be noted that this
mformation was provided as general background for the Virginia Business Council members, and was not used in any projection or analysis.
Further, Medicaid was not included as a need area addressed in the report (Page 27).

Dependency Ratio. Contrary to the comment that we failed to mention that Virginia's dependency ratio is projected to remain as the most .
favorable in the nation, the report acknowledges that Virginia has among the most favorable demographic characteristics in the nation, and will
likely maintain this position in the future (Page 20).

Omission Regarding Medicaid. The comments from the Governor's Office have helped us identify an omission in our report text in this zu'ea.f
Where the report notes that 70 percent of Medicaid spending is driven by the costs of serving the frail elderly, it should state that 70 percent 0
Medicaid spending is driven by the elderly, blind and disabled. We appreciate this being brought to our attention. However, it was not a factor
in our projections.

School Enrollment. Finally, regarding demographic data on school enrollment, this projection was obtained from the Center for Public Service
at the University of Virginia, a frequently used and quoted source for Virginia demographic data. This school enroliment data was not a factor
in the fiscal projections.

Highway Construction Analysis

TEA-21. The Governor's Office makes several comments regarding the highway construction analysis. First, the study is faulted because it
does not account for the full amount of federal TEA-21 funding that has been appropnated to Virginia. Final federal decisions regarding
Virginia's TEA-21 funding were not made until the fall of this year, after the study was completed. As noted by the Governor's Office, if this
study is replicated in the future, this new information should be incorporated.

Different Approaches to Measuring Need. Second, in questioning the estimate of shortfall to meet priority needs, it appears that the
Govemnor's Office has assumed that the report relied primarily on HD 12 to estimate highway needs and revenues. The analysis in the report
was based on a number of documents including the Report of the Advisory Commitiee to the Commission on the Future of Transporiation and
the Six -Year Improvement Plan of the Commonweaith Transportation Board. As a result, the numbers and the outcomes of the Governor's
analysis and that contained in the report are different.

Differences will arise because of varying assumptions about needs and revenue. Variables like time horizons for mesting needs, revenue
forecast horizons, and methods for determining priorities are the crux of the transportation debate and can come together in a variety of ways (0
present policy options. There could be more conservative or aggressive scenarios. For example, HD 12 presents shortfalls that range from $37
billion to $54 billion. The scenario presented in the report, which suggests $9.5 billion in unmet needs, is a reasonable approach for thinking
about reducing costs and addressing priority needs.

Virginia's Rainy Day Fund and Debt Capacity

Rainy Day Fund. The comments from the Governor's Office are critical of the fact that the report does not address the Commonwealth's
Rainy Day Fund. The Rainy Day Fund has constitutional and statutory restrictions which limit its use to periods of unexpected revenue
downtum. This study assumes that the Commonwealth will experience annual revenue growth, no downturns, over the next 10 years. The
report therefore does not refer to the Fund.

Debt Capacity. Regarding debt capacity, substantial levels of debt are factored into the report's transportation funding scenarios, based on the

history of debt issuance in that program area.
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' Growth in Selected Transportation Revenue Sources (in millions)

Vehicle Sales & Registration State Retail
iotor Fuel Tax Use Tax Fees (incl. Gales Tax (1/2
" Fiscal Year Revenues % change Revenues % change IRP)_/1 % change cent) % change

1988 $605.907 $272.792 $138.043 $200.386
1989 619.512" 22% 267.655 -1.9% 152.903 10.8% 216.668 8.1%
1990 623.206 0.6% 259.189 -3.2% 148.608 -2.8% 226.813 4.7%
1991 616.722 -1.0% 230.381 -11.1% 144.156 -3.0% 223.392 -1.5% .
1992 625.196 1.4% 238.379 3.5% 151.343 5.0% 225.407 0.8%
1993 642.643 2.8% 266.577 11.8% 150.386 -0.6% 238.328 5.7%
1994 678.197 5.5% 324 599 21.8% 159.092 5.8% 256.086 7.5%
1995 671.484 -1.0% 357.875 10.3% 161.052 1.2% 277.538 §.4%
1996 706.083 52% 375.043 4.8% 166.721 3.5% 288.437 3.8%
1997 713.939 1.1% 383.876 2.4% 167.903 0.7% 307.188 6.5%
1998 746.981 4.6% 399.269 4.0% 186.013 10.8% 320.958 4.5%
1999 771.571 3.3% 441.586 10.6% 188.025 1.1% 345.101 7.5%
2000 778.534 1.0% 498.098 12.8% 198.604 6.2% 372.400 7.5%
2001* 796.678 2.2% - 457.267 -8.2% 188.642 -5.5% 395,500 6.2%

Average i

Annual

Change, 1988-

2000 2.1% 5.5% 32% 5 3%

*Forecast of FY 2001 approved November 1999,

DMV Forecasting and Analysis Office
1/7/04 CTFREV.xle
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Growth in Highway Maintenance and Operating
Fund (HMOQF) and Transportation
Trust Fund (TTF)
Fiscal Year 1988 — Fiscal Year 2002

(Nomlnal ~ Actual Dollars)
- (mllllons of §)

Toral Revenues

HMGF TTF Total Growth

88 $808.2 $426.1 $1,234.3
89 $855.4 $420.7 $1,285.1 4.1%
90 $843.6 $443.9 $1,287.6 0.2%
91 $818.0 5420:2 $1,238.2 -3.8%
92 $835.3 $425.4 51,260.7 1.6%
93 £866.0 $450.7 $1,319.8 4.7%
94 $948.4 $$494.3 $1,442.7 9.3%
95 $063.6 $546.5 $1,570.1 4.7%
98 ©$1,008.9 $561.8 $1,570.7 4.0%
97 $1,020.1 £588.9 §1,609.0 2.4%
98 51,078.8 $603.0 $1,681.8 4.5%
99 $1,127.6 §643.8 $1,771.4 5.3%
20007 51,1931 $689.7 $1,8682.8 6.3%
2007* $1,136.8 $663.5 $1,800.3 3.3%
2002 $1,170.7 3693.0 $1,863.7 3.5%

*Actual

** December 1999 Forscast.

Source: DMV Forecasting and Analysis Office
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State Individual Income Tax Rates

Tax rate for tax year 2000 -- as of January 1, 2000

---Tax Rates--- # of --Income Brackets-- ---Personal Exemnption--- Federal Tax
State Low High Brackets Low High Single  Married Child. Ded.
ALABAMA 20 - 50 3 500 (b) - 3,000 (b) 1,500 3,000 300 :
ALASKA No State Income Tax
ARIZONA 287 - 504 5 10,000 (b) - 150,000 (b} 2,100 4,200 2,300
ARKANSAS 1.0 - 7.0 () 6 2,999 - 25,000 20 (c) 40 (c) 20 (c)
CALIFORNIA (a) 1.0 - 9.3 6 5,264 (b) - 34,548 (b) 72 (c) 142 () 227 (¢
COLORADO 4.75 1 —Flat rate-— None
CONNECTICUT 30 - 45 2 10,000 (b) - 10,000 (b) 12,000 (f) 24,000 {f) 0
DELAWARE 22 - 595 7 5,000 - 60,000 110 (c) 220 () 110 (¢)
FLORIDA No State Income Tax
GEORGIA 1.0 - 6.0 6 750 (g) - 7.000 (qg) 2,700 5,400 2,700
HAWAI (h) 1.6 - 875 8 2,000 (b) - 40,000 (b) 1,040 2,080 1,040
IDAHO 20 - 8.2 8 1,000 () - 20,000 () 2,750 (d) 5,500 (@} 2,750 (d)
ILLINOIS 3.0 1 —Flat rate-— 2,000 4,000 2,000
INDIANA 3.4 1 —Filat rate— 1,000 2,000 1,000
IOWA (a) 0.35 - 8.98 9 1,162 - 52,290 40 (c) 80 (c) 40 (0) i
KANSAS 3.5 - B.45 3 15,000 (b) - 30,000 (b) 2,250 4,500 2,250
KENTUCKY 20 - 6.0 5 3,000 - 8,000 20 (c) 40 (o) 20 (¢}
LQUISIANA 20 - 6.0 3 10,000 (b) - 50,000 (b) 4,500 () 9,000 () 1.0C0 (@ -
MAINE (a) 2.0 - 8.5 4 4,150 (b) - 16,500 (b) 2,850 5,600 2,850
MARYLAND (k) 2.0 - 4.8 4 1,000 - 3,000 1,850 3,700 1,850
MASSACHUSETTS  5.95 1 — Flatrate— - 4,400 8,800 1,000
MICHIGAN (a) 4.3 () 1 —Flat rate— 2,800 5,600 . 2,800
MINNESOTA (a) . 55 - 8.0 3 17,250 (b) - 56,680 (b) 2,750 (d) 5,500 (d) 2,750 {d)
MISSISSIPPI 3.0 - 5.0 3 5,000 - 10,000 6,000 9,500 1,500
MISSOURI 1.5 - 6.0 10 1,000 - 9,000 2,100 4,200 2,100 " (m)
MONTANA (a) 20 - 1.0 10 2,000 - 70,400 1,610 3,220 1,610 iy
NEBRASKA (a) 2.51 - 6.68 4 2,400 (n) - 26,500 (n) 91 (c) 182 (o) 91 (@ .
NEVADA No State Income Tax
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Income Tax is Limited to Dividends and Interest Income Only.
NEW JERSEY 1.4 - 6.37 6 20,000 (o) - 75,000 (o) 1,000 2,000 1,500
NEW MEXICO 1.7 - 8.2 7 5,500 (p) - 65,000 {p) 2,750 (d) 5,500 {d) 2,750 (d)
NEW YORK 40 - 6.85 5 8,000 (b) - 20,000 {b) 0 0 1,000
NORTH CAROQLINA 6.0 - 7.75 3 12,750 (q} - 60.000 (g) 2,500 (q) 5,000 (q) 2,500 (q)
NORTH DAKOTA 2.67 - 120 (O 8 3,000 - 50,000 2,750 (d) 5,500 (d) 2,750 (d) ()
OHIO (a} 0.716 - 7.228 (s) 9 5,000 - 200,000 1,050 (s) 2,100 (s) 1,050 (s)
OKLAHOMA 0.5 - 6.75 {® 8 1,000 - 10,000 1,000 2,000 1,000 0]
OREGON (a) 50 - 8.0 3 2,350 (b) - 5.850 (b) 132 () 2864 (¢} 132 (c} " (u)
PENNSYLVANIA 2.8 1 —Flat rate— - None
AHODE ISLAND 26.0% Federal tax liability (v) - -
" SOUTH CAROLINA .
a) 25 - 7.0 6 2,310 - 11,550 2,750 (d) 5,500 (d) 2,750 (d)

htip:/iwww.taxadmin.org/fiasratefind_inc.himl



Friday, Maren 10, 2000 ing_inc.htmi

SOUTH DAKOTA Ne State income Tax

TENNESSEE State income Tax is Limited to Dividends and Interest Income Only.

TEXAS Nop State Income Tax

UTAH 2.30 - 7.0 6 750 (b) - 3,750 (b) 2,063 (d) 4,125 (d) 2,063 (d) ~{w)
VERMONT 24.0% Federal tax liability (x) . - - — -

VIRGINIA 20 - 5.75 4 3,000 - 17,000 800 1,600 800
WASHINGTON No State Income Tax

WEST VIRGINIA 3.0 - 6.5 5 10,000 - 60,000 2,000 4,000 2,000

WISCONSIN (a) 4.73 - 8.75 (y) 4 7,790 - 116,890 600 1,200 600

WYCMING No State income Tax

DIST. OF COLUMBIA 5.0 - 9.5 (2 3 10,000 - 20,000 1,370 2,740 1,370

Source: The Federation of Tax Administrators from various sources.

(2) Seven states have statutory provision for automatic adjustment of tax brackets, personal exemption or standard deductions to the

rale of inflation. Nebraska indexes the personal exemption amounts only.

(b) For joint returns, the taxes are twice the tax imposed on half the income.

{c) tax credits.

{d) These states allow personal exemption or standard deductions as provided in the IRC. Utah allows a personal exemption equal to

three-fourths the federal exemptions.

(2) A special tax table is available for low income taxpayers reducing their tax payments. .

(fy Combined personal exemptions and standard deduction. An additional tax credit is allowed ranging from 75% to 0% based on

state adjusted gross income. Exemption amounts are phased out for higher income taxpayers until they are eliminated for househoids

earning over $52,500. .

(g) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals. For married households filing separately, the same rates apply to income

brackets ranging from $500 to $5,000; and the income brackets range from $1,000 to $10,000 for joint filers.

{h) For tax years beginning after 2000, the tax rates range from 1.5% to 8.5% for the same tax brackets. o

(1) For joint returns, the tax is twice the tax imposed on haif the income. A $10 filing tax is charge for each return and a $15 credit is

allowed for each exemption.

() Combined personal exemption and standard deduction.

(k) Top rate is scheduled to decrease to 4.75% for tax years beginning after 2001.

{1} Tax rate scheduled to decrease to 4.2% for tax year 2001.

(m) Limited to $10,000 for joint returns and $5,000 for individuals.

(n) The tax brackets reported are for single individual. For married couples filing jointly, the same rates apply for income under

$4,000 to over $46,750. )

{0) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals. A separate schedule is provided for married households filing jointly which

ranges from 1.4% under $20,000 to 6.37% for income over $150,000.

{p) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals. For married individuals filing jointly, the rate ranges from 1.7% under $8,000

10 8.2% over $100,000. Married households filing separately pay the tax imposed on half the income. ]

(q) The tax brackets reparted are for single individuals. For married taxpayers, the same rates apply to income brackets ranging from

521,250 to $100,000. Lower exemption amounts allowed for high income taxpayers.

(r) Taxpayers have the option of paying 14% of the adjusted federal income tax liability, without a deduction of federal taxes. And

additional $300 personal exemption is allowed for joint returns or unmarried head of househoids. ) .

gs) Plus an addiuonal $20 per exemption tax credit. Rate reported are for tax year 1999, the 2000 rates will not be determined untl
uly, 2000. :

(1) The rate range reported is for single persons not deducting federal income tax. For married persons filing jointly, the same rates

apply to income brackets ranging from $2,000 to $21,000. Separate schedules, with rates ranging from 0.5% to 10%, apply to

taxpayers deducting federal income taxes.

(u) Limited 10 $3,000.

(v) Tax rate scheduled to decrease to 25.5% of Federal tax liability for tax years 2001.

(w) One haif of the federal income taxes are deductible.

{x} If Vermont tax liability for any taxable year exceeds the tax liability determinable under federal tax law in effect on December 31,
1998, the taxpayer will be entitled to a credit of 106% of the excess tax. )

(y) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals. For married taxpayers, the same rates apply to income brackets ranging from

510,390 to $155,850. Tax rates scheduled to decrease for tax years 2001 and beyond (ranging from 4.6% to 6.75%). Personal

exemption amounts scheduled to increase to $700 for tax year 2001.

(z) Tax rate decreases are scheduled for tax years 2001 and 2002.

hitp:fiwww.laxadmin.org/lia/rate/ind _inc.himi
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State Sales Tax Rates

January 1, 2000

Page: t

State

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA

HAWAII

IDAHO

ILLINOIS (2)
INDIANA

IOWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE (4)
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESQOTA
MISSISSIPP
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA

Tax Rates Food

6.5

4.225

nene

1%

3.0% (5)

Prescription Non-prescription

Drugs

1%

htip://www.taxadmin.org/tta/rate/sales.htmi
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RHODE ISLAND 7 . . .

SOUTH CAROLINA 5 .

SOUTH DAKOTA 4 .

TENNESSEE 6 . )
TEXAS 6.25 . .

UTAH 4.75 .

VERMONT 5 . . .

VIRGINIA 3.5  3.0%(6) . .

WASHINGTON 6.5 . .

WEST VIRGINIA 6 .

WISCONSIN 5 . .

WYOMING (3) 4 .

DIST. GF COLUMBIA 5.75 . . .

Source: Compiled by FTA from various sources.

(1) Some state tax food, but allow an (inceme) tax credit to compensate poor households. They are: ID, KS, SD, VT, and WY.
(2) 1.25% of the tax in IL.

{3) Tax rate may be adjusted annually according to a formula based on balances in the
foundation fund.

(4) Tax rate scheduled to decrease to 5.0% on 7/1/00.

