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Purpose

The Burecau of Educational Research at the University of
Virgini. scerved as a co-ordinating facility for the Massachusctts
and Connecticut reviews of educational finance, and béqan data col-
lection for a review of the Virginia situation during the summer
of 1972. A legal mandate for equalized funding of public schools
within the state loomed as a possibility for Virginia as for every
étate as a possible outcome of the Reodriguez decision and it was
of concern to the Bureau staff whether problemmatical fiscal dis-
parities existed within Virginia, and whether the marticular fea-
tures of the Virginia state system of educational support could be
linked to equalization of educational opportunity for the pupils

in the local school divisions.

Procedures
Three interrelatced sub-studies composed the review of pub-
lic school funding in Virginia. One was a review of school district
superintendents' perceptions of the fiscal condition of their re-
spective districts and of possible changes in the state and federal
roles in educational finance, considering the options for utiliza-

tion of existing revenue-raising instruments. The second sub-study
FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABIE COPY ~



consisted of a review of the state's fiscal capacity and-.tax effort,
relative to cther states in the region, and of a review 5& the ex-
isting disparities between school districts with simulated alterna-
tives to the present scheme for distribution of state aid. Finally,
the state's mandated standards of quality, and efforts of a Task
Force project to explqre methods of imﬁlémenting them, were analyzed
in light of the relationships between the programs required by the
Standards, patterns of wealth distribution among the state's school
divisions, ana achievement test results used as a crude measure of
educational production.

Each of these sub-studies will be discussed, and a set of

general conclusions will follow.

Survey of Superintendents

3

The state's school division superintendents were polled to
ascertain their feclings about their district's position with re-

gard to various fiscali characteristics which play impcrtant roles in

" determining a schoocl system's financial resources. The resulcs of

the poll were analyzed according to the districts' pusitions in rank-
ings on five fiscal variables compiled by the state auditor and the
State Department of XZducation, including the average daily attendarce
of the school system, the total revenue ccllected by the jurisdic-
tior, the local wealth in property valuation per pupil, equiva;ent
school tax rate, and truec total tax» rate.

Smaller district superintendents felt more often that the
property tax was undcrutiiized, gallcd»for more use of the special-

ized tobacco, alcohol, and services taxes, and felt that further fed-



eral aid was undesirable moré ofﬁcn than in larger districts Where
federal assistance was more welcome and the income tax was branded
as underutilized. Ail superintendents described tbtal-tax effort
in their districts as average, and felt that state aid was desir-
able. School tax effort was perceived accurately in relation to
Cohputéd indéx measurcs of actual situations, but supefintendents
in areas with low overall effective fax rates tended to feel,that
the property tax was being overused. Meanwhile, high effort areas
displayed an understandable tandancy to welcome further federal in-
volvemcnt. Such specific cbservations were rare, as bkroad trends
‘were4difficﬁlt to isolatc} and oblique or contradictofy patterns

- of fesponse were more the rule. I£ proved to be a difficult task
to summarize the supewintendénts' perceptions.,

In éenera% it was dlscovcred that superintendents in most
of the school divisions felt that the sales tax and the personal in-
fcome tax could b2 utilized at hlghﬂr rates in order to drov1de more
revenue to local school districts. Superintendents in smaller dis-
triéts tended more than those in larger‘districts to feel that tax
ﬁfessures in the locality were high, althougﬁ the absolute pfopof—
.ﬁiohslof respondents feeling this way were well below majority lev-
els; Sdpe:intehdents in lower wealth,diséricts‘tended morefbften to
feel that total tax effort in the'jurisdiction wits low and that spe- .
cialized taxes were underutilized. Wealthier districts felt that
the property tax was ovcrutlll?ed alwhough this perccptlon was com-

mon to all dlStrlCtS to some degree.
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SIS
School taxes were perceived accurately, while total taxes
tended to be perceived as the inverse of the actual situation in
- the district mere thar was the case in perceptions of school taxes.

"

wooo Supe;intcndcnts revealed attitudes which encourage'(l) in~
creasing state aid programs, (2} raising the effort of existing rev-t
enue-raising instruments toc generate more funds for these programs, .
and (3) making these recommendations in the context of.increased
supp@zt for education, rather than linking them to property tax re-
lief, as many superintendents reflected views of local tax effort

which contradicted empirically-determined indices of total local tax

rates.

- - Disparities in the Prc¢sent Educational Finance System

Introduction

3

In view of the recent state court rulings that fiscal dis-
paritiég resulting in disparate per .pupil expenditures violate

equal protection guarantees under the Cénstitution, and of the pend-

ing review by the U.S. Supreme Court of one such case, Rodriguez v.

San Antonio, methods of funding public education require urgent re-

view. The importance of such a review in Virginia is uniquely en-
“hanced by the state's constitutional maﬁaate that pubiic educational
programs meet certain quality standardg,
This report, the first phase of a detailed study of educa- -
~ tional finance‘in Virginia, is conceived in three parts: (1) an‘anal—

ysis of Virginia's total wealth and revenue ssources, and of the ex-

d tent and sources of its funding of public educational programs in the
ERIC | ]

mmmmm context of a region of neighboring states (Chapter I); (2) an examina-
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tion of the fiscal cénditions of all of Virginia's school divisions,
involving the analysis of data collected on each divisioﬁ (Chapter
II); (3) a.computer simulation of local budget figures that would
result from changes in the method of measuring district wealth and

in the state aid formula (Chapter III).

Virginia's State-Local Fiscal System

Placing Virginia's fiscal structure in a regional and na-
tional context, several sianificant features emerge. While in the
region Virginia's relatively high income per capita is reflected in
per capita revenue and tax capacities falling below only Maryland
and Florida, these capacities represent only 85% of national norms
(Tables I-1 and I-2). And, in a national perspective, Virginia's
per capita income was only 89.7% of the United States' average in
1967.

Relative to tax capacities in 1966-67, Virginia's sales
tax effort was low, property tax effort moderate, and income and
other tax effort relatively high (Table I-6). In general, Virgjinia
has been able to gencerate revenues with a modest tax effort, and
with emphasis on more progressive tax instruments. For the state
as a whole, it would seem that additional revenues could be gener-
ated without imposing a politically unfeasible burden in terms of
new taxes or high effort (refer to Tables I-3, I-6 and I-8).

While in 1270-71 Virginia's total revenue-raising effort
relative to its personal income was the lowest in the region, the
state's spending for cducation at levels ncar regional and national

norms shows the emphasis placed on educational funding relative to

LT mdndn AvmanAitovne [Pah 1A T-R) Tn the extent that education
) : ) o .
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TABRLE I-1
PER CAPITHA INCOME, SELECTED STATES

1650-1970 (1967 Dollars)

State Per Capita Income Percentage Incrcase
1950 1560 1570 1350-60 1960-70
Virginia $1,228 $1,842  $3,650 50.0 98.2
North Carolina 1,037 1,558 .3,218 - 50.2 106.5
Maryland 1,602 2,340 4,287 46.1 83.2
West Virginia 1,065 1,612 3,034 51.4 88.2
Kentucky 9g1 ° 1,581 3,099 61.2 96.0
Tenncssce 994 1,544 3,075 55.3 99,2
South Carolina 893 1.372 2,933 53.6 113.8
Georgia 1,034 1,637 3,354 58.3 104.9
Florida 1,281 1,946 3,664 51.9 88.3
(.D.C.) . 2,221 3,023 5,466 36.1 80.8

U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, August, 1972.

Note: sources and mcihods for computing items in all Tables may be
found in Appendix,



TARLE I-2 -
REVENUE AND TAX CAPACITY, REPRESENTATIVE

TAY, SYSTEM, 1966-067%*

: Revenue Tax Capacity Revenue Tax
State Capacity Per Capacity Capacity
Per Capita Capita Index Index
Virginia $ 335 S 270 85 86
North Carolina 301 245 76 78
Maryland 289 317 98 101
West Virginia 285 234 72 75
Kentucky 307 249 ‘ 78 80
Tenncssee 320 - 243 81 78
South Carclina 259 ' 202 65 64
Georgia 318 249 80 80
Florida 407 325 103 104
United States 3386 313 100 100

*Advisory Commission On Intergovernmental Relations,
Measuring the Fiscal Cavacitv and Effcrt of State
and Local Arcas: iniormation keport.,




TABLE I-3 ' -

UNTAPPED TAX CAPACITY, SELECTED STATES, 1870

Percent Increcasc in Taxes If:

State

' A+ B++ C+¥+
Virginia 54.0 26.3 ' 40.2
North Carolina 56.4 .28.3 42,3
Maryland 21.9 » - 11.0
West Virginia 49.6 ' 22,7 36.1
Kentucky 62.2 33.1 ' 47.6
Tennessee 72.1 41.2 56.6
South Ca."olina 48,1 oo1s 34.8
Georgia 61.9 32.8 47.3
Florida . 80.1 47.8 63.9
r Tax rates were.siﬁilar to those levied in New York

++ Tax rates were similar to those levied in Maryland
+++ Average of A+ and B++

*John Shannon, "State Revenue Systems - How Do They Rate?"
Remarks before the Southeast Leaders' Seminar on Educational
Finance, Sea Island, Georgia, June 1972.
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TABLE I-6 T
MEASURES OF RELATIVE STATE-LOCAL TAX EFFORT IN INDIVIDUAL STRTES,

EY TYPE OF 'TAX: ,1966~-67 (PLRCEXRT RELATION OF ACTUAL TAX REVEIIUE
TO TAX CAPACITY ESTIMATED A7 NATIONAL AVLERAGE RATES) *

T ——

-

State All Sales and All Individual  All
Gross Receipts Propexty - Income . Other
Taxes 7 Taxes ?axes Taxes
Virginia 90 . .59 165 158
jNorth Carolina 100 o 55 196 92
‘Maryland | 1 - 105 151 105
‘West Virginia 154 B Y T 214
 Kentucky %9 . . 50 1b6 BT
;Tennessee | | 118 X 67 1%¢~~& n
‘South Carolina us - 57 . 142 69
 Georgia 111 .68 105 a2

>

Florida | 104 79 -~ . 162

[ *Advisory Commission On Intergovernmental Reiétions,'Measuring
the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and Local Areas:
Information Report. - : ' -




TAn LE I-8

NON FARM FESIDENTIAL PROPERTY YAX EFFORT AS MEASURED
BY AVERAGE FINANCING METHOD, 1966-67*

P
State Non Farm Residential Property Tax Effort
| (Revenuc Effort/Revenue Capacity)
Virginia ' 57
North Carolina , 52
Maryland S 101
' West Virginia . ' 53
vxentucky | . : 51
Tennessee . ; 75 .
South Carolina , ?w: .' 30
Georgia | : o . 60
Florida s ] 72

*Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Washington,
D.C., Mcasuring the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and
Local Areas: Information Report. o
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is locally funded (localities funded an average of 55% of total
costs in 1971), Virginia's tax sturcture suggests that divisions
rich in property valuation or in rectail sales can gencrate the
highest per pupil revenues. Yet the state, with 80% of its Gen-
eral Funds gcnerated by income and sales taxes, has available the
means to redistribute aid to those districts with smaller per pu-
pil tax bases. And Virginia, receiving on balance more than it
contributes to the Treasury (Tab.e I-14), has considerable feder-

al aid available, as well.

State Aid and Locai Fiscal Features

Relating state and local revenues per pupil to various
measures of local wealth and of the need fof compensatoxry pro-
grams, significant associations among fiscal variables become ap-
parent. While no strong relationships betwecen measures of wealtﬂ
and proxics for the nced for compensatory cducation emerge, we do
find significant associations of lower median house values with
larger non-white populations, and low per pupil equalized net pro-
perty values with high proportions of AFDC recipients (Table II-1).
Yet large and small urban areas, with the highest concentrations
of both AFDC recipients and children whose families live in pover-
ty (Table 1I1-2), maf find that funding neceded compensatory programs
is problemmatical, as compcting municipal scrvices place demands
on per capita equalized property valuation tax bases comparakle to
or smaller than those of non~-urban -districts (Table II-4). In rural
areas, the nced for such prograhs may be masked by “ow AFDC counts

)
“Ri(ithat fail to reflect the high percentages of families living in po-

A ruiToxt provided by ER



PR _ ~ TABLE I-14

RATIO Or' FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO FEDERAL REVENUEZS ORIGINATING IN THE
STATE: FISCAL YEARS 1952-1967 PERCCLNT OF TOTAL: ALLOCATED EXPENDI-
TURES DIVIDED BY PERCENT OF TOTAL ALLOCATED REVENUE*

State’ | " 1952 1965-67
Virginia | | 1.57 1.73
North Carolina ‘ 1.07 . | 1.21
Maryland | ~1.09 - 1.34
West Virginia 1.15 - 1.02
.Kentucky 1.55 ) | 1.32
Tannessec ' 2.15 - 1.12 ' '
South Carolina ‘ 2.30 1,58
Georgia 1.40 -, 1.52

Florida .82 ©1.15

*U,S. Committe on Government Operations,
Federal ' Revenue and Exvenditure Estimates For States And Regions,

Fiscal years 1965-67.




TABLE II-1

CORRELATION: WEALTH AND NEED

WEALTH MEASURES

_ o Per Pupil Median Per Capita
Need Measures Equalized Net House NEF?
Property Value Value Income
Percent Negro 096 -,265 -.030
Percent Poverty - -.170 (%) ~.116 .144
Enrollment i
‘ (=) signifizantat the ., 05 level or higher -

Note: sources and computational methode for all tables are described
in the Appendix.