(5) Food sales are subject to local sales taxes. In LA, food sales scheduled to be exempt on 7/1/00.
(6) Tax rate on food is scheduled to decrease to 2.5% on 4/1/01.

unappropriated general fund and the school

hitp:/ivww.ta org/ftafrate/sales.htmi
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State Corporate Income Tax Rates

Tax rate for tax year 2000 -- as of January 1, 2000

State

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAI!
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPP!
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
, TENNESSEE

Tax
Rates

5.0
1.0-9.4
8(z)
1.0-6.5
8.84 (c)
4.75
7.5(d)
8.7
55(f)

_ 6.0
4.4-6.4(q)
8.0 (h)
7.3()
7.9 (j)
6.0-12.0
40 ()
40-825
4.0-8.0
3.5-8.93 (m)
7.0
9.5 (n)
9.8 (0)
3.0-5.0
6.25
6.75 (p)
5.58 - 7.81
8.0 (a)
9.0(n)
48-7.6
8.5 (s)
6.9 (1)
3.0- 105
5.1-8.5(u)
6.0
6.6 {b)
9.99
9.0
5.0

6.0

Tax Brackets

~—-Flat Rate-—-
10,000 50,000
-~-Flat Rate—-

3,000 100,000
-—-Flat Rate-—
—~Flat Rate—-
~—Flat Rate—-
~—~Flat Rate—

—Flat Rate—

-—Flat Raté-—-
25,000 100,000

—Flat Rate—

-—Flat Rate—

—Flat Rate—
25,000 250,000
~Flat Rate—
25,000 250,000
25,000 200,000
25,000 250,000
-—-Flat Rate—

—-Flat Rate—

—~Flat Rate—

5,000 10,000
——Flat Rate—

-—Flat Rate—
50,000
—Flat Rate—

—Flat Rate—
500,000 1 million
-—-Flat Rate—
—Flat Rate—-

3,000 50,000
50,000
-—Flat Rate—
—-Flat Rate—
-—Flat Rate—
-—Flat Rate-—

--Flat Rate—

—Flat Rate—

# of
Brackets Tax Rates

1

-
o

P I

- e e () - e s

[ TR L SO { T A Tl T

_ -

1

Bank Federal Tax
Deductible

6.0 -
1.0-9.4
8 (2)
1.0-6.5
10.84 (c)
4.75
7.5 (d)
8.7-1.7 (e)
5.5 {f)
6.0
7.92 {(g)
8.0 (h)
7.3 ()
8.5
5.0 (3]
2.25 ()
-(@@)
— (& ’
1.0
7.0
10.5 (n)
9.8 (0)
3.0-5.0
7.0 (k)
6.75 (p)
—{a)
8.0 (q)
9()
48-7.86
8.5 (s)
6.9 (1)
7 0) .
—{u)
6.0
6.6 (b)
—{a)
9.0 (v)
4.5 (w)
6.0-1.0% (b)
6.0

hitp:/iwww.laxadmin.org/ita/rate/corp_Inc.himl
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UTAH 5.0 (b) —Flat Rate— 5.0 {b)
VERMONT 7.0-9.75 (b) 10,000 250,000 4 7.0 - 9.75 {b)
VIRGINIA 6.0 —Flat Rate— 1 6.0 (x)
WEST VIRGINIA 2.0 —-Flat Rate— 1 9.0
WISCONSIN 7.9 —Flat Rate— 1 7.9
DIST. OF COLUMBIA  9.975 {y) -—-Flat Rate— 9.975 (y)

Source: Compiled by FTA from various sources.

Note: Michigan imposes a single business tax (sometimes described as a business activities tax or value added tax) of 2.2% on the
sum of federal taxable income of the business, compensation paid to employees, dividends, interest, royalties paid and other items.
Similarly, Texas imposes a franchise tax of 4.5% of earned surplus. Nevada, Washington, and Wyoming do not have state corporate
income taxes.

(@) Rates listed include the corporate tax rate applied to financial institutions or excise taxes based on income. Some states have other
taxes based upon the value of deposits or shares.

(b) Minimum tax is $50 in North Dakota (banks), $10 in Oregon, $250 in Rhode Isiand, $500 per location in South Dakota (banks),
$109 in Utah, $250 in Vermont.

{c) Minimum tax is $800. The tax rate on S-Corporations is 1.5% (3.5% for banks).

(d) Or 3.1 mills per dollar of capital stock and surplus (maximum tax $1 million) or $250.

(¢) The marginal rate decreases over 4 brackets ranging from $20 to $650 million in taxable income. Building and loan associations
are taxed at a flat 8.7%.

(f) Or 3.3% Alternative Minimum Tax. An exemption of $5,000 is allowed.

(g) Capital gains are taxed at 4%. There is also an alternative tax of 0.5% of gross annual sales.

(h) Minimum tax is $20. An additional tax of $10 is imposed on each return.

(i) Includes a 2.5% personal property replacement tax.

(j) Consists of 3.4% on income from sources within the state plus a 4.5% supplemental income tax.

(k) Fifty percent of the federal income tax is deductible.

(1) Plus a surtax of 3.35% (2.125% for banks) taxable income in excess of $50,000 ($25,000).

(m) Or a 27% tax on Federal Alternative Minimum Taxabie Income.

(n) Rate includes a 14% surtax, as does the following: an additional tax of $7.00 per $1,000 on taxable tangible property (or net worth
allocable to state, for intangible property corporations), minimum tax of $456.

(o) Plus a 5.83% tax on any Altemative Minimum Taxable Income over the base tax.

(p) A 7% tax on taxpayers using water's edge combination. Minimum tax is $50.

(g) Plus a 0.50 percent tax on the enterprise base (total compensation, interest and dividends paid). Business profits tax imposed on
both corporations and unincorporated associations.

(r) The rate reported in the table is the business franchise tax rate. The minimum tax is $200. Corporations not subject to the franchise
tax are subject to a 7.25% income tax. Banks other than savings institutions are subject to the franchise tax. S-Corporation are subject
to an entity level tax of 2.0%. Corporations with net income under $100,000 are taxed at 7.5%.

(s) Or 1.78 (0.1 for banks) mills per dollar of capital (up to $350,000; or 3.0% of the minimum taxable income; or a minimum of
$1,500 to $100 depending on payroll size (§250 plus 2.5% surtax for banks); if any of these is greater than the tax computed on net

income. An addition tax of 0.9 mills per dollar of subsidiary capital is imposed on corporations. Small corporations with income
under $200,000 pay a 7.5% tax on all income.

(t) Financial institutions are also subject to a tax equal to $30 per one million in assets.
(u) Or 4.0 mills time the value of the taxpayer's issued and outstanding share of stock with a maximum payment of $150,000. An

additional litter tax is imposed equal to 0.11% on the first $50,000 of taxable income, 0.22% on income over $30,000; or 0.14 mills
on net worth.

(v) For banks, the alternative tax is $2.50 per $10,000 of capital stock (3100 minimum).

{w) Savings and Loans are taxed at a 6% rate.

(x) State and national banks subject to the state's franchise tax on net capital is exempt from the income tax.

(y) Minimum tax is $100. Includes surtax. Tax rate scheduled to decrease to 9.0% for tax years beginning after 2002.

(z) Minimum tax of $50. Tax rate scheduled to fall for tax years 2001 and beyond, if revenue meets certain targeted levels.

htip://www.taxadmin.org/ialrate/corp_Inc.htmi
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Motor Fuel Excise Tax Rates

January 1, 20600

Note: The tax rates listed are fuel excise taxes collected by distributor/supplier/retailers in each state. Additional taxes may apply to

motor carriers. For information of carrier taxes, see the JFTA, Inc. Home Page.
----Gasoline---- ~---Diesel Fuel---- ----Gasohol----
Excise Add'l Total Excise Add'l Total Excise Add'l Total
State Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax  Tax Tax Notes
Alabama 16.0 2.0 18.0 170 2.0 19.0 16.0 2.0 18.0 laspection fee
Alaska - 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Arizona  * 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 ’ 18.0 n
: Environment
Arkansas /8 19.5 0.2 19.7 205 0.2 20.7 19.5 0.2 19.7 surcharge
Californiz 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 Sales tax appiicable
Colorado 22.0 22.0 20.5 20.5 . 22.0 22.0
Connecticut 32.0 32.0 18.0 18.0 3L0 31.0 .
Delaware 23.0 23.0 : 22.0 22.0 23.0 23.0 Plus 0.5% GRT /5
Sales tax added o
Florida /2 4.0 9.3 133 16.1 9.3 . 25.4 4.0 9.3 133 excise 2
’ Sales tax applicable
Georgia 7.5 1.5 1.5 7.5 7.5 2.5 (3%)
Hawaii /1 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 Sales tax applicable
Idaho 25.0 1 26.0 25.0 1 26.0 22.5 1 235 Clean water ax /7
. Sales tax appl., eav.
Ilinois /1 19.0 0.3 19.3 215 21.5 19.0 19.0 fee 13
Sales tax applicable
Indiz2na 15.0 15.0 16.0 16.0 15.0 15.0 A
v”_ lowa 20.0 20.0 22.5 22.5 19.0 19.0
& Kansas 20.0 20.0 22.0 22.0 20.0 200 8
ite Eavironmental fee
Kentucky 15.0 1.4 16.4 12.0 1.4 13.4 150 1.4 16.4 43
Lovisiana 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Maine 22.0 22.0 23.0 23.0 22.0 22.0
Maryland 23.5 23.5 24.25 243 23.5 235
Massachusetts 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 2]
Michigan 19.0 19.0 15.0 15.0 19.0 19.0 Sales tax applicable
Mianesota 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Missisippi 180 0.4 18.4 18.0 0.4 18.4 18.0 . 0.4 18.4 Environmental fee
Missouri 17.0 0.05 17.05 17.0  0.05 17.05 15.0 0.05 15.05 {nspection fee
Montana 27.0 27.0 21.75 21.75 27.0 27.0
Nebraska 239 0.9 24.3 239 0.9 24.3 239 09 248 Petroleum fee /5
Nevada /1 24.0 24.00 27.0 27.0 24.0 24.00
Qil discharge
New Hampshire 18.0 0.7 18.7 180 0.7 18.7 18.0 0.7 18.7 cleanup fee
New Jersey 10.5 10.5 ©13.5 13.5 10.5 10.5 Plus a 2.75% GRT
_ Petroeum loading
New Mexico 17.0 1.0 18.0 18.0 1.0 19.0 17.0 1.0 18.0 fee
Sales tax applicable
New York 8.0 8.0 3.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 3./4
North Carolina 220 0.25 22.25 22.0 0.25 22.25 22,0 0.25 22.25 /4 Inspection tax
North Dakota 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Plus 3 cents
Ohio 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 220 22.0 commerical
QOktzhoma 16.0 1.0 17.0 13.0 1.0 14.0 160 1.0 - 17.0 Environmental fee
Oregon /1 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0
Pennsylvania 12.0 13.9 25.9 120 18.8 30.8 12.0 16.9 25.9 Qil franchise tax
Rhode [sland 28.0 1 29.0 28.0 i 29.0 28.0 1 29.0 LUST tax
South Carolina 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
South Dakota /1 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 20.0 20.0
Petroleum Tax &
Tennessee /1 200 1.4 21.4 17.0 1.4 18.4 200 1.4 21.4 Eavir. Fec
Texas 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Utah 245 0.25 24.75 245 0.25 24.75 245 025 24.75 .
’ Petroleum cleanup
- Yermont 19.0 1.0 20.0 16.0 1.0 17.0 19.0 1.0 20.0 fee 16
em " Virginia /1 17.5 17.5 16.0 16.0 17.5 17.5 5 .
‘Washington ©23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 0.5% privilege tax
Sales tax added to
West Virginia 205 4.85 25.35 20.5 4.85 25.35 20.5 4.85 25.35 excise
Wisconsin /5 25.8 25.8 25.8 25.8 25.3 25.8 5
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Most tax policy is not made in single sweeping reform packages. Tax systems
most frequently evolve incrementally through tax-cuts and tax-increases. Each
coinciding with political or ecenomic circumstances that push the tax system one way
or the other.,

Whether the accumulation of these changes moves the state towards a better tax
system or a worse one depends on whether there’s any consideration, as each piece of
legislation is adopted, as to what it does in the context of the state’s overall tax
objectives.

This Commission may prove more successful than those in other states in seeing
its specific recommendations adopted. Even then, however, those reforms will not stop
the year-in, year-out changes that legislatures make in the tax code. Thus, | would
suggest that as important as any specific recommendations for changes in the tax code,
is the guidance the Commission offers future Governors and Legislatures on the criteria
those institutions should apply when considering tax legislation. States should have a
guiding vision for where they want to proceed in tax policy and all tax legislation
should be measured against that vision. Providing a vision, and emphasizing the need
to judge each piece of tax legislation by it, can be important contributions of this
Commission,

Virginia Tax System

Virginia is a low tax state. The best measure of overall tax level, in my view, is
taxes as a share of personal income. By that measure Virginia ranked 48" in state and
local taxes in 1996. As a share of Gross State Product, Virginia ranks 41*. In per-capita
terms, probably the least generally informative of the commonly used measures,
Virginia ranks 28%.

Virginia is a low tax state, but is it a fair tax state? Fairness is, of course, in the
eyes of the beholder.

Virginia has a regressive tax structure—middle- and low-income families pay a
greater share of their income in Virginia state and local taxes than do the wealthy. The
following table shows the distribution, by income level of Virginia taxes in 2000 but
with recently enacted legislation fully phased-in. This assumes that the first $20,000 of
automobile value is not subject to car tax. It also assumes that the grocery tax



reduction is fully phased in. This analysis was produced using the ITEP Microsimulation

Tax Model.

The table shows that low-income families will pay 10.4 percent of their income
in Virginia state and local taxes. Middle-income families will pay 8.6 percent and the
best-off one-percent will pay 6.9 percent. This puts Virginia in the wide middle band of
state tax structures in regressivity. The fact that Virginia has a lot of company in having
regressive taxes, doesn’t, of course, make it an attractive feature.

Virginia Taxes at 2000 Levels *
As Shares of Family Income for All Taxpayers

income | Lowest | Second | Middle | Fourth Top 20%
Group | 20% | 20% 20% 20% | Next15%| Nextd% | Top1%
Average Income in Group | $8,500 | $19,300 | $33,300 | $55,100 | $94,200 | $191,600 | $997,000
Income |Less than|$15,000 —|$26,000 -|$43,000 —{ $71,000 — | $142,000 —| $295,000 -
Range | $15,000 | $26,000 | $43,000 | $71,000 |$142,000 | $295,000 | or more
‘les, excise & gross receipts taxes | 6.2%| 4.7%| 3.8%| 3.0%( 2.2%| 1.4%| 0.6%
Jeneral sales tax, individuals 24% | 19%| 15%} 13% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3%
Excise & gross receipts taxes, individuals 27% | 20%| 15% 12% 0.9% 0.5% 0.2%
Sales, excise & gross receipts taxes, busin | 1.1% | 09%| 07%| 05%| 04% 02% 0.1%
Property taxes 34%| 23%| 21%| 21%| 23%| 25%| 1.4%
Property taxes on families 33% | 22%| 19% | 1.9% 2.1% 2.2% 06%
Business property taxes 01% | 02%| 02%| 02%| 03% 0.4% 0.8%
income taxes 08%| 22%| 2.8%| 3.1%| 3.6%| 4.1% 4.8%
Personal income tax 08%| 22%| 28%| 3.0% 3.5% 4.0% 4.7%
Corporate income tax 00%| 00%| 00%]| 00%| 00% 0.1% 0.1%
Total before Federal Itemized Offset | 10.4% | 9.2% | 8.6%| 8.2%| 8.1% 8.0% 6.9%
Federal ltemized Deduction Offset 0.0%| 0.0%| -0.1% | ~0.4%| -1.1%| -1.7%| -2.0%
Net Taxes after Federal Offset 104% | 92%| 85%| 7.8%| 7.0%| 63% 4.9%

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy Microsimulation Tax Model, July 5, 2000.
* Assumes fully phased-in car tax relief and grocery tax reduction




In general, tax systems are regressive or progressive because of two factors. The
relative reliance on different taxes and the regressivity or progressivity of the
component taxes. Consumption taxes, such as the general sales tax, gas tax and
tobacco tax, are typically the most regressive taxes. Income taxes are usually
progressive. Property taxes are in between and usually somewhat regressive.

Virginia relies more heavily on income taxes than most states—ranking 12" in
1996 in the percentage of state and local tax revenue coming from income taxes. This
doesn’t mean that Virginia has a high personal income tax. Virginia's taxes overall are
low so the Virginia personal income tax is merely a big piece of a small pie. Heavy
reliance on a personal income tax is typically a feature of a progressive tax system. But
Virginia's personal income tax isn’t very progressive.

Reliance on regressive consumption taxes is relatively low in Virginia—ranking
35™in 1996. But the taxation of groceries makes the tax somewhat more regressive
than many other states.

Virginia has about an average reliance on property taxes relative to other states.

These components: a heavy reliance on a not very progressive income tax,
regressive consumption taxes and moderate property taxes, add up to form Virginia's
somewhat regressive tax system.

Tax Reform Thoughts

There are obviously many issues one can discuss regarding Virginia tax reform.
Time is limited, however, and | would like to highlight just a few quick points.

Taxes on the Poor. Virginia has taken several measures in recent years that have .
reduced taxes on the poor. Nevertheless, low-income families in Virginia still pay a
higher percentage of their income in state and local taxes than do other groups. A good
further step would be adoption of a refundable state Earned Income Tax Credit.

Taxes on the Rich. The well-off have the lowest overall tax burden in Virginia. Adding a
higher top marginal tax rate in the personal income tax to pay for tax relief at lower‘
income levels would make the tax system less regressive. Claims of negative economic
impacts of personal income taxes are vastly overstated. Also, because the state personal
income tax is deductable on the federal tax return, much of the burden of this tax



increase would be offset by reduced federal taxes. For those in the top federal tax
bracket, every dollar of additional state tax would lower their federal tax by 40 cents. In
other words, for every additional dollar received by the state, it would cost Virginians
only 60 cents and the rest would come from the federal government.