TABLE II-2

SELECTED SCHOOL PODPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
BY SCHCGOL DISTRICT TYPZ, 1970 !

S Humbcr of AFDC
DlSLrlgrleT_[pC Schoo]_-—ﬂqc No. of Children
Name Inhabitants ATDC as % of

L ADA Children ADA
Central City
Newport News 39,704 28,977 2,724 9.4
Norfolk 73,099 49,297 9,062 18.4
Petersburg 10,641 7,472 1,340 17.9
Richmond 64,340 45,320 8,494 18.7
Roanoke 19,945 17,190 1,744 10.1
Rapid Growth Suburban
Campbell Co. 14,133 9,882 285 2.9
Fairfax Co. 145,443 124,309 1,472 1.2
Loudoun Co. 12,474 9,199 149 1.6
Prince George Co. 7,218 - 5.258- 87 1.7
York Co. 8,002 7,709 111 1.4
Slow Growth Suburban
"Alexandria City 19,347 15,752 700 4.4
Chesapeake City 29,220 23,056 1,584 6.9
Chesterfield Co. 22,005 22,878 226 1.0
Falls Church City 2,497 1,834 21 1.1
Roanoke Co. 19,952 20,270
City
Bristol ' 4,054 3,047 203 6.7
Charlottcsville 7,372 6,542 339 5.2
Fredericksburg 2,795 2,531 128 5.1
Radford 2,1C8 2,026 3 .2
Winchester 4,337 3,729 101 2.7
Rural
Clarke Co. 2,167 1,692 30 l.8
Fluvanna Co. 2,321 1,834 24 1.3
Franlklin Co. 7,317 6,193 107 1.7
King William Co. 1,635 1,235 37 3.0
Montgonery Co. 10,352 7,710 130 1.7




TABLI: II1-4

SELECTED "TAXARLE WDEALTH CHARACTERISTICS
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT TYPLE, 1970

T = e —

Per Pupil Per Capita
District Type Equalized Equalized
and Net Property Net Property Pecr Capita

Name ADA Value Value Income
Central City

Newport News 28,977 $ 35,466 $ 7,438 $ 3,034
Norfolk 49,297 35,987 5,761 2,797
Petersburg 7,472 28,333 5,864 2,544
Richmond 45,320 43,991 ‘ 7,987 3,168
Roanoke 17,190 40,338 7,528 2,935
Rapid Growth Suburban

Campbell Co. 9,882 33,806 7,712 2,634
Fairfax Co. 124,309 38,965 10.645 4,537
Loudoun Co. -9,18¢% 46,842 11,599 3,070
Prince George Co. 5,258 28,364 5,126 2,563
York Co. 7,709 47,234 10,967 2,963
Slow Growth Suburban

Alexandria City 15,752 82,282 11,683 4,631
Chesapealie City 23,050 30,504 7,851 2,628
_Chesterficld Co. 22,878 57,053 16,983 3,256
Falls Church City 1,834 90,908 15,478 5,018
Roanoke Co. 20,270 22,353 6,728 3,247
City

Bristol 3,047 31,786 6,519 2,376
Charlottesville 6,512 59,632 - 10,034 3,190
Fredericksbhurg 2,531 53,307 9,337 3,140
Radford 2,026 35,176 6,14C 2,529
Winchester 3,729 35,611 9,069 2,954
Rural

Clarke Co. 1,692 60,963 12,731 3,080
Fluvanna Co. 1,834 88,436 21,282 2,030
Franklin Co. 6,193 33,612 7,750 2,223
King William Co. 1,235 311,120 18,305 2,401

Montgoncry Co. 7,710 37,079 6,062 2,604
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verty (Table II-2). o

In gencral, lower school and total tax rates are associ-
ated with higher per capita cqualized valuations. ﬁoﬁevcr, both
tax rates are significantly and positively correlated with NEFP in-
ccme per capita and median house value (Table IX-5), due probably
to the existence of high wealth districts where the lack of tax-~
ab. e non-residential property necessitates higher tax rates.

While local revenues per pupil are directly related to
sckool and total tax rates (Table II-7) and to the various measures
of local wealth (Table II-10), the relationship of total expendi-
tur=s per pupil to these measures is much weaker. State aid per pu-
pil, negatively associated with local revenues (Table II-8} and
w}th the various wealth measures (Table II-10), functions to help
offset interdivigsion fiscal disparities. It is not large enoughg
however, in either total volume or in the variation between the

amounts districts of different wealth receive, to neutralize the

efforts of local division wealth.

Simulated Alternatives to the Present Aid System

Having examined Viroginia's fiscal characteristics and its
present system of educational funding, we turn to consider the elim-
inatcion of interdivision disparities through revisions rf the sys-
tem used to distribute educational funds. This evaluat. n is based
on sinulated effects on the revenues and cxpenditures of local school
divisions of various methods of mcasuring local wealth as a criter-

ion fc¢r the distripution of state aid.




TABLE II-5

CORRELATION: WEALTH AND EFFORT

Wealth Measures

- _ e Per Capita Median Per
Effort Measures Equalized Net House Capita
Property Valuc Value NEFP Income.
Total Local Tax Rate** -.344* .488%* e521%
School Tax Rate®*¥*:% -, 401%* 484 % .397%

#* Significant at the . 05 level or better

-

#** Net levy on local property plus local sales tax revenue
divided by equalized net property value.

***Total local revenue for cducation divided by equalized net
property value,




TABLE II-7

CORRELATION: EFFORT AND REVENUE

Effort Measures

Revenue Measures

Total Local . ' Schogl Tax
Tax Rate! Rate
Per Pupil Current Revenue -, 001 - .025
Per Pupil Local Revenue . 458 (%) . 550(%)
Per Pupil State Revenue ~.146(%) -.061
Per Pupil State Aid ’ T .
' for Operations T =121 ~-.070

Per Pupil State Aid
for Transportation -.783(%) -.512(%)

(>¢) sionificant at , 05 level or beiter

1 Net levy on local property plus local sales tax renénue
divided by equalizged net property value.

2 Total local revenue for ecducation divided by equalized
net property value.-




TADLE II-~8

CORRELATION: REVENUE AND AID

Revenue Measures

Aid Measurcs - :
Per Pupil Per Pupil

Current Revanue Local Revenue
Per Pupil Current State :
Aid . -.126 -.461 (%)
Per Pupil Statec Aid : -
for Operation L =.139 . © =.513(%)
Per Pupil State Aid | .
for Transportation - -.067 : -, 406(%)

(*) sipnificant at the .05 level or better




TABLE II-10

CORRELATION: WEALTH AND REVENUE

—_— —_—

Wealth Measures

- Per Pupil Median Per Capita

“Revenue Measures
Equalized HNet House NETP
Property Value Value Income
Per Pupil Current Revenue .270(*) .118 077
Per Pupil Local Revenue «457(%) .688 (%) 425 (%)
Per Pupil State Revenuo -.537(%) ~ ~-,455(%) -,203(%) .
Per Pupil State Aid fox ' _ ,
Operation ~.598(:) | =.477(%) =-.208(%),