Simplicity. Simplicity in a personal income tax is a virtue that almost everyone agrees
on. So why is it so hard to accomplish? There’s a saying that may explain it: “No
simplification makes a tax simple enough if it raises your taxes and no complication is
too complicated if it lowers your taxes.” In other words, people want simplification, but
not so much that they're personally willing to pay for it.

Nevertheless, simplicity is a worthy objective. The best way for a state to achieve
greater simplicity is to make the state income tax form conform closely to the federal
form. Requiring Virginia married couples to file under the same status as on their
federal returns and creating a Virginia rate schedule for married couples that would
ensure that there was no marriage penalty would be a big step in that direction.

Recent changes in Virginia tax law have clearly been taking the state towards
greater complication, not simplicity. This is a prime example where some guidelines for
tax reform could, over the long-run, produce a better tax system.

Interaction with Federal Taxes. An often underappreciated consideration in the making
of state and local tax policy is the interaction with federal taxes. Personal income and
property taxes are deductible from the federal personal income tax. Consumption taxes
are not. This is an important difference. Every dollar of consumption tax paid by
Virginians comes directly from their pockets with no offsetting reduction in federal
income tax. For those who itemize on their federal tax returns, however, between 15
and 40 percent of their state and local income and property tax is, in effect, paid for by
reduced federal income tax payments. This not only has a taxpayer-by-taxpayer impact,
but an impact on Virginia's economy as a whole. The less money leaving Virginia in
federal tax payments, relative to other states, the better it is for the state’s economy.

Conclusion .

The Commission on Virginia's State and Local Tax Structure for the 21 Century
has an opportunity to offer a vision for equitable and sensible reform. Equity, simplicity
and the interaction of the state’s tax system with the federal tax system should be
critical components of this vision.



About ITEP

The Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP) is one of the leading
research and education organizations in the country working on government taxation
and spending policies. Since its founding in 1980, ITEP’s work has played a key role in
educating the public and informing federal and state tax reform debates.

For the first 15 years of its existence, ITEP worked extensively with Citizens for
Tax Justice (CTJ), providing much of the research for important studies released by that
organization. CTJ’s studies of federal corporate income taxation in the early 1980s are
widely credited with fomenting an intense public debate over the wisdom of tax-based
corporate subsidies. This debate eventually helped lead to a bipartisan consensus that
many of these tax provisions were unwise public policy, and to their demise in the Tax
Reform Act of 1986.

ITEP and CTJ reports, such as Inequality & the Federal Budget Deficit (1991), helped
inspire new thinking about tax policy that informed the debate that eventually led to
the federal tax reforms of 1993.

The development of the ITEP Microsimulation Tax Model, completed in 1996,
marked the beginning of a new era for ITEP. This model is capable of calculating the
impact of current tax law and tax change proposals on taxpayers by income level. The
model can also project potential revenue yields of tax law changes. The ITEP model is
unique in its ability to produce analysis at the federal and state levels and to analyze
income, consumption and property based taxes.

ITEP has continued to work with CT], primarily on federal tax issues. In
particular, in May of 1996, CT] and ITEP published The Hidden Entitlements, a detailed
analysis and critique of the hundreds of billions of dollars in hidden spending programs
buried in the federal tax code. ITEP tax model analyses have also been used by CTJ to
show the likely impacts of various flat tax and national sales tax proposals on the
federal budget and the direct tax consequences for families at different income levels.
[TEP is also frequently called upon to analyze many federal tax proposals and to look at
the impact of current tax policies on issues of public concern.

Over the years, ITEP has also played a key role in tax reform debates in the
states. In June 1996, ITEP published Who Pays? A Distributional Analysis of the Tax Systems
in All 50 States. This report analyzed the distributional effects of all major state and local
taxes, on a state-by-state, tax-by-tax basis. The report found that all but a handful of
states have regressive tax systems that impose higher effective tax rates on lower- and
middle-income families than on the well off. It also outlined possible reforms that state
and local government could adopt to make their tax laws more equitable.



Who Pays? received extensive media coverage and is currently being used by
public and private sector analysts. Recently, ITEP has completed detailed studies of the
lowa, Minnesota and Arkansas tax systems. CT}, using ITEP research, has done major
tax studies in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Indiana, Florida and several other states.

In addition to studies, ITEP is frequently called on to do analyses of state tax
proposals and to testify before state legislatures.

In 1998, ITEP began a new project called Good Jobs First (GJF). The GJF project is
already a national leader on the issue of state and local government subsidies for
corporations. GJF analyzes corporate subsidies and is working to catalog corporate
accountability “best practices” for state and local governments. GJF’s first major study
was released in January 1999. This report, Economic Development in Minnesota: High
Subsidies, Low Wages, Absent Standards, found that many companies receiving substantial
government subsidies in Minnesota pay extremely low wages. ;

[TEP works with a broad spectrum of local organizations on tax, corporate
subsidy, and other issues relating to government taxation and spending policy. Tax and
budget advocates, unions, community organizations, religious groups, living wage
campaigns, environmentalists, and economic development networks consult with ITEP
regularly.

ITEP’s work is relied upon by officials at all levels of government and their
professional staffs as a source of high quality, accurate analysis of issues directly
affecting economic well-being. ITEP’s studies and reports are also used by economists,
professors in classrooms, and research institutions around the country.

[TEP efforts to educate the public are augmented by the widespread media
coverage that ITEP receives. In addition to the flurry of attention that occurs when a
major study is issued, ITEP receives many calls daily from media outlets needing
information and comment on a variety of issues. ITEP's staff members are frequently
quoted in newspapers, write articles and op-ed pieces in numerous papers and
magazines, and have appeared on hundreds of radio and television shows (including all
of the national network news shows) to explain to the public the effects of current'and
proposed tax and corporate subsidy laws.
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VIRGINIA HAS IMPROVED THE TAX TREATMENT OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES,
AND AN EITC MODELED ON THE FEDERAL EITC WOULD GO FURTHER

by Bob Zahradnik
Introduction

Each year the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities releases a report that assesses the
state income tax burden on low-income families. Virginia annually ranks among the states that
imposes one of the highest income tax burdens on low-income families. However, duriag the
most recent legislative session, Virginia enacted a low-income credit that provides signiiican! tax
relief to families with below poverty incomes. As a result of this change, in tax year 2000
Virginia will rank among the many states that exempt most of the income of poor families from
the income tax. Virginia could further improve its tax treatment of low-income families by
adopting a refundable state Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) modeled on the federal EITC.

Virginia Income Tax Burdens on Low-Income Families

In our report released this year entitled Siate Income Tax Burdens on Low-Income
Families in 1999: Assessing the Burden and Opportunities for Relief, we reported that Virgitia
had the 4™ lowest income tax threshold for both single-parent families of three and two-parent
families of four. An income tax threshold is the lowest income level at which a family has state
income tax liability. In 1999, Virginia imposed income taxes on single-parent families of three
with incomes above $5,400 and two-pareni families of four with incomes above $8,200. Both of
these income tax thresholds fall significantly below the poverty line for a family of three of
$13,290 and a family of four of $17,029. Essentially, Virginia has been taxing low-income
families deeper into poverty.

Earlier this year Virginia enacted a low-income credit effective in tax year 2000." The

' The legislation enacted in Virginia this year has been referred to as an Eamned Income Tax Credit (EITC) as

well as an income tax credit for low-income taxpayers. Virginia's credit is not an EITC because the amount of the

credit is not based on the federal EITC and thus the value of the credit does not change as earnings change. To

avoid confusion with the Federal EITC and state EITCs that are based on the federal EITC, Virginia's credit is
(continued...)
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new law provides a non-refundable credit against state income taxes of $300 for each member of
the family. Families whose income does not exceed the federal poverty guidelines are eligible
for the credit. The law effectively eliminates most state income tax for families with incomes
below the federal poverty guidelines.

If Virginia’s new low-income credit had been in effect in tax year 1999, then Virginia’s
tax threshold would have moved from 4" lowest to 19" lowest for both families of three and
families of four (See Tables VA-1 and VA-2 which are attached).”? Utilizing the new low-income
credit, a single-parent family of three would begin owing income tax at about $13,900, just above
the poverty line of $13,290. A two-parent family of four would begin owing income tax at about
$16,700, just below the poverty line of $17,029.°

Problems with Virginia’s Recently Enacted Low-income Credit

While Virginia’s low-income credit is a significant improvement in the tax treatment of
low-income families, several problems still remain. First, even with the low-income credit,
Virginia places a high tax income tax burden on near-poor families. Many families with children
who have incomes just above the poverty line continue to struggle to make ends meet due to the
high cost of child care, health care, housing and transportation. Federal and state governments
recognize the challenges faced by low-income families with incomes slightly above the poverty
line and have set the eligibility levels for many low-income assistance programs at amounts
above the poverty threshold.*

In our report on state income tax burdens, we also looked at state income taxes on
families with incomes at 125 percent of poverty. Virginia levies the 5™ highest income tax on
single-parent families of three at 125 percent of the poverty line and the 6™ highest on two-parent
families of four; these families pay income taxes of $431 and $525, respectively. Virginia’s
newly enacted low-income credit will provide no tax relief to these families because the new

l(...continut:d)
referred to as a low-income credit throughout this document.

? In tax year 2000, when the credit is effective, Virginia’s ranking will be different as a result of changes irr other
states.

3 The official poverty threshold produced by the Census Bureau differs somewhat from the “poverty guideline”
set by the United States Department of Health and Human Services. For instance, in 1999 the poverty threshold for
a family of four was $17,029 compared with the poverty guideline of $16,700. The poverty thresholds are used for
statistical purposes while the poverty guidelines are used for administrative purposes such as determining eligibility
for benefits in federal means-tested programs.

* For example, the income guidelines for food stamps and school lunch eligibility are both set at 130 percent of
poverty. In addition, 38 states set the eligibility guidelines for the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) at 125 percent of poverty or higher. Similarly, states must cover under Medicaid children age 1-5 in
famulies with incomes below 133 percent of poverty.



credit only provides relief to families with incomes below the federal poverty guidelines.

A second weakness of the low-income credit is that it creates an income tax “cliff”
whereby when a family’s income exceeds the federal poverty guidelines by a single dollar they
owe the full amount of Virginia income tax. As the table below shows, if the Virginia’s low-
income credit had been effect in tax year 1999 a two-parent family of four with income at the
federal poverty guideline of $16,700 would have received a non-refundable credit of $1,200,
which is enough to fully offset the usual tax liability at that income level. By contrast, if such a
family earned $16,701 — one dollar above the poverty guideline — it would no longer be
eligible for the tax credit and would face tax liability of $295. One additional dollar of income
increases tax liability by $295.

1999 Virginia Tax Liability
(Assuming the low-income credit is effective in tax year 1999)

Income Tax Liability
$16,700 $0
$16,701 $295

A third weakness of Virginia’s newly enacted low-income credit is that it i1s non-
refundable. The distinction between refundable and non-refundable credits is important. Under
a refundable credit, a family receives a refund check if the size of the credit exceeds its tax bill.
A non-refundable credit, such as Virginia’s, does not supplement a family’s income above its
earnings and thus does not lift any families with poverty-level wages out of poverty. A
refundable credit, by contrast, can be used to boost the incomes of low-income working families,
including those making the transition from welfare to work, and serves to offset other state and
local taxes.

A Virginia EITC that Piggy-backs on the Federal EITC Would be an Improvement

A Virginia Earmed Income Tax Credit (EITC) set at 25 percent of the federal EITC would
go much further. It would address each of the weaknesses of Virginia’s newly enacted low-
income credit. The federal EITC is a tax credit for low- and moderate-income workers, primarily
those with children, designed to offset the burden of Social Security taxes, supplement earnings,
and complement efforts to help families make the transition from welfare to work. The EITC has
been widely praised for its success in supporting work and reducing poverty. Nationally, some
4.8 million people, including 2.6 million children, are removed from poverty as a result of the
federal EITC. The federal EITC lifts more children out of poverty than any other federal
program.

The success of the federal EITC has led a number of states to enact state Earned Income
Tax Credits that supplement the federal credit. Altogether, 15 states — including Maryland and
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the District of Columbia — now offer state EITCs based on the federal credit. In addition, one
local government — Montgomery County, Maryland — offers a local EITC. State EITCs have
gained support across the political spectrum. EITCs have been enacted in states led by
Republicans, states led by Democrats, and states with bipartisan leadership. The credits are
supported by business groups as well as social service advocates.

State EITCs generally are set as a percentage of the federal EITC and thus share its
structure. The federal EITC benefit that an eligible family receives depends on the family's _
income. For families with very low earnings, the value of the federal EITC increases as earnings
rise. Families with two or more children receive a federal EITC equal to 40 cents for each dollar
up to $9,720 earned in 2000, for a maximum benefit of $3,888. Families with one child receive a
federal EITC equal to 34 cents for each dollar eamed up to $6,920 of earnings, for a maximum
benefit of $2,353. Both types of families continue to be eligible for the maximum credit until
income reaches $12,690. For families with incomes above $12,690, the federal EITC phases out
as earnings rise. Families with two or more children are eligible for some federal EITC benefit
until income exceeds $31,152, while families with one child remain eligible for some EITC
benefit until income exceeds $27,413.



The EITC benefit structure solves the problem of the income tax “cliff” created by the
low-income credit because the benefits gradually phase-out as opposed to abruptly ending at a
specified income level. The benefit structure is also an improvement over the low-income credit
in the tax treatment of families as they work there way out of poverty. The EITC provides
benefits to families with incomes up to about $30,000. Thus, as families move out of poverty
they continue to receive benefits from the EITC.

A Virginia EITC would be a further improvement over the low-income credit if it were
refundable. The federal EITC, ten of the fificen state EITCs, and the Montgomery County EITC
are refundable. Under a refundable credit, a family receives a refund check if the size of the
credit exceeds its tax bill. Thus the EITC provides both tax relief and lifts families out of
poverty by providing a wage supplement. Low-income working families frequently struggle with
the additional costs associated with making the transition from welfare to work such as health
care, transportation and child care. A refundable EITC can provide an income supplement and
assist in meeting these expenses.

As noted above, a single-parent family of three in Virginia with income at 125 percent of
poverty owes $431 in state income taxes — more than in all but 4 other states. Virginia’s low-
income credit provides no tax relief to this family. If a Virginia EITC set at 25 percent of the
federal EITC had been in effect in 1999, a two-parent family of three with income at 125 percent
of poverty would have received a refund of $304 improving Virginia’s ranking to 38" in the
country.

Cost of a Virginia EITC

The projected net cost of a 25 percent refundable Virginia EITC to replace the low-
income credit in fiscal year 2001 is $126 million. This estimate is based on three data sources.
The first data source is Internal Revenue Service data on the amount of federal EITC claims filed
by residents of each state. The second data source is the U.S. Department of Treasury’s
projections of the cost of the federal EITC in future years. Based on this data, the estimated cost
of the federal EITC going to Virginia residents in FY 2001 is $685 million. The third data source
is the cost estimate of the low-income credit enacted this year of $20 million.> A refundable
EITC set at 25 percent of the federal EITC would replace the current low-income credit. The
savings that result from replacing the low-income credit of $20 million can be applied to the cost
of the EITC, thus lowering the net cost.

The cost estimate of the Virginia EITC reflects the 25 percent rate for the Virginia credit,
and an assumption that approximately 85 percent of Virginia residents who claim the federal
credit would also claim the Virginia credit ($685 million X 25% X 85% = $146 million). Other
states that have enacted EITCs, including New York, Wisconsin, and Vermont, have found that

> Senate Finance Committee, Virginia General Assembly, “Special Report on Tax Policy (Senate Bill 30, As
Introduced),” February 20, 2000.



the participation rate for a state EITC in the first year after enactment was 80 to 85 percent of
participation in the federal credit by state residents.® Finally, the savings associated with
replacing the current low-income credit of $20 million are applied to the gross cost estimate
resulting in a net cost estimate of $126 million.

Examples of How a Virginia EITC Would Affect Families

As shown below, families with incomes below 200 percent of poverty would be better off
under a 25 percent EITC compared to the low-income credit:

Comparison of Virginia Tax Liability, 1999
Assuming Low-Income Credit Enacted in 2000
Had Been Effective in Tax Year 1999

Virginia Tax
Virginia Tax Liability Under
Liability with Virginia EITC

Gross Tax Liability = Low-Income Set at 25% of
Earnings _ Before Credits Credit Federal Credit*
Family of four with two children
No earnings $0 $0 $0 $0
Half-time minimum wage $5,356 $0 $0 {8536)
Full-time minimum wage $10,712 $50 $0 (3904)
Wages equal federal poverty line $17,029 $311 $311 ($402)
Wages equal 125% of poverty line - $21,286 $525 $525 $36
Wages equal 200% of poverty line $34,058 $1,229 $1,229 $1,229
Family of three with two children
No earnings $0 $0 $0 $0
Half-time minimum wage $5,356 $0 $0 ($536)
Full-time minimum wage $10,712 $135 $0 ($819)
Wages equal federal poverty line $13,290 $265 $0 (3645)
Wages equal 125% of poverty line $16,613 $431 $431 ($304)
Wages equal 200% of poverty line $26,580 $959 $959 $749
Family of three with one child
No earnings $0 $0 $0 $0
Half-time minimum wage $5,356 $0 $0 (8455)
Full-time minimum wage $10,712 $69 $0 (3509)
Wages equal federal poverty line $13,290 $165 30 (3380)
Wages equal 125% of poverty line $16,613 $331 $331 (381)
Wages equal 200% of poverty line $26,580 $845 $845 5832

*These estimates are the tax liability without the newly enacted low-income credit.