Per Pupil State Aid for
Transportation 125 -.508(%) ~.372(%)

(*) Significant at the .05 lcvel or better
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' For the purposcs of the simulation, several key assump-
tions have been made. While these assumptions find strong support
amoung experts in school finance, they are not intended as policy
recowmendations, but as artifices of the simulations. These as-
sumptions standardize the funding system so as to set off features
of local fiscal condition for comparison on an index basis. We
assume that (1) to equalize differences between local fiscal capa-
=ities and expenditure alternatives, the state must assume a high
proportion of total expcnditures, 90% in our simulations; (2) to
avoid interdistrict disparities in all areas of educational fund-
ing, the state should assume responsibility for all capital financ-
ing and debt retirement; and (3) the state must adopt provisions
prohibiting divisions from spending over a fined ceiling above a
general foundation level.

Simulated state aid is computed by the following variable-

equalization general aid formula:

Foundation { . c L Loc:al )
State Aid = Lxpenditure X ( 1 - gzgii g;gggi Sg:git;%g X Support )
Level ( Fraction )

The amount each division would receive depends on (1) the foundation
level to which the state would neutralize expenditures, (2) the fis-
cal condition of the locality relative to that of the state as a
whole, and (3) the proportion of the foundaticn level to be provided
by the locality. Under the assumptions made above, the local sup-
port fraction is set a .1, with the state assuming 90% of total ex-
Pendrtures. Ranking the school divisions by 1970-71 operational ex-

Q
ERJ(: penses (exclusive of capital outlay and debt service) per pupil, we

IToxt Provided by ERI
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located expenditure levels corresponding to the 10th, 50th, 65th,
75th, and 90th percentiles. These expenditures of $5(6, $672, $698,
$720, and $807, respectively, were used as alternative foundation
expenditure levels in the variable-cqualization formula.

The nine simulation models differ in the measure used as
an index of local fiscal capacity. Model one uses per pupil net
equalized propecrty valuation, model two uses per capita valuation,
three uses per pupil income and four uses per capita income. Five
uses a computed local ceffective school tax rate, six uses a com-
puted local effective total tax rate, seven uses a combination of
per pupil valuation and school tax rate, and eight combines total
tax rate and valuation. Model nine 1is similar to one, but double-
counts AFDC recipients in computing per pupil valuation.

If state aid were disctributed on the basis of the fiscal
capacities derived in the simulations, central cities in our demon-
stration sample would benefit from per capita valuation, school and
total tax rate, and AFDC-weighted valuation models, but would re-
ceive relatively less aid uader income and composite measures of
wealth. Rapid growth suburbs would appear poorest under income and

per pupil valuation models, but would suffer in the combination mea-

. sures. Tax rate models would favor the stabkle suburbs, and income

measures would not. Alid to independent cities would be highest if
a total tax moael were used; lowest under a per capita income model.
Rural districts, faring poorly under valuation and tax rate models,
would do well with income-basced measures of local capacity (Tables

III-1 and III-2).



THE TOTAL COST OF THE 90% PERCENTAGLE-EQUALIZING

AID . DRMULA AT EACH LEVEL OF PER-PUPIL EXPEWDITURE

Model 10th 50th 65th 75th 90th
Perccntile Parcentile Percentile Percentile Percentil
I $509,717,322 mﬁow~wom~omo $628,727,005 $648,177,741 mqum~oomaw
11 509,127,042 604,406,223 627,998,906 647,427,116 qmm~omm~u
III 461,057,385 571,083,547 593,375,497 611,732,573 686,036,z
v 473,240,566 567,739,582 539,901,002 608,150,589 €82,019,1¢
\Y . 503,419,002 597,629,967 620,958,142 640,168,535 717,926,!
VI 502,927,183 557,046,108 620,351,493 639,543,118 717,224,
VT 473,039,893 567,5¢€0,712 589,715,149 607,958,987 631,304,
VIII 477,643,931 567,268,720 589,411,760 607,646,211 681,453,

IX 502,382,021 596,398,924 619,679,646 638,849,868 716,447,

RS

E
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MODEL 1'

SCNOOL DISTRIGCY FISCAL CaPACITY

o A s e

. DISTRICY CAPACITY .
ALINGOCHN 0.20 2
— ACCOHACK 67 _
ALBZHARLE ~ 1.60
. . - _ .. e ALEYANDRIA 2,31 .
. ALLEGHANY .51 :
R . ~ AMPELIA 1.07 .
P AMAERST .35
. . APFCHAYTOX : 1.27 .
. - ARLIKGTON 2.29 .
. ... . AuGusIA .95 .
BAYH 1.21 . ’
e e e e 6ELFGROCO . .23 . -
. gLAND « Y7
8CYETOURT . 1.40 .
BrRISYCL .78
_ . BRUNSHT K .01
: SeS T oTTTTTITITT ST gylHAaN o .di
BUCKINGHAY ~ 1.47
’ B . T BUENAVISYA 76
campliLl .82
CAPECHARLES 0.49
) o v C:ROLINE .82
. T CAariOLL . oTh .
. CHARLESCITY o7 .
’ ot T T TITTTTIITTT CHARLOTIE 1.04 *
. CHARLOTTESVILLE 1.65
CHL SAPEAKE o7
. CHISTERFIELD 2.32 .
cos T Tt Tt TTTT T CLARKE CT 1.69 ’
_ CLIFTIONFGRGE - & .
o ) T T T COLUNBIALBEACZH : TR
COLONIALHEIGHTS ] .72 .
‘COVINGTOR T «99
CRA16 i .91 .
T ) ’ ’ T CULPLPER . { 1.35
CUHCEILAND " : 1.29
panviILLE . 76
- DICKENSON ' .92
. . DINAIDUIE .76
. £SSEX 1.23
: . FAIRFAXCO ) 35
A FLIRFAXCY . 1.13
- ’ ’ FELLSCHURCH . 2.22
FAUQUIER 2.22
FLOYD .71
. FLUVANNA 2.16
’ ’ et T T T FRANKLINCO .62 -
‘ FRAWKLINTY 55
) Sremmerrommemmior me ST T FREORRICK 1.24%
FRLJERICKSBURG 1.39
7 FRILS 0.39 -
e GroAX «28 N
Tt ToTT - GILES 1.S%
L e GLOUCESTER 1.22
- A Tt GCOCHLAKD 1.50 .
. ‘ GRAYSON , 68
GREENE B4
- GREENSVILLE «59 .
cemmme memmmommo o ST ST T HALLFAX 75 3
C HAMPION .61 Gm
e Tt - oot Trm T HAKOVER 1.01
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KInGOECAGE