SFor more information on state EITC cost estimates, see Nicholas Johnson, How Much Would a State Earned
Income Tax Credit Cost, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, September, 2000.
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Table VA-1
State Income Tax Thresholds for Single-Parent Families of Three, 1999
Assuming Virginia’s Low Income Credit Was Effective in 1999

Poverty line: $13,290

Rank State Threshold Rank State Threshold
1  Alabama $4,600 18 Delaware $13,400
2 Hhnois 5,000 19 North Carolina 13,900
2 Kentucky 5,000 19 Virginia 13,900
4  Montana 7,500 21 Mississippi 14,400
5 Indiana 9,000 22 District of Columbia 14,600
5 Michigan 9,000 22 Idaho 14,600
7  Oklahoma 9,100 22 South Carolina 14,600
8 Hawait 9,200 25 Nebraska 15,100
9  New Jersey 10,000 25 North Dakota 15,100
9  Ohio 10,000 27 Wisconsin 15,700
9  West Virginia 10,000 28 Maine 16,600
12 Louisiana 11,800 29 Iowa 17,300
13 Georgia 12,100 30 New Mexico 18,000
14 Missouri 12,400 31 Massachusetts 18,900
14 Oregon 12,400 32 Connecticut 19,100
16 Utah 12,600 33 Pennsylvania 19,500
17  Arkansas 13,000 34 Kansas 19,900
35 Arizona 20,100
36 New York 21,800
37 Colorado 22,000
38 Rhode Island 23,900
38 Vermont : 23,900
40 Maryland 24,200
41 Minnesota 24,700
42 California $33,700
Average Threshold 1999 $9,571 Average Threshold 1999 $18,756
Amount Below Poverty $3,719 Amount Above Poverty $5,466
Note: A threshold is the lowest income level at which a family has state income

tax liability. In this table thresholds are rounded to the nearest $100. The
1999 poverty line is a Census Bureau estimate based on the actual 1998 line
adjusted for inflation. The threshold calculations include earned income tax
credits, other general tax credits, exemptions, and standard deductions.
Credits that are intended to offset the effects of taxes other than the income
tax or that are not available to all low-income families are not taken into
account.

Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities




Table VA-2

State Income Tax Thresholds for Two-Parent Families of Four, 1999
Assuming Virginia’s Low Income Credit Was Effective in 1999

Poverty line: $17,029

Rank  State Threshold | |Rank  State Threshold
1 Alabama 34,600 21 Iowa $17,300

2 Kentucky 5,200 22 District of Columbia 18,200

3 Ilinois 6,600 22 South Carolina 18,200

4 Montana 9,100 24  Idaho 18,400

5  Indiana 9,500 25  Mississippi 18,600

6  New Jersey 10,000 25 Nebraska 18,600

6 West Virginia 10,000 27  North Dakota 18,700

8  Hawaii 11,000 28  Wisconsin 18,800

9 Michigan 11,800 29  Maine 20,200

10  Ohio 12,300 30 Massachusetts 20,500

11 Louisiana 12,700 31  New Mexico 20,600

12 Oklahoma 12,700 32 Kansas 20,900

13 Missouri 13,900 33 New York 23,000

14 Oregon 14,400 34  Arizona 23,600

15 Georgia 15,300 35 Connecticut 24,100

16 Utah 15,500 36 Colorado 24,600

17  Arkansas 15,600 37 Maryland 24,800

18  Delaware 16,100 38 Rhode Island 25,400

19  Virginia 16,700 38  Vermont 25,400

20  North Carolina 17,000 40 Minnesota 26,000
40  Pennsylvania 26,000

42  California 35,500

Average Threshold 1999 $12,000 Average Threshold 1999 $22,155
Amount Below Poverty $5,028 Amount Above Poverty $5,127
Note: A threshold is the lowest income level at which a family has state income

tax liability. In this table thresholds are rounded to the nearest $100. The
1999 poverty line is a Census Bureau estimate based on the actual 1998 line
adjusted for inflation. The threshold calculations include eamed income tax
credits, other general tax credits, exemptions, and standard deductions.
Credits that are intended to offset the effects of taxes other than the income
tax or that are not available to all low-income families are not taken into

account.

Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
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It is important for the Commission on Virginia’s State and Local Tax Structure for the
21 Century to examine the state’s personal income tax, for several reasons. -

o [t is the state’s major tax source;

e It is the only major tax for which Virginia’s tax effort is higher than the national
average for state and local governments;

e Even greater reliance upon the income tax is likely for several reasons, including
the relatively high natural growth of the income tax; threats to the strength of the
general sales tax from out-of-state vendors, including sales via the Internet; and
unpopularity of property taxes, including the “car tax” now being phased out with
state replacement of the lost local revenue;

 Key elements of the graduated-rate structure of the income tax remain essentially
unchanged since the 1920s, and personal exemptions and other aspects of the
structure were last changed too long ago to be appropriate in the 21*' century; and

e Income levels and the percentage of families with both spouses earning income
both have increased dramatically, with important implications for the income tax
structure.

For these reasons, it is important that the Virginia personal income tax be given a fresh
look, for the purpose of considering comprehensive revision.

' This report is the basis for presentations to the Commission on Virginia’s State and Local Tax Structure
for the 21% Century at its meetings August 22, October 31, and November 30, 2000. Consideration of
alternatives would not have been possible without the expert and generous efforts of Edward P. Harper,
Senior Economist in the Office of Fiscal Research of the Virginia Department of Taxation, who provided
simulations of many reform alternatives using computerized tax return data. Sincere thanks go to him for
this vital work, and to Danny M. Payne, Tax Commissioner, and Dr. Robert T. Benton, Assistant
Commissioner and head of the Office of Fiscal Research, for their support of the effort.



The essential features of the Virginia personal income tax — discussed at length below
— are sketched here. The tax base starts from federal adjusted gross income, which is
adjusted in certain respects to arrive at Virginia AGI. Taxable income - the statutory
base of the Virginia tax — is determined by subtracting personal exemptions and certain
deductions (e.g., standard deductions, itemized deductions for mortgage interest) from
AGI. Then four different marginal rates are applied to taxable income amounts within
certain ranges, or brackets. The first $3,000 of taxable income is taxed at 2.0 percent, the
next $2,000 at 3.0 percent, the next $12,000 at 5.0 percent, and amounts in excess of
$17,000 at 5.75 percent. Every taxpayer gets the first $3,000 taxed at 2.0 percent, and so
on through the brackets, regardless of the total amount of taxable income the taxpayer
has. Thus, contrary to a durable but erroneous impression, a pay increase that puts a
person in a higher tax bracket does not cause that person’s tax liability to increase by
more than the increase in pay.

This report considers the logic of income taxation, the financing role of the income
tax in Virginia over time, and in comparison with other states; examines key aspects of
tax rate structure and tax base definition of the current tax; presents a range of possible
alternative structural features; and compares the current tax with those alternatives in
terms of horizontal and vertical equity and other standard criteria, such as economic
efficiency.

Options presented in this report have been constructed to raise essentially the same
revenue as the current tax in the base, or reference, period — tax year 1998, the latest year
for which computerized tax return information was available to support simulations of tax
revision alternatives, provided by the Department of Taxation. Looking at revenue-
neutral alternatives focuses attention on structural features of the tax, rather than on the
amount of revenue generated by it. The amount of revenue to be raised is a separate
decision from that of the basic structure of the tax. Whatever structure the state’s elected
decision makers adopt, rates can be adjusted to raise any amount of revenue they are
likely to deem appropriate.

Logic of Taxing Income

Taxes are imposed to pay for publicly provided services, many of which cannot be
provided effectively through private markets. In many instances it is not feasible to
exclude from benefits people not making a direct, quid pro quo payment (e.g., mosquito
abatement, snow removal from streets and roads), and in other instances it is not desirable
to do so (e.g., public education, parks, income maintenance). In such cases, taxes are
imposed, mandatory payments for collectively provided services. Ifit is appropriate to
place the cost of such services on the beneficiaries of a given service through a tax likely
to be paid principally by that group, taxation is said to be benefits-based; financing of
highways from the motor fuel tax and other taxes paid primarily by highway users is an
example. If it is not feasible or not desirable to tax in such manner, then ability-based
taxation is the alternative.”

2 . . . .
These and related matters are discussed in Bowman to the Commission’s report..



The income tax is an ability-based tax. Although some argue that people with the
highest incomes receive the greatest benefits from public services (e.g., such people have
more to lose from failure to provide police protection), the standard rationale for income
taxation is ability to pay, rather than benefits received. If the income tax base is to be
indicative of taxpayers’ relative taxpaying abilities, it must be defined comprehensively;
leaving out some sources of income creates inequities. Suppose, for example, that the
Smiths and the Joneses are two couples with the same total money income - say, $25,000
— but that the Smiths receive all their income from taxable sources while the Joneses
receive $15,000 from non-taxable sources. Although the two couples have the same
spending power and are in every meaningful sense equally situated, the tax system — by
creating non-taxable categories of income — pretends that they are not. By ignoring 60
percent of the Joneses’ income, the tax system imposes quite different tax burdens on the
two couples, creating horizontal inequity. Preferences based on proxies for ability, rather
than ability measured by income, similarly create horizontal inequity. When the base of
the tax is income, there is no convincing rationale for resorting to proxies for need, such
as age or disability, in determining tax liabilities.

Financing Role of the Personal Income Tax

One measure of the importance, or level, of a tax is the percentage of total taxes (or
some broader revenue measure) contributed by the tax. By this measure, the Virginia
personal income tax is very important, indeed.

Income Tax Share of All Taxes

Census data show that the largest single source of state government tax revenue now
is the personal income tax (Table 1). It accounted for 34.5 percent of all state tax revenue
in fiscal 1999, compared to 33.2 percent from the general sales tax (52.7 percent and 20.7
percent, respectively, for Virginia).. Through fiscal 1997, the general sales tax was
number one among state taxes,’ but the economic boom of the late 1990s propelled the
income tax past the sales tax, even though more states use the general sales tax than use
the personal income tax.* At 52.7 percent in 1999, Virginia generated a larger share of
state tax dollars from the personal income tax than all but three other states: Oregon
(69.4 percent), Massachusetts (54.6 percent), and New York (53.2 percent). The Oregon
figure is higher than the others in part because it is one of five states with no general sales
tax. Two of Virginia’s neighboring states, Maryland and North Carolina, also had above-
average state government reliance on the income tax, each at about 45 percent, and thus
substantially below the Virginia figure.

z Census Bureau, various years, State Government Tax Collections.

A broad-based personal income tax is in place in 41 states (and the District of Columbia — which is not
counted as a state in the Census data on state taxes), while taxes on only dividend and interest income are
found in New Hampshire and Tennessee. The general sales tax is levied at the state level in 45 states (and
the District); Alaska is unique in that there is a local sales tax but no state-level tax.



Virginia’s state income tax reliance is high enough to give the state above-average
income tax reliance for the combined state-local sector, even though there are no Virginia
local income taxes (Table 1). Nationwide, the personal income tax contributes a smaller
percentage of total state-local taxes than either of the other two major taxes, general sales
and property, in part because property taxes are levied in all states and the District of
Columbia, and local general sales taxes are more common than local income taxes. In
fiscal 1996, the latest year for which Census Bureau data are available state-by-state for
local government, the average share of state-local taxes from the personal income tax was
21.3%, and the Virginia figure was 27.5 percent. Thus, the income tax contributed a
larger share of state-local taxes in Virginia than did the general sales tax, even though all
counties and cities levy a local sales tax and there is no local income tax. Ten states and
the District of Columbia had higher state-local income tax reliance than Virginia, with the
highest again being Oregon, at 39.0 percent. Among Virginia’s neighbors, the two states
with local income taxes both had higher state-local reliance on income taxes than
Virginia did — Maryland (37.4 percent) and Kentucky (30.3 percent) — but so did North
Carolina and the District of Columbia, although not by much (29.9 percent and 27.8
percent, respectively).

National Trends. Over time, the role of the personal income tax has grown
significantly (Table 2). In the quarter century between 1942 and 1967, the personal
income tax share of state-local tax revenues grew from 3.2 percent to 9.5 percent; for
state governments alone, the growth was strong, but somewhat less in relative terms —
from 6.4 percent in 1942 to 15.4 percent in 1967. In the next quarter century, to 1992,
the financing role of the personal income tax roughly doubled, for both state governments
and the state-local sector as a whole, and for each there was some additional growth into
the late 1990s, the period just considered for Virginia and its neighbors (Table 1).
Nationally, the pace of growth has moderated since the 1970s. In part, this is because
there have been no new state income tax adoptions since New Jersey in 1976, while in
the 1961-76 period, 10 other states — including Michigan, Ohio, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania — adopted state-level personal income taxes; moreover, Alaska repealed its
income tax in 1979, following the boom in oil revenues there.” Despite the lack of recent
adoptions, however, the income tax portion of state taxes has continued to rise because
the personal income tax is what economists call an elastic tax source. Simply put, this
means income tax revenue rises more than one percent for each one percent increase in
underlying income.

Virginia Trends. The elasticity of the tax is a large part of the reason for the
increasing role of the personal income tax in Virginia (Table 2). In 1967, it already
accounted for 30.4 percent of state tax revenue, nearly double the national average; by
1999, the income tax share was 52.7 percent. Although still well above the national
average, the Virginia income tax share of state taxes is only about 1.5 times the national
figure, rather than double it. Over the 1967-99 interval, there were changes in Virginia
income tax provisions (discussed below) that altered its revenue productivity. In
addition, though, the income tax share was affected by other taxes. In the late 1960s the
general sales tax was adopted, and this helps account for the virtually stable income tax

*Us. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Table 13.



share of state taxes between 1967 and 1972. Similarly, in the late 1980s, the state added
another half percentage point to the state sales tax, which affected the relative
performance of the income tax in that period. Also in the late 1980s, though, changes to
the income tax were made to reduce revenue yield, to avert large revenue windfalls
following broadening of the federal income tax base (generally followed by Virginia) by
the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

Tax Yield Relative to Personal Income

Another measure of the level of the personal income tax in Virginia is its revenue
expressed as a percentage of state personal income. While Virginia is a low-tax state
overall, its personal income tax is not low. In fiscal 1999, all state taxes amounted to 6.0
percent of state personal income in Virginia and 6.0 percent nationwide; thus, Virginia
state taxes were just 88 percent as high relative to personal income as the national
average. For the personal income tax, however, the Virginia figure was one-third higher
than the national average (3.2 percent of personal income in Virginia and 2.3 percent
nationwide). Per capita numbers paint a similar picture, although Virginia’s relative
income tax level is somewhat higher on this basis than as a percentage of personal
income. Nationwide in 1999, state taxes averaged $1,835 per capita and personal income
taxes averages $633, while for Virginia the figures were $1,682 and $886.°

Given the high level of the Virginia personal income tax, it is especially important
that the tax be structured and administered equitably and efficiently. This need is even
greater if, as some have suggested, the financing role of the Virginia state income tax will
grow relative to other taxes during at least the early part of the 21* century.

Brief History of the Virginia Income Tax

Before considering possible changes to the Virginia personal income tax, it is
appropriate to consider its development to this point. The summary presented here is
based on a thorough review of the evolution of the tax, into the early 1980s, in a study by
Knapp, Bonventre, and Smith.’

The rate structure has been remarkably constant over several decades. Multiple rates
have been in use since 1919, when a two-bracket structure was adopted. The three-
bracket structure that is the core of the current tax was adopted in 1926, and the fourth
bracket was added in 1972. More specifically, major steps in the evolution of the current
tax system have been the following:

® 1919, two brackets established: first $3,000 taxed at 1.0 percent, amounts above

$3,000 taxed at 2.0 percent;

® 1926, three brackets defined: up to $3,000 taxed at 1.5 percent, next $2,000 taxed

at 2.5 percent, and amounts of $5,000 and above taxed at 3.0 percent;

‘; Calculated from Federation of Tax Administrators, 2000c and 2000d.
A careful review of the evolution of the current Virginia income tax into the early 1980s is provided by
Knapp, Bonventre, and Smith, pp. 22-40. This section is based upon that portion of their report.



e 1948, same three brackets retained, but marginal rates increased to 2.0 percent, 3.0
percent, and 5.0 percent;

¢ 1972, fourth bracket added to otherwise unchanged rate structure: amounts over
$12,000 taxed at 5.75 percent; and

» 1987, starting point for 5.75 percent rate raised in stages from $12,000 to $1 7,000.%

Thus, the current rate structure has been unchanged in over a decade, but its basic
structure has been in place much longer. The widths of the first three brackets have not
been changed since 1926, and the rates applied to them have not changed since 1948.
The fourth bracket was added over a quarter century ago, in 1972, and the rate for the top
bracket then still is in place.