L et e e N

E

. KINGANDQUEEN 1.54
o KINGHILLIANM 2.71 .
LLNCASTER 1.03 -
. i LEE .71 - .
: T . LEXINGTON .95
LOJOCUN 1.14
- LCUISA 1.42
LUNENDURG .97 .
- T o LYNCHZURG 1.02
. ) S . MLO1SO% 1.25 L
Tt ’ MARTINSVILLE 1.00
MALTHEMS ) 1.462 -
MECKLEN3URG «83
_ PR . . MIDOLESEX 1.27 .
, MCNTGOMERY «99
_ . B N1HSEHOND 52 .
nNELSGH 1.29
LY €170 B 1.51
. NERPORTNRENS .86 .
e e NGRFCLK .88 e
NORTHAMPTON .87
] o . . HOR THUNBERLND 1.05 . i
NCRTON .58
NOTTCRAY 1.1
ORANGE 1.63
e - PAGE 1.12 .
. PATRICK .92
U PETERGSURG <69 . .
T ’ PITISYLVANIA 79
POSUISON [ -
POIT5MOUTH .53
o R PCAHATAN ¥ 14 )
T FRINCIAOWARD 2.18
L PRINCELEORGE .59 e
PRINCEMILLIAM .93
vLasvy 75
RXCFORD .95
X ) RAPPANANMICK 1.33 .
RICHMGNICO .16 .
R . o L RICHHMTHICY 1.07
- e RSANIFICO «55
RO%%2I-IC .8
RECK3-I5GE 1.19
. e T ROCHIESHAN 1.35 . “
- . RUSSELL 1.25
SALTVILLE g.00 )
. : U scorT | or7
SHINLINO0AH 1.62
SHYTH «85
_ SCUTHMANPTION 1.40
) o SGUTHUISTON .91
. ) o . SPOTAVLVANIA .30 o
STAFFORD 49
STaUNTON 1.00
- . SUFFCLK .E8
e . SURRY 1.946 . - . .
i} SUSHEX 1.04
e e am e - TAZEMELL 57 .
a : VIKGINIABEACH «90
MARREN 1.59 :
HASHINGTON o7
A . . WAYNLISOORO 1.18
: . WESTHIRELAND 1.3%
- . ] HESTPOINT v Deud
WILLIAMSDURG o70 .
. HINSHESTER 87 .
- WISE T .58 R,
WYTHE .81 9~
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TABLLE III-1

SELECTED FISCAL CAPACITY INDICES BY MODEL |
AND SCilOOL DISYRICT TYPE -

—e T T —TasIns ——— —— l
States Model I | iodel II |lodel IIXI | Model IV |iiodel V
a Index Index Index Index Indaex
Central City
Newport News .86 .83 * * .88
Norfolk .88 .04 1.10 .92 .91
Petersburg .69 .66 1.19 1.76 .74
Richmond 1.07 .89 1.32 2.35 .53
Roanoke .98 .84 .78 .78 .73
Rapid Growth Suburban
Campbell Co. .82 .86 .69 _ .49 1.28
Fairfax Co. .95 1.19 1.27% 1.34 .72
Loudoun Co, 1.14 1.30 1.00 1.09 .80
Prince George Co. .69 .57 .26 21 .99
York Co. 1.15 1.23 H7 .39 1.55
Slow Growth Suburbon
Alexandria City 2.01 1.31 1.83 1.49 1.09
Chesapcaoke City .74 .88 . B85 .98 1.12
Chestecrficld Co. 1.39 1.90 * * 1.64
Falls Church City 2,22 1.73 2.92 2.54 1.01
Roanoke Co. .55 .75 .87 1.16 .58
City
Bristol .78 .73 .79 1.65 1.40
Charlottesville 1.45 1.12 1.39 1.76 1.13 F
Fredericksburg 1.30 1.04 1.37 2.19 1.23
Rgdford - .86 .69 1.25 1.40 1.23
Winchester .87 | 1.01 1.00 2.53 .95
Rural
Clarke Co. 1.49 1.42 1.00 1.02 1.62
Fluvanna Co. 2.16 2.38 .49 .59 2.01
Franklin Co. .82 .87 .70 .77 1.29
King William Co. 2.71 2,05 1.20 1.57 3.07
Montgomery Co. .90 .68 1.01 «75 1.40

O > data




SELECTED FISCAL CAPACITY INDICLS BY MODEL

JTABLE IXII-1

AND SCHOOL

(continucd)

DISTRICT TYPLE

llodal VII

States Model VI rlodel VIII llodel IX
Inde: Index Index Index
Central City
Newport News . 80 1.31 1.27 .83
Rorfolk .75 1.33 1.25 .78
Petershurg .55 1.06 .97 .61
Richmond .67 1.34 1.41 .95
Roanoike .69 1.35 1.33 .94
Rapid Growth Suburban
‘Campbell Co. 1.37 1.46 1.51 .84
Fairfax Co. .76 1.31 1.33 .99
Loudcun Co. 1.04 1.54 1.66 1.18
- Prince George Co., 1.29 1.18 1.34 .71
York Co. l1.64 1.93 1.97 1.19
Slow Growth Supurban
Alexaondria City .69 2.55 2.35 2.02
Chesapcake City .88 1.30 1.18 .73
Chesterficld Co. 1.40 2.21 2.09 1l.45
Folls Church City .75 2.72 2.59 2.30
Roancke Co. .84 .83 .97 .56
City
Bristol .74 1.48 1.15 .76
Charlottesville .82 2.02 1.86 1.45
Fredericksburg .86 1.91 1.73 1.30
Radfoxrd .10 1.47 1.41 .90
Winchester .92 1.35 1.33 .89
Rural
Clarke Co. 1.60 2.29 2.29 1.53
+*luvanna Co. 2.61 3.16 3.46 2.23
Franklin Co. 1.63 1.47 1.63 .85
King William Co. 3.14 4,24 4.28 2.76
Montgomery Co. 1.24 1..60 1.53 .93




TABLE III-2

THE MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 1970-71 STATE AID AND SIMULATED STATE ALD
AT SELECTED 1970-71 CURPEWT PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE LEVELS BY
MODEL AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TYPE

District Type ' Additional Aid Per Pupil at Sclected Current Expenditure Levels
M o
and Hoce. 10th 50th €5th 75th 50th
Percentile P rcentile Fercentile Percentile Percentile
Central City
I 2560 357 381 401 481
Iz 264 362 286 406 4387
II1 253 348 372 392 471
v 238 33% 354 373 450
\% 262 260 384 404 484
VI 267 65 390 410 491
VII 233 331 354 373 450
VIII 240 324 357 376 453
IX 263 360 384 404 485
Ranid Growth
Subursan
I 269 305 388 408 487
I1 2C3 357 360 399 477
III 287 386 410 430 511
IV 287 386 410 431 512
\Y ) 270 365 369 408 487
vi 265 360 383 402 481
VII 241 332 354 372 447
VIII 233 329 351 369 444
IX 262 358 381 401 479

O
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TABLE I1I-2' (Continuved)

THE MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 1970-71 STATE AID AND SIMULATED STATE AID

MODEL AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TYPE

AT SELECTED 1970-71 CURRENT PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE LEVELS BY

District Type

Additional Aid Per Pupil at Selected Current Expenditure LevelSs

and Model” 10th -50th 65th 75th 90th
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile
Slow Growth
Suburban
I 249 342 365 384 460
IT 256 350 373 392 470
IIT 249 34 365 384 451
Iv 262 357 381 401 479
v 234 348 371 390 468
VI 235 349 373 3¢2 469
VII 216 303 325 342 414
VIII 217 304 325 343 415
IX 247 339 362 381 458
Indepencent
- City
I 270 365 388 408 486
II 282 379 403 422 502
I1I 2528 351 374 392 469 -
Iv 243 332 355 373 447
\Y 273 369 362 412 490
VI 283 380 404 424 504
VII 242 331 353 371 445
VIII 246 337 359 377 452
IX 365 388 407 485

27C
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THE MEAZN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN

TARLE III-2 (Continued)

1970-71

STATE AID AND SIMULATED STATE AID

AT SELECTED 1970-71 CURRENT PER PUPIL EXPENDITURXE LEVELS BY
MODEL AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TYPE

Additional Aid Per Pupil at Sclected Current Expenditure Levels '
District Type -
and Model 10th 50th 65th 75th 90th
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile
I 236 330 353 373 450
It 236 330 354 373 451
I1C 262 3561 336 406 427
v 255 332 377 396 477
v 211 301 323 241 415
VI 209 298 320 338 412
Vil 152 278 300 317 388
ViIiI 191 277 298 316 386
IX 234 328 351 371 448

O
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Changing indices of fiscal capacity zan cause_gignificant
redistributions of state aid. Models two and six,would’airect aid
away from rapid growth‘suburbs and foward central cities, while mo-
del four would direct aid from urban districts to growing suburbs.
Tax effort models, five and six, would benefit small cities at the
expense of stable subufbs (Table III-2).

Looking at simulated state aid relative to total state-
loqal revenues in 1970-71 (Table III-4), we find thét only if the
state neutralized expenditures to the 90th percentile level would a
significant number of school divisions receive aid greater than the
revenues they generéted under existing aid formulas and local rev-
enue-raising techniques. The cost of such a program to the state is
shown in Cost Table I.

In the state as a whole, only six districts would exceed
the expenditure ceiling (defined as 110% of the 90th percentile
foundation level, or $888 per pupil in ADA). After'adjustinq ADA
to double-count AFDC recipients, Arlingtoq, Falls Church, Alexandria,
Fairfax City, and Fairfax County would.be over the ceiling, with on-
“ly Arlington, Falls Church, and Alexandria facing substantial expen-
diture reductions (Table IIX-7).

Translating possible reforms in the system for distributing
state aid to education into changes in iocal tax structures, indepen-
“dent cities would benefit most in terms of increased state aid rela-
tive ?9 local tax bases. And in general, districts low in property

wealth would be afforded considerable tax relief (Table III-8).



TABLE JTII-4 -

1970-71 STATE-LOCAL REVENUE LESS SIIIULATED STATLE AID AT
SELECTED EXAPEADITURE PFPCUNDATIONS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT
TYPE FOR VARIABLE LCOQUALIZATION i1iODEL I -
(Prer Pupil Amount) :

District Name 10th Pct. | 50th Pct. | 65th Pct. | 75th Pct. |90th Pct!
and Type , Fndation I'ndation ¥Fndation Fndation {IFndation!

Central City

Nevwport News _ -223 ~-126 -102 - 82 - 3
Norfolk -222 . ~-125 ~101 - 82 - 2
Petersburg ' -250 ~-151 ' -127 =107 - - 25
Richmond -729 -635 -611 -592 =514
Roanoke ~-408 -315 ~289 -270 -191

Rapid Growth Suburban _
Campbell Co. - 78 20 44 - 64 : 144

Fairfax Co. -371 -275 ~-251 p =232 -153
Loudoun Co. -397 -303 -280 -261 -184
Prince George Co. -119 21 . 4 24 105
York Co. -128 - 34 - 11 8 86

Slow Growth Suburban

Alexandria City -656 -571 | 550 -533 ~463
Chesapeake City - 89 9 33 53 134
Chesterfield Co. . =154 - 63 - 41 - 22 53
Falls Church City ~-864 -782 -761 ~-744 | =676
Roanoke Co. -210 -110 - 85 . - 65 18
City : _
Bristol -~ 36 ' 62 66 106 187
Charlottesville ~358 ~268 ~245 -227 =152
Fredericksburg -235 - =143 -120 =102 - 26
Radford -112 - 15 "9 29 108
Winchester . ~103 - 7 17 37 117
Rural i _ _

Clarke Co. ~222 -132 -109 - 91 - 17
Fluvanna Co. -288 -205 -185 ~168 - 99
Franklin Co. » -103 - 5 19 38 119
King William Co. -266 -188 -169 -153 - 90

Montgomery Co. - 83 14 38 57 137




_TABLE III-7

LY

-

SCHOOL DISTRICTS 10 1970-71 WITH CURRENT EXPLNDITURES

LEVEL CLILING

.PER~PUPIL GREATER THAN THE 90TH PERZENTILE

School
District

Current
Expenditure
Per-Pupil

Current
Expenditure
Per ArDC-
Weighted Pupil

Expenditure Reduction
Needed to Recach
Expenditure Ceiling

lington County
lls Church
exandria
irfax

irfax County

hmond

$1,367
1,273
1,097
%244
911

902

$1.,332
1,259
1,050
944
900
760

$444
371
162
56
12
0




z
TABLE I1I-8

SIMULATED SCIOGL TAX PATE Nncnssnny TO0 ELIMINATE THE GAP !&TWETN
1970-71 STATE-LOCAL REVENUL AND SIMULATED STATE-AID
: AT THE '90th PERCENTILE EXPENDITURE LEVEL "
5 BY VARIABLE EQUALIZATION [ODEL
‘ AND SCIHOOL DISTRICT TYPE

.