Personal exemptions have been much less stable over the years. The 1926 law that
created the first three brackets of the current system established personal exemptions of
$1,000 for a single person, $2,000 for a married couple, and $400 per dependent. In
1930, the exemptions were increased to $1,250 for a single person and $2,800 for a
married couple, while dependent exemptions were left unchanged. Later in the Great
Depression, in 1934, exemptions were cut to raise additional state revenue; the new
amounts were $1,000 (single), $2,000 (married), and $200 (dependent). By 1967, the
dependent exemption was $600, while the other two figures remained as in 1934;
additional $600 exemptions were provided for those 65 and older, and for the blind. In
1972, as part of a major package centered on conformity to federal to the federal tax —
including starting from federal adjusted gross income — all personal exemptions were set
at $600, even though this level was less than the federal exemption amount and less than
the previous state exemption amount for taxpayers and their spouses. This reduction,
however, coincided with increases in the standard deduction, which for a few years was
set at the federal level; revenue loss that would result from matching rising federal
standard deductions led to ending this aspect of state-federal conformity.

The federal Tax Reform Act of 1986 increased personal exemptions and standard
deductions substantially. Personal exemptions were to rise from $1,080 in 1986 to
$2,000 by 1989, and standard deductions were increased to $3,000 for single people and
$5,000 for married couples as of 1988.° As with the 1972 initial move to state-federal
conformity, 1987 Virginia legislation adopted (effective in 1989) federal standard
deductions of $3,000 and $5,000; state personal exemptions, already much smaller than
those for the federal tax, were increased to $700 in 1987 and $800 the next year, where
they remain. '’ Conformity to federal standard deductions was short-lived, however,
because the federal amounts — for standard deductions and for personal exemptions —
were indexed to inflation by the 1986 law. Virginia has neither indexed, nor made
discretionary adjustments. As a result, the Virginia levels are far below the federal levels
for both standard deductions and personal exemptions. In comparison to the state values

8 Virginia Code, Sec. 58.1-320. This breaking point went to $14,000 in 1987 and then rose $1,000 per
g/ear, reaching the current $17,000 in 1990.
o Pechman, pp. 65 and 314.

Virginia Code, Sec. 58.1-322, 2.a.



just noted, the 1999 federal amounts were $4,300 and $7,200 for standard deductions,
and $2,750 for personal exemptions."'

Comparison of the Virginia Tax to Other State Income Taxes

How do the features of the state’s income tax, just described, compare to those of
other states’ income taxes? That question is addressed in this section, which compares
the income taxes as of January 1, 2000, based on information compiled by the Federation
of Tax Administrators.'” Consideration is given to rate structures and to various aspects
of the tax base. The latter include use of a figure from the federal income tax as a starting
point, personal exemption amounts, and standard deduction amounts.

A caveat is in order in making these comparisons. For any tax, the amount of tax
liability (T) is equal to statutory the tax base (B) times the statutory tax rate (R) less tax
credits (C); i.e., T= (B * R) — C. Because of this, looking at rate structure provides an
incomplete measure of how high or low a state’s tax is. Gross tax liability depends, as
well, upon the legal definition of the tax base, which includes such matters as personal
exemptions and standard deductions, as well as inclusion or exclusion of specific
elements of income, such as Social Security benefits and state-local bond interest.

As an example, note that both Illinois and Pennsylvania have single-rate personal
income taxes, with rates of 3.0 percent and 2.8 percent, respectively. On the face of it,
then, Illinois appears to impose a higher tax burden. However, Illinois provides for
personal exemptions of $2,000 per person while Pennsylvania does not allow such
exemptions. Thus, a single person with $20,000 income before personal exemptions
would owe $540 tax in Illinois ((20,000 —- 2,000) * 0.03), but would owe $560 in
Pennsylvania (20,000 * 0.028). The state with the higher rate imposes a lower tax
liability in this case. The larger the family, the greater the amount of income offset by
the Illinois personal exemptions, and the lower its tax will be relative to Pennsylvania’s.
For example, consider a family of 4 with $20,000 income. In Pennsylvania, the larger
family size will have no effect on tax liability, which still is $560. But in Illinois, taxable
income will be only $12,000, so tax liability will be only $360.

Personal exemptions and standard deductions create a tax-free amount of income
because they are subtracted from the broad definition of income (typically adjusted gross
income, or AGI) in arriving at the statutory tax base (taxable income, or TI). Even with a
single-rate (flat) tax, therefore, the effective tax rate — the tax as a percentage of a
measure of income broader than taxable income" — rises as income rises because the
personal exemption and standard deduction amounts, constant for any given family size,
represent a larger portion of low incomes than of high incomes. In short, effective tax
rates are progressive even if the statutory rate is flat, if there is a tax-free amount whose
size is not dependent upon income.

:; Federal standard deduction and personal exemption amounts for 1999 are from Form 1040 for that year.
5 Federation of Tax Administrators, 2000a and 2000b.
For a discussion, see Bowman, Appendix D.



Rate Structures

Although multiple statutory marginal rates applied to specified brackets, or bands, of
income are not necessary for establishing a progressive pattern of effective tax rates, most
states with broad-based income taxes have adopted the multiple-rate approach. This
approach can, of course, provide a greater degree of progressivity than is available from a
single rate, but most state income taxes do not establish greater progressivity — in sp_ite of
their multiple-rate structures — than can be gotten from a single rate with an appropriately
large tax-free amount.'* That is because many of the states define narrow income
brackets that top out at relatively low levels of income. Virginia, as already seen is a case
in point. When the first three brackets of the Virginia income tax were established in
1926, the lowest — up to $3,000 of taxable income — would have covered most incomc': of
most families. By 1998, the poverty threshold for even one person was nearly three times
that level. Even the $17,000 starting point for the top bracket is low, less than half of
median family income.

As of January 1, 2000, 33 states and the District of Columbia had multiple-rate
personal income taxes, six states had single-rate taxes, and two imposed taxes at a flat
rate of federal tax liability, thus picking up the federal rate graduation." The states with
a tax equal to a specified percentage of federal tax liability are Rhode Island (26 percent)
and Vermont (24 percent). Single-rate states are Colorado (4.75 percent), Illinois (3.0
percent), Indiana (3.4 percent), Massachusetts (5.95 percent), Michigan (4.3 percent), and
Pennsylvania (2.8 percent).

Among graduated-rate states, the number of brackets ranges from two (Connecticut)
to 10 (Missouri and Montana). More states specify three brackets (eight) than any other
number, followed by six brackets (six states) and four brackets (five states). In keeping
with the earlier observation that rate graduation is not very meaningful in many states,
because it tops out at relatively low income levels, only two states have a top-bracket
threshold at 100,000 or higher (Arizona, $150,000; Ohio, $200,000), and that threshold is
as high as $50,000 in only another 11 states. At the other extreme, seven states’
threshold for the top bracket is at $10,000 or below, and in three of those, it is at $5,000
or below. Thus, while Virginia’s rate graduation stops at a modest level of income, its
top-bracket threshold is by no means the lowest among the states. Top-bracket rates
range from 4.5 percent (Connecticut) to 12 percent (North Dakota). A total of 15 states
have top rates of 7 percent or higher, but only three are as high as 10 percent. Eleven
states’ top rates are 6 percent or less.

It is important to remember that tax rates by themselves tell little about the level of
the tax. Base definition also is important. After this consideration of rates, several
aspects of tax base definition are discussed. Before that, however, Table 3 compares the
Virginia tax for married couples to the taxes in neighboring states, including the District

* Bowman and Mikesell. ,
® This summary is based on Federation of Tax Administrators, 2000b. As noted in the next secticn, on
- conformity to federal base definition, also offers the option of paying a percentage of tax liability.



of Columbia but excluding Tennessee, where the tax applies to dividends and interest
only. Table 3 includes information on federal starting point, standard deduction, personal
exemptions, and rate structure. These points are discussed further below, so for now it is
simply noted that
¢ Virginia and all its neighbors start from federal AGI, except North Carolina, which
starts from taxable income;
e All use multiple rate brackets, with anywhere from three to five brackets (two each
with three, four, and five brackets);
e Top brackets start at very different levels, from $3,000 (Maryland) to $100,000
(North Carolina -- $60,000 for single filers);
» Personal exemptions vary, but generally are significantly higher than in Virginia;
e Virginia’s standard deduction is second highest in the group.

Tax Base: Linkage to Federal Tax

All but five of the 42 broad-based state personal income taxes'® use a figure from the
federal income tax form as the starting point for the state tax. Most common is adjusted
gross income (AGI), used by 26 states as of January 1, 2000. This is followed by taxable
income (TTI) in eight states, and by federal tax liability in three states.'” Virginia is one of
the states starting with federal AGI. Among Virginia’s neighboring states and the
District of Columbia with broad-based taxes, all start from AGI except North Carolina,
which starts from federal taxable income (Table 3).

A principal advantage of tying into the federal definition of income is easier
compliance; Virginia taxpayers who have completed their federal tax returns can arrive at
their Virginia tax base quickly by taking a few numbers from their federal returns. This
also helps simplify administration by the Virginia Department of Taxation, which can
relate state tax returns more directly to information on federal tax returns — information
available to the states under federal-state information exchange programs. Of the three
points at which states tie their taxes to the federal tax, AGI provides the broadest base
and encompasses the smallest number of features determined by the national government.
Taxable income — the intermediate tie-in point — is AGI less personal exemptions and
deductions, both standard and itemized. For 1995, federal taxable income was less than
60 percent of federal AGI, including AGI on returns with no tax liability (about 70
percent of AGI on taxable returns).'®

Starting from AGI provides the greatest latitude for states to set their own policies
with regard to deductions, exemptions, and rate structure — at least in principle. In
practice, states generally make several adjustments to the federal starting point, thus
preserving more flexibility in their actions than the federal tie-in suggests at first blush."

' The count of 42 excludes the New Hampshire and Tennessee taxes on dividend and interest income
%nly, and includes the District of Columbia.

Federation of Tax Administrators, 2000a. North Dakota offers taxpayers a choice between 14 percent of
fgderal tax liability and 2.67-12 percent of federal taxable income.
© Slemrod and Bakija, p. 39.

For example, Virginia requires some adjustments to federal AGI, such as the subtraction of federal bond
interest and the addition of bond interest on state-local bonds issued by governments outside Virginia.
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Related to this, a number of states tie their taxes to the federal definitions as of some date
other than the present. As of January 1, 2000, 15 of the 37 states tying their taxes to a
federal starting point specified a prior date (up to four years earlier) and a few others said
to have adopted “current” federal provisions did so less than completely.20

States fail to adopt current federal provisions for two basic reasons. Some cannot
adopt federal provisions prospectively, because this would be considered inappropriate
delegation of legislative power; such states must explicitly adopt federal provisions once
they are in place, and this entails some lags. If a state decides it does not wish to adopt
federal changes, however, it will decline to do so, thus leaving its tax tied to federal
provisions as of an earlier date. Obviously, failure to adopt current federal provisions
weakens the extent of true conformity and diminishes the compliance and administrative
advantages of conformity — more seriously in some instances than others, depending
upon the nature and of federal changes not endorsed.

Tax Base: Personal Exemptions and Standard Deductions

States’ policies on personal exemptions and standard deductions vary substantially.
Provisions of Virginia and its neighboring states are summarized in the last two columns
of Table 3. Among this group, Virginia has the smallest personal exemptions, at $800
each, while North Carolina has the largest, at $2,500. Kentucky provides a $20 per
personal credit, rather than an exemption. At the bottom-bracket tax rate of 2.0 percent,
this credit is equivalent to a $1,000 personal exemption. However, the 2.0 percent rate
applies to only $3,000 of income (as in Virginia), so additional personal credits are
equivalent to smaller exempt amounts that — because the next two brackets are each only
$1,000 wide — effectively straddle two different marginal rate brackets. The very narrow
bracket widths undermine the logic of the credit.

Establishing Tax-free Amounts. Personal exemptions and standard deductions are
considered together for two reasons. First, both are subtractions from adjusted gross
income in arriving at taxable income. In addition, each is available to all filers at specific
dollar amounts per person (personal exemptions) or per return for a given filer type
(standard deduction, often different for single filers and for married couples). The sum of
these subtractions from AGI is a tax-free amount, sometimes referred to as a zero-bracket
amount. States can set the values of personal exemptions and standard deductions to
remove from taxation amounts they believe do not represent taxpaying ability.

The income tax rests upon the ability-to-pay rationale of taxation, and the logic of
establishing tax-free amounts is that the first dollars of income do not represent taxpaying
ability. The number of dollars in this category might reasonably be set equal to the
poverty threshold —i.e., a policy objective of not taxing poverty-level incomes. By this
logic, the tax-free amounts should rise with family size, but not linearly, because the cost

Virginia also subtracts the portion of Social Security benefits included in the federal tax base. North
Carolina starts from federal taxable income, but adjusts such things as personal exemptions and standard
gioeductions, as noted in Table 3.

Federation of Tax Administrators, 2000a.
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of living does not rise proportionately with increases in family size. Poverty thresholds
determined by the federal government for 1998 (Table 4, panel 1) show this. For
example, the poverty threshold for a single person ($8,316) is 78 percent of that for a two
people ($10,634), and the threshold for six people is but 205 percent of the level for two.

The federal government adopted, as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the policy of
removing poverty-level income from the tax base.”! Because poverty thresholds do not
vary linearly with family size, a uniform exemption per person will not remove the
appropriate amount of income from the tax base, but the personal exemption in concert
with the standard deduction can accomplish the task reasonably well. To keep inflation
from eroding the real value of exemption and standard deduction amounts — i.c., from
causing poverty income from coming back into the tax base — the federal government has
indexed the dollar amounts of these two subtractions, increasing them year-to-year in line
with increases in the consumer price index.

Virginia’s standard deductions were set equal to the federal amounts following
adoption of the Tax Reform Act of 1986. However, Virginia does not index its tax, and
there have been no discretionary adjustments in the intervening years, so they remain at
their mid-1980s level, $3,000 for a single person and $5,000 for a married couple. The
personal exemptions have not been changed for an even longer period, and equal just
$800 each.

The combination of these standard deductions and personal exemptions falls far short
of removing poverty income from the Virginia income tax base (Table 4, panel 3).
Considering family sizes of one through six, the tax-free amounts generally are half or
less of the poverty threshold, ranging from range from 62 percent for two people to 45
percent for six people. If the personal exemption were increased to $2,500 and standard
deductions were increased to $3,500 for a single person and $7,000 for a married couple,
the tax-free amounts would equal at least poverty income for all but a single person
(Table 4, panel 2). The extremes are 72 percent for a single person and 113 percent for
two people.

This disparity results from three things, the combination of which poses a tradeoff
among objectives. First is the fact that the poverty threshold for a single person is nearly
four-fifths as high as for a married couple. In combination with personal exemptions of
$2,500 each, the standard deduction for a single person would have to be $5,816 if the
sum of the two were to remove poverty income from the tax base. For a married couple,
with $5,000 removed by their two personal exemptions, the standard deduction have to
be $5,634 — less than for the single person. This combination would result in a
substantial “marriage tax™ because two unmarried people would be able remove $16,632
from the tax base — an amount more than 55 percent above the poverty threshold for two
people. To avoid the marriage penalty while keeping the tax-free amount for two people
reasonably close to the poverty line necessarily means allowing a single person a tax-free
amount less than less than the poverty threshold.

! Pechman, p. 81.
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It is a matter of judgment how this dilemma should be resolved, but clearly it is not
possible to achieve simultaneously what seems right in all cases. Virginia allows married
couples to file combined returns that permit each spouse’s income to be considered
separately, giving each the first $3,000 at 2.0 percent, and so on, through the brackets.
This policy suggests a strong aversion to the marriage penalty. A standard deduction for
a married couple equal to twice that for a single person, set low enough to keep the tax-
free amount close to the poverty level for most filers, is consistent with this policy.”

Exemptions or Credits? The logic of establishing tax-free amounts, as noted, is that
the first dollars of income do not represent taxpaying ability. However, in a tax structure
with multiple brackets subject to rising marginal tax rate, subtractions from AGI, such as
personal exemptions, have the effect of removing the last dollars from the tax base.”

The amount of taxable income in the taxpayer’s highest marginal tax bracket is reduced.
Thus, uniform personal exemptions produce different tax savings for taxpayers in
different marginal tax brackets, with the largest reductions going to those in the highest
rate brackets. In the current Virginia tax, an $800 exemption reduces the tax bill by $46
for someone in the 5.75 percent bracket, but the reduction for someone in the 2.0 percent
bracket is only $16.