District Hame : | | . T ol
and Type ‘ Model I Model II modél IIT | Model IV Model V
Central Cify

' Newport News .0 .0 .0

. Norfolk .0 .5 .0 )

-+ | Petersburg .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
- Richmond .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

- Roanoke .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Rapid Growth Suburban _

 Campbell Co. 4.3 4.2 4.6 5.1 3.2
Fairfax co. ‘.0 .0 oo- o 0‘0 . 00 '
Loudoun Co. .0 .0 0 .0 .0

. Prince George Co. 3.7 4,1 5.0 5.1 ¢ 2.9

| York Co. 1.8 1.7 2.6 3.1 .1

71 Slow Growth Suburban :

o1 ; ) .

i Alexandria City .0 .0 ~ .0 .0 .0
Chesapeake City - 4.4 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.4
Chesterficld:Co. ' .9 .2 : .6
Falls Church Clty .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Roanoke Co, .8 .0 .0 .0 ol

S City o

" 77§ Charlottesville .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

. Fredericksburg .0 .0 .0 .. 0 .0
Radford. 3.1 3.5 2,2 l.8 2,2
Winchester . 3.3 3.0 3.0 .0 3.1.
Rural ,

Clarke CO. .0 .0 ! 04 03 .0

-“Fluvanna Co. .0 .0 .4 .3 .0

i Franklin :Co. 3.5 3.4 3.8 3.7 2.4

.1 King William Co. .0 .0 .3 .0 .0
Montgomery Co. 3.7 4,2 3.5 4.0 2.6




Al

TABLE I1I-8 (Continued)

SIMULATED SCIHOOL TAX RATE NECESSARY TO ELIMINATE THE. GAP BETWEEN
1970-71 STATE-~LOCAL RUVENUE MND SIMULLTLDD STATE-AID
AT THE 90th PERCENTILE EXAVENDITURE LEVEL
BY VARIZABLE EQUALIZATIOLN i(1ODEL
AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TYPLE

, C T - _
District Name " Model VI | Model VII | Model VIII | Model IX
and Type ; .
Central City
Newport News A .0 .0 .0
‘Norfolk .2 .0 .0 .0
Petecshurg .0 .0 .0 0
Richmond .0 .0 .0 .0
Roanoke .0 .0 .0 .0
Rapid Growith Suburban
‘Campbell Co. 3.0 2.7 2.6 4,2
Fairfax Co. .0 .0 .0 .0
Loudoun Co, .0 .0 .0 .0
Prince George Co. 2.0 2.3 1.9 3.7
York Co. 1.0 e5 .4 1.8
Slow Greowth Suburban
Alexandria City . .0 .0 .0 .0
Chesapeake City 4.0 2.9 3.2 4.4
Chesterfield Co. .9 0 .0 .9
Falls Church City .0 .0 .0 .0
Roanoke Co. .0 .0 .0 .7
City

. Bristol 1 6.0 4,1 4.9 5.9

. Charlottesville - .0 .0 .0 .0

- Fredericksburg .2 .0 .0 .0
Radford 2.5 1.7 1.8 3.0
Winchester . 3.2 2.2 2,2 3.2
Rural
Clarke Co. .0 .0 .0 .0
Fluvanna Co. .0 .0 .0 .0
Franklin Co. 1.6 2.0 1.6 3.5
King William Co. .0 .0 .0 .0
Montgomery Co. 3.0 2.0 2.3 . 3.6
o .




revenues, It vas felt that these two programs cncompassed a

37

Digtribution of Pederal Aid in Virginia SN

-

] f

Collection of cata concernine tne fiscal caaracteristics
of Virginia's public sﬁhoél divisions proviued é bésis for inves-
tigation of the ecquallizing cffects of federal aid prograns.
Although federal contributions to funds for gduqétion in the
stéte anount to only 10% of the total rovenuvs,'it was felt that
analysis cof tﬁe cquallizing effects of federal programs viould
provide intercsting.views inté tie effects of Title I LSLA
and Impact Aid precrams, and,would.sﬁggestiapbrOFriate approachﬁs
for further analysis of these programs in a.fi5cal_coﬁtext. |

Total federal receipts in 1970—7i.amounted to $96,945,UUQ‘
or just under 10% of total revenues. Of this sum, Title I ané

Timpact prograns accounted for $67,262,000 or 6.1% of total

substantial sharec of federal aid which could be definecd as
fdscally'equallizingﬁiﬁ intent; offsetting local c¢isaavantages

in wealth which could affcctfschool programs, and 50 investigation
was cireccted at LSLA Title I and P.L., 874 and 815 expenditures.

A sct of ten variables was constructed, and data was
gatherca on these variables. For regression analysis, Impact
AidG/1DR, instructional expcnditurcs/ADA; and Title I reVenues/ﬁDA
were designated as depcndeht variables, Titlé I pupils as &
percent of ADA}'Title I funds/Titlé I chiid, per capita incone,

percent families with povcrty level incones (UL.S, Census), percent

fanilies with ycarly incomes over 515,000, per pupil equallized

o Oroperty values, and percapita cquallized property values

IC

jemmmmsonstituted independent variables. Data was collected for a
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demonstration sample of 25 public scheol systems, five in each

of the followinc categories: central city, slow growth suburb,

rapié growth suburb, snall incdependent city, and rural.

In simple intercorrelations of the ten variables,
percent'of I\DA conﬁtituteﬂ py Title I students was related
pbsitively and‘significhtly,(.OS level) with Title I funds/ADA
and percent fariilies at tiae poverty level and negatively and

signifcantly with percapita income and percent farmilies in

- upper incoue’ levels. Inpact Aid/ADA was not significantly

.related to any other variable, Title I revenue/ADA vas related

positively and_signifiqahtly to Title I funds/Title I child and

percent families at the poverty level, and negatively with percent

families with incqpcs over ?iS,bOO/yr.-chrnpupil instructional
expcnéiturcé vere related pOSitively with percapita income and
percént familiés with upper level incorcs, negafivcly with.families
at the povérty 1évél.fof.£his sample of 25 sciiool systemns,

Step-vise regression analysis using Impact Aid as the

dependent variable, though revealing no signifcant rclationships

~to the independent variables, did provide an indication of the

rclative predictiVe pover of local fiscal features. Title I

pupils as a percent of ADA (inversely related) and per capita

property value bore the rost irportant relaticnships, though such

considerations must be made in light of the failuré to display
§tatistical significance,

| In analysis using Title 1 monics /ADA as tae dependent
variable, 98% of the variance was rcduceé in two steps, by

ducing the two otier Title I nderendent vnriablcs( Title I



students as a percerit of ADA and 7Title I ronies/Title I cnild,

]

ignifi ant 1n1t1al corre  ations with the wecalth variables

w.

suggested that thc run should be made again, deleting the two

independent Title I proportions. When this was done, percent

families at the poverty level and.instructional expenditurces
per pupil were sclected in the first two steps, resulting in

.

‘a multiple éorrelét;on cocfficient of .643.

The analysis of the Inpact Aid distribution is

interesting, revealing mno significant relationships in either

N

‘direction with any of the mcasureé-qf local wealth or with the

current instructional cxpenditures. Huch of the aid in Virginia
is dircctec at affluent and woderately affluent areas in the

Washington suburbs, and rnuch is alHO,dJ'“CLLQ at the urban

‘Tidewater arca enccrpassing Horfolli, Portsuouth, and liakpton.