To illustrate this, consider a taxpayer with $60,000 of taxable income in 2000. Tax
liability is $60 on the first $3,000 (3,000 * 0.02), $60 for the next $2,000 (2,000 * 0.03),
$600 on the next $12,000 (12,000 * 0.05), and $2,742.50 on the amount of taxable
income above $17,000 (43,000 * 0.0575); $60 + $60 +$600 + $2,472.50 = $3,192.50 in
total income tax liability. Now suppose that a new child is born to the family on
December 31. The extra personal exemption reduces the amount on income subject to
the 5.75 percent rate by $800, to $42,200; this reduces this last “slice” of tax liability to
$2,426.50, or $46 less than before (2,472.50 — 2,426.50 = 46), which is 5.75 percent
times the added $800 personal exemption. By similar calculation, the tax reduction from
another personal exemption for a taxpayer in the 2.0 percent bracket is just $16.

Converting the exemption to a credit could reduce tax liability by the same amount
per person, regardless of the marginal tax rate of the taxpayer.”* A credit of $16 for all
would have the effect of taking $800 off the bottom of each taxpayer’s income, consistent
with the logic of the exemption. Because the widths of the lowest tax brackets have not
been changed since 1926, they are very narrow relative to personal exemption amounts.
A family of four has personal exemptions equal to $3,200 currently, which is more than
the amount of income subject to the 2.0 percent rate. One exemption at the proposed
$2,500 level would nearly equal to the first bracket. This makes setting personal credits
equivalent to a given personal exemption at the first-bracket tax rate less appropriate, as
suggested by the earlier discussion of the Kentucky credit.

2 Data provided by the Department of Taxation as part of the simulation exercise show single filers
accounted for 47 percent of all taxable returns but just 26 percent of tax liability for 1998, while married-
combmed returns represented 32 percent of returns and 53 percent of tax liability.

> The same is true of the standard deduction.
# Pechman, p. 84,
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Tax Base: Itemized Deductions

Not all taxpayers take the standard deduction, because the state offers the altet:native
of itemizing deductions in certain categories. About 30 percent of taxpayers itemize on
their federal returns,” and Virginia requires that taxpayers take deductions for the state
tax in the same manner tax as for the federal tax. Itemized deductions will be taken only
if the taxpayer’s total outlays in the authorized itemization categories exceed the standard
deduction; itemization is more common at higher income levels. Even though the
majority of taxpayers take the standard deduction, the total value of itemized deductions
in Virginia is more than double the value of standard deductions. For tax year 1997,
Virginia itemized deductions totaled $14 billion, compared to $6 billion taken as standard
deductions.”® Virginia conforms to federal tax law on itemized deductions, except that
the Virginia income tax, deductible at the federal level, is not deductible at the state level.
For federal filers, three categories of itemized deductions account for nearly 90 percent of
total itemized deductions:”’ interest, principally on mortgages, 39 percent; state and local
income and property taxes, 34 percent; and charitable contributions, 15 percent.

Tax Base: Other Exclusions and Deductions

Other reductions of the income tax base include preferences based on age, income
source, and the like. The Virginia income tax includes several examples. Virginia is not
alone in granting such preferences. Possible explanations for such provisions include the
political influence of those benefiting from the preferences, and possibly incomplete .
understanding of the broader implications of the preferences. With regard to the latter, it
may not be fully appreciated that such preferences are contrary to the logic of the income
tax and produce horizontal inequities.

Preferences Based on Age

The elderly (variously defined) in Virginia receive several forms of tax preferences.
First, those 65 and over may take an additional $800 personal exemption. Further, those
62-64 years old may deduct $6,000 of otherwise taxable income from their state income
tax base, and at age 65 the deduction is doubled, to $12,000. These preferences are based
on age, without regard to either level or source of income. A third preference is
Virginia’s full exclusion of Social Security benefits, failing to tax them even to the extent
that the federal government does. This preference, nominally based on source of income,
also is an age-based preference, because of the age group receiving Social Security
retirement benefits.

In a tax based on income, there can be little justification for excluding some sources
of income; regardless of source, all income spends, and its receipt makes one better off

* Slemrod and Bakija, p. 42.

* Virginia Department of Taxation 2000, Table 1.2. Nearly half the itemized deductions for 1997 were on
returns with at least $75,000 AGI. This group’s share of total AGI was the same (48 percent), and its share
of tax liability was higher (55 percent).

%7 Slemrod and Bakija, p. 42; data are for 1995.
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than not having the income. A qualification is in order, however. If the income received
in a given tax year is simply the return of income received earlier, upon which income tax
already has been paid, it should not be taxed again. For example, if a person placed 10
percent of his income in a savings account each year, using income already subject to
income taxation, and each year paid income tax on accrued interest, then withdrawing
that money in a later year — to pay for a vacation, a house, education, or whatever —
should not, and does not, create income tax liability in the year of withdrawal. Social
Security and contributory pension plans, public and private, have an element of such
income in the benefits paid. For the private and public pension programs other than
Social Security and Railroad Retirement, the federal approach employs rules intended to
exclude from taxation in the period of receipt payments that represent the amount of
previous contributions from taxed income, while taxing benefit payments beyond that
amount.”® Ideally, for horizontal equity, Social Security benefits would be treated the
same way. But taxability of Social Security benefits is determined differently (as
explained below), in part because of the redistributive nature of the program. Those with
lower incomes pay smaller payroll taxes while employed, and receive, in retirement,
benefits that replace higher percentages of pre-retirement income. This makes it difficult
to apply standard rules — although political constraints seem more important than
practical administrative ones in perpetuating the difference. States often set their own
courses with regard to taxation of Social Security and other retirement income.

Social Security legislation adopted in 1983 brought Social Security benefits into the
income tax base for the first time. Up to 50 percent of benefits were taxable effective in
1984 for taxpayers with incomes above specified thresholds;” 1993 budget legislation
added a second tier of taxable benefits, raising to 85 percent the taxable share of benefits
for those with income in excess of higher thresholds.”® As of 1993, about 22 percent of
Social Security recipients had to pay federal income taxes on a part of their benefits, and
the higher tier brought a larger percentage of benefits into the tax base for nearly 60
percent of that group; in 1996, 15 states made Social Security benefits taxable to the same
extent as in the federal tax,”’ but Virginia requires that these benefits be subtracted from
federal AGI in arriving at Virginia AGL.*

For a few years, Virginia income tax law was more even-handed in the taxation
various sources of income received by those of retirement age, but the current approach is
more favorable to Social Security. After a 1989 U.S. Supreme Court ruling that several
states, including Virginia, illegally taxed federal employee pensions while exempting

2 Pechman, p. 108.
» Baer, p. 1. Note that the discussion of Social Security applies as well to Tier I benefits under the
Railroad Retirement Act. From 1984 to 1993, federal taxpayers were to include the lesser of (1) 50 percent
of Social Security benefits and (2) half the amount by which “provisional income” — federal AGI plus tax-
exempt interest income plus half of Social Security benefits — exceeded a threshold of $25,000 (if single) or
$32,000 (if married).
3 Baer, p. 1. The first tier of taxability was unchanged. For those with “provisional income” above
$34,000 (if single) or $44,000 (if married), the taxable share of benefits was increased to 85 percent.
flxlthough other aspects of federal income tax brackets are indexed, these thresholds are not.

Baer, p. 1.
* Virginia Code, Sec. 58.1-322, C4 and D5.
* Virginia Code, Sec. 58.1-322, D5.
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state employee pensions,”® Virginia provided the current $6,000 and $12,000 deductions
from taxable income for people aged 62-64 and over 65, respectively, beginning in 1990.
Social Security (and Railroad Retirement) benefits already were exempt under state law,
however, so Virginia required that benefits from these sources be offset against the
$6,000 or $12,000 general age-based deduction. But effective in 1995, the offset of
Social Security and Railroad Retirement benefits was ended, so recipients of income
from these sources get these benefits completely tax free, and also get to remove $6,000
or $12,000 (depending on age) of other income from the tax base.

Preferences Based on Other Characteristics

Besides age-based preferences, other preferences are based on income source or
taxpayer characteristics. An example is the additional personal exemption for blindness.
At first, it may seem logical to grant the blind an additional personal exemption because
their situation is less favorable than that of individual who have their sight, all else equal.
However, blindness is but one of many disabilities that people may suffer, not all of
which are — or can be — identified precisely and written into the tax code. Any attempt to
do so would require substantial additions to the tax code, and would add to compliance
and administrative costs as attempts were made to determine which, if any, of the
provisions a particular taxpayer qualified for.

More importantly, though, it is not possible to identify and write into the tax code all
the many conditions that make some worse off than others and affect ability to pay taxes,
and to establish appropriate relative tax breaks for them. For example, should a person
be considered blind for tax exemption purposes only if there is total loss of vision in both
eyes, or is a lesser standard appropriate, such as 20/200 vision? If one eye is 20/20 and
the other is 20/400, is the person’s ability impaired to some extent? If so, how much —
absolutely, and relative to a person with 20/200 vision in each eye? If qualification for
the tax break is all or nothing, and everyone falling short of the legislative standard gets
nothing, is this fair? It should be, if the purpose of the special exemption is to enhance
fairness. If there is a threshold that must be crossed to get any tax relief, there is an
incentive to find a doctor who will certify that degree of disability. Is the state able to
enforce the legislative standard — and, if so, at what cost? Virginia accepts federal
definition of blindness, but that does not put to rest these equity issues.

Of course, there is no logic to support giving tax relief to only those disabled by
blindness. Surely a person crippled by arthritis experiences some suffering, and may
suffer reduced physical mobility and, with that, diminished ability to earn income and
pay taxes. Of course, “crippled” is too imprecise a term. No doubt it would be necessary
to specify the number of joints affected, and the extent of loss of movement in them, to
qualify for tax relief. Consideration also should be given to whether an arthritic hip is
equivalent to an arthritic hand and, if not, the relative loss of ability in each case. And
how does the impairment of a person with severe arthritis in both legs compare to that of
a person paralyzed in both legs — or in one leg and one arm? Of course, for equity, other
physical disabilities also should be taken into account. Further, why should only physical

34

Davis v. Michigan, 489 U.S. 803.
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disability be the basis for tax relief? Surely mental disability affects quality of life and
ability to earn income and pay taxes — but to what extent, both in absolute terms and
relative to each of the myriad other maladies that afflict people? Attempting to answer
all these questions, to provide appropriate relative tax relief, and to enforce the decisions
fairly, would require commitment of substantial resources, not only by the state but by
taxpayers, as well.

Fortunately, with an income tax, there is no need for such effort. To the extent ability
to earn income is reduced — for whatever reason — it shows up as reduced income, the
base of the tax.”> And to the extent additional outlays are necessitated, itemized
deductions provide relief. Reliance upon proxies — definitions of specific disabilities, and
the level of affliction needed to qualify for tax relief — is not necessary. Moreover, resort
to such proxies is unfair, on two counts. First, not all relevant disabilities are given
special tax preference, so the state favors those with one form of disability over those
with other disabilities, even though many of the latter may be at least as damaging to
earnings, ability to pay taxes, and quality of life. Second, the tax reduction given those
who qualify is a perverse subsidy, providing the greatest tax reduction to those with the
highest incomes — i.e., those whose disability apparently has the least effect on earnings
and taxpaying ability. The added exemption reduces taxes by the exempt amount times
the individual’s highest marginal tax rate; under current Virginia law, that is $46 (5.75
percent of $800), while those at the lower end get a smaller reduction — $16 for those in
the 2.0 percent bracket, and zero for those with no taxable income.

Tax Burdens Under the Current Tax

The current Virginia personal income tax, as suggested by earlier sections of this
report, departs from equity criteria in several respects. Vertical equity is compromised by
the small standard deductions and personal exemptions, which combine to create tax-free
amounts that are well below poverty thresholds for families of different sizes (Table 4,
panels 1 and 3). Horizontal equity also is violated, and even more substantially, by the
various age-based preferences (ignoring, for now, the complete exclusion of Social
Security benefits from the Virginia tax base because the amount of such income varies
among taxpayers from zero to several thousand dollars). The additional personal
exemption for those aged 65 and over is one source of horizontal inequity, albeit a
relatively small one, given the $800 exemption size. Of much greater importance are the
additional deductions of up to $6,000 (ages 62-64) and $12,000 (65 and over), which add
to the tax-free amounts for families with qualifying members. These deductions are
available to each person of qualifying age who has sufficient income to use them, so the
tax-free amounts vary significantly from family to family, depending upon the ages of the
spouses and whether each has income equal to at least the tax-free potential.

Defining tax-free amounts to include all the income that can be offset under current
Virginia income tax law by personal exemptions, standard deductions, and additional
deductions for those aged 62 and over — but ignoring preferences based upon source of

3 Pechman, p. 108.
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income, such as Social Security — Table 4 shows the total tax-free amounts, both in
dollars and as percentages of 1998 poverty thresholds. Reflecting the tax provisions,
three taxpayer age groups are considered — under 62 years (panel 3), 62-64 years (panels
4 and 5), and 65 years and over (panels 6 and 7). For each, tax-free amounts are
presented for families varying in size from one to six members. To hold down the
number of permutations, the examples assume that families of two or more include two
spouses, and that both spouses are in the same age group.

Table 4 makes clear that the elderly fare much better than the non-elderly, principally
as a result of the additional deductions of $6,000 and $12,000. No family in the under-62
age group has a tax-free amount greater than 62 percent of the poverty threshold (this for
a family of two), and the tax-free amounts for this age group are as low as 45 percent of
the poverty level (panel 3). By contrast, the tax-free amount is as high as 303 percent of
the poverty threshold for a family of two if each spouse is 65 or older and has sufficient
mcome to use up the allowable deduction (panel 7); this is a tax-free level five times as
great as that for the same family size in the non-elderly group.

Considering just the two-person family size, and taking the cases in the order of
panels 4-7 in Table 4, the tax-free amounts in dollars (and as a percentage of the poverty
threshold) are $12,600 (118 percent), $18,600 (175 percent), $20,200 (190 percent), and
$32,200 (303 percent). Similar relative differences within the elderly groups (panels 4-
7), and in relation to the non-elderly (panel 3), exist for other family sizes. The other
family sizes, however, get smaller percentages of their respective poverty thresholds tax-
free, because the $800 exemptions for additional family members are substantially less
than the additional cost of achieving the poverty level of living as a result of the
additional family member. But in all the cases for the elderly shown in Table 4 ~ except
for families of four, five, or six in the 62-64 age group (panel 4) — at least the poverty
level of income is removed from the tax base by the current Virginia tax provisions. By
contrast, no younger family of any size is able to take its poverty level of income out of
the tax base. Such differences defy reason. The disparity is compounded if the elderly
taxpayers receive Social Security benefits, which Virginia fully exempts, and which are
not reflected in the Table 4 examples.

Differences in tax-free amounts, of course, translate into differences in effective tax
rates — defined here as tax liability as a percentage of AGI — as shown in Table 5.
Because Table 5 considers only taxpayers under 62 and 65 or over, and only cases in
which one spouse has no income (equivalent to panels 3 and 6 in Table 4), the differences
in effective tax rates are less than if dual-income elderly families were included. Even
so, the differences are substantial, especially at lower income levels. (Note that these
examples assume no itemized deductions and no income from sources that are not
taxable, so as to focus on the effects of the different tax-free amounts as defined above.)
For example, a single person with $15,000 AGI pays an effective tax rate of 2.87 percent
if under 62, but zero if over 65. For any family size, the differences become smaller at
higher income levels, because the tax-free amount becomes a smaller percentage of AGI.
Thus, by the time AGI reaches $500,000, effective tax rates for single persons under 62
and 65 or over are nearly the same — 5.65 percent and 5.51 percent, respectively.
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The effect of increasing family size is a bit more complex, as Table 5 shows. Married
couples at all income levels get an additional $800 personal exemption and $2,000 more
as a standard deduction, and the four-person family gets two more personal exemptions.
For any age group, therefore, the effective tax rate is less for a larger family than for a
smaller one. Staying with the $15,000 AGI level and the under 62 age group, the
effective tax rates for families of one, two, and four are, respectively, 2.87 percent, 1.93
percent, and 1.10 percent. For this AGI level, the tax for those 65 and over is zero for all
family sizes. The additional deduction of $12,000 for the elderly taxpayers does not
change with family size; these examples assume only one spouse has income, so each
family gets only one $12,000 deduction. The additional $12,000 of tax-free income
keeps effective tax rates close to zero higher up the AGI scale. Up to $80,000, the effect
is enough to reduce effective tax rates for the elderly at least one percentage point below
those for the non-elderly. At lower levels, of course, the difference is greater. At the
$25,000 AGI level, the effective tax rate for a single person under 62 is 3.85 percent,
while that for an elderly taxpayer is 1.16 percent — a difference of about three to one. The
difference is even greater for a married couple at this AGI level — effective rates for non-
elderly and elderly, respectively, of 3.20 percent and 0.46 percent.

Again, such differences seem indefensible. Therefore, a different definition of the tax
base is suggested, and it underlies all the options considered in the balance of this report.
The next section describes the changes.

Proposed New Tax Base Definition for Improved Equity

The preceding section demonstrates that the current Virginia personal income tax
imposes vastly different effective tax rates on families of the same size and with the same
income, based on the ages of taxpayers and spouses. Further, it shows that non-elderly
taxpayers, regardless of family size, are taxed on a significant portion of income below
the poverty line.*®* Because differences of the magnitude involved seem unreasonable,
different definition of key aspects of the tax base is proposed.

First, the standard deduction would be increased from $3,000 and $5,000 to $3,500
and $7,000. As discussed earlier, setting the standard deduction for a married couple at
twice its value for a single person eliminates one component of the so-called marriage
tax. In addition, personal exemptions would be increased to from $800 to $2,500 each
for taxpayers, their spouses, and any dependents, while additional exemptions based on
age and blindness would be eliminated. Ending additional exemptions based on proxies
for need is in line with the discussion earlier in this report, to improve horizontal equity.
Taking these changes together produces tax-free amounts that are at or slightly above the
poverty level for families of two or more (Table 4, panel 2). For a single person,
however, the tax-free amount is less than the poverty level.

% 1t should be noted that many families have income — both cash and in-kind — from transfers that are not
taxable. These include, but are not limited to, Social Security benefits. This is particularly the case at low
levels of income.
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As noted earlier, important and difficult tradeoffs are involved. The standard
deduction could be increased for single people to come closer to removing poverty-level
income. If a marriage penalty is to be avoided, however, the standard deduction for a
married couple needs to be double that for a single person. However, because the cost of
achieving a given level of living, such as the poverty level, is far less than twice as high
for two as for one, a higher standard deduction level would remove much more than
poverty income for the married couple.

Finally, to remove another aspect of non-uniform treatment of taxpayers based upon
age, Social Security would be made taxable to the same extent as under the federal
income tax, as discussed earlier.

This set of proposed changes is summarized in Table 6. Department of Taxation
simulation of the effect of these changes, described in the next section, indicates that
these base changes would reduce revenue about 4.1 percent in the aggregate. This is
based on data for tax year 1998, when the aggregate net liability was $5,319 million.
Leaving the current rate structure unchanged while making these changes to the base
would have reduced revenues by $217.

Because the current rate structure is quite dated and in need of change, however, this
estimate serves only as a means of getting at the revenue implications of the base
changes, independent of whatever rate changes might be made.

Simulating Effects of Changes

This section moves to consideration of specific alternative income tax rate structures.
To focus on the policy aspects of tax reform, however, it is important to hold revenue
yield constant. This means that reasonably reliable estimates of tax liabilities under the
alternatives are needed. In this endeavor, the assistance of the Office of Fiscal Research
in the Virginia Department of Taxation was indispensable. The services of Edward P.
Harper, Senior Economist in the Fiscal Research Office, were made available to me,
working on behalf of the Commission on the Structure of Virginia’s State and Local Tax
Structure for the 21% Century. Mr. Harper used Taxation’s computer database of tax
returns for 1998, the most recent available. He programmed in statutory changes
applicable in 2000 that are new since 1998, so that current tax law was reflected in the
database. He then programmed the changes called for in each of the specific options to
estimate the revenue consequences in the aggregate, and by type of filer. The objective
in each case was essential aggregate revenue neutrality - i.e., tax liability essentially
equal to that of the current tax for tax year 1998 ($5.3 billion).

To facilitate this, I was provided with spreadsheet data on the amount of taxable
income (reflecting the base changes described above, and summarized in Table 6) bands
of taxable income $5,000 wide except for the first (up to $10,000) and last (above
$175,000). This information was used to determine breaking points between tax brackets
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for each of the several multiple-rate structures considered. Once details of an option
were determined in this manner, Mr. Harper did the full computer simulation.

Policy Alternatives: Consideration of Specific Options

At the outset, the intent was to lay out some broad policy alternatives, encompassing
the extremes. The number of possible alternatives truly is limitless, in part because much
of the concern is with equity, and there can be no scientific determination of what is most
equitable. This comes down to judgment.

Although precise notions of equity may vary considerably, there often is broad
agreement on general principles and the approximate range of tax differences that seems
appropriate across a variety of circumstances. After the presentation of early findings in
August, Commission responses helped to focus future inquiry on options that seemed
most likely to gain its support.

Initial policy options — both revenue neutral — were a single rate of 5.55 percent at
one extreme, and an 11-bracket tax with marginal rates ranging from 2.0 percent to 12.0
percent.’’ For the latter, each of the first 10 brackets was $10,000 wide; rates started at
2.0 percent and rose in one percentage-point steps to 12.0 percent on amounts in excess
of $100,000. The next round of options still included very different tax structures, but the
graduated-rate options were less steeply graduated, to avoid giving Virginia the
distinction of tying North Dakota for the highest marginal tax rate. Five basic structures
were considered. Each employed all base changes summarized in Table 6, but for some a
second version substituted personal credits for personal exemptions. After first
describing each of the options, some of their implications are discussed.

Five Basic Options and Some Variants

Five options, A through E, are presented here. Their designations reflect the order in
which they were developed; thus, option E, with two brackets, follows several options
with more brackets. This is done for consistency with PowerPoint presentations of the
material, posted to the Commission’s Web site.”® Features of the options are summarized
in Table 7, including alternatives that substitute personal credits for the $2,500 personal
exemptions shown in Table 6. The credits are equivalent to the exemption times the tax
rate in the initial bracket, as explained earlier in this report, and thus have the effect of
taking that portion of tax-free income off the bottom, rather than off the top. For the
single-rate option, there is no difference, but for the multiple-rate options, the credit
increases revenue yield for a given set of tax brackets. In keeping with essential revenue
neutrality, changes are made in the credit variants to maintain tax yield. The options are:

%7 These options did not end the age-based deductions and the full exemption of Social Security, and thus
gmployed a base somewhat narrower from that set forth in Table 6.

The PowerPoint presentations, on October 31 and November 30, include several graphs depicting
effective tax rates at various income levels for individuals and families of different sizes.
[http://www2.institute. Virginia.edu/taxstudy)
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e Option A — Single rate: 5.3 percent, using either $2,500 personal exemptions or
$132.50 personal credits;

e Option B — Modest graduation, with three rates: 5.0 percent, 5.5 percent, and 6.0
percent, the last commencing at $65,000 of taxable income;

¢ Option B2 — Same marginal rates, but using $125 personal credits, which permits
stretching the brackets so that top rate commences at $125,000 of taxable income;

e Option C — Increased graduation, but still with only three rates: 4.0 percent, 6.0
percent, and 8.0 percent, the last commencing at $70,000;

e Option D — Steeper graduations, using five rates: 3.0 percent, 5.0 percent, 6.5
percent, 8.0 percent, and 9.5 percent, the last commencing at $80,000;

e Option E — Two rates: 5.0 percent and 6.0 percent, with the break between them at
$50,000; and

» Option E2 — Same two brackets, but with $125 personal credits in place of $2,500
personal exemptions, which permits the second rate to be reduced to 5.75 percent.

Assessing the Options

Because all options would raise essentially the same revenue, consideration of them
can focus on their other attributes. As discussed earlier in this report, there are some
tradeoffs to be weighed, perhaps principally between vertical equity and horizontal
equity. Vertical equity concerns include the desirability of taking poverty-level income
out of the tax base to the maximum extent possible, and this notion guided the proposed
changes in personal exemption and standard deduction amounts on which all the options
are based. Horizontal equity concerns the relative tax burdens of equally situated
taxpayers. This criterion prompted removing age-based preferences from the proposed
tax based used in estimating all the options presented here. It also is a concern in the
treatment of married couples with different portions of income contributed by the two
spouses, as discussed more fully below. In this sense, horizontal equity overlaps to some
extent with neutrality concerns. Another aspect of neutrality relates to location, and this
has been expressed as an economic development concern. Always present, this concern
is thought by some to be of greater validity in the future as increased application of
modern technology makes it possible for many people — and probably larger percentages
of those at high income levels — to live and work essentially where they choose, with
work being less tied to traditional workplaces. This prospect works against tax structures
incorporating very high marginal tax rates. Additionally, large shifts in tax responsibility
among groups of taxpayers are of potential concern, and may be a negative aspect of
certain options.

Effective Rates by Family Size. Effective tax rates in Table 8 provide some insight
into similarities and differences of the options. The eight income tax structures included
there include options A-E and E2 (see Table 7); for purposes of comparison, the current
tax is included. Rounding out the eight is a structure using the tax brackets and rates of
the current Virginia personal income tax, but applying them to the proposed alternative
definition of the tax base (see Table 6). For each of the eight structures, effective rates
are shown for three family sizes (one, two, and four members) at seven levels of AGI, for
a total of 168 effective rates.
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Effective rates express tax liability as a percentage of AGL. The comparisons in
Table 8 can help in understanding the various tax revision options, but some caveats are
in order, reflecting the nature of the assumptions made in constructing example to help
highlight the effects of the different rate structures as they interact with family size and
income level to determine tax liability:

¢ These are illustrative, hypothetical cases, and are not intended to be a representative
cross-section of Virginia taxpayers.

e Figures for the current tax apply only to taxpayers under age 62, an assumption that
removes age preferences from consideration; the distinction is not relevant for the
alternatives, which do not include the preferences.

e [temized deductions are ignored; because they vary substantially across taxpayers,
their use here would not provide a uniform tax base. Therefore, only standard
deductions are reflected in Table 8.

¢ For families of two or four, it is assumed that two members are husband and wife,
an assumption that is important for the current tax due to the sizes of its standard
deductions.

e For married couples, it is assumed that only one spouse has income, to eliminate the
effects of Virginia’s married-combined filing option for spouses when both have
income.

Table 8 reveals some strong similarities among the various options, but also identifies
some important difference. Increased tax-free amounts resulting from increased personal
exemptions and standard deductions produce lower effective tax rates in most cells for
the various options, compared to the current tax, with a few exceptions:

® Applying the current rate structure to the reduced base for non-elderly taxpayers,

not surprisingly, reduces effective tax rates for all 21 income/family-size
combinations shown in Table 8. This case is included simply to show the effect of
the base changes, separate from the rate changes.
e For single taxpayers, effective tax rates rise slightly at $15,000 of AGI in options A,
B, E, and E2 (from 2.87 percent to 3.00 percent in all but B); they also rise slightly
for single taxpayers at $25,000 of AGI in option B, but only this single-rate option.

 For families of two or more, all options produce lower tax liabilities at the lowest
levels of AGI, and most do so through most of the income levels shown. The fall in
effective rates generally is quite large at the lowest income levels — e.g., from 1.93
percent for a family of two at $15,000 under the current tax to 1.0 percent or less in
most options, and from 1.4 percent under the current tax to zero in most options for
families of four at this income level. The drop remains significant through $80,000
of AGI for most options.

® At the upper end of the income scale ($500,000 AGI is the highest in Table 8) four

of the six options produce higher tax liabilities than the current tax; the exceptions
are options B and E2.

e Options B and E differ very little, despite the different number of brackets; top and

bottom rates are the same in both, and they differ by just one percentage point.

* For all family sizes shown in Table 8, options C and D provide substantially more

progressivity than the current tax or any of the other options. These options reduce
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effective tax rates even for single taxpayers at $15,000 of AGI, and they increase
effective tax rates for all family sizes in the last three rows (AGI of $120,000 and
higher) in Table 8.

The patterns are logical. Option A imposes a single rate of 5.3, which is higher than
the current tax’s rate under taxable income — not AGI, but taxable income — reaches
$17,000. While the personal exemption for is more than trebled in this and-the other— -
options, the standard deduction for singles does not rise very much. The net effect is
dominance of the higher starting rate for single people at the very lowest income levels.
For larger families, being able to take more of the increased personal exemptions and also
having a larger increase in the standard deduction offsets the influence of the higher
initial tax rate, producing net tax reductions. The influence of both tax rates and tax-free
amounts is diluted at higher income levels. With regard to the latter, the enhanced tax-
free amounts — even the $17,000 amount for a family of four — become a very small
percentage of income when income is $200,000 or more. And the highest rates in four of
the six options, compared to the current top rate, are either lower (option B), the same

(option E2), or only slightly higher (options B and E).

The different pattern of effective rates for options C and D, and the changes those
represent in comparison with the current tax, also is easily understood. For these
options, initial rates are lower than in the other options, and apply over a wider range of
income than the lowest rates of the current tax; further, the highest rates in these options
well are above the current top rate of 5.75 percent.

Removing Tax Preferences. Less easily understood is the revenue neutrality of
some of the options, given their generally lower effective tax rates compared to the
current tax. This underscores the importance of the caveats stated regarding the examples
in Table 8. As noted, elderly taxpayers are not represented by the examples for the
current tax in Table 8, but those over 65 are shown in Table 5. Ending age preferences
would move the elderly to the effective rates shown for the non-elderly in Tables 5 and 8;
for those in the 62-64 age range, the change would be less because they enjoy lesser
preferences now than those 65 and over. Removing the $6,000 and $12,000 deductions
and making Social Security taxable to the extent it is taxed by the federal income tax
would increase the tax base by about 4 percent overall, according to figures from
Department of Taxation simulations. This would increase tax liabilities for those with
enough taxable-source income to use up the deduction amounts.

Although political resistance to such changes can be expected, changes represented
by the proposed alternative tax base definition would place the tax more squarely and
firmly on its supposed ability-based foundation and improve overall equity. Tax
increases resulting from such changes are a measure of the degree of preference now
enjoyed. “In the tax game, . . . [wlhat is a privilege to some group of people is a penalty
to everyone else because it forces up tax rates.”

% Slemrod and Bakija, p. 77; emphasis added.
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Another part of the puzzle concerning revenue neutrality, in the face of the Table 8
numbers, is resolved by aggregate data by type of filer provided by the Department of
Taxation simulations. These data show that for the current tax and all options considered,
married-combined returns account for 52 percent to 53 percent of all Virginia personal
income tax liability, married-separate returns account for 18 percent to 20 percent,
married-separate filings represent another 2 percent to 3 percent, and single taxpayers
account for 24 percent to 27 percent.

Thus, there are some shifts among filer categories that the examples in Table § cannot
show. For the more steeply graduated options, C and D, some of the changes are large —
several above 5 percent, and a few over 10 percent. For options A, B, and E, with less
rate graduation, the shifts are smaller; all are under 5 percent — the largest, a 3.5 percent
increase for single taxpayers. Options B and E entail the smallest shifts in tax shares
among the four groups of filers; single and married-joint filers would see about a 1
percent increase in their tax shares, while married-combined — which accounts for more
tax liability than the others, combined — would see a decrease of about 1 percent.

Marriage Penalty and Horizontal Equity Among Married Couples. Mention of
the “marriage tax” or marriage penalty has been made in consideration of the levels of
standard deductions and, thus, tax-free amounts. As noted, by allowing married-
combined filing, Virginia already goes far in preventing tax liabilities of two people from
higher if married than if single. Another element of this much-publicized penalty is a
standard deduction for a single person that is more than half that for a married couple,
and the proposed base changes would rectify that. But this does not mean there are no
marriage-related concerns with the tax system.

Consider the observation of one tax authority concerning a system such as Virginia’s:
“[N]note that under this system, a family’s tax liability depends upon who earns what; a
Jamily in which total income is divided fairly evenly will owe less than another family
with exactly the same total income, but one primary earner. It also gives rise to
incentives to shift income from the higher-earning member to lower-earning members.
Couples can manipulate which spouse receives capital income and incurs deductible
expenses. This is difficult . . . to monitor.”*

Under the current Virginia income tax, a couple with $25,000 of AGI has an effective
tax rate of 2.4 percent if the income is split evenly between the spouses, but one-third
more — 3.2 percent — if all the income is contributed by one spouse. Similarly, at
$50,000, the effective tax rate is 3.9 percent if income is split evenly between the
spouses, compared to 4.5 percent if one spouse accounts for all the income. Such
differences diminish at higher income levels, because the lower marginal rates apply to
relatively small amounts of income. However, wider brackets, such as those featured in
all the multiple-rate options in this report, move the problem up higher into the income
range while removing it at the low end. For example, if the first $50,000 is taxable at 5
percent, then a couple with $50,000 divided evenly between them will pay the same tax
as a couple with $50,000 total income, all from one spouse. But while the disparity is

“ Slemrod and Bakija, p. 83; emphasis added.
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greatly diminished at $200,000 under the current tax, it becomes relatively wide at that
level of total AGI under some of the options. The difference in marginal tax rates across
brackets clearly is a material variable. Option E2, with rates of 5 percent and 5.75
percent would not present a large disparity.

A single-rate tax, of course, would engender no disparity in effective tax rates based
on the division of income between spouses (provided the standard deduction is taken, and
that the deduction for a couple is just twice that for an individual). Nor would it present a
marriage penalty, of the sort discussed earlier. Thus, the single-rate approach is the most
neutral with regard to all aspects of marital status — married versus single, one- versus
two-income couples. The tradeoff for this neutrality and horizontal equity gain, of
course, is less progressivity than can be accomplished through multiple-rate tax
structures.

How important is the issue of equitable treatment of married couples, independent of
their income split between spouses? Recall that married couples account for about 75
percent of all income tax liability. The biggest part of that is from married-combined
filers; for this filing status, both spouses have income. Joint filers represent about one-
fifth of tax liability, part of which is the “penalty” for having only one earner.