54
3

These two trends may be c0nflictinr to resulc in ﬁhe nul relation-
ship, whlle confllctlng rncasures of urban wealth may obscure the
rclatlonshlp even - furthcr. Future analyqls must:control,theseA

effects by seme nmethod, such as matching Impact and non-Impact

areas according to measures of wealth other than property values,

i

F MC

e

SO tﬁat the ‘e values may be compared for deficicncies in the areas
receiving Impact aid. | B |

Directions are indicated for furthcr rescarch on feceral
aid to schools in Virginia. While the relative importancé of
federal funding is low across the state, many of the 1rd1vi Tual
districts rcceive substantial amounts of this aid, through Impact,

Title 1, and other LSEA prograns. With changes in tue federal

aid aYSLCN being cenSLLc:ou, particularly the Impact prograrn,



some urgency in the n

indicated.
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ccessity for conclusive research findings is
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The Standards of Quality and Fiscal Refggg .

Virginia's recently revised state constitution contains a

series of provisions unique to such documents, and of particular

relevance to the issue of equalization of educational opportunity.

T — lo. .
The constitution mandates that programs for public education in the

state meet certain standards of guality, specified inlterms of per-
sonnel-to-student ratios, kindergarten and other types of special

education prégrams, and the propcrtions of other ingtructional pro-
fessional peréonnel besideslclassroom‘teéchers and administrators.

It was felt that the presence of these standards should affect any
consideration of equélizatioﬁ ofbedugational opportunity, and that
the relationship of the standards to cufrent features of ﬁhe educa-
tional prdgrams opcrétiﬁg in the state and their attainéd bﬁtbuté “f

should be defined. - _ —

&

4
-

To test out these relationships, variables in three areas
were selected and valﬁes for the districts in the state were com-—

Piled for analysis. The areas under consideration and their vari-

3

ables were:

(l) District Wealth--property valuation per pupil,
valuation per capita, income per pupil, income
per capita, total expenditures, operating ex-

‘penditures, and instructional expenditures.

(2) Program Features--averaage teacher salary, aver-
"age instructional salary, elementary pupil-
teacher ratio; seédndary pupil—teacher ratio,
and  the percentage of instructional personnel
holding degrces.

(3) School District Output-idraduhtes as a percent

of grade nine enrollment threce years earlier,
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percent of graduates continuing their educa-
tion, grade 4 SRA scores, grade 7 recading
test scores, grade 4 achiecvenent adjustedi
for aptitude, and grade 7 achicvement ad-

justed for aptitude.

These variables were processed against one another in a simple mul-
tiple regression analysis in order to discover which of one class
of variables defined as independent most strongly predicted a given
dependent variable. It was felt that the emergent relative strengths
would reveal areas wherc equalization was not urgently neceded, and
whether the

The drop-out rate, grade 9 to graduation was predicted
most strongly by the number of instructional personnel holding de-
grecs, followed by the eclementary and scecondary pupil—teacher ra-
tios. Total R-squarce attained in the prediction was .117. Teacher
salary and the pupil-tecacher ratio at the secondary level proved
to be strongest predictors of the proportion of students continuing‘
their educations, and with the lesser variables entered R-square
reached .308. Teacher salary'also proved the best predictor of grade
4 SRA test scores, though R-square for this relationship equalled
only .175 and only .191 for the full prediction by program Zfeature
variables. Prediction of grade 7 reading scores was somewhat strong-
er, with an R-square of .217 achieved primarily by tcacher salary,
and .264 for the complete equalization. Indexing grade 4 and 7
achievement by aptitude provided only very weak relationships with
the program fecatures. Summarizing the prediction of output py pro-
gram variables, pupil-teacher ratios and teacher salaries werce con-

sistently strong, among scts of gencrally weak overall rzlationships.
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Predicting program features with variables ing}cqting mea-
sures of local wealthrﬁrovided a loqk at suggested direééion for
equalization. Teacher salary was most sﬁrongly related to operating

expenditure, with an R-square of..429, followed by per pupil income
with a marginal R-square change of .1lll. Adding the valuation vari-
'ables, and other expenditure ﬁeasures pushed the total to .588.
Virtually identical results were found when instructional salary was
reiated to the wéalth,measures. .Similar ordering, a£.lower levels
of strength, was found for the prédiction‘of elementary pupil-teach-
er ratio,.and for secondary ptr. The proportion of instructional
personnél with degrees was predicted most strongly by income mea-
sureé, with Rfsquare c¢qualling .230 for per pupil income and .272
when pef capiﬁa income is introduced.

| Program outéut waé-found to be related-to program features,
and these‘features were found to be rélated to measures of local
wealth. These relatibnshipsbsuggest that more careful analysis, on
an individual schooi basis rather than on a district basis, utiliz-
ing mecasures more effectively isolating the variable in question,
-would provide information usefullin.guiding equalization effects.
Nonétheless, the indication is clear thatlthese rclationships forr a
éeries'of factors which lead from the resources available to the
‘division tovthe output attained in the student.

Reflecting this knowledge is the activity of the Govern-
or's Task Force on Educational Finance in Virginia. This group
costed out the average cost of the programs of the quality standards,

O 1d has suggested an equalization sys:em for providing resources to
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each district in order to fund the programs. A foundation level of
$638 per pupil was defined, and a required local effort combined
with a state supplemental aid program has been designed to achieve
this level in each district.
The $638 figure represents the state-wide averagé cost of

tho§e programs in the overall public‘educatidn program which the
Task Force could define as cofrespondihg to the quality standard
requisites. Two questions might be: (1) Is equalization to a state-
wide average a sufficient objectlve in striving to eliminate inter-
district disparities; and (2) Is equalization on core ‘instructional
programs sufficient to ammeloriate differences in educational ser-
vices résulting fr6m<éisparities in local fiscal condition which per~
sist throughout the state?

| The Task Force recoﬁmcndations have. resulted in legislative
action to provide for this amount of equaiization for the upconming
school year. -Fbr usfthe issue remains: will a more careful and
sophisticatéd analysis reveal other types‘qf educational programs

which bear on outcomes, and other bearing less significantly?

General Conclusions
‘The groundwork has been laid for fiscal reform in the edu-
cational system in Virginia. Current disparities in local condition

are alleviated somewhat by a moderately equalizing basic aid formula.

Unfortunately, inequities persist. " What remains to be decided is

whether they can be resolved through general neutralization of the

resources available at the iocal level, or through a targeted pro-

jram almud at those areas in the maLc -up of local educatlonal ser-
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vices which most strongly affect local ability to attain satisfac—
tory levels of output. We have indications that the latéér may be
true, and the state has a newly instituted equalization system based
on this premise which may scrve as a base for a vigorous effort to
equalize educational opportunity. With further study, it is hoped
that we may ascertain where in the educational program equalization

is most needed, and to what level the state must neutralize: differ-

ences.