Some argue that we need not be concerned with the relatively higher tax burdens on
couples with only one spouse contributing income, because that couple has — between the
two spouses — more leisure (non-employment) time in the home. If this is true, and there
are children present, this might be as worthy of subsidy as homeownership, which
benefits from deductibility of mortgage interest and property taxes. But it may not be
true. There are numerous cases of one person holding two or more jobs, so one working
spouse may be working hours comparable to those of two earners in another family.
More to the point, however, the income tax is a tax on income; time spent in generating
that income is not considered. A semi-retired professional person might earn as much
working on a consulting project for two months as another person makes in a year of full-
time employment. The difference in hours worked is not considered in determining tax
liability in such cases, and should not be in others.

In summary, a very strong case can be made that married couples with the same
income and family size are situated equally, or at least very similarly, regardless of the
shares of income contributed by each spouse. Horizontal equity requires greater
comparability in their tax burdens than is produced in many instances under the current
tax. Some of the options presented in this report rank higher from this perspective than
others. The essential problem, however, is that we tend to have multiple objectives tha
cannot be satisfied simultaneously. A single-rate tax is best at providing horizontal
equity and neutrality, and it also provides for vertical equity in the form of progressive
effective tax rates, if there is a significant tax-free amount. But if a greater degree of
progressivity is desired, some of the other objectives must be compromised.

Dealing with the Lowest Incomes. Vertical equity has been considered in various
parts of this report, most recently with regard to tradeoffs between that and other
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objectives. The effective tax rates in Table 8, as noted earlier, show that several of the
alternative tax structures considered in this report would increase the effective tax rates
on single filers at very low income levels; because income levels for singles are lower
than those for married couples, on average, this translates into an increase in the share of
taxes borne by single filers. This is the case for options A, B, E, and E2 — i.e, all but the
rather steeply graduated options C and D. The greatest increase, about 3.5 percent,
occurs with the single-rate alternative, option B; increases with the other three options
producing increases in singles’ tax share are about 1 percent.

This result is in spite of the state’s low-income credit.*' This credit, effective in 2000,
is $300 for each family member when income is at or below the poverty threshold. This
credit would wipe out any tax liability below the poverty threshold, even under the
current tax. For all the options, this would be relevant only for single filers, since the tax-
free amount in the proposed tax base definition is at least equal to the poverty level for all
other family sizes (Table 4). For a single individual, the poverty line in 1998 was $8,316,
and the tax-free amount for all options is $6,000. This would leave $2,316 taxable for an
individual at the poverty line, and the $300 credit is equal to a 13 percent tax on that
amount. However, the credit is non-refundable, so the tax relief does not extend beyond
the poverty level. All the examples in Table 8 are for incomes above the poverty level,
except for families of four at $15,000 of AGI, and all the options result in zero tax
liability for these, because of the tax-free amount.

The fact of the low-income credit therefore does not alter the effective rates shown in
Table 8. Nor does it alter the information on tax shares by type of filer, because the
credit is programmed into the Department of Taxation’s simulations, from which the tax
shares were derived. The conclusions stated earlier stand.

Particularly if the Commission should recommend an income tax structure other than
option C or D, some additional relief for low-income persons should receive serious
consideration. A reasonable alternative to the current low-income credit is an earned-
income credit patterned after the federal credit. Compared to the current low-income
credit, it has two principal advantages. First, it is phased out as income rises, rather than
terminating abruptly at the poverty line. Second, it is refundable, which would provide
significant relief at the low end of the income spectrum to keep effective tax rates there
from rising as part of the overall reform package. The cost of such a credit for Virginia,
including the refundable feature, has been estimated to be about $60 million for each 10
percent of the federal credit.* Because the current low-income credit costs about $20
million, the net cost of replacing it with an earned-income tax credit equal to 20 percent
of the federal credit would be about $100 million. All of the tax-structure options
presented in this report are estimated to produce essentially the same revenue as the
current tax, based on 1998. Because the exact amounts often are as much as $100 million
above the 1998 aggregate liability for the current tax, such a credit would be within the
goal of essential revenue neutrality.

4l For description and discussion, see Zahradnik, Appendix R.
)
Johnson, p. 1241.
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Concluding Comments

The Virginia personal income tax is the workhorse of the state-local tax system now,
and it is likely to become even dominant in the coming years. It is important, therefore,
that the burdens imposed by the tax be as fair as possible, and that the tax be as neutral as
possible with respect to taxpayers’ decisions and actions.

The current tax structure is outdated and flawed. The basic rate structure is
unchanged in nearly 75 years. Personal exemptions and standard deductions, although
changed roughly a decade ago, are unrealistically low for today. The personal exemption
was too low even after the latest increase, and the standard deductions have fallen below
reasonable levels because they have not been changed in a decade. Together, these
features determine the tax-free amount, and for all household or family sizes, this amount
falls far short of the poverty threshold. As a result, most Virginians pay income tax on
income within the poverty level. This is a serious flaw in a tax ostensibly based on
ability to pay. Income below the poverty level does not constitute taxpaying ability.

Another weakness for the ability-based logic of the tax is that some taxpayers are
provided vastly larger tax-free amounts than others, solely because of attributes such as
age or selected disability. To some degree, these features offset the inadequacy of the
tax-free amounts, but they do so quite haphazardly; too often, the problems are additive,
rather than offsetting. Preferences bestowed on such bases violate horizontal equity. As
shown in this report, effective tax rates — taxes relative to AGI — vary widely among
taxpayers with at the same AGI level. Those numbers, although illuminating, understate
the extent of inequity to the extent that AGI fails to include some sources of income. The
income tax logically is based on income, taken as a measure of taxpaying ability.
Disregarding large chunks of income on the basis of income source, age of recipient, or
any other proxy for need or ability is inappropriate and inequitable. What is intended as a
tax break for one group necessarily is a tax penalty for others; to raise a given amount of
revenue from the diminished base requires higher rates. Alternatively, a lower level of
public services can be funded.

To address these problems, revision of the tax base is proposed. The revisions would
end preferences of the sort just noted, and would increase tax-free amounts to have them
correspond better to poverty levels. The personal exemptions and standard deductions
comprising the tax-free amounts should be indexed to increase with inflation; failing that,
their levels should be reviewed and adjusted relatively often. Failure to do so in the past
has created the inadequacies addressed here. Some of the base changes might be phased
in over a few years, to reduce the shock to those losing preferences — although the large
increases proposed for tax-free amounts have this effect, as well.

In addition to base changes, changes in the rate structure also are in order. The
current structure starts with brackets that are very narrow in relation to today’s incomes
and living costs. The fourth and highest bracket starts at $17,000, an amount still within
the poverty level for families larger than three. And the combination of rate graduation
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and small tax-free amounts gives an income tax whose pattern of effective tax rates is no
more progressive than a single-rate tax with realistic tax-free amounts.

Several options for new rate structures are presented in this report. Some provide
more rate graduation than others. A single-rate tax offers several advantages compared to
graduated structures, including improved neutrality and horizontal equity among all types
of filers at a given income level, and among married couples who differ only in the
division of income between spouses. There is a tradeoff between such gains and the
degree of progressivity. In general, however, states should not seek a high degree of
progressivity because of the incentive effects created; the open borders of states make
any significant redistribution inappropriate at this level of government.

Vertical equity can be improved at the same time that marginal tax rates are
compressed, even to the point of uniformity. An earned-income tax credit set at a
percentage of the federal credit, and made refundable, like the federal credit, is an
appropriate tool for this purpose.

If economic downturn erodes state revenues, or for some other reason the state seeks
to raise additional funds from the income tax, some approaches are better than others. In
general, the best way to increase revenue yield is through rate increases. For short-term
increases, tax surcharges might be used. More permanent rate increases should be
designed with the logic of the overall structure in mind. If the state chooses a single- or
compressed-rate structure for its horizontal equity and neutrality advantages, grafting on
a new, higher rate bracket would be inappropriate. Alternatively, if the state chooses
more steeply graduated rates, to achieve a given degree of progressivity, that structure
should be reviewed periodically, to keep it from becoming as outdated as the current
structure has become. Particularly for such a structure, short-term revenue enhancement
might best be accomplished through a tax surcharge. If the tax base were changed,
increases that rely on reducing personal exemptions and/or standard deductions should be
avoided. Any preferences at odds with the ability-based logic of the tax that had not been
ended earlier might well be ended in such circumstances.



Table 4. 1998 Poverty Thresholds and Virginia Tax-free Amounts for Families of
Varying Sizes: Current and Proposed Tax Structures

Family Size
1 2 3 4 | s 6
Panel 1. Poverty Thresholds
Poverty threshold $8,316 $10,634 $13,120 $16,530 $19,453 $21,780
Index (2 people = 100) 78 100 123 155 183 205
Panel 2. Proposed Personal Exemptions and Standard Deductions®
Tax-free amount $6,000 $12,000 $14,500 $17,000 $19,500 $22,000
Tax-free/poverty 72% 113% 111% 103% 100% 101%
Current Tax Provisions, Differing by Age and Number of Income Earners
Panel 3. Current Personal Exemptions and Standard Deductions®
Tax-free amount $3,800 $6,600 $7.400 $8,200 $9,000 $9,800
Tax-free/poverty 46% 62% 56% 50% 46% 45%
Panel 4. Current Tax-free Amounts for Taxpayers Aged 62-64, One Spouse with Income
Total tax-free" $9,800 $12,600 $13.400 $14,200 $15,000 $15,800
Tax-free/poverty 118% 118% 102% 86% 77% 73%
Panel 5. Current Tax-free Amounts for Taxpayers Aged 62-64, Both Spouses Have Income

Total tax-free? $9,800 $18,600 $19,400 320,200 $21,000 $21,800
Tax-free/poverty 118% 175% 148% 122% 108% 100%

Panel 6. Current

Tax-free Amounts for Taxpayers Aged 65 and over, One Spouse with Income

Total tax-free®

$16,600

$20,200

$21,000

$21,800

$22,600

$23,400

Tax-free/poverty

200%

190%

160%

132%

116%

107%

Panel 7. Current Tax-free Amounts for Taxpayers Aged 65 and over, Both Spouses Have Income

Total tax-free’

$16,600

$32,200

$33,000

$33,800

$34,600

$35,400

Tax-free/poverty

200%

303%

252%

200%

178%

163%

Personal exemptions = $2,500 each; standard deductions = $3,500 single, $7,000 married; see Table 5.
® Personal exemptions = $800 each; standard deductions = $3,000 single, $5,000 married.
€ Adds deduction of up to $6,000 to Panel 3 tax-free amounts.
¢ Adds a second $6,000 deduction to Panel 4 tax-free amounts for families of two or more.
¢ Adds additional personal exemptions ($800, single; $1,600, two or more) to Panel 5 tax-free amounts.
" Adds a second $12,000 deduction to Panel 6 tax-free amounts for families of two or more.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, undated/Internet, “Poverty Thresholds: 1998”; and author’s

calculations based on Virginia income tax provisions and proposed changes.




Table S. Effective Tax Rates” Under Current Virginia Personal Income Tax at Selected
AGI Levels for Different Family Sizes, by Elderly or Non-elderly Status
of Taxpayer and Spouse (Only One Spouse Assumed to Have Income)

AGI Leve] One Person Married Couple Couple & 2 Dependents
Under 62 65 & Over Under 62 65 & Over Under 62 65 & Over
15,000 2.87 0.00 1.93 0.00 1.10 0.00
25,000 3.85 1.16 3.20 0.46 2.83 0.26
50,000 4.80 3.33 4.48 2.91 4.29 2.73
80,000 5.16 4.24 4.95 3.98 4.84 3.86
120,000 5.35 4.74 522 4.57 5.14 4.49
200,000 5.51 5.14 543 5.14 5.39 4.99
500,000 5.65 5.51 5.62 547 5.60° 5.45

? Effective tax rate = tax liability as a percentage of AGI.

Source: Author’s calculations.

Table 6. Key Features of Tax Base: Current Virginia Personal Income Tax
Compared to Base Used for Alternative Income Tax Structures

Feature Current Tax Structure Alternative Structures

Standard deductions

Single $3,000 $3,500

Married $5,000 $7,000
Personal Exemptions

Natural persons $800 $2,500

Old age/blindness $800 Zero
Other Age-based Preferences

Deduction, if age 62-64 years $6,000 Zero

Deduction if age 65 and over $12,000 Zero

Social Security benefits®

Fully excluded

Taxable as for federal tax

Tax-free Amount (except Social Security®)

One person, under 62 years $3,800 $6,000
One person, 62-64 years $9,800 $6,000
One person, 65 years and over $16,600 $6,000
Two people, under 62 years $6,600 $12,000
Two people, 62-64 years® $12,600 $12,000
Two people, 65 years and over’ $20,200 $12,000
Four people, under 62 years $8,200 $17,000
Four people, 62-64 years® $14,200 $17,000
Four people, two 65 and over® $21,800 $17,000

*Federal law treats pensions under Social Security Act and Railroad Retirement Act in the same manner,
and current Virginia law removes both from federal AGI in arriving at Virginia AGL.
® Figures for the current tax assume only one spouse has income, so the age-based deduction is $6,000.
“Figures for the current tax assume only one spouse has income, so the age-based deduction is $12,000.
Source:_Virginia tax code and author’s suggested alternatives.




Table 7. Rate Structures for Five Policy Options Providing Essential Revenue Neutrality,
Using Proposed Base with Increased Tax-free Amounts and No Age-based Preferences®

Option Taxable Income Brackets and Marginal Rates
With $2,500 Personal Exemptions With Equivalent Personal Credits”

A Single rate, 5.3% Single rate, 5.3%
5.0% on first $35,000 5.0% on first $75,000

B 5.5% on next $30,000 5.5% on next $50,000
6.0% above $65,000 6.0% above $125,000
4.0% on first $30,000

C 6.0% on next $40,000 Not computed
8.0% on next $70,000
3.0% on first $20,000
5.0% on next $20,000

D 6.5% on next $20,000 Not computed
8.0% on next $20,000
9.5% above $80,000

E 5.0% on first $50,000 5.0% on first $50,000
6.0% above $50,000 5.75% above $50,000

*Revenue yields estimated to be within about 1.5% of 1998 aggregate liability. For modified base features,

see Table 6 and text.

® Taxable income amounts are increased by adding the $2,500 exemption back; the credit amount that is

equivalent to a $2,500 exemption varies with the initial tax rate — $132.50 for the 5.3% rate of Option A

($2,500 * 0.53 = $132.50), $125 for the 5.0% starting rate of Options B and E, $100 for the 4.0% rate of
Option C, and $75 for the 3.0% rate of Option D. Not all credit variants have been identified.

Source: Author’s calculations, based on simulation data from Department of Taxation.




Table 8. Effective Tax Rates Under Current Tax.,? Current Rates with New Base,b and Five Basic
Options® with New Base: Selected AGI Levels for Different Family Sizes
(Only One Spouse Assumed to Have Income)

Family Size® Family Size!
One I Two Four One J Two —J Four
Current tax, rates 2.0-3.0-5.0-5.75% Current rates (2-5.75%), new base
15,000 2.87 1.93 1.4 2.13 0.40 0.00
25,000 3.85 3.20 2.83 3.34 2.08 1.08
50,000 4.80 448 4.29 4,55 3.86 3.28
80,000 s.16 495 4.84 5.00 4.57 4.21
120,000 5.35 5.22 5.14 5.25 4.96 4.72
200,000 5.51 5.43 5.39 5.45 5.28 5.13
500,000 - 5.65 5.62 5.60 5.63 5.56 5.50
Option A, rate: 5.3% Option B, rates 5.0-5.5-6.0%
15,000 3.18 1.06 0.00 3.00 1.00 0.00
25,000 4.03 2.76 1.70 3.80 2.60 1.60
50,000 4.66 4.03 3.50 4.49 3.83 3.30
80,000 4.90 4.51 4.17 4,93 4.48 4.11
120,000 5.04 4.77 4.55 5.28 4.98 4.73
200,000 5.14 498 4.85 5.57 5.39 524
500,000 524 5.17 5.12 5.83 5.76 5.70
Option C, rates 4.0-6.0-8.0% Option D, rates 3.0-5.0-6.5-8.0-9.5%
15,000 2.40 0.80 0.00 1.80 0.60 0.0
25,000 3.04 2.08 1.28 2.28 1.56 0.96
50,000 4.08 3.36 2.76 3.72 3.00 2.50
80,000 4.90 4.35 3.98 5.03 443 3.93
120,000 593 5.53 5.20 6.44 5.97 5.57
200,000 6.76 6.52 6.32 7.67 7.38 7.14
500,000 7.50 7.41 7.33 8.77 8.65 8.56
Option E, rates 5.0-6.0% Option E2,° rates 5.0-5.75%
15,000 3.00 1.00 0.00 3.00 1.00 0.00
25,000 3.80 2.60 1.60 3.80 2.60 1.60
50,000 4.40 3.80 3.30 4.40 3.80 3.30
80,000 4.93 448 4.10 4.87 447 4.15
120,000 5.28 4.98 4.73 5.17 4.89 4.69
200,000 5.57 5.39 5.24 5.40 5.24 5.11
500,000 5.83 5.76 5.70 5.61 5.54 5.49

Currem tax is for non-elderly only, thus omitting age-based preferences.

®For new base features, see Table 6 and text.

Basnc options use $2,500 personal exemptions; Option E2 uses credits (see Table 7).

4 Families of two or four are assumed to include a married couple, with only one spouse having income.
Source: Author’s calculations.
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